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The NEPA Process

NEPA — the National Environment Policy Act of 1969 — is our national charter for protecting the environment. The
goals of NEPA are to consider all appropriate environmental factors when making decisions, involve the affected
and interested public early in the environmental analysis process, seek less environmental damaging ways to do our
jobs, and document in plain language for the decisionmaker (in this case the Army) and the public the impact
analysis we used for the Maneuver Center of Excellence and Transformation at Fort Benning. The vehicle used to
meet these goals is the Environmental Impact Statement, or EIS. This is the highest level of analysis prepared under
NEPA and is being used for the Fort Benning Transformation action. Compliance with NEPA guidance for our EIS
preparation involves several critical steps:

1. Announce that an EIS will be prepared. For this EIS, a Notice of Intent was published March 18, 2008 in the
Federal Register.

2.  Conduct Scoping. This is the first major step in identifying the relevant issues to be analyzed in depth and
eliminate the issues that are not relevant. Within this process, the Army is very active in soliciting comments
from the public, local governments, federal and state agencies, federally recognized American Indian Tribes,
and environmental groups to ensure their concerns and issues about the proposed Transformation action are
included in the analyses. For this EIS, the Army held a scoping meeting on April 22, 2008 in Columbus, GA.
In addition, advertisements were run in local newspapers and letters were sent to federal, state, and local
regulatory agencies announcing the proposed action as well as identifying the scoping meeting date, time, and
location.

3. Prepare a draft EIS. The first comprehensive document for public and agency review is the draft EIS. This
document examines the environmental impacts of the proposed action and action alternatives that were
determined to be relevant from the scoping initiatives, and analyzed all reasonable alternatives, and a no action
alternative. This draft EIS is being distributed to agencies, the public who have requested copies, and numerous
repositories, as well as posted on a public website, to ensure the widest dissemination possible. The NOA will
be filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and announced in the Federal Register,
advertisements will be placed in local newspapers on the same day. This initiates the 45-day public comment
period.

4. Have a public comment period. The Army’s goal during this process is to ensure that comments about the
analysis presented in the draft EIS are received. This is accomplished through receipt of comments through the
mail as well as at a public meeting. The meeting serves as an open forum for discussion of the proposed action
and its alternatives and provides a direct feedback mechanism for the public and agencies to orally address or
submit written comments directly to the Army. The Army will provide a written response to all substantive
comments received during this public comment period as well as present the issues identified at the public
meeting. These comments will be considered in the preparation of the final EIS and all of the comments will be
documented and be disclosed to the decisionmaker in this phase of the NEPA process.

5. Prepare a final EIS. Following the draft EIS public comment period, a final EIS is prepared. This document is
a revision of the draft EIS, includes consideration of all relevant public and agency comments and the Army’s
responses, and provides the decisionmaker a comprehensive review of all the alternatives, their environmental
impacts, and mitigation measures to minimize these impacts.

6. Issue a Record of Decision (ROD). The final step in the NEPA process is the ROD. It identifies which
alternative has been selected by the decisionmaker and what mitigation measures will be carried out by the Army
to reduce impacts to the environment.

In addition to the NEPA process, on-going consultation and permitting requirements are being undertaken with
federal, state, and local regulatory agencies. For instance, under the Endangered Species Act, a written Biological
Assessment is required for all major construction activities prior to a federal agency authorizing, funding, or
implementing proposed actions that may adversely affect a federally threatened or endangered species or their
critical habitat. Formal Consultation involves a 90-day consultation period and an additional 45-day period for the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to prepare a Biological Opinion (BO) (135 days total). A BO is a written
statement from the USFWS which summarizes the information on which the opinion is based and details how the
proposed action will affect the species or their critical habitat. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) also
requires wetlands permits applications be submitted and then approved by the Corps prior to disturbing jurisdictional
wetlands; and where applicable, construction permits and plans will be submitted to federal, state, and local agencies
and approved prior to any land disturbing activities.
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Abstract: The purpose of the proposed action is to accommodate newly identified requirements for
Armor School training, re-evaluate projects that have moved or significantly changed from those
evaluated in the BRAC 2005 and Transformation EIS, accommodate the decisions taken by the Army for
growth, and support the MCOE standup. Under the Proposed Action, the Army would construct, operate,
and maintain additional facilities and training areas (including ranges and maneuver areas) in support of
the purpose and need. Construction activities associated with the proposed action would occur within the
Georgia boundaries of Fort Benning; none would occur within the Alabama portion of the Installation.
The proposed community services, personnel support, classroom, barracks, and dining facilities would be
constructed in three of the four cantonment areas at Fort Benning: Main Post, Sand Hill, and Harmony

Church; no new projects proposed in the fourth cantonment area at Kelley Hill.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 INTRODUCTION

In November 2007, the Army announced its decision to implement the Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) 2005 and Transformation Actions at Fort Benning, Georgia (GA). Under this action, the Armor
Center and School is relocating from Fort Knox, Kentucky to Fort Benning and will eventually
consolidate with the Infantry Center and School to form the Maneuver Center of Excellence (MCOE). In
addition to the MCOE establishment, the BRAC 2005 Realignment and Transformation Actions (or
BRAC/Transformation) Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and subsequent Record of Decision
(ROD) implemented BRAC discretionary decisions, Army Modular Force (AMF) transformation actions,
Global Defense Posture Realignments (GDPR), and other Army Stationing activities for those projects
that were funded, programmed, and/or planned through the Fiscal Year (FY) 2013. Those projects that
were identified as reasonably foreseeable into FY14, but were not funded nor programmed at time of EIS
publication or ROD announcement, were evaluated for their potential cumulative effects. Since the
November 2007 ROD, however, projects that were reasonably foreseeable in FY14 have now been
funded, programmed, and/or planned, and new projects identified. In addition, some of the projects,
originally identified in the FY08 to FY 13 timeframe, have changed their location, size, and/or timing and
these changes are substantial enough to require a re-evaluation. None of these project changes, however,
impact the ability of Fort Benning to complete the BRAC-directed actions by September 2011. Both the
BRAC directed and discretionary decisions must be completed by the 2011 BRAC law deadline.

During the same timeframe as the BRAC/Transformation actions were being evaluated, the Army
announced its decision to increase its overall size (USAEC 2008) while continuing to restructure its
forces in accordance with modular Transformation decisions (USACE 2002a). The permanent increase in
the Army end strength, which is being implemented in accordance with Congressional authorizations, will
allow the Army to realign its force structure (e.g., modular forces) to a force that is capable of meeting
national security and defense objectives, implements Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
recommendations (DoD 2006); sustains unit equipment and training readiness; and ease the deployment
burden on its Soldiers and Families.

Through increased numbers and unit reconfigurations, the Army’s operational (e.g., combat) readiness is
enhanced by: giving Soldiers more time to train and maintain their equipment, allowing Soldiers and
their Families to spend more time together at home station between deployments, and ensuring the nation
has greater capability to respond to increased threats including terrorism. The impacts of this growth
were analyzed in the Programmatic EIS (PEIS) for Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment and
the Army’s record of decision was formally announced in the Federal Register in January 2008. For Fort
Benning, this growth primarily translates into increased student numbers (or throughput) undertaking
training at the Armor and Infantry Schools, Basic Officers Leaders Course, Officer Candidate School, and
Army Airborne School.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Executive Summary
Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA ES-1
December 2008
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The proposed action, therefore, includes construction, operation, and maintenance of facilities and
training areas (including assets such as ranges and maneuver areas) to support those projects that have
either been added or have significantly changed in location or size from what was originally analyzed in
the BRAC/Transformation final EIS. In addition, the proposed action includes adding facilities and
training areas to support the increased throughput of military personnel and students associated with
Grow the Army missions.

ES2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed action is to accommodate newly identified requirements for Armor School
training, re-evaluate projects that have moved or changed extensively from those evaluated in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, accommodate the decisions taken by the Army for growth, and support the
MCOE standup.

The overarching need for the Proposed action is to provide sufficient operational facilities, training areas
(including ranges and maneuver areas), and infrastructure to accommodate the consolidated Armor and
Infantry mission of the MCOE and the increased military personnel and students due to Army Growth.
The Army plans to meet this need by minimizing land use incompatibilities and balancing the military
readiness mission with a sustained natural environment.

In accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Section 1502.4 of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) implementing regulation, and the Army NEPA Regulation (32 CFR 651, also known
as Army Regulation [AR] 200-2), the Army has determined that the BRAC/Transformation realignment
actions that have been reconfigured and/or newly identified, funded, planned and/or/programmed as well
as those projects associated with the MCOE and Army Growth are all activities closely related to each
other in location and time on Fort Benning and, therefore, their potential environmental effects are being
evaluated together in this independent EIS which incorporates the pre-existing document by reference.

ES3 PROPOSED ACTION

Under the proposed action, the Army would construct, operate, and maintain additional facilities and
training areas (including ranges and maneuver areas) in support of the purpose and need identified in
Chapter 1. Construction activities associated with the proposed action would occur within the Georgia
boundaries of Fort Benning; none would occur within the Alabama portion of the Installation. The
proposed community services, personnel support, classroom, barracks, and dining facilities would be
constructed in three of the four cantonment areas at Fort Benning: Main Post, Sand Hill, and Harmony
Church (Figure ES-1); no new construction is proposed in the fourth cantonment area at Kelley Hill.
Figure ES-2 presents baseline conditions of training lands at Fort Benning. As with the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, the range areas are discussed in terms of North Ranges and South Ranges,
with U.S. Highway 27/280 acting as the dividing line between the two.

Executive Summary U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
ES-2 Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA
December 2008
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Figure ES-1: Fort Benning Cantonment Areas

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Executive Summary
Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA ES-3
December 2008



Draft

Figure ES-2: Fort Benning Baseline Training Areas
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ES 3.1 BRAC 2005 and Transformation Actions EIS Changes

Given the multi-year timeframe and magnitude of transition at Fort Benning, the planning process has
been inherently iterative for BRAC/Transformation. As noted in the BRAC/Transformation EIS and
Biological Assessment (BA), complete design information was not available for projects slated in FY09
and beyond (USACE 2007a, 2007¢). Under Army procedures these projects are planned and
programmed up to 3 years in advance, but nothing can be constructed until funding approval is received
from Congress. Not until funding is approved can the Army request a final design/build cost proposal
from engineering contractors, and once the contract has been awarded it is only then that the 100 percent
design is finalized. For BRAC/Transformation projects, it is during this process that projects were
changed and redesign to such an extent that some of them warrant another hard look at their potential
environmental impacts.

The following is a general description of the type of projects that are evaluated in this EIS; Chapter 3
identifies the alternatives and has a detailed listing of each project, the Army-assigned project tracking
number, and the year in which construction is planned to begin.

Almost 20 projects originally identified in the BRAC/Transformation EIS have subsequently changed in
location or grown in size. Most of the projects have changed in location and are found in the training
areas (as opposed to cantonment area projects) and include ranges and installation-wide training area road
development. Nineteen FYQ9 projects were included in the BRAC and Transformation EIS. They are,
therefore, found in the No Action Alternative of this EIS and will proceed to completion having their
NEPA obligations fulfilled under the EIS and associated ROD (USACE 20074, b).

Several projects have grown in size: the Vehicle Recovery Course, also referred to as the Ground
Mobility Division (GMD), is found north of U.S. Highway 27/280, the Physical Fitness Center in
Harmony Church, and the Hospital Replacement located in the Main Post. Installation wide, several
infrastructure projects are also proposed. In addition, a number of projects identified in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS as reasonably foreseeable in the FY 14 timeframe (and were, therefore,
analyzed for cumulative effects but not part of the original proposed action), have since been planned for
construction earlier than FY14. Because they are now programmed, the probability of their being funded
has increased and the Army felt that they needed to be re-evaluated for their potential impacts under the
proposed action. These projects are predominantly in the training areas and include numerous ranges.
Several new facilities would also be established in the Main Post, Harmony Church, and Sand Hill
cantonments.

ES 3.2 Army Growth

The objective of the nationwide Army Growth Campaign Plan is to permanently increase overall end
strength by about 65,000 active component Soldiers by 2012. Of this, a gain of 30,000 Soldiers was
previously authorized as a temporary increase. These Soldiers were accommodated in Army units across
the U.S. Impacts associated with this plus up were evaluated following Army NEPA Regulations and the
appropriate level of NEPA documentation completed for the receiving units. At Fort Benning, this

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Executive Summary
Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA ES-5
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temporary increase included 45 permanent-party military personnel and 73 military personnel in the 14"
Combat Support Hospital, 19" Optometry Detachment, and 497" Movement Control Team for a total
temporary gain of 118 personnel. According to an Army Growth Stationing Announcement given by Fort
Benning on January 8, 2008, the additional 35,000-Soldier increase is planned to occur across the Army
at a rate of 7,000 Soldiers per year between 2008 and 2012. Although the specific student training load
and supporting cadre gains were not included in this 2008 Announcement, the following assumptions
were used to depict the personnel increase:

o With the temporary 30,000-Soldier Army wide increase, Fort Benning has been experiencing a
gain of 20,000 Soldiers in annual training load, increasing on an incremental basis beginning in
FY08. This gain has been experienced primarily in the Infantry One Station Unit Training, but
also included Basic Combat Training increased training load. This gain would be expected to
continue.

e The 35,000 Soldiers additional increase across Army units is not anticipated to result in a
concomitant increase in training load at Fort Benning as occurred with the temporary increase
(which was a two-thirds increase).

e The proposed Grow the Army projects would support one additional Initial Entry Training
battalion at Fort Benning. This would equate to 120 cadre members and up to 1,200 Initial Entry
Training Soldiers per day (Five Companies with 240 Soldiers per Company).

e There would be additional increases in training loads for advanced Infantry and Armor training,
as well as Officer Candidate and Airborne School training since Fort Benning is the only location
for these training opportunities; increases would also occur in the enrollment for Basic Officers
Leaders Course which is offered only at Fort Benning and Fort Jackson.

To accommodate this growth, numerous housing, dining, and classroom facilities are being proposed
within the cantonment areas; only one range would be constructed to meet Growth needs.

As of November 2007, there were approximately 17,800 military personnel, 8,700 civilian employees,
and 9,400 students (daily average of the number of students being trained on any one day, based on a total
annual attendance) stationed at Fort Benning (USACE 2007a). Following the complete stand up of the
BRAC and Transformation activities, an additional 14,069 military personnel, 2,545 civilians and/or
contractors, and a daily average number of 8,357 students will be added to Fort Benning. This increases
the total Fort Benning population (not including family members and dependents) to a total of 43,114
military, civilian, and contractor personnel, as well as 17,757 students (daily average) (USACE 2007a).

In addition, a temporary increase in Army end strength, authorized in advance of the Army Growth ROD
(USAEC 2008), has resulted in an estimated maximum increase of 2,640 daily average students at Fort
Benning (personal communication, Brown 2008).

Executive Summary U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
ES-6 Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA
December 2008
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ES 3.3 Other Projects

There are several proposed projects that, due to implementing the BRAC/Transformation actions (and are
not BRAC-directed projects), are now needed. These projects were not foreseen and therefore, not
included in the BRAC/Transformation EIS and include warrior in transition, maintenance, and shopping
facilities; medical additions; water treatment plan upgrades, and expansion; as well as training
infrastructure projects for ranges and roads.

ES 3.4 Proposed Cantonment, Range, and Training Area Requirements

Cantonment Area Development. The majority of the cantonment area development associated with the
proposed action would be infill development in Main Post and new development in previously disturbed
areas of Sand Hill. The Water Treatment Plant Upgrade and Expansion in the Main Post, approximately
260 acres, would include construction of a new inlet to draw water from the Chattahoochee River. The
proposed projects in Sand Hill would together impact approximately 375 acres. The proposed Hospital
replacement project, at approximately 300 acres, is the single largest impact footprint in the cantonment
areas.

Range and Training Area Requirements. The proposed range and training area development is
primarily driven by the ongoing implementation of the BRAC/Transformation actions; however, they are
also related to Grow the Army, GDPR, and existing missions. The types of ranges proposed at Fort
Benning include the following (USACE 2008):

o Vehicle Recovery Course (GMD) (PN 72017) — used to train Soldiers on how to retrieve tracked
vehicles when mired and/or overturned. This includes operating towing equipment and learning
towing techniques in various conditions including sandy and muddy areas. The additional
equipment associated with this training was fully evaluated in the BRAC/Transformation EIS;
however, the potential footprint of this training activity has increased from that assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS.

o Rifle/Machine Gun Zero Range (PNs 65035, 65036 and 65039) —This range is used to train
individual Soldiers on the skills necessary to align the sights and practice basic marksmanship
techniques against stationary targets. The range is designed for training Shot-Grouping and
Zeroing exercises with the M16 and M4 series rifles as well as crew served machine guns.

e Modified Record Fire Range (PN 65043 and 65049) — used to train and test individual Soldiers
on the skills necessary to identify, engage, and defeat stationary infantry targets for day/night
qualification requirements with the M16 and M4 rifles. The training intent of the Modified
Record Fire Range is to meet the Army’s requirement that every Soldier assigned a M16 or M4
rifle conduct semiannual qualification with their rifle.

e Multi-Purpose Training Range (PN 64551) —used to train and test crews and dismounted infantry
squads on the skills necessary to detect, identify, engage and defeat stationary infantry and

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Executive Summary
Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA ES-7
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ES4

stationary/moving armor targets in a tactical array. In addition to live-fire, this complex can also
be used for training with sub-caliber and/or laser training devices. The complex is specifically
designed to satisfy the training and qualification requirements for the crews and sections of
armor, infantry and aviation units. This complex also supports dismounted infantry squad tactical
live- fire operations either independently of, or simultaneously with, supporting vehicles.

Fire and Movement Range (PNs 65033 and 65034) — used to train individual Soldier and
buddy/teams on basic fire and movement techniques against stationary infantry targets. Soldiers
show their ability to select covered and concealed positions, move while under fire, apply
principles of teamwork, and use suppressive fire on enemy Soldier targets.

Anti-Armor Tracking and Live Fire Complex (PN 65078) — used to train and test Soldiers on the
skills necessary to employ anti-armor missile systems, identify, track, engage and defeat
stationary and moving armor targets presented individually or as part of a tactical array. The
complex is designed to satisfy the training and qualification requirements of medium and heavy
anti-armor weapon systems. This range is also used for field tracking exercises and for
qualification exercises.

Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range (PNs 65070 and 68733) — used to train and test Soldiers on
the skills necessary to zero, detect, identify, engage and defeat Stationary Infantry Targets,
Moving Infantry Targets, and Stationary Armor Targets in a tactical array with the following
weapons: M2 Machine Gun, Mk-19 40mm Grenade, M60, M240B, M249 Squad Automatic
Weapon, M249 Automatic Rifle, and M24 7.62mm Sniper Rifle.

Range Roads — Under the proposed action, new training roads would be constructed and existing
training area roads and/or tank trails would be repaired or upgraded. The disturbed area during
construction of new tank trails is estimated at 96 feet (ft) from centerline, or 192-ft wide, to
include berms and erosion control measures. After construction, the average operational width of
the road would be 30 ft, including the berms to support the variety of wheeled and tracked
vehicles used for training.

Water Crossings — Crossings would be established along proposed range roads and trails where
stream crossing is required. Currently, Fort Benning uses two designs for water crossings: one is
a low-water crossing where the vehicle would drive down a hardened slope, go into the stream,
and then proceed out the other side, the second type is an arched culvert that keeps the stream
flowing through a metal culvert and the vehicle rides over the water on a hardened road (personal
communication, Sweeney 2008). The crossings would be 30-ft wide.

ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives form the core of the NEPA process. In compliance with Army NEPA and CEQ regulations,
the Army must consider reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. Only those alternatives
determined as reasonable relative to their ability to fulfill the need for the proposed action warrant

Executive Summary U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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detailed analysis. To be considered reasonable, an alternative must not only fulfill the purpose and need
for the action, it must be technically and fiscally feasible. Through a rigorous evaluation, the Army
examined a range of alternatives, determined those deemed reasonable, and identified those not carried
forward for detailed analysis.

In conformance with these requirements, the Army explored potential alternatives. Options considered in
this examination included alternative locations for facilities, activities, and ranges; modifying the number
of students being trained at Fort Benning as a result of Army Growth; and different phasing of
implementation and are discussed below. Described below are the various alternatives under
consideration to implement the purpose and need for this action. Included are the screening criteria,
alternatives considered but not carried forward, the action alternatives, the no action alternative, and the
baseline conditions. The No Action Alternative incorporates all projects that were analyzed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS. Inclusion of these projects is necessary because the Army announced their
decision to construct these BRAC/Transformation facilities in the ROD and they will be built regardless
of this proposed action. If any of these No Action Alternative projects are relocated or substantially
change in size from what is presented here, the appropriate level of NEPA documentation and agency
consultation will be completed by Fort Benning before any construction is undertaken. In this EIS,
impacts for all alternatives (including No Action) are also compared against the baseline conditions; this
approach provides the decision maker and the public a clear basis from which to choose. Baseline
conditions are those that were found in March 2008 when the NOI was announced for this proposal. The
following discussion presents further detail of the alternatives.

Baseline conditions, from which impacts of the alternatives are compared, includes the existing
environment found as of March 2008, when this proposal was announced in the Federal Register (see
Appendix A). As such, it includes the FY07 and FYO08 projects identified in the BRAC/Transformation
final EIS along with the baseline conditions used in the EIS. If a comparison is done of projects proposed
for construction in the FY07 BRAC/Transformation EIS, readers will notice that some were delayed and
construction not started until FY08. Figure ES-3 illustrates baseline conditions, including these projects,
any changes that have occurred, such as increased or decreased disturbance footprints, during the
BRAC/Transformation implementation and contracting process for these FY08 projects.

ES 4.1 No Action Alternative

The BRAC/Transformation actions will be implemented regardless of the decision taken under this
proposed action so they are included in the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative, therefore,
includes FY09 through FY13 BRAC/Transformation projects. This EIS does offer an opportunity for
decision makers and the public to evaluate impacts, by comparing impacts due to all alternatives with
baseline. Table ES-1 provides a summary of the projects considered as part of the No Action Alternative
and Figures ES-3 and ES-4 illustrate the alternative for the cantonment and training areas, respectively.
Items noted with an asterisk are projects that have been changed since the BRAC/Transformation ROD
and are now evaluated under Alternative A (the preferred alternative) and Alternative B.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Executive Summary
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Figure ES-3: No Action Alternative Cantonment Area
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Figure ES-4: No Action Alternative Training Areas
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FY PN Project Title
09 48644 Central Wash Facility
09 51256 Reception Barracks (Phase 2)
09 64460 DS/GS Vehicle Maintenance Facility
09 64797 Tracked Vehicle Drivers Course
09 72017 Vehicle Recovery Training Area *
09 65035 Rifle/Machinegun Zero Range (Z1)*
09 65036 Rifle/Machinegun Zero Range (Z2)*
09 65037 Rifle Machinegun Zero Range (Z3)
Rifle Machinegun Zero Range (Z4)
09 65038
09 65039 Rifle/Machinegun Zero Range (Z5)*
09 65047 Modified Record Fire (MRF5)
09 65080 Consolidated Troop Medical Clinic
09 65081 Medical Treatment Facility (Increment 1)*
09 65286 Armor Officer Basic Course Headquarters
09 General Instruction Bldg Complex (Phase 1)
09 Convert Non Unaccompanied Personnel Housing/Billeting Space to Transient
09 65322 Infantry Basic Officers Course Headquarters Complex Building
09 Student Dining Facility Main Post
09 65383 Stationary Tank Range (ST2)*
09 65438 Vehicle Maintenance Instruction Facility
09 65578 Criminal Investigation Command Group/Brigade Headquarters Building
09 67419 Reception Station, Phase 3
09 67457 Infrastructure Support, Increment 2*
09 69358 Range Access Road—Good Hope Maneuver Training Area *
09 69668 Good Hope Training Area Infrastructure*
09 69742 Northern Training Area Infrastructure*
09 69743 Southern Training Area Infrastructure*
09 65554 Construct Training Area Roads Paved*
09 69741 Training Area Infrastructure — 19D/K OSUT*
10 62207 Combined Arms Collective Training Facility (Phase I1)
Army Reserve Center/ Operations and Maintenance Services / Unaccompanied
10 64491 Personnel Housing Storage
09 65034 Fire and Movement range (FM3)*
10 65061 Armor Climate Control Storage Facility
10 65079 Automated Combat Pistol/Military Police Qualification Course*
10 65284 MCOE Headquarters/CIDC Expansion
10 65405 Equipment Concentration Site
10 65557 Repair Existing Training Area Roads*
10 67458 Gen Instruction Bldg Complex (Increment 2)
10 67461 Hospital Replacement (Increment 2)*
11 38134 Barracks Complex Main Post
11 63799 3rd Infantry Division Brigade Combat Team (Heavy) Complex
11 65070 Multipurpose Machine Gun Range (MPMG2)*
11 65395 SOF Ranger Support Company

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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Table ES-1: No Action Alternative

FY PN Project Title

11 67012 Qualification Training Range

12 65246 Community Activity Center*

12 65248 Physical Fitness Center*

12 62953 Rail Loading Facility Expansion*

12 64790 Battle Lab/Battle Command Training

13 62952 Brigade Complex Headquarters, 14th Combat Support Hospital
13 65065 Chapel Harmony Church

13 65249 Chapel Sand Hill*

Note: Items noted with an asterisk are projects that have been changed since the BRAC/Transformation
ROD and are now evaluated under Alternative A.

ES 4.2 Alternatives

Fort Benning used a thorough application of environmental and operational constraints to choose
potential alternatives sites for the proposed action. The Army’s overriding priority for site identification
was to ensure the safety of military and civilian populations. The proposed sites were also selected as
part of the Installation’s goal to minimize interference with its military mission, and its need to address
compatibility issues with adjacent land uses, missions, and functions. In siting the proposed training
assets, the Army wanted to ensure that performing these activities would be compatible with existing and
planned mission requirements as well as sustain the natural environment. For example, live-fire ranges
should be co-located with existing impact areas because no new impact areas may be created per Army
regulation; ranges also could not be sited in a manner that would constrain or conflict with use of existing
or planned ranges nor with their associated surface danger zones. After this screening application, Fort
Benning identified two action alternatives—Alternatives A and B.

ES 4.2-1 Preferred Alternative

The Army has identified Alternative A as their preferred alternative because it best meets the purpose and
need of the proposed action. Figure ES-5 illustrates the cantonment area proposed construction under
Alternative A and Figure ES-6 shows the training area and range proposed construction areas.
Alternative B would also meet the purpose and need, however, it is not the preferred option because
maneuver training would require more travel time between the motorpools and the training areas for
heavy tracked and wheeled vehicles, this training area would not be located adjacent to the majority of
operational facilities, and the Alternative B 19D/K OSUT southern training area would be smaller than
Alternative A and present constraints to meeting Armor School OSUT training requirements. Alternative
B would also result in greater impacts to the red cockaded woodpecker, a federally listed protected
species.
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Figure ES-5: Alternative A Cantonment Area Proposed Construction
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Figure ES-6: Alternative A Training Area Proposed Construction
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ES 4.2-2 Alternative A (preferred alternative) and Alternative B Cantonment

Draft

1 and Training Area Development
2  Cantonment and training area development for Alternative A is presented in Table ES-2. The 30 projects
3 included in each alternative are grouped by project location; designated project number (PN), construction
4  start date, the project name, and disturbance-area footprint. Those projects that differ with Alternative B
5 arenoted in Table ES-2 and listed in Table ES-3.
Table ES-2: Alternative A (preferred alternative)
Project Date
PN (FY) Project Name/Location/Size
Disturbance-Area
Installation Wide Footprint (Acres)
65554 09 Construct Training Area Roads Paved 905
Infrastructure Support, Incr. 2 (already disturbed
67457 09 (security fence) area)
65557 10 Repair Existing Training Area Roads, Phase 1 991
Cantonment Area—Harmony Church
71065 09 Troop Store - AAFES (NAF) 4
65246 12 Recreation Centers HC and SH 27
65248 12 Physical Fitness Center, Harmony Church 39
62953 12 Rail Loading Facility Expansion 134
Cantonment Area—Main Post
70235 09 Hospital Replacement 300
69406 09 Unit Maintenance Facilities 41
69999 09 Warrior In Transition Complex 17
71473 10 Water Treatment Plant Upgrade And Expansion 260
64481 10 Blood Donor Center (already disturbed
area)
69151 10 Dining Facility To Support AST Training 10
65250 10 Maneuver Battle Lab 27
0 (addition at
71620 10 Dental Clinic Addition (Bernheim Site) currently disturbed
site
Cantonment Area—Sand Hill :
69147 09 Trainee Complex Upgrade 65
70027 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities 72
70026 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities 50
72322 10 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 1 155
69150 10 Classrooms & Dual Battalion Dining Facilities 58
72324 11 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 2 Note 1
72456 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 72
72457 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 50

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA
December 2008

Executive Summary

ES-17




Draft

Table ES-2: Alternative A (preferred alternative)

Project Date
PN (FY) Project Name/Location/Size
69745 12 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 3 131
65249 13 Chapel (already disturbed
area)
Ranges North of U.S. Highway 27/280
72017 09 Vehicle Recovery Course (GMD) 507
65035 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z1) 1
65039 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z5)
65036 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z2)
65049 09 Modified Record Fire 7 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 24
65043 09 Modified Record Fire 1 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 24
Multi-Purpose Training Range 1 — 25mm, 120mm, 7.62mm,
64551 09 5.56mm & .50 Caliber (Cal) 984
65033 09 Fire and Movement 2 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 10
Northern Training Area (TA) Infrastructure-19D/K One
69741 09 Station Unit Training (Heavy Mounted/Dismounted
Training in TA-013, 014, and a portion 012) 872
69742 09 Northern Traini_ng Ar_ea Infrastructure (Heavy Mounted
Training in TA-L1, L2, and L3) Note 2
69743 09 Southern Training Area Infrastructure 583
65034 10 Fire and Movement 3 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 10
65383 09 Stationary Tank Range (ST2) 676
64797 09 Drivers Training Course (Access Roads) 34
Ranges South of U.S. Highway 27/280
Anti-Armor Tracking And Live Fire Complex 1--Ranger
65078 09 Anti-armor/ Assault Weapon S_ystem High-Explosive Anti-
Tank (using FFV551 munition) & Tube Launched,
Optically Tracked, Wire Command Link 2A Inert munition 13
69358 09 Range Access Road—Good Hope Maneuver Training Area 166
69668 09 Good Hope Training Area Infrastructure 1,677
65070 11 Multi-Purpose Machine Gun 2 — 7.62mm & .50 Cal 238

Note 1: Both PN 72322 and 72324 are on the same 155-acre site.
Note 2: The Northern Training Area Infrastructure analyzed in the BRAC 2005 and Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a).

1

2
3
4
5
6

ES 4.2.3 Alternative B Proposed Cantonment and Training Area Development
Alternative B differs from Alternative A in only four areas:

1. 19D/K One Station Unit Training (OSUT) would take place in TA-Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q5 (training
areas south of U.S. Highway 27/280 and illustrated in Figure 3.4-3), moving from TA-L1, L2,
and L3 in Alternative A.

Executive Summary U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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2. TA-L1, L2, and L3 would be used for existing maneuver training and have no new infrastructure
constructed as proposed under Alternative A.

3. The Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range 1 is included in Alternative B only.
4. The Automated Combat Pistol Qualification course is also only included in Alternative B.

Figures ES-7 and ES-8 present cantonment- and training-area development for Alternative B,
respectively.
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Figure ES-7: Alternative B Proposed Cantonment-Area Development
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Figure ES-8: Alternative B Proposed Training Area Development
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Table 3.4-2: Alternative B

Project Date
PN (FY) Project Name/Location/Size
Disturbance-Area
Installation Wide Footprint (Acres)
65554 09 Construct Training Area Roads Paved 905
67457 09 Infrastructure Support, Increment 2 (security fence) (site already disturbed)
65557 10 Repair Existing Training Area Roads, Phase 1 991
Cantonment Area—Harmony Church
71065 09 Troop Store - AAFES (NAF) 4
65246 12 Recreation Centers HC and SH 27
65248 12 Physical Fitness Center, Harmony Church 39
62953 12 Rail Loading Facility Expansion 134
Cantonment Area—Main Post
70235 09 Hospital Replacement 300
69406 09 Unit Maintenance Facilities 41
69999 09 Warrior In Transition Complex 17
71473 10 Water Treatment Plant Upgrade And Expansion 260
64481 10 Blood Donor Center
69151 10 Dining Facility To Support AST Training 10
65250 10 Maneuver Battle Lab 27
71620 10 Dental Clinic Addition (Bernheim Site) 0 (addition at currently
disturbed site)
Cantonment Area—Sand Hill
69147 09 Trainee Complex Upgrade 65
70027 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities 72
70026 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities 50
72322 10 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 1 155
69150 10 Classrooms & Dual Battalion Dining Facilities 58
72324 11 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 2 Note 1
72456 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 72
72457 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 50
69745 12 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 3 131
65249 13 Chapel 0 (alrea(:i)f[ ed)lsturbed
Ranges North of U.S. Highway 27/280
72017 09 Vehicle Recovery Course (GMD) 507
65035 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z1) 1
65039 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z5) 1
65036 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z2) 1
65049 09 Modified Record Fire 7 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 24
65043 09 Modified Record Fire 1 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 24
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Table 3.4-2: Alternative B

Project Date
(FY) Project Name/Location/Size

Multi-Purpose Training Range 1 — 25mm, 120mm, 7.62mm,
64551 09 5.56mm & .50 Caliber (Cal) 984
65033 09 Fire and Movement 2 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 10

Northern Training Area used for existing maneuver training.
69742 09 No new infrastructure constructed in TA-L1, L2, and L3 Note 2
65034 10 Fire and Movement 3 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 10
65383 09 Stationary Tank Range (ST2) 676
64797 09 Drivers Training Course (Access Roads) 34

Ranges South of U.S. Highway 27/280
65078 09 Anti-Armor Tracking and Live Fire Complex 13
65079 10 Automated Combat Pistol Qualification Course 1
69358 09 Range Access Road—Good Hope Maneuver Training Area 166
69668 09 Good Hope Training Area Infrastructure 1,677

19D/K One Station Unit (OSUT) Training (Heavy

69741 09 Mounted/Dismounted) Training in TA-Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q5 872
69743 09 Southern Training Area Infrastructure 583
65070 11 Multi-Purpose Machine Gun 2 — 7.62mm & .50 Cal 238
68733 10 Multi-Purpose Machine Gun 1-7.62mm & .50 Cal 238

Note 1: Both PN 72322 and 72324 are on the same 155-acre site.
Note 2: The Northern Training Area Infrastructure was analyzed in the BRAC EIS (USACE 2007a).
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ES4 ARMY DECISION-MAKING PROCESS AND DECISION TO BE MADE

The Army’s decision maker will consider all relevant environmental information and public issues of
concern disclosed in this EIS. In addition, he/she will seriously consider of several non-environmental
factors critical to the final decision such as Army directives; existing and emerging national defense needs
as identified in the QDR; Soldiers and their Families’ quality of life; and cost efficiencies. Then after a
thorough evaluation of this information, the decision maker will document the decision, selecting one of
the proposed action alternatives in a ROD, which will be signed no earlier than 30 days from publication
of the final EIS Notice of Availability. The ROD will clearly and definitively articulate the decision
made and provide a supporting explanation. Once the ROD is finalized, the Army will forward a Notice
of Availability to the Federal Register and make the ROD available for public review.

For this proposal, the decision to be made includes:

o Whether or not the action alternatives adequately meet the purpose and need of the proposed
action.

e Conclude whether the preferred alternative for construction, operations, and maintenance
activities associated with the BRAC/Transformation, Grow the Army, and MCOE actions is
adopted and if not, for what reasons.
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e Concurrence or non-concurrence with the findings presented in the EIS.
¢ Identify mitigation measures the Army will adopt and fund in order to minimize adverse impacts.

ES5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This EIS presents the existing environmental and potential environmental consequences that could result
from each alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, the impacts would be those identified in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS and all mitigation measures identified in the ROD are being implemented to
minimize adverse impacts. Under this proposal’s Alternatives A and B there is the potential to have
significant and adverse effects, depending on the resource. A summary of impacts by resource area for
the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B is provided in Table ES-4.
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource

No Action Alternative

Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

Mitigation Measures

Land Use and Management (Section 4.3)

As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, no
significant impacts are anticipated.

Similar to the No Action
alternative, no significant
impacts are anticipated.

Fort Benning Land Use and Land use stays unchanged within Lgnd_ use stays unc_hanged Same a s .
. within the Installation. Alternative No mitigation required.
Management the Installation. Cantonment-
. Cantonment-developed A
developed areas would increase but .
: . -~ areas would increase but
are consistent with existing land - . s
USes are consistent with existing
' land uses.
Heavy maneuver training is required to occur
Similar to the No Action during the hours of 4 a.m. to 12 a.m. for half
As assessed in the alternative, no land use of the training days and 6 p.m. to 12 p.m. for
BRAC/Transformation EIS, land outside Installation Same as the remainder of the training days. Mitigation
Off-Post Land Use and - . : - . . . . .
use outside Installation boundaries boundaries would not Alternative measures include informing adjacent
Management . . . .
would not change; therefore, no change; therefore, no A community of training schedule and
significant impacts would occur. significant impacts would continued implementation of existing noise
occur. management and compatible land use
programs.
Aesthetic and Visual Resources (Section 4.4)
Minor visual impacts due to Minor wsugl Impacts due
- - to construction equipment.
construction equipment. No Lo .
A, . . No significant impacts
significant impacts because visual - - Same as
o because visual compatibility . I .
Cantonment Areas compatibility of new structures Alternative No mitigation required.
. . of new structures would be
would be maintained through design A

and consistency with existing
structures

maintained through design
and consistency with
existing structures.
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource

No Action Alternative

Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

Mitigation Measures

No significant impacts during

No significant impacts
during construction phase;

. ) . . Same as
Range Areas construction phgse, hpwever, v_|s_ual howeve_r,_v_lsual_ . Alternative No mitigation required
compatibility with adjacent training compatibility with adjacent '
A L A
lands would be maintained. training lands would be
maintained.
Socioeconomics (Section 4.5)
Significant direct and indirect Direct and indirect
beneficial impacts on high beneficial impacts would
Economic Developments and err_lployment and §a|e_s volume._ _ be expected for economic Same as o _
. Minor direct and indirect beneficial development. No Alternative No mitigation required.
Demographics . N A .
impacts on population increase. significant impacts would A
Minor direct and indirect negative be expected for
impacts on needed services. demographics.
Minor negative effects anticipated if - . Same as
: : No significant impacts . . .
Housing local housing stock not able to meet Alternative No mitigation required.
would be expected.
growth. A
Significant negative effects
expected on schools if community
cannot accommodate the increased
population through increased
. . funding and timely capacity No significant impacts Same as I .
Quality of Life ’ A Alternative No mitigation required.
expansion. No significant adverse would be expected. A

effects anticipated for public
services such as health care, police,
or fire. Positive impacts to
employment and income.
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource

No Action Alternative

Alternative A

(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

Mitigation Measures

Noise impacts would not have a
disproportionately high adverse

interchange in Harmony Church
under the proposed action.

Alternative.

. . - L ; - . Same as
Environmental Justice and impact to minority and low income No significant impacts Alternative No mitigation required
Protection of Children populations adjacent to the Post. No  [would be expected. A g g '
impact to children’s health '
anticipated.
Transportation (Section 4.6)
No further mitigation measures required
Significant impacts at several beyond those required as a result of the
>19 . P . No significant impact Same as BRAC/Transformation EIS. Implementation
. intersections where level of service - . - . . X
Main Post Cantonment Area S ; . beyond the No Action Alternative of widened roads and improved intersections,
fails in the morning and evening .
Alternative. A. and encouraged use of travel demand
peak hours. .
management tools would mitigate
transportation impacts
Significant impacts at one No significant impact Same as Eeo gﬁgﬁiggltﬁajzﬁgdﬂge:%gjI;ec?futltzeed
Kelley Hill Cantonment Area intersection where level of service beyond the No Action Alternative 4 quire
. . BRAC/Transformation EIS and noted above
fails. Alternative. A .
for Main Post
. . No further mitigation measures required
- . No significant impact Same as .
. Significant impacts at two - . beyond those required as a result of the
Sand Hill Cantonment Area ; . . beyond the No Action Alternative ;
intersections fails. . BRAC/Transformation EIS and noted above
Alternative. A .
for Main Post
Moderate impacts to level of
service during morning and evening No significant impact No further mitigation measures required
Harmony Church Cantonment | peak hours at access control point be or? d the No A(E)tion Same as beyond those required as a result of the
Area due to construction of new Y Alternative A | BRAC/ Transformation EIS and noted above

for Main Post.
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource

No Action Alternative

Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

Mitigation Measures

Utilities (Section 4.7)

As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, no

Similar to the No Action
alternative, no significant

\ljvoat;t;{,\elg/t\g:tg;ig&ply. _significant impacts antici_pqted with !mpacts anFicipated by_ Same as o _
Stormwater System' and implementation of all existing implementing all existing Alternative No mitigation required.
Energy Sources ’ federal, state, and Ioc_al_regulatory federal, state, and local A
procedures and permitting regulatory procedures and
requirements. permitting requirements.
Noise (Section 4.8)
Similar to the No Action
alternative, no significant
noise impacts anticipated
because the operations
. assouat_ed with this Existing reporting and claim procedures for
As assessed in the alternative would not result alleged noise problems due to Army
BRAC/Transformation EIS, in an increase of Zone Il - . !
increases in noise contour levels noise contours to impact operations will continue to address off-Post
- - exposure to Zone |11 contours. Through the
both on- and off-Post would occur any sensitive noise Installation Operational Noise Management
in comparison to baseline condition.  [receptors. Impacts from Same as Plan, the Army identifies incompatible land
Additional sensitive noise receptors  |construction activities Alternative uses7within noise contours that can be used
within and outside the Installation would not be significant. A

would be impacted from exposure
to Zone 11 noise levels. Disclosure
to on-Post residents for homes
found in Zones Il and 111 would
continue.

Operationally, impacts
from Zone 111 noise levels
would remain relatively the
same and noise-related
awakenings could occur,
increasing annoyance.
Disclosure would minimize
impacts to insignificant
levels.

for planning purposes by the community.
Continued practice of noise disclosures in
real estate documents for on-Post residents in
Zone Il and 111 also minimizes significant
impacts.
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource

No Action Alternative

Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

Mitigation Measures

Air Quality (Section 4.9)

As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, short-
term emissions from construction
would increase emissions but would
not significantly affect regional air

Similar to the No Action
alternative, short-term
emissions from
construction would
increase emissions but
would not significantly
affect regional air quality

quality and no Class | PSD areas Same as
and no Class | PSD areas . L .

would be affected. Long-term Alternative No mitigation required.

. . would be affected. Long-

impacts from increased range . A

: . term impacts from
operations and maintenance - .
- - increased range operations
activities would be minimal and and maintenance activities
would not significantly impact g
X . . would be minimal and

regional air quality or Class | PSD Lo
would not significantly

areas. . ; X .
impact regional air quality
or Class | PSD areas.

Hazardous and Toxic Materials and Waste (Section 4.10)

As assessed in the

BRAC/Transformation EIS, the

quantity of materials used, stored,

Hazardous Materials Storage, anq handled would increase, Same as the No Action Same as I .
; existing procedures, regulations, - Alternative No mitigation required.
Use, and Handling A alternative.
and facilities would be able to meet A.

storage, use, and handling
requirements. No significant
impacts anticipated
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource

No Action Alternative

Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

Mitigation Measures

As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, per

Similar to the No Action
Alternative and all
hazardous materials
identified in the conversion
of interior space will be

Toxic Substances Management | current Fort Benning practice, abated, and disposed of in Same as
and Hazardous Waste management plans would be accordance with current Alternative No mitigation required.
Management updated to reflect the change in laws and regulations. A
mission; therefore, no significant Types and quantities of
impacts. hazardous wastes generated
would be accommodated
by the existing hazardous
waste management system.
As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS,
impacts would occur if unknown
contaminated sites are discovered . Same as
. . . ) S Same as the No Action . . .
Contaminated Sites during construction. Existing - Alternative No mitigation required.
alternative.
procedures for regulatory A

coordination and cleanup
requirements would be followed to
ensure no significant impacts.
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource

No Action Alternative

Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

Mitigation Measures

Water Resources (Section 4.11)

As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS,
impacts to water resources would
not be significant as long as all
permit requirements, Installation
guidelines, including Best

Application of existing management actions,
facility design, and construction practices
would minimize impacts. Use of “low” water
crossings, where needed, will be incorporated
into the design process. Once operational,

Surface Water, . . Same as monitoring to identify erosion or
Management Practices were Same as No Action . . L -
Hydrogeqlogy/Groundwater, followed for surface water Alternative Alternative sedimentation issues on the ranges, training
Floodplains, Wetlands hvdroloav/aroundwater arlld A. areas, and tank trails would occur to ensure
fl)(l)odplgxsg Unavoidab,le wetland no significant impacts. Specific mitigation
impacts wiI.I require mitigation plans for Impacts occurring f“’!“ projects
Significant impacts to wetlands; can addressed in this EIS will be tailored to those
be avoided with successful wetland Impacts during the federal and state
mitigation permitting process.
Geology and Soils (Section 4.12)
Potentially severe impacts to the
Installation’s erodible soils as a
result of training operations without
implementation of erosion control
measures and Best Management
Practices as outlined in state, Application of existing management actions,
federal laws, and Installation facility design, and construction practices
Geologic and Topographic guidelines. All required permits Same as No Action Same as would minimize impacts. The individual
Conditions would be obtained and implemented Alternative Alternative project designs will specifically tailor the
and Soils and all appropriate site-specific ' A exact details to control and offset impact to

management practices and existing
mitigation measures would be
implemented to off-set these
impacts. As a result, significant
impacts to soils from on-going and
future use of the Installation’s
training ranges would not occur.

geologic and topographic conditions and
soils.
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource

No Action Alternative

Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

Mitigation Measures

Biological Resources (Section 4.13)

As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, the No
Action alternative could result in

Continued adherence to Integrated Natural

. potential significant effects to Same as the No Action Same as Resource Management Plan procedures and
Vegetation - . - Alternative . 7 ARSA
vegetation. A substantial amount of  |alternative. A prescribed practices would minimize impacts.
native habitat would be lost, and '
disruption of ecosystem function in
the disturbed areas could occur.
As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, the No
Action alternative could result in Same mitigation as identified for soils and
S - . Same as ; ;
. . significant effects to aquatic and Same as the No Action . water resources. Unavoidable impacts to
Aquatic Habitats ) . . - Alternative
wetland habitats, including alternative. A wetlands would be compensated by purchase
streambanks from construction, ' and use of wetlands credits.
demolition, road upgrades, and
range projects.
As assessed in the Continued adherence to Integrated Natural
Fish, Wildlife, and other BRAC/Transfo_rmatlon_ EIS, the;e Same as the No Action Same as Resou_rce Management Plan p_rqce_dures and
Animal Species species and t_helr as§oc_|a_ted habitat alternative Alternative p_respr_lbed practices Would_ minimize
would experience significant ' A significant impacts as outlined in the 2008
impacts. BA..
As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, Similar to All avoidance, conservation, and
federally listed species, significant Similar to the No Action Alternative minimization identified in the Biological
impacts. Portions of the Randall alternative, significant A; however, | Assessment and subsequent Biological
Creek North relict trillium impacts are expected. 124 active Opinion will be implemented to reduce
Special Status Species population would be removed. Additionally, RCW cavity  |and 12 effects on federally listed species. For state
P P Fifty-four Red-cockaded trees and/or foraging inactive listed species, continued adherence to

Woodpecker (RCW) clusters would
be taken Likely significant impacts
to recovery goals. Gopher tortoise
would be significantly affected if
not mitigated.

habitat will be impacted in
121 active and 12 inactive
RCW clusters.

RCW clusters
are expected
to be
impacted.

Integrated Natural Resource Management
Plan procedures and prescribed practices,
relocation, as well as monitoring would
minimize significant impacts.
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource

No Action Alternative

Alternative A
(Preferred Alternative)

Alternative B

Mitigation Measures

As assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, the

Mitigation to avoid and/or minimize impacts
includes siting and design to avoid impacts to
sensitive resources in the UEAS. Stream
crossings would be limited to the extent
possible

and soil stabilization BMPs implemented
along roadsides. Range facilities, targets, and

Unique Ecological Areas Prosperity Church Oak-Hickory Similar to the No Action ,SAallgfnZiive berms will be configured to minimize impacts
(UEA) Forest, Piedmont Interface, and alternative. A to wetlands, streambanks, and sensitive
Longleaf Loamhills UEAs would be ' vegetation within the UEAs and where
significantly impacted. possible, incorporate additional acreage that
includes appropriate habitat features into
existing UEAs to offset losses caused by the
proposed action alternatives. Monitoring will
occur to ensure application of mitigation
measures.
Cultural Resources (Section 4.14)
Potential
adverse
impacts to Mitigation includes avoiding sites, protecting
121 eligible resources from potential indirect impacts,
. Potential adverse impacts and prohibiting access to sites, and excavating
As assessed in the . . L
. to 113 eligible and recommend and/or recovering resources. Individual
BRAC/Transformation EIS, recommended eligible eligible measures will include protecting specific
Cantonment Areas and Ranges | potential adverse impacts to an g g P N9 sp
. - cultural resources, 17 cultural resources through the use of signs and
estimated 146 eligible resources, o : . Iy -
S . historic structures, and 14 resources, 17 | education of Soldiers and additional specific
and 12 historic cemeteries. o : o . .
historic cemeteries. historic protection measures that may be developed in
structures, consultation with the SHPO and federally
and 12 recognized American Indian Tribes.
historic
cemeteries.
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Table ES-4: Summary of Effects of the No Action Alternative and MCOE Alternatives A and B

Resource No Action Alternative PR 2 . Alternative B Mitigation Measures
(Preferred Alternative)
Safety (Section 4.15)
Similar to the No
As assessed in the BRAC/Transformation ;c;'?hne?;t\%gj}éve Same as
EIS, increased safety risks introduced due to be a sliaht Alternative
Public, Construction, ordnance, tank, and heavy vehicle traffic use, increasg of A, except a
Explosive, and but implementation of all existing safety Weapons use but location No mitigation required.
Range Safety programs and infrastructure upgrades would Wouﬁ) d not change for
have no significant vehicle and training safety introduce 19D/K OSUT
hazards. significant area.
impacts.
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1.0 PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE

1.1 INTRODUCTION

In November 2007, the Army announced its decision to implement the Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) 2005 and Transformation Actions at Fort Benning, Georgia (GA). Under this action, the Armor
Center and School is relocating from Fort Knox, Kentucky to Fort Benning and will eventually
consolidate with the Infantry Center and School to form the Maneuver Center of Excellence (MCOE). In
addition to the MCOE establishment, the BRAC 2005 and Transformation Actions Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS), or BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a) and subsequent Record of
Decision (ROD) (USACE 2007b) determined how the BRAC-directed and BRAC-discretionary decisions
would be implemented. The above EIS and ROD also addressed the Army Modular Force (AMF)
transformation actions, Global Defense Posture Realignments (GDPR), and other Army Stationing
activities for those projects that were funded, programmed, and/or planned through the Fiscal Year (FY)
2013. Those projects that were identified as reasonably foreseeable into FY 14, but were not funded nor
programmed at the time of EIS publication or ROD announcement, were evaluated for their potential
cumulative effects. Since the November 2007 ROD, however, projects that were reasonably foreseeable
in FY14 have now been funded, programmed, and/or planned, and new projects identified. In addition,
some of the projects, originally identified in the FY08 to FY 13 timeframe, have changed their location,
size, and/or timing and these changes are substantial enough to require a re-evaluation. None of these
project changes; however, impact the ability of Fort Benning to complete the BRAC actions by
September 2011.

During the same timeframe as the BRAC and Transformation actions were being evaluated, the Army
announced its decision to increase its overall size (USAEC 2008) while continuing to restructure its
forces in accordance with modular Transformation decisions (USACE 2002a). The permanent increase in
the Army end strength, which is being implemented in accordance with Congressional authorizations,
allows the Army to realign its force structure (e.g., modular forces) to a force that: is capable of meeting
national security and defense objectives, implements Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR)
recommendations (DoD 2006); sustains unit equipment and training readiness; and eases the deployment
burden on its Soldiers and Families (USAEC 2007).

Through increased numbers and unit reconfigurations, the Army’s operational (e.g., combat) readiness is
enhanced by: giving Soldiers more time to train and maintain their equipment, allowing Soldiers and
their Families to spend more time together at home station between deployments, and ensuring the nation
has greater capability to respond to increased threats (such as terrorism) both here and abroad. The
impacts of this growth were analyzed in the Programmatic EIS (PEIS) for Army Growth and Force
Structure Realignment (USAEC 2007) and the Army’s record of decision was formally announced in the
Federal Register in January 2008 (USAEC 2008). For Fort Benning, this growth primarily translates into
increased student numbers (or throughput) undertaking training at the Armor and Infantry Schools, Basic
Officers Leaders Course, Officer Candidate School, and Army Airborne School.
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The proposed action, therefore, includes construction, operation, and maintenance of facilities and
training areas (including assets such as ranges and maneuver areas) to support those projects that have
either been added or have significantly changed in location or size from what was originally analyzed in
the BRAC/Transformation EIS. In addition, the proposed action includes adding facilities and training
areas to support the increased throughput of military personnel and students associated with Grow the
Army missions; Chapter 2 presents the proposed action details and Chapter 3 lists and identifies proposed
projects under each of the alternatives (including the no action).

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed action is to accommodate newly identified requirements for Armor School
training, re-evaluate projects that have moved or significantly changed from those evaluated in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a), accommodate the decisions taken by the Army for growth,
and support the MCOE standup.

The overarching need for the Proposed action is to provide sufficient operational facilities, training areas
(including ranges and maneuver areas), and infrastructure to accommodate the consolidated Armor and
Infantry mission of the MCOE and the increased military personnel and students due to Army Growth.
The Army plans to meet this need by minimizing land use incompatibilities and balancing the military
readiness mission with a sustained natural environment.

In accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) Section 1502.4 of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) implementing regulation, and the Army NEPA Regulation (32 CFR 651, also known
as Army Regulation [AR] 200-2), the Army has determined that the BRAC/Transformation actions that
have been reconfigured and/or newly identified, funded, planned and/or programmed as well as those
projects associated with the MCOE and Army Growth are all activities closely related both in location
and time on Fort Benning and, therefore, their potential environmental effects are being evaluated
together in this EIS.

1.3 SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

This EIS identifies, documents, and evaluates environmental effects of activities at Fort Benning, GA in
accordance with NEPA and implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and the Army (32 CFR Part 651). The purpose
of the EIS is to inform decision makers and the public of the possible and probable environmental
consequences of the proposed action and alternatives and associated mitigation. The range of actions,
alternatives, and impacts considered in this EIS are intertwined with the analysis requirements found in
the following EISs and related RODs : the Final BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a), the
Programmatic EIS for Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment (USAEC 2007), and Final
Programmatic EIS for Army Transformation (USACE 2002b). As further described below, the scope of
this EIS includes the geographic area potentially influenced by the proposed action at Fort Benning as
well as the area of potential environmental effect, which varies by resource.
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Fort Benning consists of 181,275 acres of federally-owned land south and east of Columbus, GA, south of
Phenix City, Alabama (AL), on the banks of the Chattahoochee River (Figure 1.3-1). Virtually all of the
training facilities and 93 percent of the total land area are in Georgia, within Chattahoochee and
Muscogee counties. The remaining southwestern corner of the Installation, approximately 12,000 acres,
is located in Russell County, AL. Among Department of Defense (DoD) Installations, Fort Benning is
the sixth largest in terms of land area and the third largest in terms of troop numbers. As of November
2007, there were approximately 17,800 military personnel, 8,700 civilian employees, and 9,400 students
(daily average of the number of students being trained on any one day, based on a total annual attendance)
stationed at Fort Benning (USACE 2007a). Following the complete stand up of the
BRAC/Transformation activities, an additional 14,069 military personnel, 2,545 civilians and/or
contractors, and a daily average number of 8,357 students will be added to Fort Benning. This increases
the total Fort Benning population (not including family members and dependents) to a total of 43,114
military, civilian, and contractor personnel, as well as 17,757 students (daily average) (USACE 2007a).

In addition, a temporary increase in Army end strength, authorized in advance of the Army Growth ROD
(USAEC 2008), has resulted in an estimated maximum increase of 2,640 daily average students at Fort
Benning (personal communication, Brown 2008). This temporary increase has now been authorized by
Congress to be established on a permanent basis and is included in this EIS.

Under the proposed action, Fort Benning would increase active-duty military personnel, receive
additional students; and need to support increased training requirements which would involve:

e constructing new facilities and renovating/upgrading existing facilities and infrastructure;
e constructing, reconfiguring, and/or modifying ranges, training areas, and maneuver lands; and
e increasing use on training ranges and maneuver areas.

Further definition of these projects is found in both Section 2 (Description of the Proposed Action) and
Chapter 3 (Alternatives).
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Figure 1.3-1: Fort Benning Vicinity
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1.3.1 NEPA Context

In the BRAC and Transformation EIS (draft and final), BRAC-directed and discretionary actions, as well
as other Transformation actions, were evaluated for their potential impacts under two action alternatives
when compared to the no action alternative (USACE 2007a); the subsequent ROD selected the preferred
alternative B for implementation (USACE 2007b). The Final EIS and associated Biological Assessment
(as well as the decisions found in the ROD and Biological Opinion) pertained to specific projects under
the preferred alternative; however, since their publication, some projects evaluated in the EIS and
Biological Assessment have changed location or grown in size and, therefore, warrant another hard look.
In addition, projects that were identified originally as reasonably foreseeable in the FY14 timeframe, but
were not funded, programmed, and/or planned, have now become funded, programmed, and/or planned,;
and the Army feels that they need to be re-evaluated for their potential impacts.

For both the Army Growth and Transformation actions, the resultant RODs call for site-specific NEPA
analyses to address any major actions that would be required due to Growth and Transformation
(USAEC 2008 and USACE 2002a, respectively). This EIS fulfills the Fort Benning NEPA
documentation required for the BRAC and Transformation activities as well as those actions associated
with Army Growth and Transformation.

1.3.2 Scope of Environmental Analysis

The Army’s NEPA Regulation calls for the environmental analysis to be proportionate to the nature and
scope of the action, the complexity and level of anticipated effects on important resources, and the
capacity of Army decisions to influence those effects in a productive, meaningful way from the standpoint
of environmental quality. The environmental analysis for this EIS is necessarily broad, commensurate
with the planning horizon and diverse array of actions associated with proposed action at Fort Benning.
The actual process of change at Fort Benning began with implementation of the BRAC and
Transformation actions in FY08 and will continue through FY13. To conservatively evaluate impacts,
the approach taken here is to conduct analysis at the scale appropriate for each resource category. For
instance, at a habitat level for those impacts that may affect threatened and endangered species, at the
watershed level for water quality impacts, or at the regional level for air quality impacts. This approach
will also assist in coordination with participating regulatory agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) and Georgia Environmental Protection Division (GEPD).

An interdisciplinary team of environmental scientists, biologists, planners, economists, engineers,
archaeologists, historians, attorneys, and military technicians has analyzed the proposed action and
alternatives, evaluated their potential impacts, and identified mitigation measures to minimize adverse
impacts. The proposed action is presented in Chapter 2.0 of this EIS; alternatives, including the no action
alternative, are described in Chapter 3.0. Chapter 4.0, Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences, presents the potential environmental and socioeconomic effects of the proposed action
alternatives as compared to the environmental baseline conditions and no action alternative. Chapter 4.0
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also addresses the potential for cumulative effects of the proposed action and alternatives, and mitigation
measures where applicable.

Environmental resources addressed in this EIS are land use, aesthetics and visual resources, noise,
socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, hazardous and toxic substances and waste, air quality, water
resources, geology and soils, biological and cultural resources, and safety.

14 PuBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Army invites public participation in the NEPA process. Consideration of the views and information
of all interested persons promotes open communication and enables better decision making. All agencies,
organizations, and members of the public having a potential interest in the proposed action, including
minority, low-income, and/or disadvantaged groups, are urged to participate in the decision making
process.

1.4.1 General Public Involvement Process

The term “public” is used to describe individuals who reside in communities near the project proposal
area or who might be interested or affected by the proposed action; “stakeholders” include federally-
recognized American Indian Tribes associated with the Fort Benning area (Tribes); federal, state, and
local governmental agencies with regulatory authority over Fort Benning (e.g., USFWS and GEPD);
special interest groups with a charter involving environmental or military matters; and any other person
that may have a particular interest in Fort Benning.

Public participation opportunities with respect to this EIS and decision making on the proposed action are
guided by Army NEPA regulation, which requires the preparation and implementation of a Public
Involvement Plan to guide the public and stakeholder involvement process throughout the EIS process. The
Plan is available upon request in hard copy from Mr. John Brent, Fort Benning Directorate of Public Works,
Environmental Division, Bldg #6 (Meloy Hall), Room 310, Fort Benning, GA 31905, or by visiting the
website at https://www.infantry.army.mil/EMD/program/legal/index.htm.

1.4.2 Notice of Intent

The Army published a Notice of Intent (NOI) announcing this proposed action in the Federal Register on
March 18, 2008 (Volume 73, Number 53, Pages 14459-14460) (Appendix A). The NOI was announced
in the Ledger-Enquirer on March 21, in the Tri-County Journal on March 26, and in the Bayonet on
March 28.

1.4.3 Scoping Process
EIS Mailing List

A mailing list was developed for this EIS; it includes federal and state agencies, elected officials,
federally recognized American Indian Tribal representatives, interest groups, libraries, and media points
of contact (see Chapter 6). This list is continually being updated throughout the NEPA process to reflect
newly elected officials, agency representation, and public requests.
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Public Scoping Process

Scoping is an early and open process for 1) actively bringing the public into the decision-making process,
2) determining the scope of issues to be addressed, and 3) identifying the major issues related to a
proposed action (40 CFR 1501.7). CEQ and Army NEPA regulations require a scoping process in the
development of an EIS. For this EIS, the scoping period began on April 2, 2008 with the announcement
of the scoping meeting and comment period; Table 1.4-1 lists the local newspapers and the dates the
scoping advertisements ran. In addition, letters were sent to federal and state agencies notifying them of
the meeting and inviting their attendance.

Table 1.4-1: Scoping Notification

Newspaper Dates
Ledger-Enquirer April 2,11, and 18
Tri-County Journal April 2,9, and 16
Bayonet April 4,11, and 18

The scoping meeting was held on April 22, 2008 at Founders Hall, Columbus State University in
Columbus, GA,; eight people from the general public attended. Both at the meeting and in the
advertisements, the public was invited to provide comments and that comments would be accepted
throughout the NEPA process, but scoping comments were encouraged to be submitted no later than
May 1, 2008.

Scoping Summary of Issues and Concerns

While a court reporter and written comment sheets were available for the public to submit their comments
at the meeting, none were received. There were, however, several concerns and questions mentioned to
Army personnel which included: concerns about noise emanating from the Oscar Complex ranges;
locations where construction access roads would be established; and a question regarding the
recommissioning of Fort Benning’s water treatment plant and where this plant would draw water.
Specifically, Columbus Water Works” (CWW) originally-submitted proposal indicates new pipes would
be installed to Lake Oliver to support Fort Benning's requirements; however, the currently proposed pipe
location would be downstream of the sewage discharge point and expose Fort Benning to potential
hazards if the water is not remediated through tertiary sewage treatment. The commenter strongly
recommended that consideration be given to using Upatoi Creek which is where the Fort Benning water
supply was historically drawn for the treatment plant.

15 IMPACT ANALYSES PERFORMED

For this EIS, the analysis of potential impacts is focused on the cantonment and training areas. The four
cantonment areas—Main Post, Kelley Hill, Sand Hill, and Harmony Church—are located in the western
portion of the Installation east of the Chattahoochee River (GA/AL state boundary) and south and east of
Columbus, GA. Cantonment areas, a term typically used for administrative and residential areas of Army
installations, are where living and working populations are concentrated and buildings and infrastructure
are developed to support those populations. Other areas of the Installation may contain some buildings,
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structures, and infrastructure, but primarily serve various maneuver and range training purposes
(including safety buffers). The maneuver, training, and range areas are generalized as north and south,
with U.S. Highway 27/280 and Georgia State Route 1/520 (hereafter, referred to as U.S. Highway 27/280)
bisecting the Installation northwest to southeast (refer to Figure 1.3-1), acting as the dividing line between
these areas. Chapter 2.0 further defines these geographic areas.

1.6 FRAMEWORK FOR THE MCOE ACTIVITIES

Army and CEQ NEPA regulations define the steps and milestones in the environmental impact analysis
process. The major milestones include:

1. Announce that an EIS will be prepared. For this EIS, an NOI was published March 18, 2008 in
the Federal Register.

2. Conduct Scoping. This is the first major step in the NEPA planning process to identify the
relevant issues and eliminate the issues that are not relevant. Within this process, the Army is
very active in soliciting comments from the public, local governments, federal and state agencies,
federally recognized American Indian Tribes, and environmental groups to ensure their concerns
and issues about the proposed Transformation action are included in the analyses. For this EIS,
the Army held a scoping meeting on April 22, 2008 in Columbus, GA. In addition,
advertisements were run in local newspapers and letters were sent to federal, state, and local
regulatory agencies announcing the proposed action as well as identifying the scoping meeting
date, time, and location.

3. Prepare adraft EIS. The first comprehensive document for public and agency review is the draft
EIS. This document examines the environmental impacts of the proposed action and action
alternatives that were determined to be relevant from the scoping initiatives, and analyzed all
reasonable alternatives, and a no action alternative. This draft EIS is being distributed to
agencies, the public who have requested copies, and numerous repositories, as well as posted on a
public website, to ensure the widest dissemination possible. The NOA will be filed with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and announced in the Federal Register;
advertisements will be placed in local newspapers on the same day. This initiates the 45-day
public comment period.

4. Have a public comment period. The Army’s goal during this process is to ensure that comments
about the analysis presented in the draft EIS are received. This is accomplished through receipt
of comments through the mail as well as at a public meeting. The meeting serves as an open
forum for discussion of the proposed action and its alternatives and provides a direct feedback
mechanism for the public and agencies to orally address or submit written comments directly to
the Army. The Army will provide a written response to all substantive comments received during
this public comment period as well as present the issues identified at the public meeting. These
comments will be considered in the preparation of the final EIS and all of the comments will be
documented and disclosed to the decision maker in this phase of the NEPA process.
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5. Prepare afinal EIS. Following the draft EIS public comment period, a final EIS is prepared.
This document is a revision of the draft EIS, includes consideration of all relevant public and
agency comments and the Army’s responses, and provides the decision maker a comprehensive
review of all the alternatives, their environmental impacts, and mitigation measures to minimize
these impacts.

6. Issue a Record of Decision (ROD). The final step in the NEPA planning process is the ROD. It
identifies which alternative has been selected by the decision maker and what mitigation
measures will be carried out by the Army to reduce impacts to the environment.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This section identifies the Army’s proposed action to carry out the BRAC/Transformation projects that
have been relocated or grown in size, and to support establishment of facilities and training assets for the
MCOE standup and Army Growth.

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION

Under the proposed action, the Army would construct, operate, and maintain additional facilities and
training areas (including ranges and maneuver areas) in support of the purpose and need identified in
Chapter 1. Construction activities associated with the proposed action would occur within the Georgia
boundaries of Fort Benning; none would occur within the Alabama portion of the Installation. The
proposed community services, personnel support, classroom, barracks, and dining facilities would be
constructed in three of the four cantonment areas at Fort Benning: Main Post, Sand Hill, and Harmony
Church (Figure 2.2-1); no new construction or other projects are proposed in the fourth cantonment area
at Kelley Hill. Figure 2.2-2 presents baseline conditions of training lands at Fort Benning. As with the
BRAC/Transformation EIS, the range areas are discussed in terms of North Ranges and South Ranges,
with U.S. Highway 27/280 acting as the dividing line between the two.

2.2.1 BRAC 2005 and Transformation Actions EIS Changes

Given the multi-year timeframe and magnitude of transition at Fort Benning, the planning process has
been inherently iterative for BRAC/Transformation Actions. As noted in the BRAC/Transformation EIS
and Biological Assessment (BA), complete design information was not available for projects slated in
FY09 and beyond (USACE 2007a, 2007¢c). Under Army procedures these projects are planned and
programmed up to 3 years in advance. The projects are either design-bid-build projects, in which a
design is finalized then contracting processes are followed to engage a construction contractor, or the
projects are design-build, in which one contractor is engaged to not only design but then construct the
project. Nothing can be designed or constructed until funding approval is received from Congress. For
some BRAC 2005 and Transformation projects being revisited in this MCOE EIS, the design process has
been underway resulting in changes to an extent that some of them warrant another hard look at their

potential environmental impacts.

The following is a general description of the type of projects that are evaluated in this EIS; Chapter 3
identifies the alternatives and has a detailed listing of each project, the Army-assigned project tracking

number, and the year in which construction is planned to begin.
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Figure 2.2-1: Fort Benning Cantonment Areas
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Figure 2.2-2: Fort Benning Ranges and Maneuver Training Areas Baseline
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Almost 20 projects originally identified in the BRAC/Transformation EIS have subsequently changed in
location or grown in size. Most of the projects have changed in location and are found in the training
areas (as opposed to cantonment area projects) and include ranges and Installation-wide training area road
development.

Several projects have grown in size: the Vehicle Recovery Course, also referred to as the Ground
Mobility Division (GMD), is found north of U.S. Highway 27/280, the Physical Fitness Center in
Harmony Church, and the Hospital Replacement located in the Main Post. Installation wide, several
infrastructure projects are also proposed. In addition, a number of projects identified in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS as reasonably foreseeable in the FY 14 timeframe (and were, therefore,
analyzed for cumulative effects but not part of the proposed action), have since been planned for
construction earlier than FY14. Because they are now programmed, the probability of their being funded
has increased and the Army felt that they needed to be re-evaluated for their potential impacts under the
proposed action. These projects are predominantly in the training areas and include numerous ranges.
Several facilities would also be established in the Main Post, Harmony Church, and Sand Hill cantonment

arcas.

2.2.2 Army Growth

The objective of the nationwide Army Growth Campaign Plan is to permanently increase overall end
strength by about 65,000 active-Component Soldiers by 2012. Of this, a gain of 30,000 Soldiers was
previously authorized as a temporary increase and has now been authorized by Congress in 2008 as a
permanent increase. These Soldiers were accommodated in Army units across the U.S. Impacts
associated with this “plus up” were evaluated following Army NEPA Regulations and the appropriate
level of NEPA documentation was completed for the receiving units. At Fort Benning, this temporary
increase included 45 permanent party military personnel and 73 military personnel in the 14" Combat
Support Hospital, 19" Optometry Detachment, and 497" Movement Control Team for a total temporary
gain of 118 personnel. According to an Army Growth Stationing Announcement on January 8, 2008, the
additional 35,000-Soldier increase is planned to occur across the Army at a rate of 7,000 Soldiers per year
between 2008 and 2012 (U.S. Army 2008). Although the specific student training load and specific
supporting cadre gains at Fort Benning were not included in this 2008 Announcement, the following

assumptions were used to depict the personnel increase (U.S. Army 2008):

e The proposed Grow the Army projects would support one additional Initial Entry Training
battalion at Fort Benning. This would equate to 120 cadre members and up to 1,200 Initial Entry
Training Soldiers per day (Five Companies with 240 Soldiers per Company).

e There would be additional increases in training loads for advanced Infantry and Armor training,
as well as Officer Candidate and Airborne School training since Fort Benning is the only location
for these training opportunities; increases would also occur in the enrollment for Basic Officers
Leaders Course which is offered only at Fort Benning and Fort Jackson.
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To accommodate this growth, numerous housing, dining, and classroom facilities are being proposed
within the cantonment areas; only one range, the Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range-1 (MPMG,
PN 68733), would be constructed to meet Growth needs.

2.2.3  Other Projects

There are several proposed projects that, due to implementing the BRAC/Transformation actions (and are
not BRAC-directed projects), are now needed. These projects were not foreseen and therefore, not
included in the BRAC/Transformation EIS and include warrior in transition, maintenance, and shopping
facilities; medical additions; water treatment plant upgrades and expansion; as well as training
infrastructure projects for ranges and roads.

2.3 PROPOSED CANTONMENT, RANGE, AND TRAINING AREA REQUIREMENTS
2.3.1 Cantonment Area Development

The majority of the cantonment area development associated with the proposed action would be infill
development in Main Post and new development in previously disturbed areas of Sand Hill. The Water
Treatment Plant Upgrade and Expansion in the Main Post, approximately 260 acres, would include
construction of a new inlet to draw water from the Chattahoochee River. The proposed projects in Sand
Hill would together impact approximately 375 acres. The proposed Hospital replacement project,

approximately 300 acres, is the single largest impact footprint in the cantonment areas.
2.3.2 Range and Training Area Requirements

The proposed range and training area development is primarily driven by the ongoing implementation of
the BRAC/Transformation actions; however, they are also related to Grow the Army, GDPR, and existing
missions. The types of ranges proposed at Fort Benning include the following (USACE 2008):

e JVehicle Recovery Course (GMD) (PN 72017) — used to train Soldiers on how to retrieve tracked
vehicles when mired and/or overturned. This includes operating towing equipment and learning
towing techniques in various conditions including sandy and muddy areas. The additional
equipment associated with this training was fully evaluated in the BRAC/Transformation EIS;
however, the potential footprint of this training activity has increased from that assessed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS.

o Rifle/Machine Gun Zero Range (PNs 65035, 65036 and 65039) —This range is used to train
individual Soldiers on the skills necessary to align the sights and practice basic marksmanship
techniques against stationary targets. The range is designed for training Shot-Grouping and

Zeroing exercises with the M16 and M4 series rifles as well as crew served machine guns.

e Modified Record Fire Range (PN 65043 and 65049) — used to train and test individual Soldiers
on the skills necessary to identify, engage, and defeat stationary infantry targets for day/night
qualification requirements with the M16 and M4 rifles. The training intent of the Modified
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Record Fire Range is to meet the Army’s requirement that every soldier assigned a M16 or M4

rifle conduct semiannual qualification with their rifle.

Multi-Purpose Training Range (MPTR) (PN 64551) —used to train and test crews and dismounted
infantry squads on the skills necessary to detect, identify, engage and defeat stationary infantry
and stationary/moving armor targets in a tactical array. In addition to live-fire, this range can also
be used for training with sub-caliber and/or laser training devices. The MPTR is specifically
designed to satisfy the training and qualification requirements for the crews and sections of armor
and infantry units. This range also supports dismounted infantry squad tactical live- fire

operations either independently of, or simultaneously with, supporting vehicles.

Fire and Movement Range (PNs 65033 and 65034) — used to train individual soldiers and
buddy/teams on basic fire and movement techniques against stationary infantry targets. Soldiers
show their ability to select covered and concealed positions, move while under fire, apply

principles of teamwork, and use suppressive fire on enemy soldier targets.

Anti-Armor Tracking and Live Fire Complex (PN 65078) — used to train and test Soldiers on the
skills necessary to employ anti-armor missile systems, identify, track, engage and defeat
stationary and moving armor targets presented individually or as part of a tactical array. The
complex is designed to satisfy the training and qualification requirements of medium and heavy
anti-armor weapon systems. This range is also used for field tracking exercises and for

qualification exercises.

Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range (PNs 65070 and 68733) — used to train and test Soldiers on
the skills necessary to zero, detect, identify, engage and defeat Stationary Infantry Targets,
Moving Infantry Targets, and Stationary Armor Targets in a tactical array with the following
weapons: M2 Machine Gun, Mk-19 40mm Grenade, M60, M240B, M249 Squad Automatic
Weapon, M249 Automatic Rifle, and M24 7.62mm Sniper Rifle.

Range Roads — Under the proposed action, new training roads would be constructed and existing
training area roads and/or tank trails would be repaired or upgraded. The disturbance area during
construction of new tank trails is estimated at 96 feet (ft) from centerline, or 192-ft wide, to
include berms and erosion control measures. Once trails are established it is expected that the
ongoing average operational width of the road would be 30 ft, including the berms to support the

variety of wheeled and tracked vehicles used for training.

Water Crossings — Crossings would be established along proposed range roads that need to
traverse a stream. Currently, Fort Benning uses two designs for water crossings: one is a low-
water crossing where the vehicle would drive down a hardened slope, go into the stream, and then
proceed out the other side. The second type of water crossing is an arched culvert that keeps the
stream flowing through a metal culvert and the vehicle rides over the water on a hardened surface

(personal communication, Sweeney 2008). A culvert crossing is the preferred crossing to
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minimize erosion. The crossings would be about 30-ft wide. For a list of water crossings, see
Table 4.11-7 and Figure 4.11-3.

2.4 ARMY DECISION-MAKING PROCESS AND DECISION TO BE MADE

The Army’s decision maker will consider all relevant environmental information and public issues of
concern disclosed in this EIS. In addition, he/she will take into consideration several non-environmental
factors critical to the final decision such as Army directives; existing and emerging national defense needs
as identified in the QDR; Soldiers and their Families’ quality of life; and cost efficiencies. Then after a
thorough evaluation of this information, the decision maker will document the decision, selecting one of
the proposed action alternatives in a ROD, which will be signed no earlier than 30 days from publication
of the final EIS Notice of Availability. The ROD will clearly and definitively articulate the decision
made and provide a supporting explanation. Once the ROD is finalized, the Army will forward a Notice
of Availability to the Federal Register and make the ROD available for public review.

For this proposal, the decision to be made includes:

e  Whether or not the action alternatives adequately meet the purpose and need of the proposed

action.

e Conclude whether the alternative for construction, operations, and maintenance activities
associated with the BRAC/Transformation, Grow the Army, and MCOE actions is adopted, and if
not, for what reasons.

e Concurrence or non-concurrence with the findings presented in the EIS.

e Identify mitigation measures the Army will adopt and fund in order to minimize adverse impacts.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES

3.1 INTRODUCTION

Alternatives form the core of the NEPA process. In compliance with Army NEPA and CEQ regulations,
the Army must consider reasonable alternatives to the proposed action. Only those alternatives
determined as reasonable relative to their ability to fulfill the need for the proposed action warrant
detailed analysis. To be considered reasonable, an alternative must not only fulfill the purpose and need
for the action, it must also be technically and fiscally feasible. Through a rigorous evaluation, the Army
examined a range of alternatives, determined those deemed reasonable, and identified those not carried
forward for detailed analysis.

In conformance with these requirements, the Army explored potential alternatives. Options considered in
this examination included alternative locations for facilities, activities, and ranges; modifying the number
of students being trained at Fort Benning as a result of Army Growth; and different phasing of
implementation. As discussed below, few of these options proved reasonable relative to the purpose and
need.

Described below are the various alternatives under consideration to implement the purpose and need for
this action. Included are the screening criteria, alternatives considered but not carried forward, the action
alternatives, the No Action Alternative, and the baseline conditions. The No Action Alternative
incorporates all projects that were analyzed in the BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a). Inclusion
of these projects is necessary because the Army announced their decision to construct these
BRAC/Transformation facilities in the ROD and they will be built regardless of this proposed action
(USACE 2007b). If any of these No Action Alternative projects are relocated or substantially change in
size from what is presented here, the appropriate level of NEPA documentation and agency consultation
will be completed by Fort Benning before any construction is undertaken. In this EIS, impacts for all
alternatives (including No Action) are also compared against the baseline conditions; this approach

provides the decision maker and the public a clear basis from which to choose.

Baseline conditions, from which impacts of the alternatives are compared, includes the existing
environment found as of March 2008, when this proposal was announced in the Federal Register (see
Appendix A). As such, it includes the FY07 and FY08 projects identified in the BRAC/Transformation
final EIS along with the baseline conditions used in the EIS (USACE 2007a). If a comparison is done of
projects proposed for construction in the FY07 BRAC/Transformation EIS, readers will notice that some
were delayed and not built until FY08. Table 3.1-1 presents an updated version of construction schedule
of BRAC/Transformation projects in FY08. Figure 3.1-1 illustrates baseline conditions, including these
projects, any changes that have occurred during the BRAC/Transformation implementation and

contracting process for these FY08 projects.
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Table 3.1-1: FY07and FY08 BRAC 2005 Realignment and Transformation Projects
included in Baseline Conditions

PN Project Title
46676 Child Development Center (Indianhead)
54931 Child Development Center, Ages 6-10
62956 Health Clinic-Winder, Sand Hill
64080 Troop Medical/Dental Clinic
64368 Soloman Dental Clinic, Sand Hill
64370 Trainee Barracks Complex 1
64459 Training Support Brigade Complex (Phase 1)
64462 Reception Station (Phase 1)
65032 Fire & Movement Range (FM1)
65041 Trainee Barracks Complex 3
65044 Modified Record Fire with Location of Hit and Miss System (MRF2)
65045 Modified Record Fire (MRF3)
65046 Modified Record Fire (MRF4)
65048 Modified Record Fire (MRF6)
65056 Brigade Headquarters Complex
65068 Trainee Barracks Complex 2, Sand Hill
65251 Vehicle Maintenance Facility
65253 16th Cavalry General Instruction Complex 1
65285 Maintenance & Repair Of Maneuver Center
65287 Training Support Center
65382 Tank F/V Stationary Gunnery Range (ST1)
65394 Special Operations Forces Battalion Complex
65396 Special Operations Forces Headquarters Building Addition
65397 Special Operations Forces Tactical Equipment Shop
Fire Station
65439 Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection Access Control
Marne Road/Lindsay Creek Parkway Intersection
65439 Columbus Water Works Infrastructure Projects
65862 Training Support Brigade Complex (Phase 2)
67648 Simulations Training Facility
70138 135-Capacity Child Development Center

Resource-specific baseline conditions and environmental consequences are provided in Section 4, along
with a contextual discussion of these resources as they relate to baseline conditions and activities
identified in the BRAC 2005 Realignment and Transformation EIS.
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Figure 3.1-1: Baseline Conditions
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3.2 Alternatives Considered But Not Addressed in Detail

The Army identified three alternative options for the proposed action; these included relocating facilities
and activities, phasing and scheduling of implementation, and training students at other Army

installations.
3.2.1 Alternative Locations and Activities

One set of the alternatives considered focused on alternative sitings for facilities and activities proposed to
fulfill the project need. While AR 210-20, Master Planning for Army Installations (U.S. Army 2005a)
establishes Army policy to maximize use of existing facilities, the planning effort associated with this
proposed action determined that there were inadequate underutilized facilities to meet all of the needs
identified to support the BRAC/Transformation, MCOE, and Growth actions at Fort Benning. Similarly,
use of off-Post rented/leased facilities was evaluated, but rejected because it would 1) require additional
security measures than what are already available on Post, 2) be more costly than staying on Post, and 3) be
untenable given the number and nature of facilities needed. For example, barracks ideally should be located
near similar housing functions and operational and equipment/vehicle maintenance functions should be
easily accessible to Soldiers and training areas. For these reasons, alternatives that proposed locating
facilities or functions off Post were not considered reasonable and were not analyzed further.

In terms of alternative locations for proposed range and maneuvering activities, Fort Benning considered
the possibility of relocating existing dismounted training to off-Post locations, either other federal lands
or non-federal lands, creating more room for mounted, heavy maneuver training. This option was not

deemed viable due to a lack of suitable locations, availability, and funding.
3.2.2 Implementation Phasing Alternative

Another alternative considered was a different phasing of implementation. Factors influencing the
implementation schedule include minimal disruption of on-going mission activities, alignment with
construction time frames, arrival dates of increased student numbers, stand-up dates of BRAC and
Transformation activities, and the schedule for Army Growth (FYO08 through FY13). Earlier
implementation is not fiscally possible due to Army and congressional budget processes and delay is not
feasible because the projects are necessary to meet the screening criteria during the same time frame as
the BRAC/ Transformation, MCOE standup, and Army Growth activities. Alternative implementation
schedules, other than those presented here, would not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action

and are not carried further for analysis.
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3.2.3 Training Students at other Army Installations Alternative

Yet another alternative considered was to create training sites for increased student numbers at other
Army installations. This alternative would not be feasible because all advanced Infantry training is
currently located at Fort Benning; creating a new advanced training site would mean new facility and
training area construction, increased funding needs, and potential delay in supporting the increased
student numbers. Similarly, by 2011 all advanced Armor training will occur at Fort Benning and any new
advanced Armor training site would incur similar —eosts” that were identified for Infantry training. The
Officers Candidate and Airborne Schools are also only found at Fort Benning and to support the
additional student load at another Army installation would require establishing the specific training assets
needed to support these schools. It is for these reasons that this alternative was not carried forward for

further analysis.
3.3 Alternatives Carried Forward

Criteria used in screening potential alternatives from further consideration are presented in Table 3.3-1.
Only alternatives that would best meet these criteria were carried forward for further analysis. Four major
factors were applied for screening purposes as shown on Table 3.3-1 :

Table 3.3-1: Screening Criteria

Factor 1. Meet BRAC/Transformation Actions, MCOE, and Growth Purpose and Need:

« Provide the facilities and training assets to support BRAC/Transformation projects that have been relocated, have
been funded and brought forward for construction, are newly planned, and/or have been programmed

«  Provide the facilities and training assets to implement projects under the BRAC/Transformation EIS that have
substantially changed in size and warrant another hard look

«  Provide the facilities and training assets to implement MCOE and Army Growth

Note: each of these is identified in the description of purpose and need (Section 1.2)

Factor 2. Meet Range and Training Operational Needs:

o Result in no net loss in existing training ranges and maneuver area capabilities
o  Meet Army training and safety requirements
«  Use existing live-fire ordnance impact areas

Factor 3. Land Use Compatibility:

o  Protect the safety of the public and Fort Benning military and civilian personnel and dependents
o  Prioritize optimal alternative siting so as not to conflict with Fort Benning’s existing missions (per AR 210-20,
U.S. Army 2005a)

Factor 4. Sustainability:

«  Provide for a sustained natural environment that allows Fort Benning to train and maintain its military missions
and readiness in accordance with The Army Strategy for the Environment (U.S. Army 2004b)

Fort Benning used a thorough application of environmental and operational constraints to choose
potential alternatives sites for the proposed action. The Army’s overriding priority for site identification
was to ensure the safety of military and civilian populations. The proposed sites were also selected as
part of the Installation’s goal to minimize interference with its military mission, and its need to address
compatibility issues with adjacent land uses, missions, and functions. In siting the proposed training
assets, the Army wanted to ensure that performing these activities would be compatible with existing and
planned mission requirements as well as sustain the natural environment. For example, live-fire ranges

should be co-located with existing impact areas because no new impact areas may be created per Army
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regulation (U.S. Army 2003); ranges also could not be sited in a manner that would constrain or conflict
with use of existing or planned ranges nor with their associated surface danger zones. After this screening
application, Fort Benning identified two action alternatives—Alternatives A and B.

3.4 Preferred Alternative

The Army has identified Alternative A as their preferred alternative because it best meets the purpose and
need of the proposed action. Alternative B would also meet the purpose and need, however, it is not the
preferred option because maneuver training would require more travel time between the motorpools and
the training areas for heavy tracked and wheeled vehicles, this training area would not be located adjacent
to the majority of operational facilities, and the Alternative B 19D/K OSUT southern training area would
be smaller than Alternative A and present constraints to meeting Armor School OSUT training
requirements. Alternative B would also result in greater impacts to the red cockaded woodpecker, a
federally listed protected species.

3.4.1 Alternative A (preferred alternative) and Alternative B Cantonment
and Training Area Development

Cantonment and training area development for Alternative A is presented in Table 3.4-1. The 30 projects
included in each alternative are grouped by project location; designated project number (PN), construction
start date, the project name, and disturbance-area footprint. Those projects that differ with Alternative B
are listed in Table 3.4-1 and listed in Table 3.4-2.

Table 3.4-1: Alternative A (preferred alternative)

Project Date
PN (FY) Project Name/Location/Size
Disturbance-Area
Installation Wide Footprint (Acres)
65554 09 Construct Training Area Roads Paved 905
Infrastructure Support, Incr. 2 (already disturbed
67457 09 (security fence) area)
65557 10 Repair Existing Training Area Roads, Phase 1 991
Cantonment Area—Harmony Church
71065 09 Troop Store - AAFES (NAF) 4
65246 12 Recreation Centers HC and SH 27
65248 12 Physical Fitness Center, Harmony Church 39
62953 12 Rail Loading Facility Expansion 134
Cantonment Area—Main Post
70235 09 Hospital Replacement 300
69406 09 Unit Maintenance Facilities 41
69999 09 Warrior In Transition Complex 17
71473 10 Water Treatment Plant Upgrade And Expansion 260
64481 10 Blood Donor Center (already disturbed
area)
69151 10 Dining Facility To Support AST Training 10
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Table 3.4-1: Alternative A (preferred alternative)

Project Date
PN (FY) Project Name/Location/Size
65250 10 Maneuver Battle Lab 27
0 (addition at
Dental Clinic Addition (Bernheim Site) currently disturbed
71620 10 site)
Cantonment Area—Sand Hill
69147 09 Trainee Complex Upgrade 65
70027 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities 72
70026 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities 50
72322 10 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 1 155
69150 10 Classrooms & Dual Battalion Dining Facilities 58
72324 11 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 2 Note 1
72456 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 72
72457 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 50
69745 12 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 3 131
(5240 13 Chapel (alreadifr ecl;turbed
Ranges North of U.S. Highway 27/280
72017 09 Vehicle Recovery Course (GMD) 507
65035 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z1) 1
65039 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z5) 1
65036 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z2) 1
65049 09 Modified Record Fire 7 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 24
65043 09 Modified Record Fire 1 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 24
Multi-Purpose Training Range 1 — 25mm, 120mm, 7.62mm,
64551 09 5.56mm & .50 Caliber (Cal) 984
65033 09 Fire and Movement 2 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 10
Northern Training Area (TA) Infrastructure-19D/K One
Station Unit Training (Heavy Mounted/Dismounted
69741 09 Training in TA-O13, 014, and a portion O12) 872
Northern Training Area Infrastructure (Heavy Mounted
69742 09 Training in TA-L1, L2, and L3) Note 2
69743 09 Southern Training Area Infrastructure 583
65034 10 Fire and Movement 3 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 10
65383 09 Stationary Tank Range (ST2) 676
64797 09 Drivers Training Course (Access Roads) 34
Ranges South of U.S. Highway 27/280
Anti-Armor Tracking And Live Fire Complex 1--Ranger
Anti-armor/ Assault Weapon System High-Explosive Anti-
Tank (using FFV551 munition) & Tube Launched,
65078 09 Optically Tracked, Wire Command Link 2A Inert munition 13
Alternatives U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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Table 3.4-1: Alternative A (preferred alternative)

Draft

Project Date
PN (FY) Project Name/Location/Size
69358 09 Range Access Road—Good Hope Maneuver Training Area 166
69668 09 Good Hope Training Area Infrastructure 1,677
65070 11 Multi-Purpose Machine Gun 2 — 7.62mm & .50 Cal 238

Note I: Both PN 72322 and 72324 are on the same 155-acre site.
Note 2: The Northern Training Area Infrastructure analyzed in the BRAC 2005 and Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a).

3.4.2 Alternative B Proposed Cantonment and Training Area Development

Alternative B differs from Alternative A in only four areas:

L.

3.
4.

19D/K One Station Unit Training (OSUT) would take place in TA-Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q5 (training
areas south of U.S. Highway 27/280 and illustrated in Figure 3.4-3), moving from TA-L1, L2,
and L3 in Alternative A.

TA-L1, L2, and L3 would be used for existing maneuver training and have no new infrastructure

constructed as proposed under Alternative A.

The Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range 1 is included in Alternative B only.

The Automated Combat Pistol Qualification course is also only included in Alternative B.

Figures 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 present cantonment-area development for Alternatives A and B, respectively;

Training area and range proposed projects are illustrated in Figure 3.4-3 for Alternative A and Figure 3.4-

4 for proposed Alternative B.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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Figure 3.4-1: Alternative A Proposed Cantonment-Area Development
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Figure 3.4-2: Alternative B Proposed Cantonment-Area Development
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Figure 3.4-3: Alternative A Proposed Training Area Development
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Figure 3.4-4: Alternative B Proposed Training Area Development
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Table 3.4-2: Alternative B

Draft

Project Date
PN (FY) Project Name/Location/Size
Disturbance-Area
Installation Wide Footprint (Acres)
65554 09 Construct Training Area Roads Paved 905
67457 09 Infrastructure Support, Increment 2 (security fence) (site already disturbed)
65557 10 Repair Existing Training Area Roads, Phase 1 991
Cantonment Area—Harmony Church
71065 09 Troop Store - AAFES (NAF) 4
65246 12 Recreation Centers HC and SH 27
65248 12 Physical Fitness Center, Harmony Church 39
62953 12 Rail Loading Facility Expansion 134
Cantonment Area—Main Post
70235 09 Hospital Replacement 300
69406 09 Unit Maintenance Facilities 41
69999 09 Warrior In Transition Complex 17
71473 10 Water Treatment Plant Upgrade And Expansion 260
64481 10 Blood Donor Center
69151 10 Dining Facility To Support AST Training 10
65250 10 Maneuver Battle Lab 27
71620 10 Dental Clinic Addition (Bernheim Site) 0 (addition at currently
disturbed site)
Cantonment Area—Sand Hill
69147 09 Trainee Complex Upgrade 65
70027 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities 72
70026 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities 50
72322 10 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 1 155
69150 10 Classrooms & Dual Battalion Dining Facilities 58
72324 11 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 2 Note 1
72456 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 72
72457 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 50
69745 12 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 3 131
65249 13 Chapel 0 (already disturbed
site)
Ranges North of U.S. Highway 27/280
72017 09 Vehicle Recovery Course (GMD) 507
65035 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z1) 1
65039 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z5) 1
65036 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z2) 1
65049 09 Modified Record Fire 7 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 24
65043 09 Modified Record Fire 1 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 24
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Alternatives
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Table 3.4-2: Alternative B

Project Date
PN (FY) Project Name/Location/Size
Multi-Purpose Training Range 1 — 25mm, 120mm, 7.62mm,
64551 09 5.56mm & .50 Caliber (Cal) 984
65033 09 Fire and Movement 2 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 10
Northern Training Area used for existing maneuver training.
69742 09 No new infrastructure constructed in TA-L1, L2, and L3 Note 2
65034 10 Fire and Movement 3 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball 10
65383 09 Stationary Tank Range (ST2) 676
64797 09 Drivers Training Course (Access Roads) 34
Ranges South of U.S. Highway 27/280
65078 09 Anti-Armor Tracking and Live Fire Complex 13
65079 10 Automated Combat Pistol Qualification Course 1
69358 09 Range Access Road—Good Hope Maneuver Training Area 166
69668 09 Good Hope Training Area Infrastructure 1,677
19D/K One Station Unit (OSUT) Training (Heavy

69741 09 Mounted/Dismounted) Training in TA-Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q5 872
69743 09 Southern Training Area Infrastructure 583
65070 11 Multi-Purpose Machine Gun 2 — 7.62mm & .50 Cal 238
68733 10 Multi-Purpose Machine Gun 1-7.62mm & .50 Cal 238

Note 1: Both PN 72322 and 72324 are on the same 155-acre site.
Note 2: The Northern Training Area Infrastructure was analyzed in the BRAC EIS (USACE 2007a).

343

No Action Alternative

According to CEQ NEPA implementing regulations, a clear basis for choice among options must be

included and analyzed (40 CFR 1502.14[d]). However, because the BRAC/Transformation actions will be
implemented, regardless of the decision taken under this proposed action, they must be included in the No
Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative, therefore, includes FY09 through FY13
BRAC/Transformation projects and the conditions found under baseline. This EIS does offer an
opportunity for decision makers and the public to evaluate impacts, by comparing impacts due to all
alternatives with baseline. Table 3.4-3 provides a summary of the projects considered as part of the No
Action Alternative and Figures 3.4-5 and 3.4-6 illustrate the alternative for the cantonment and training
areas, respectively. Items noted with an asterisk are projects that have been changed either in physical
location or in timing of implementation since the BRAC/Transformation ROD and are now evaluated
under the proposed action.

Alternatives
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Table 3.4-3: No Action Alternative

Draft

FY PN Project Title

09 48644 Central Wash Facility

09 51256 Reception Barracks (Phase 2)

09 64460 DS/GS Vehicle Maintenance Facility

09 64797 Tracked Vehicle Drivers Course

09 72017 Vehicle Recovery Training Area *

09 65035 Rifle/Machinegun Zero Range (Z21)*

09 65036 Rifle/Machinegun Zero Range (Z22)*

09 65037 Rifle Machinegun Zero Range (Z3)

09 65038 Rifle Machinegun Zero Range (Z4)

09 65039 Rifle/Machinegun Zero Range (Z25)*

09 65047 Modified Record Fire (MRFS)

09 65080 Consolidated Troop Medical Clinic

09 65081 Medical Treatment Facility (Increment 1)*

09 65286 Armor Officer Basic Course Headquarters

09 General Instruction Bldg Complex (Phase 1)

09 65320 Convert Non Unaccompanied Personnel Housing/Billeting Space to Transient
09 Infantry Basic Officers Course Headquarters Complex Building
09 Student Dining Facility Main Post

09 65383 Stationary Tank Range (ST2)*

09 65438 Vehicle Maintenance Instruction Facility

09 65578 Criminal Investigation Command Group/Brigade Headquarters Building
09 67419 Reception Station, Phase 3

09 67457 Infrastructure Support, Increment 2*

09 69358 Range Access Road—Good Hope Maneuver Training Area *
09 69668 Good Hope Training Area Infrastructure*

09 69742 Northern Training Area Infrastructure*®

09 69743 Southern Training Area Infrastructure*

09 65554 Construct Training Area Roads Paved*

09 69741 Training Area Infrastructure — 19D/K OSUT*

10 62207 Combined Arms Collective Training Facility (Phase II)

Army Reserve Center/ Operations and Maintenance Services / Unaccompanied

10 64491 Personnel Housing Storage

10 65034 Fire and Movement range (FM3)*

10 65061 Armor Climate Control Storage Facility

10 65079 Automated Combat Pistol/Military Police Qualification Course*
10 65284 MCOE Headquarters/CIDC Expansion

10 65405 Equipment Concentration Site

10 65557 Repair Existing Training Area Roads*

10 67458 Gen Instruction Bldg Complex (Increment 2)

10 67461 Hospital Replacement (Increment 2)*

11 38134 Barracks Complex Main Post

11 63799 3rd Infantry Division Brigade Combat Team (Heavy) Complex
11 65070 Multipurpose Machine Gun Range (MPMG2)*

11 65395 SOF Ranger Support Company

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District

Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA
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Table 3.4-3: No Action Alternative

FY PN Project Title
11 67012 Qualification Training Range
12 65246 Community Activity Center*
12 65248 Physical Fitness Center*
12 62953 Rail Loading Facility Expansion*
12 64790 Battle Lab/Battle Command Training
13 62952 Brigade Complex Headquarters, 14th Combat Support Hospital
13 65065 Chapel Harmony Church
13 65249 Chapel Sand Hill

Note: Items noted with an asterisk are projects that have been changed since the BRAC/Transformation
ROD and are now evaluated under Alternative A.

Alternatives
3-18

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA

December 2008



Draft

Figure 3.4-5: No Action Alternative Cantonment Area
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Figure 3.4-6: No Action Alternative Training Area
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

4.1 INTRODUCTION

Potential environmental impacts cannot be determined without first understanding the existing conditions
in the affected environment. For this reason, the impact analysis process involves two steps. First, this
EIS helps the reader develop an understanding of the existing environmental setting and conditions by
identifying the —affected environment” or —agion of influence” (ROI). The geographic extent of this area
is determined by the potential for impacts, due to construction, operations, and/or maintenance, associated
with the various resources. The ROI can change depending on the resource category. For instance, soils
may be impacted within Fort Benning so the ROI for soils would be Fort Benning; however, the air
quality affected environment and ROI would be the geographic extent that emissions would likely impact
the regional air quality. Second, the EIS uses details of the alternatives (see Section 3) to assess their
impacts on the existing environment, or the —environmental consequences.” As required by NEPA and
Army implementing regulations, this EIS addresses impacts associated with the No Action Alternative, as
well as the two action alternatives—A and B, as compared to baseline conditions. To better evaluate
existing conditions, numerous studies and/or surveys were undertaken. A summary follows:

Socioeconomics Assessment — Impacts to the local community were assessed using the U.S. Army
Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) modeling program. The results were integrated into the
Section 4.5 Socioeconomics, and presented in Appendix B.

Transportation Survey — Installation cantonment-area roads were evaluated to establish their ability to
support the influx of personnel and families associated with the Transformation action. The results are

presented in Section 4.6, Transportation and in Appendix C.

Noise — The Fort Benning Range Division submitted small arms and large caliber operational data
information to U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine (USACHPPM) detailing
current and future rounds fired on Fort Benning (see Appendix D); this information was used to generate

noise contours which are presented in Section 4.8 Noise.

Air Quality — Emissions generated as a result of Transformation construction activities, as well as those
associated with operations and maintenance were examined. Results are summarized in Section 4.9, Air

Quality and criteria used to reach these results are found in Appendix E.

Wetlands and Stream Crossing Identification — Wetlands delineation and stream crossing determinations
will be conducted on all of the proposed constructions sites where wetlands or stream crossings occur. In
some cases, this work has already been done. In other cases, additional field work will be necessary to
confirm either the exact acreage of wetlands or the exact number and location for water crossings. This
information in terms of exact acreages of wetland impacts and location and number of stream crossings
will be forwarded to the Albany Field Office of the USACE Regulatory Division, for that agency’s permit
processing and evaluation. Results are presented in Section 4.13, Biological Resources.
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Special Status Species Surveys — These included surveys of the federally-protected red-cockaded
woodpecker (RCW) and relict trillium, and the state-protected gopher tortoise. Results of these surveys
are summarized in the Section 4.13, Biological Resources.

Biological Assessment — On November 7, 2008, Fort Benning submitted a BA to the USFWS to initiate
formal consultation concerning the effects of this action on Federally listed species. The BA Executive
Summary is attached in Appendix F. The BA and appendices are available for review at the following
website: https://www.infantry.army.mil/EMD/program/legal/index.htm.

Cultural Resources Surveys — Cultural resources surveys (Phase I and/or II) have been conducted to be
used for cultural resources consultation. Results are presented in Section 4.14, Cultural Resources.
Formal consultation with both the GA State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Tribes has been
requested regarding the potential impacts to and protection of these sites (Appendix G). Appendix G also
contains the Executive Summary of the document to be used for Section 106 consultation. The complete
document contains sensitive information on archaeological sites and is, therefore, not distributed to the
public in accordance with Section 9 of the Archaeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA) and Section
304 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

The potential environmental consequences of the alternatives to the 13 resources are presented in this
Section followed by an examination of cumulative impacts.

4.1.1 Procedural Requirements and Consultation

In accordance with Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Army must consult with the
Secretary of the Interior to ensure that implementation of the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize
the continued existence of any federally listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification
of designated critical habitat listed. Formal consultations are required prior to federal agencies
authorizing, funding, or implementing proposed actions that may adversely affect a listed species or its
critical habitat. Critical habitat for the shiny-rayed pocketbook mussel occurs near the Installation.
However, Fort Benning has determined through the BA that there will be no effect on this critical habitat
and therefore will not be discussed further in this EIS. Several federally-listed species are found within
Installation boundaries and a BA has been prepared as noted above. This document presents an analyses
of the potential impact to federally listed species as a result of the proposed action and alternatives. A BA
was submitted on November 7, 2008 initiating formal consultation with the USFWS. Under formal
consultation, the USFWS has up to 90 days to review and consult with Fort Benning, with an additional
45 days for the USFWS to prepare a BO (135 days total). The BO provides the following: 1) the written
opinion of the USFWS as whether or not a Federal Action is likely to jeopardize the continued existence
of a listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat; 2) a summary of
the information on which the opinion is based; and 3) a detailed discussion of the effects of the action on
listed species or designated critical habitat™ The BO provides measures that the USFWS deem should be
implemented in conjunction with the preferred alternative to avoid or minimize impacts. The USFWS

also provides in the BO nonbinding conservation recommendations.
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Section 106 of the NHPA requires all federal agencies to take into account the effects of their actions on
properties listed or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) is also provided an opportunity to comment on those
actions and their potential effects. The proposed action is subject to Section 106 review. In accordance
with the ACHP’s implementing regulation (36 CFR Part 800), the Army is required to consult with the
GA SHPO, and federally recognized American Indian Tribes affiliated with the Fort Benning areas
(Tribes) about the potential effects on eligible properties. Fort Benning uses the Army Alternate
Procedures (AAP) (as allowed under 36 CFR 800.14) for compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, as
detailed in Fort Benning’s Historic Property Component Plan (Fort Benning 2006b). Alternate
procedures include, among other actions, timely consultation with Stakeholders through NEPA
documentation and processes should adverse effects to historic properties be expected: however, only
yearly summaries of actions are required if these actions are determined by Fort Benning to have no
adverse effect. Only those historic properties determined eligible for, or already on, the NRHP are
managed with preference for avoidance of impacts as the best management practice. Evaluations of
historic properties to determine eligibility for their inclusion on the NRHP will be completed prior to any
disturbance by proposed action activities. The Army is seeking input and concurrence from GA SHPO
and Tribes through the NEPA process and this EIS.

The 1972 amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act (FWPCA), also referred to as the Clean
Water Act (CWA), prohibit the discharge of any pollutant to waters of the United States from a point
source unless the discharge is authorized by a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit. Efforts to improve water quality under the NPDES program have focused traditionally on
reducing pollutants in discharges from industrial and municipal wastewater treatment plants. Prior to
1990, efforts to address storm water discharges under the NPDES program have generally been limited to

a few industrial categories with storm water effluent limitations.

Phase I of the USEPA’s storm water program was issued in 1990 under the CWA. Phase I relies on
NPDES permit coverage to address storm water runoff from: 1) —mdium” and —drge” municipal
separate storm sewer systems (MS4s) generally serving populations of 100,000 or greater, 2) construction
activity disturbing 5 acres of land or greater, and 3) 11 categories of industrial activity. Georgia has been
delegated the NPDES program and is therefore responsible for implementation of a program to control
storm water discharges. GEPD has issued NPDES MS4 permits for Phase I large and medium municipal
areas and a general permit for the 11 categories of industrial activity. A general permit for construction
activity disturbing 5 acres of land or greater was promulgated by GEPD on June 12, 2000 with an
effective date of August 1, 2000. As noted below, the acreage threshold requiring permitting from the
GEPD was subsequently reduced to 1 acre.

On December 8, 1999 USEPA published the Storm Water Phase II Final Rule, which expanded the Phase
I program by requiring additional operators of small MS4s and operators of small construction sites (1 to
5 acres) be covered by NPDES permits and to implement programs and practices to control polluted
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storm water runoff. In conjunction with the federal regulations, GEPD amended the Georgia Rules and

Regulations for Water Quality Control (Rules) in April 2001 to incorporate all Phase II regulations.

GEPD has re-issued three NPDES general permits that authorize the discharge of storm water from three
distinct types of construction activity. These permits became effective in August of 2008, and regulate all
construction activity disturbing 1 or more acres. The first permit regulates stand-alone construction
activity (100001); the second regulates infrastructure (i.e., linear) construction sites (100002); the third
regulates common development construction (100003). Each permit contains significant common

language and requirements as well as individual differences specific to each type of activity.

The permits were issued pursuant to the authority contained in the Official Code of Georgia Annotated
(O.C.G.A.) Sections 12-5- 27 and 12-5-30. As required, the permits incorporated the applicable
provisions of O.C.G.A. Section 12-7-6. The permits require regulated activities to perform turbidity
sampling on all receiving water(s), or all storm water outfalls, or a combination of receiving water(s) and
outfall(s). The numbers applicable to alternative outfall monitoring were established as estimated

surrogates for the otherwise applicable in-stream turbidity levels using statewide average factors.

The permits define construction activities on areas of 1 acre or greater, or tracts of less than 1 acre that are
part of a larger overall development with a combined disturbance of 1 acre or greater (i.e., common plan
of development or sale). GEPD can require applicants to submit an NPDES permit application for an
individual NPDES permit upon written notification to the applicant. In addition to storm water
discharges, the proposed general NPDES permits authorize certain non-storm water discharges such as
fire fighting water and uncontaminated groundwater. The proposed general permits are valid for a term

of 5 years.

The major provisions of the proposed permits include a notification of the facility/site’s intent to comply
with the permit by submitting a NPDES Notice of Intent, an Erosion, Sedimentation and Pollution
Control Plan (ESPCP), and implementation of this Plan. Coverage under the permits is achieved by
submitting a Notice of Intent to GEPD by the permittee(s). A permittee structure for common
developments remains similar to the previous permit. A primary permittee is the facility/site owner or
operator. A secondary permittee is a home builder, a utility contractor, or similar entity conducting land
disturbance activities within a common development. Both stand-alone and infrastructure construction
activities have primary permittees only. Notice of Intents are required to be submitted to GEPD by all
permittees at least 14 days prior to the commencement of the construction activity, with certain
exceptions specified in the permits. The Notice of Intent includes basic information about the facility/site
including the specific waters of Georgia where the discharges will occur, except in the case of Blanket
Notice of Intents for utility companies and utility contractors that are secondary permittees. Specific
forms are available from GEPD and must be used for the Notice of Intent. Coverage by the general
NPDES permit is provided without acknowledgment from GEPD. When final stabilization of the
facility/site is achieved, the permittee must notify GEPD they are terminating coverage under the general
NPDES permit by submitting a Notice of Termination.
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Permittees must maintain records of their activities relative to compliance with the terms and conditions

of the proposed general NPDES permits. These records include copies of the Notice of Intent, plan, site

inspections, sampling results, and Notice of Termination. For new facilities/sites disturbing more than 50
acres, the Plan must be submitted to GEPD with the NPDES Notice of Intent. For new facilities/sites
disturbing between 1 and 50 acres and where there is no local issuing authority pursuant to the Georgia
Erosion and Sedimentation Act, the plan must be submitted to GEPD with the NPDES Notice of Intent.

No federal agencies or other entities requested cooperating status on this EIS. Fort Benning informally

checked with the Army Corps of Engineers, Savannah District, to determine if they wanted to be a

cooperating agency specifically for assistance with wetland-related issues, but the Corps determined that

the regulatory process would suffice for their interaction and assistance. No other federal agencies or

other entities requested cooperating agency status on this EIS; therefore, no procedural requirements for

cooperating agencies apply.

In addition to the completed and signed ROD for this proposed action, the BO must be issued and other

permits for specific projects, such as those for the protection of wetlands, water quality, air quality, etc.,

must be in place prior to breaking ground on any of those projects in the proposed action of this MCOE

EIS.

4.1.2 Relevant Statutes, Executive Orders, and Permits

In accordance with CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.25), the Army has prepared this EIS
concurrently with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and studies required by the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S. Code [USC] 661 et seq.), the NHPA of 1966 (16 USC 470 et seq.),
the ESA of 1973 (ESA, 16 USC 1531 et seq.), and other environmental review laws (and their

implementing regulations), and Executive Orders (EOs) outlined by environmental resource in

Table 4.1-1.
Table 4.1-1: Other Major Environmental Statutes, Regulations,
and Executive Orders Applicable to Federal Projects
LSRGl Statute, Regulation, or Executive Order
Resources
Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970 (PL 95-95), as amended in 1977 and 1990 (PL 91-604); U.S.
Air Qualit Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Subchapter C-Air Programs (40 CFR 52-99); 40 CFR Part
y 63 , National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP); Georgia Rules for Air
Quality Control (Chapter 391-3-1).
Noise Noise Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-574) and Amendments of 1978 (PL 95-609); USEPA, Subchapter G-
Noise Abatement Programs (40 CFR 201-211).
. NPDES Construction Activity General Permit (40 CFR 122-124); Georgia Erosion and Sediment Control
Geology and Soils
Act of 1975.
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Table 4.1-1: Other Major Environmental Statutes, Regulations,
and Executive Orders Applicable to Federal Projects

Environmental
Resources

Statute, Regulation, or Executive Order

Water Resources

FWPCA of 1972 (PL 92-500) and Amendments; CWA of 1977 (PL 95-217); NPDES Construction
Activity General Permit (40 CFR 122-124), NPDES Industrial Permit and NPDES Municipal Separate
Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit; CWA 40 CFR 112 Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure
(SPCC); USEPA, Subchapter D-Water Programs (40 CFR 100-145); Water Quality Act of 1987 (PL
100-4); USEPA, Subchapter N-Effluent Guidelines and Standards (40 CFR 401-471); Safe Drinking
Water Act (SDWA) of 1972 (PL 95-923) and Amendments of 1986 (PL 99-339); USEPA, National
Drinking Water Regulations and Underground Injection Control Program (40 CFR 141-149).

Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918; Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (PL 85-654);
Sikes Act of 1960 (PL 86-97) and Amendments of 1986 (PL 99-561) and 1997 (PL 105-85 Title XXIX);

]lile(;l(?ugrlcc:sl ESA of 1973 (PL 93-205) and Amendments of 1988 (PL 100-478); Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act
of 1980 (PL 96-366); Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (PL 97-79); Responsibilities of Federal Agencies
to Protect Migratory Birds (EO 13186).
Section 401 and 404 of the FWPCA of 1972 (PL 92-500); USEPA, Subchapter D-Water Programs 40
Wetlands and CFR 100-149 (105 ref); Floodplain Management-1977 (EO 11988); Protection of Wetlands-1977 (EO
Floodplains 11990); Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (PL 99-645); North American Wetlands

Conservation Act of 1989 (PL 101-233).

Cultural Resources

NHPA (16 USC 470 et seq.) (PL 89-865) and Amendments of 1980 (PL 96-515) and 1992 (PL 102-575);
Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment-1971 (EO 11593); Indian Sacred Sites-1966
(EO 13007); American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978 (PL 94-341); Antiquities Act of
1906; ARPA of 1979 (PL 96-95); Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA)
of 1990 (PL 101-601); Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR 800) — Fort Benning has a Historic
Properties Component of the Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan (ICRMP) in lieu of these
regulations for Section 106 compliance of the NHPA (Fort Benning 2004a).

Hazardous and
Toxic Substances
and Waste

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 (PL 94-5800), as Amended by PL 100-582;
USEPA, subchapter [-Solid Wastes (40 CFR 240-280); Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 (42 USC 9601) (PL 96-510); Toxic Substances
Control Act (TSCA) (PL 94-496); USEPA, Subchapter R-Toxic Substances Control Act (40 CFR 702-
799); Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Control Act (40 CFR 162-180); Emergency
Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (40 CFR 300-399); Federal Compliance with Pollution
Control Standards-1978 (EO 12088), Superfund Implementation (EO 12580); Greening the Government
Through Waste Prevention, Recycling, and Federal Acquisition (EO 13101), Greening the Government
Through Efficient Energy Management (EO 13123), Greening the Government Through Leadership in
Environmental Management (EO 13148); Georgia Hazardous Waste Management Act.

Socioeconomics

Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations
(EO 12898); Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (EO 13045).

4.1.3

Methodology

The impact analysis process requires collecting scientifically valid and up-to-date information. Data

collection involves:

e reviewing previous studies, such as technical publications, agency databases, management plans,
and other NEPA documents;

e talking to agencies and others with information on specific resources, such as the USFWS,
USACE, GADNR, GA SHPO, American Indian Tribal representatives, and community planners;

e reviewing public input during the scoping process; and

e conducting field studies.
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Many resources analyzed in this EIS are interdependent. For example, a change in soils might affect local
vegetation, which in turn could affect wildlife that depends on the plants for food. The increase in range
operations might affect noise conditions around the Installation and changes in noise could affect adjacent
neighbors and wildlife. These types of interrelationships are recognized in 40 CFR 1502.6, which states
—svironmental impact statements shall be prepared using an inter-disciplinary approach which will
insure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts.” The
resources identified in this MCOE EIS for analysis are the same as those used in the BRAC 2005 and

Transformation EIS for consistency and comparability of impact purposes.

Assessment of environmental consequences is also based on an understanding that different resources are
not equally sensitive to all elements of an action. For example, cultural resources—especially
archaeological sites—are most likely affected by activities that disturb the ground (such as facility and
range construction) and are usually not affected by noise. On the other hand, certain animal species may
be more sensitive to short-term construction activities than long-term exposure to noise increases.

This MCOE EIS adopts an analytic methodology similar to that used in both the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statements for Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment (USAEC 2007)
and Army Transformation (USACE 2002b). The PEISs identified several types of activities that were
likely to create impacts (e.g., construction/demolition, operations, and maintenance activities). The
activity groups were adopted and updated for application in the environmental impact analysis process
associated with this EIS. The four activity groups include: 1) cantonment-area construction; 2) range and
training area construction to include live-fire and dudded ranges, heavy maneuver training, as well as
construction and/or upgrades of tank trails and roads; 3) day-to-day training operations; and 4)
maintenance activities associated with equipment/vehicle maintenance units and for roads, trails, ranges,
and impact areas. It is important to note that establishing the Valued Environmental Components
(VECs’) level of potential impact is the fundamental step at the onset of the environmental analyses.
Those VECs that have very low or low potential impacts do not need to be considered in detail during the
assessment phase. Those VECs that have a medium or higher anticipated environmental impact need
substantially more analysis. Table 4.1-2 presents the 13 resource categories analyzed and indicates the
level of impact anticipated under the two action alternatives. Five categories are used to describe the

level of impact:
e Very Low — No impact or minor impacts are anticipated.
e Low — Minor impact anticipated.
e Medium — Moderate impact anticipated (less than significant).
e High — Significant impact potential anticipated (likely to be mitigated to less than significant).

e Very High — Significant adverse impact anticipated (mitigation would be applied to minimize
adverse effects).
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Table 4.1-2 VECs Screening Matrix for Alternatives A and B

Proposed Action Elements

Resource Cantonment Area Range/Training Area Training Maintenance
Construction/Demolition | Construction/Demolition Operations Activities
A B A B A B A B

Land Use and Management Low Low Medium Medium Low Low Low Low
Aesthetics and Visual Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low
Socioeconomics

Economic Development +Medium | +Medium | +Medium | +Medium Low Low Low Low

Demographics Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low

Housing Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low

Quality of Life Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low

Environmental Justice Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low

Protection of Children Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low
Transportation/Traffic Medium Medium Medium Medium Low Medium Low Low
Utilities Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low
Noise Low Low Low Low Medium | Medium Low Low
Air Quality Medium Medium Medium Medium Low Low Low Low
Hazardous and Toxic Materials and Waste Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low
Water Resources (Quality)

Wetlands Medium Medium High High Medium | Medium Low Low

Rivers and streams Low Low Medium Medium | Medium | Medium Low Low

Ground Water Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low

Floodplains Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low

Storm water Medium Medium Medium Medium Low Low Low Low
Geology and Soils Medium Medium Medium Medium Low Low Low Low
Biological

Vegetation Low Low Medium Medium | Medium | Medium Low Low

Aquatic Habitats Low Low Medium Medium | Medium | Medium Low Low

Fish and Wildlife Low Low Medium Medium | Medium | Medium Low Low

Special Status Species Medium Medium High High Medium | Medium | Medium | Medium

Unique Ecological Areas Low Low Medium Medium Low Low Low Low
Cultural Resources Low Low Medium Medium Low Low Low Low
Safety Low Low Low Low Low Low Low Low

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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The 13 resource categories evaluated for their impacts to the human and natural environment are:

1. Land Use and Management (Section 4.3) include discussion of potential impacts of the alternatives to
on-Post and off-Post land use and management.

2. Aesthetics and Visual Resources (Section 4.4) evaluate the visual character, visual compatibility, and
viewer sensitivity to the landscape that could occur under the alternatives.

3. Socioeconomics (Section 4.5) analyzes potential impacts as a result of the alternatives to economic
development, demographics, housing, quality of life, environmental justice, and protection of
children.

4. Transportation (Section 4.6) presents the existing transportation network (both on-Post and off-Post)
and analyzes the potential impacts the MCOE alternatives would have if any one of them were
implemented.

5. Utilities (Section 4.7) discusses the potential impacts of the alternatives to water use, wastewater, and
storm water systems, energy/power sources, communications, and solid waste.

6. Noise (Section 4.8) analyzes the existing noise environment and the potential increases in noise under
the action alternatives. These increases are then evaluated in terms of how they might affect land use
and adjacent communities.

7. Air Quality (Section 4.9) presents the potential increase in criteria pollutants and fugitive dust
emissions that could occur under the MCOE alternatives and the effect these emissions could have on
regional air quality.

8. Hazardous and Toxic Materials and Waste (Section 4.10) evaluate the materials and waste generated
by the alternatives and potential impacts to the environment.

9. Water Resources (Section 4.11) analyzes the potential effects to surface water, wetlands, hydrology,
groundwater, floodplains, storm water management, and sedimentation.

10. Geology and Soils (Section 4.12) evaluates the potential effect of the MCOE alternatives on local
geology and soil erosion potential.

11. Biological Resources (Section 4.13) includes discussion of potential effects from the alternatives on
vegetation, aquatic habitats, special status species, and unique ecological areas.

12. Cultural Resources (Section 4.14) addresses potential effects to pre-historic, historic, and American
Indian resources.

13. Safety (Section 4.15) considers the safety aspects associated with training and operational activities
proposed under the MCOE alternatives.
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Existing natural, cultural, pollution prevention, solid waste, hazardous materials/wastes, and
erosion/control management plans (further identification of plans is provided within the specific resource
sections), prescribed Installation procedures, as well as local, state, and federal permit requirements are
not considered specific mitigation measures because they are part of the existing management regime to
implement requirements of laws or regulations, and will be undertaken regardless of the level of impacts.
These ongoing management regimes are part of the proposed action alternatives and are described under
the affected environment and/or environmental consequences for the specific resources. Mitigation for
potential adverse impacts, when applicable, is also discussed within each resource on any of those
projects in the proposed action of this MCOE EIS. Mitigation measures, per the CEQ and Army NEPA
regulations, may include avoidance of effect; minimization of effect; repair, rehabilitation, or restoration

of effect; reduction of effect; and/or compensation for effect.

Cumulative impacts are presented in this section as well. The alternatives are evaluated for incremental
impacts when considering the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions within Fort Benning and

the adjacent communities.

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
4-10 Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA
December 2008



Draft

4.2 TRAINING OPERATIONS

This section on Training Operations provides necessary background and description of the training that
currently occurs at Fort Benning and will be affected by the proposed MCOE actions. The information
presented below gives an overview for the interested public of the Army’s goals for Fort Benning and the
facilities and training necessary to meet those goals. While technically not an environmental resource
category, it is important that training operations be given due consideration as the action alternatives
fulfill the needs and purpose of the proposed action differently and therefore a comparative analysis for

each alternative is helpful.
Fort Benning’s overall goal is to:
e Produce the best trained and equipped Soldiers in the world.
e Facilitate Modularity to complete the Army Chief of Staff’s vision.
e Transition modular maneuver forces into the future.
e Support Future Combat Systems development and spin out technology integration.
e Implement “Soldier as a System” as a means to develop requirements and equip Soldiers.

¢ Improve the quality of life for Soldiers, Civilians, and Family members who live and work on
Fort Benning by providing world class ranges, training facilities, housing, and recreational
facilities. Medical and dental care will be of the highest quality.

e Transform the U.S. Army Infantry Center and U.S. Army Armor Center into a Maneuver Center
of Excellence (Fort Benning 2008a).

The Armor and Infantry Schools and Centers are consolidating and will come under the command of
MCOE. The MCOE mission is to provide the nation with the world’s best trained Infantry and Armor
Soldiers and adaptive leaders imbued with the warrior ethos; provide a power projection platform capable
of deploying and redeploying Soldiers, civilians, and units anywhere in the world on short notice; and
define the required capabilities for Infantry and Armor to meet the needs of the future force (Fort Benning
2008b).

Infantry School and Center. Since the establishment of the Infantry School at Fort Benning in 1918
(when it was moved to Fort Benning from Fort Sill, Oklahoma), it has had a far-reaching impact in
training our armed forces. Even Soldiers never stationed or assigned temporary duty at Fort Benning
were exposed to the training standards, Field Manuals, and textbooks published by the Infantry School.
With the Infantry, the so-called “Queen of Battle,” as the Post’s nucleus, Fort Benning has added other
significant missions over the years, including: Airborne School, where Soldiers learn to engage in battle
from the sky; Ranger School, where Soldiers learn advanced warfare tactics and skills; and the 197"
Infantry Brigade (previously the 29™ Infantry Regiment), where Soldiers learn how to operate and
maneuver the Bradley Fighting Vehicle (BFV) in combat. Fort Benning’s 36" Engineer Group has been
at the forefront of the Army’s Post-Cold War mission of providing aid; and Fort Benning future
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technology in Battlelabs is shaping the way the military of the 21* Century will fight its wars (Fort
Benning 2008a).

Fort Benning supports the Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) mission to conduct initial entry
training for Infantry Soldiers, basic- and advanced-level noncommissioned officer (NCO) and officer
training courses, the Army’s airborne and Ranger schools; and continued study, testing, and development
of future joint and combined infantry doctrine. Fort Benning also conducts initial entry training for
Infantry Soldiers and officers in weapon systems, tactics, techniques, and procedures. Further, Fort
Benning provides the home station training facilities for Forces Command’s (FORSCOM’s) 3™ Brigade,
31 Infantry Division; Special Operations Command’s (SOCOM) 75" Ranger Regiment; and numerous
other active duty deployable units. It is also the home to the Western Hemisphere Institute for Security
Cooperation, which has the mission to train cadets, NCOs, and officers from numerous Latin American

countries.

Armor School and Center. The Armor School’s mission is to provide basic combat training to Soldiers
and Marines in tank and fighting vehicle operation, weapons system deployment, and armor vehicle
maintenance. Armor crewmen (tankers) work as part of a team to operate armored equipment and fire
weapons to destroy enemy targets. During peacetime, armor units must stay ready to defend the United
States and U.S. national interests and international policy, anywhere in the world. During combat, their
role is to operate tanks and amphibious assault vehicles to engage and destroy the enemy. Tanks (like the

MI1A1 and M1A2 Abrams) use mobility, firepower, and shock effect to engage enemy forces.

The Armor Center consists of agencies, directorates, and units that oversee and support operations for the
Armor Force; most of these activities are of an administrative nature and would not require the breadth of
facility and range construction found with the establishment of the Armor School (Fort Knox 2008).

Baseline workforce and student levels at Fort Benning are shown in Table 4.2-1 and reflect conditions as
of March 2008 because the increase of student population as a result of the BRAC/Transformation is not
slated until 2009.

Table 4.2-1: Baseline Workforce Levels
and Student Populations
Military Civilian | Students* Total
17,771 8,690 9,386 35,847

Sources: Fort Benning 2006b and 2006c; *student totals represent the
average daily number of students on Fort Benning.

Baseline student training throughput (or the average number of students that are trained throughout the
year on any given day) is noted in Table 4.2-2. Again, note that there are no increased numbers of
students associated with the BRAC/Transformation actions until 2009 and are not included in the baseline
conditions. Increase of student population as a result of the BRAC/Transformation actions are reflected
in the No Action Alternative (Section 4.2.2.1).
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Table 4.2-2: Baseline Training Throughput

Type of Training | Student Numbers
Infantry School
Total Student Input 29,915
Daily Average Load 3,305
Infantry Training Brigade
Total Student Input 19,256
Daily Average Load 5,008
Basic Combat Training Brigade
Total Student Input 5,319
Daily Average Load 946
Western Hemisphere Institute for Security Cooperation (WHINSEC)
Total Student Input 450
Daily Average Load 97
Medical Department Activity (MEDAC)
Average Load | 30

Source: Fort Benning 2006b.

4.2.1 Baseline Training Conditions

Training Assets. To support the numerous training and operational missions at the Post, Fort Benning

offers the following:

e 38 basic marksmanship ranges (ranges used to qualify or train on rifles, pistols, sniper rifles,
grenade launchers, sub-caliber light anti-armor weapons, shotguns, machine guns, and grenade
machine guns);

e O direct live fire gunnery ranges (ranges used to qualify and train tank and Bradley crews,
including ranges used to qualify anti-armor weapons systems using service ammunition);

e 19 collective live fire ranges (ranges used for collective training events, such as Infantry Squad
Battle Course (ISBCs) and Infantry Platoon Battle Course (IPBCs), multi-purpose training
ranges, and aerial gunnery ranges);

e 36 indirect firing facilities (ranges or dedicated firing points used for the qualification and
training of mortars, field artillery, or air defense artillery and observation Posts);

e 7 special live fire ranges (ranges and training areas used for qualification and training of
demolitions, live hand grenades, and claymores);

e 21 other, non-live fire facilities (assets that are used to train Soldiers without the use of weapons
such as rappel towers, drop zones, obstacle courses, gas chambers, and other facilities not covered
in the previous categories);

e 35 drop/landing zones;

e 83 light maneuver training areas (48,171 designated acres);

e 86 heavy maneuver training areas (62,958 designated acres);

e One 15,554-acre dudded impact area (live ordnance impact area with the potential to produce
unexploded ordnance (UXO); and
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e One 30,342-acre non-dudded impact area (inert ordnance impact area without potential to

produce UXO) that can be used for light maneuver training (Fort Benning 2006a).

The Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex (DMPRC) will provide a state-of-the-art range facility by
meeting the Installation’s training needs for conducting effective advanced gunnery exercises in a realistic
training environment expected by the fall of 2010. Changes in training on other existing ranges
(Carmouche and Hastings) will occur to incorporate into the new Multi-Purpose Training Range (MPTR).

Basic and intermediate Tank and BFV training will take place at the Carmouche and Hastings ranges.

Since the completion of the Transformation EIS, Fort Benning has initiated several ranges including a fire

and movement range, several modified record fire ranges, and a stationary tank range.

Operations. To fulfill the variety of Fort Benning missions, more than 200 training ranges and maneuver
areas are available for Soldier training. Training operations include a variety of weapons systems from
small arms to field artillery. Table 4.2-3 provides an overview of small caliber (i.e., munitions used in
rifles, pistols, shotguns, and grenade launchers) and large caliber weapons (i.e., inert and high explosive
field artillery and mortar shells from howitzers, tanks, and BFVs) used on the various ranges up to and
including the Baseline Condition described in Section 3.

Table 4.2-3: Baseline Annual Weapons Use

Day Night Total
Small Caliber 35,200,000 3,480,000
Percent Day/Night 91% 9% 38,680,000
Large Caliber 472,000 59,000 531.000
Percent Day/Night 87% 13% ’

Source: USACHPPM 2008.

In addition to small- and large-caliber weapon system training, Soldiers train alongside the M1 Abram
tanks, M2s, BFVs, Strykers, High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled Vehicles (HMMW Vs), and other
tactical vehicles (e.g., tractor-trailer combinations, troop transport vehicles, and a variety of trailers for
water and fuel transport) (Fort Benning 2007a). Fort Benning currently supports 2,595 pieces of
equipment in its inventory (Fort Benning 2007a); of these, 938 are vehicles (Table 4.2-4).

Table 4.2-4: Fort Benning Vehicle Inventory

Vehicle Type Existing
Includes Tanks, Armored Personnel Carriers,
Tracked Armor Equipment | BFVs, Recovery Vehicles, Tanks With Assault 201
Bridges, And Mine Clearers.
. Stryker, HMMW VS (Carriers, Cargo,
Wheeled Heavy Equipment Armament, And Heavy Weight Trucks). 328
Heavy Cargo Equipment Transport, Fuel
Wheeled Heavy Trucks Tankers, Wrecker/Recovery Vehicles. 141
Wheeled Trailers LOW—Bed TFaﬂers For Armaments, Water, And 216
Utility Towing.
Wheeled Medium/Light Fork Lifts, Cargo, And General Personnel 193
Trucks Carriers.
Total Vehicles 1,079
Note: Numbers represent levels as of March 2008 (USACE 2007a).
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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Fort Benning is also home to the airborne school and Lawson Army Airfield (AAF), which supports both
fixed-wing and rotary aircraft. While no additional aircraft would be associated with the proposed action,
these baseline airfield operations contribute to the Installation mission and consequently to its noise

environment.

Fort Benning Ongoing Environmental Protection Process for Training Activities. To address the
potential for ongoing training activities to adversely affect the natural and cultural resources on Fort
Benning, an environmental review of the training plan must occur prior to any on-the-ground activities.
In accordance with Army NEPA Regulation, Headquarters U.S. Army Infantry Center Regulation 210-4,
and Fort Benning Installations Range and Terrain Regulation (U.S. Army 2005b), all training activities
must be preceded by the timely submission by the Fort Benning Range Division of a completed Fort
Benning Form 144-R, Request for Environmental Analysis, to the Environmental Division, Directorate of
Public Works (DPW). The Form must include a training plan and provide sufficient detail of the training
scenario to allow for a comprehensive analysis of the potential impact on the environment. The potential
environmental resource impacts include impacts to vegetation, threatened and endangered species,
historical/archeological sites, soil erosion, wetland protection, hazardous materials spill prevention and/or
control, noise management, etc. When existing NEPA documentation adequately covers a proposed
training action, submission of the Form is still required. Repetitive actions, such as those scheduled for
the same sites by the same units, using the same training scenarios, involving the same amount of troops,
equipment, supply, ammunition, etc., are required to be submitted for environmental review and
concurrence on a periodic basis (not to exceed 12 months). Environmental Division reviews these
submittals and renders concurrence/non-concurrence with the proposed training activities. The
concurrence may include conditions such as avoidance of sensitive areas, spill protocols, etc. A non-
concurrence is accompanied by reasons and conditions under which alternatives to the submittal can be
favorably considered before the training can take place. In cases where restrictions identified by the
Environmental Division may adversely impact training, Fort Benning Environmental Division, training,
and range personnel explore options to modify the exercise to meet mission needs and environmental
requirements (U.S. Army 2005b). Following training activities, the area is surveyed by the Range Safety
Officer to ensure safety and environmental compliance. If noncompliance is identified, the impact is
reported via the Environmental Incident Report Form and mitigated per Environmental Division
direction. These processes and all other existing regulations (e.g., special status species protection, spill
prevention, sedimentation controls) will remain in place and will be used to evaluate the training exercises

both before and after they take place at Fort Benning under the proposed action.

Role of Integrated Training Area Management Program. Another tool used to manage resources and to
minimize impacts to the environment (associated with training and operations), is the Integrated Training
Area Management (ITAM) program. ITAM provides the Army with the capabilities to manage and
maintain training and testing lands by integrating mission requirements with environmental and land

management practices. The objectives of the Army’s ITAM program are to:
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e Achieve optimal sustained use of lands for the execution of realistic training and testing by

providing a sustainable core capability that balances usage, condition, and level of maintenance.

e Implement a management and decision-making process that integrates Army training and other

mission requirements for land use with sound natural resources management.

e Advocate proactive conservation and land management practices by aligning Army training land

management priorities with the Army training and readiness priorities.

The ITAM program is formalized in Army Regulation 350-19, The Army Sustainable Range Program,
which lays the groundwork and established responsibilities and procedures for the Sustainable Range
Program (U.S. Army 2005c¢).

4.2.2 Environmental Consequences

This section is intended to provide important background information and overview of the Army’s goals
for Fort Benning and the facilities and training necessary to meet those goals. At the same time, Training
Operations are not considered a VEC and therefore no threshold of significance is applicable. A

description of the consequences on mission and operations, however, for each alternative is presented.

4.2.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, environmental protection and ITAM procedures under baseline
conditions would be implemented so no impacts are anticipated for these facets of training operations and

land management.

Mission. The missions and eventual consolidation of the Armor and Infantry Schools and Centers would
still exist as described above in Baseline Conditions. Upon completion of implementing the
BRAC/Transformation actions in 2013, the total workforce will have increased to 52,461 personnel.
Table 4.2.-5 shows the breakdown of military, civilian, and student personnel under the No Action
Alternative. Table 4.2-6 presents annual student throughput and represents the end state following

BRAC/Transformation actions.

Table 4.2-5: No Action Alternative Workforce Levels And Student Populations

Military Civilian Students Total
Baseline 17,771 8,690 9,386 35,847
BRAC/Transformation 5,605 3,771 7,238 16,614
Total 23,376 12,461 16,624 52,461
Sources: USACE 2007a.
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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Type of Training Student Numbers
Armor School*
Total Student Input 7,638
Daily Average Load 840*
Infantry School
Total Student Input 29,915
Daily Average Load 3,305
Infantry Training Brigade
Total Student Input 19,256
Daily Average Load 5,008
Basic Combat Training Brigade
Total Student Input 5,319
Daily Average Load 946
WHINSEC
Total Student Input 450
Daily Average Load 97
MEDAC
Average Load | 30

To support the numerous training and operational missions, Fort Benning will offer the following by

2013:

*Armor School average uses the same percent daily loading as the Infantry School.

52 basic marksmanship ranges (ranges used to qualify or train on rifles, pistols, sniper rifles,

grenade launchers, sub-caliber light anti-armor weapons, shotguns, machine guns, and grenade

machine guns);

11 direct fire gunnery ranges (ranges used to qualify and train tank and Bradley crews, including

ranges used to qualify anti-armor weapons systems using service ammunition).

Operations. Under the No Action Alternative, operations are nearly identical to that described for

Baseline Conditions. The amounts, shown in Table 4.2-7, of small- and large-caliber weapons comprise

the differences between the baseline and No Action Alternative conditions.

Table 4.2-7: No Action Alternative Annual Weapons Use

Day Night Total
Small Caliber 35,800,000 3.540.000
2 ] 5 ) 4
Percent Day/Night 91% 9% 39,340,000
Large Caliber 556,000 59,000
Percent Day/Night 87% 13% 636,000

Source: USACHPPM 2008.

With the completion of the BRAC/Transformation actions in 2013 under the No Action Alternative, the

vehicle inventory will be 1035 vehicles as shown in Table 4.2-8.
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Table 4.2-8: No Action Alternative Armor School Vehicle Inventory

Vehicle Type Armor School

. Includes Tanks, Armored Personnel Carriers, BFVs, Recovery
Tracked Armor Equipment Vehicles, Tanks With Assault Bridges, And Mine Clearers. 330

. Stryker, HMMWVS (Carriers, Cargo, Armament, And Heavy
Wheeled Heavy Equipment Weight Trucks). 311

Heavy Cargo Equipment Transport, Fuel Tankers,
Wheeled Heavy Trucks Wrecker/Recovery Vehicles. 37
Wheeled Trailers Low-Bed Trailers For Armaments, Water, And Utility Towing. 67
Wheeled Medium/Light Trucks | Fork Lifts, Cargo, And General Personnel Carriers. 90
Total Vehicles 1,035

Source: USACE 2007a.

Under the No Action Alternative, the missions would not conflict with those found under baseline, nor
would there be any substantial changes (that have not been already addressed in the BRAC/
Transformation preferred Alternative B) to impact training operations at Fort Benning.

4.2.2.2 Alternative A (preferred alternative)

Under the preferred Alternative A, environmental protection and ITAM procedures under baseline
conditions would be implemented so no impacts are anticipated for these facets of training operations and

land management.

Mission. Under the preferred alternative, no changes to the missions would occur from that described
under the No Action Alternative. Workforce numbers are not anticipated to change as well; however, it is
anticipated that with the Growth initiative to increase Soldiers across the Army, there could be a similar
percent increase in the number of Soldiers needing advanced training at the MCOE. 1t is still too early,
however, to reasonably present the number of increases in student throughput. Once this information is
available, the Army will evaluate through their internal NEPA process whether these increases require

any further documentation.

Training Assets. Under the proposed action, there will be changes to the range assets such as new ranges
and additional range roads which are listed in Table 3.4-1. While the training assets under this alternative
are related to the BRAC/Transformation actions, they are re-evaluated here because the timing, location,
and/or size of the projects have changed to such an extent that they warranted further evaluation in this
EIS.

Operations. There would be a slight increase in the number of operations due to the increase in student
throughput. Table 4.2-9 presents these potential increases in comparison to No Action. The number of
vehicles expected under this alternative would be the same as the No Action Alternative, it is anticipated
that the number of wheeled and tracked vehicles present under No Action would be sufficient to
accommodate the increases in Soldiers.
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Table 4.2-9: Alternative A Projected Annual Weapons Use

Day Night Total
No Action Aflfifﬁfif A Aﬁvtﬁm Alf:rorjzf;ttsg A No Action Alferrorjzf;ztsed A

Note to reviewers, this table will be updated once student throughput increases are identified by TRADOC.
Source: USACHHPM 2007.

Alternative A would not introduce any new missions to conflict with those found under baseline or No
Action, but substantial improvements to training capabilities would be provided at Fort Benning.
Therefore, no impacts to training are anticipated under preferred Alternative A.

4.2.2.3 Alternative B

Under Alternative B, ITAM and environmental protection procedures would not change and therefore no
impacts to training land management would occur. In terms of training, the missions, type and number of
range and maneuver assets, and operations would be the same as described for Alternative A with the
addition of the Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range 1(PN 68733) and the Automated Combat Pistol
Qualification Course (PN 65079). The Armor 19K/D OSUT training would be in the southern training
areas (in TA-Q1, Q2, Q3, and Q5) (PN 69741). While this alternative is reasonable, the southern site
would necessitate an increased number of heavy tracked/wheeled vehicles going a further distance than
that found in Alternative A, with the result of having to spend more money on fuel and slightly more time
taken to travel back and forth between OSUT training in the north and in the south. The increased traffic
across U.S. Highway 27/280 and along training roads and tank trails may also restrict the amount of
training that currently exists in these TAs and potentially conflict with training mission requirements.
Operational and maintenance facilities would also lose their adjacency under this alternative and may
constrain Armor training administration and management. Under this alternative, there would be
moderate impacts to training operations, but they would be manageable through scheduling and traffic

management so as not to need extraordinary mitigation measures.
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4.3 LAND USE AND MANAGEMENT

Land use often refers to human modification of land for residential or economic purposes. The attributes
of land use include general land use and ownership, special use land areas, and land management plans.
Land uses are frequently regulated by management plans, policies, ordinances, and regulations that
determine the types of uses that are allowable or to protect specially designated or environmentally

sensitive uses.

Both in terms of the affected environment and potential environmental consequences, this assessment first
focuses on non-range and training area land use and management within the boundaries of Fort Benning.
A discussion of land use, ownership, and special use land areas for lands on the perimeter of Fort Benning
follows. The geographic setting and location of Fort Benning provides the context for this land use
assessment. Fort Benning covers 181,275 acres in portions of Muscogee, Chattahoochee, and Russell
counties. Approximately 80 percent of Chattahoochee County is within the boundaries of Fort Benning.
The largest population center is the City of Columbus. The central business district of Columbus, GA lies
approximately 8 miles north of the Main Post of the Installation. Columbus, GA is the third largest city in
Georgia in terms of population and the largest city in Georgia in terms of land area (Columbus
Consolidated Government 2006a). The City of Columbus and Muscogee County have a consolidated
government (Columbus Consolidated Government, formed in 1971) and share the same jurisdictional
boundaries (Columbus Consolidated Government 2006b). Phenix City, AL, the next largest incorporated
city in the region, is located 9 miles northwest and across the Chattahoochee River from the Main Post
area of Fort Benning. Phenix City shares close ties with the neighboring City of Columbus in terms of
land use, as it is just west of the Chattahoochee River. The City of Cusseta, GA, the county seat of
Chattahoochee County, is a small, incorporated city located south of Fort Benning. In 2003, the City of
Cusseta and Chattahoochee County became the Unified Government of Cusseta-Chattahoochee County
(Lower Chattahoochee Regional Development Center 2006). From 2005 to 2006, Chattahoochee County
was the fastest growing county in the U.S. by percent increase in population (the county grew by 13.2
percent that year) (U.S. Census Bureau 2007). The remainder of the region is characterized by a few
small, unincorporated communities and rural residences and predominantly agricultural and undeveloped
vacant land used for farming and forestry. Other major urban areas within a 100 mile radius of Fort

Benning include Albany and Macon, GA, and Montgomery and Dothan, AL.

The baseline conditions within the ROI for perimeter land use are found within a 3-mile zone of Fort
Benning. This is consistent with the Army Compatible Use Buffer (ACUB) program, which is further
detailed in Section 4.16. Because the area potentially affected by the proposed action and alternatives
evaluated in this EIS are primarily within the Georgia portion of Fort Benning, the Alabama/Russell

County land use is not analyzed in as much detail as are other areas adjacent to Fort Benning.
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4.3.1 Affected Environment/Baseline Conditions
4.3.1.1 Fort Benning

Lands that are not used for operational training at Fort Benning are used to support cantonment uses.
Land use and management within the cantonment areas of Fort Benning is primarily in accordance with
AR 210-20, Real Property Master Planning for Army Installations, dated 16 May 2005. The Real
Property Master Plan (RPMP) for Fort Benning dates from 1994 (Harland Bartholomew and Associates
1994) and, while it provides a basis for orderly development of the Installation, the planning therein has
largely been overcome by the events surrounding the unforeseen scale of development associated with the
proposed Transformation. The major emphasis of the RPMP includes: (1) eliminating or minimizing
conflicts among incompatible functions, (2) improving the function efficiency of operations on the
Installation, (3) improving the appearance of the Installation by buffering or relocating unattractive
industrial, utility, or maintenance functions, and (4) improving the Installation environment by reducing
motor vehicle use. Much of the planning in recent years has been charrette-style planning that draws
from this foundation and is conducted in accordance with the guidelines of AR 210-20 and guided the
development associated with various proposals. Fort Benning’s annual planning board addresses ongoing
Real Property Management Planning by considering and prioritizing projects for future years. Other
management guidance included the Installation Design Guide (IDG), Integrated Cultural Resource
Management Plan (ICRMP), Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP), and
aforementioned Range and Training Land Program (RTLP) Development Plan.

The Fort Benning IDG (U.S. Army undated) provides basic standards for the appearance of elements to
be built or installed at Fort Benning within administration, community facilities, housing, industrial, open
space, and mission support land use zones (see Section 4.4 for more detail on application of the
Installation design guidelines at Fort Benning). The INRMP (Fort Benning 2001) is a component of the
RPMP and serves as the decision document for natural resources management actions and compliance
procedures. The ICRMP serves as the decision document for cultural resources management actions and
compliance procedures. These documents guide land use by identifying potential conflicts between the
Installation’s mission and cultural and natural resources management. These guidance documents
recommend compliance actions necessary to maintain the availability of mission-essential properties and
acreage, and together develop a comprehensive plan for deliberately managing cultural and natural
resources to attain and sustain stewardship requirements while optimizing primary activities on mission
land and, where compatible, conducting secondary activities. Cultural resources management is
discussed in more detail in Section 4.14. Land use components principally guided by the INRMP include
timber management, outdoor recreation, habitat management, and management for the 15 Unique
Ecological Areas (UEAs) identified in the INRMP. The biological resources management components of
the INRMP, including the UEAs, are addressed in more detail in Section 4.13.

The Army has transferred ownership and responsibility of family housing to a private entity and issued a
land lease on underlying Army land. This initiative is discussed in further detail in Section 4.15.2. Fort

Benning’s water, wastewater, gas, and electrical distribution systems have been privatized as part of the
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Army’s initiative to obtain safe, technologically current, and environmentally sound utility systems from
private entities at a relatively lower cost than they would under continued government ownership. In the
privatization process, military installations shift from the role of owner-operators to that of utility service
customers. Tables 4.3-1, 4.3-2, and 4.3-3 provide a breakdown of baseline community support facilities,

improvements, and housing at Fort Benning.

Table 4.3-1: Baseline Community Support Facilities

Type/Facility Number Type/Facility Number
Morale, Welfare, and Recreation (MWR) Army and Air Force Exchange Service
Facilities (AAFES) Facilities
After hours Community Activity Center 1 Main Post Exchange 1
Officers’ Club 1 Barber Shops
Golf Course (36 Holes) 1 Beauty Shop — Main Post 1
Exchange
Auto Skills Center 1 Shoppettes/5 with gas stations 12
Libraries (1 MWR; 2 Technical) 3 Theater (10-Plex) 1
Recreation Areas Military Clothing Sales 2
(Destin, Florida and Uchee Creek, AL) 2 Troop Stores 2
Video Arcade 1 Mini Mall 1
Laundromat 1 Class 6 Package Beverage Store 1
Gym/Fitness Centers 6 Car Wash 1
Recreation Centers 3 AAFES Food Establishments 15
Outdoor Equip Checkout/Storage Units 1
Car Washes 2 Commissary 1
Bowling Centers 2
Bingo Facility 1 Medical Facilities:
School Age Services Hospital 1
Youth Services Center 3 Emergency Room 1
Child Care Centers 1 Troop Medical Clinics 7
Museum Gift Shops 4 Primary Care Clinics 5
MWR Food/Beverage Outlets 7 Pharmacies 2
Lodging Hotel 1 Optical Fabrication Lab 1
Dental Clinic 5
Other Facilities/Services Veterinary Clinic 1
Dependent Schools 7
Army Community Service Center 1
Chapels 7
Source: Fort Benning May 2006c¢.
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Improvement | Measurement

Buildings

Number 2,981

Square Feet 21,013,625

Grounds

Total Acres 181,386

Improved 11,035

Other 170,351
Roads (Miles)

Paved 494

Gravel 696

Dirt 1,228

Tank Trails 40

Railroad Track 5
Utilities (not Army owned; privatized)

Electrical Distribution (Miles) 590

Water 201

Gas 111

Sewer 167

Source: Fort Benning May 2006c¢.

Table 4.3-3: Military Housing Baseline

Type of Housing | Quantity

Married Personnel

Available for Officers 685

Available for Enlisted 3,361
Bachelor Personnel

Officer Quarters (in adequate condition) 108

Senior Enlisted Quarters (in adequate condition) 26
Enlisted Barracks

Space Available 25,190

Temporary Lodging Facilities 1,157

Source: Fort Benning May 2006c¢.
Land use categories, defined in Army Technical Manual 5-803-1, Installation Master Planning (U.S.
Army 1986), are summarized in Table 4.3-4. The distribution of these land use types is discussed for Fort

Benning.
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Table 4.3-4: Land Use Categories
Land Use Definition
Headquarters and office buildings to accommodate offices, professional and technical
activities, records, files and administrative supplies.
Includes landing and takeoff areas, aircraft maintenance areas, airfield operations and
training facilities, and navigational and traffic aids.
Commercial and service facilities, the same as are associated with towns in the civilian
community.
Family Housing Facilities to house military families, along with support and recreational facilities
Includes activities for manufacturing Army equipment and material, utility plants, and

Administration

Airfield

Community Facilities

Industrial waste disposal facilities.
. Facilities and shops for maintenance and repair of all types of Army equipment found at
Maintenance . . .
the depot, Installation, and manning and equipment levels.
. Facilities providing for both inpatient and outpatient medical and dental care for active
Medical .
duty and retired personnel.
Safety clearances, security areas, utility easements, water areas, wetlands, conservation
Open Space

areas, forest stands, and grazing areas.
Outdoor Recreation | Outdoor athletic and recreational facilities of all types and intensities of use.

Supply/Storage Depot, terminal, and bulk-type storage for all classes of Army supply.
Academic training areas required to support entry level and continuing education, and
fire and movement/maneuver areas.

Unaccompanied Unaccompanied enlisted and officer personnel barracks, including dining,

Personnel Housing | administration, supply, outdoor recreation, and community retail and service facilities.

Source: U.S. Army 1986.

Training/Ranges

Main Post: Currently at 8,850 acres, Main Post is the largest and most developed of the cantonment
areas. It includes the Post Headquarters, Infantry School, Cuartels barracks complex, Martin Army
Community Hospital, Post Exchange, Commissary, and various family housing areas. Lawson AAF is
located in the southernmost portion of the Main Post. The areas of the Main Post adjacent to the
Chattahoochee River and Upatoi Creek are largely green space. Family housing and outdoor recreation
dominate the northern portion of the Main Post. The densely developed core of the Main Post includes
unaccompanied personnel housing, community facilities, training facilities, supply and storage,
maintenance, industrial, and medical land uses. Implementation of the FY(07 and FY08 projects from the
BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a) resulted in infill development and an overall improvement in
land use compatibility, circulation, and efficiencies at the Main Post cantonment area. The improved

efficiencies result from wider roads, improved roads, and overall infrastructure improvements.

Harmony Church: The Harmony Church cantonment area is approximately 775 acres and lies 5 miles
east of Main Post along U.S. Highway 27. The existing Harmony Church cantonment area supports a
diverse assortment of low density facilities including unaccompanied personnel housing, maintenance,
training, administration, and outdoor recreation land uses. As a result of the implementation of the
following FY07 and FYO0S8 projects analyzed in the BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a), a

marked expansion of the Harmony Church cantonment area is underway:
e IET Brigade Headquarters Building (PN 65056)
e Trainee Barracks Complex 1 (PN 64370)

e Training Support Brigade Complex 3 (PN 65862)
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e Maneuver Center Simulation Facility (PN 67648)
e Unit Maintenance Activity Facility (PN 65251)

e 16" Calvary Regimental Headquarter Building Complex (Brigade, Battalion, and Company
Operations Facilities) (PN 65286)

Kelley Hill: The approximately 400-acre Kelley Hill cantonment area is located 3 miles east of Main
Post. Current land use, which is fairly concentrated, includes unaccompanied personnel housing,
community, and maintenance facilities. Unlike the Harmony Church cantonment area, the
implementation of the FY07 and FY08 actions analyzed in the BRAC/Transformation EIS

(USACE 2007a) had little effect on land use in this cantonment area.

Sand Hill: The approximately 2,510-acre Sand Hill cantonment area is located 4 miles northeast of Main
Post. Land use in this cantonment area includes family housing, unaccompanied personnel housing,
training, and community facilities. Some of the FYO0S8 projects analyzed in the BRAC/Transformation
EIS (USACE 2007a) within this cantonment area have changed and been slated for later implementation
and are being reanalyzed in this EIS. Transportation and utilities infrastructure projects analyzed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a), however, improved the baseline land use functionality

within this cantonment area.

Recreation Areas. On-Post recreation areas are dispersed throughout the Installation. Most recreation
and leisure programs on Fort Benning are managed and administered by the Directorate of Morale,
Welfare, and Recreation (MWR). The operation and maintenance of those facilities and areas are the
responsibility of MWR and the DPW. Fort Benning’s undeveloped lands used for recreation, commonly
called open space, may include golf courses, ball fields, or other similar recreation areas. Recreation
areas adjacent to training areas include Uchee Creek Recreation Area, located off 101% Airborne Division
Road at the junction of Uchee Creek and the Chattahoochee River in Alabama; Kings Pond recreation
area, located off Hourglass Road; Twilight Pond, located off First Division Road at Dickman Field in
Harmony Church area; and Weems Pond, located at Jamestown Road across from Warner Range. Use of
these areas must be scheduled through Community Recreation Division, Directorate of Community
Activities in accordance with USAIC Regulation 210-4. Other recreational opportunities, such as a pistol
club range, bird-watching, fishing, hunting, and hiking, also occur on the Installation. Recreation within
developed lands includes recreational and physical fitness facilities, child care programs, libraries, club

activities, bowling, and other similar opportunities.

Fishing and recreational boating is permitted at largely undeveloped lands along the Chattahoochee River.
There are fishing ponds throughout the Post that authorized personnel may use after acquiring a permit
from Fort Benning and a fishing license from either Georgia Department of Natural Resources or
Alabama Department of Conservation and Natural Resources (depending on which area of the Installation
they fish). Issuance of the Fort Benning permit includes the acceptance by the permittee that ponds
within training areas may be closed when the training areas are active. Before visiting any ponds,
permittees must check if they are open for access.
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Hunting on Fort Benning is regulated and coordinated with the schedule of field training exercise in the
training compartments. As with fishing, a hunting license must be obtained from the state and a permit
from Fort Benning. Permittees must check if access is allowed to any training compartment on any day
before visiting. The areas open for hunting on a given day are determined by the amount of military
training and land management activities occurring in the training compartments. No hunting of any kind
is allowed on any range.

The Uchee Creek Recreation Area, located on the southwestern side of Fort Benning, is the most
developed recreation site at the Post. The Uchee Creek Army Campground and Marina provide active
duty and retired military personnel, DoD civilians, their families, and other eligible personnel with
various recreational opportunities. Facilities include recreational vehicle (RV) sites, log cabins, boat
launching ramp, boat slips, docking facilities (with gas, water, and electrical hookups), boat rentals, RV
Rally site and Activity Center, archery range, basketball and volleyball courts, a softball field, picnic
pavilions, playground equipment, and shuffleboard courts. Fort Benning has developed an Outdoor
Recreation Plan to address administration and improvement of on-Post recreation resources to support the
baseline population at Fort Benning (U.S. Army Installation Management Agency 2006).

4.3.1.2 Off-Post

Georgia Planning Requirements. Comprehensive planning is primarily conducted at the regional and
local level, with the Georgia Department of Community Affairs monitoring State agencies and
supervising local governments to ensure they conform to the State’s long-term goals and objectives. In
1989, the Georgia General Assembly passed the Georgia Planning Act that established a coordinated
planning program for the State of Georgia. This program provides local governments with opportunities
to plan for their future and to improve communication with their neighboring governments. In addition,
the Planning Act assigns local governments certain minimum responsibilities to maintain “Qualified

Local Government” status and, thus, be eligible to receive certain state funding.

The cornerstone of the coordinated planning program is the preparation of a long-range comprehensive
plan by each local government in the state. This plan is intended to highlight community goals and
objectives as well as determine how the government proposes to achieve those goals and objectives. It is
intended that the comprehensive plan be used to guide local government decision-making on a daily basis.
“Qualified Local Governments” are required to have a comprehensive plan in conformity with the
minimum standards and procedures; establish regulations consistent with its comprehensive plan and with
the minimum standards and procedures; and participate in the Department of Community Affairs
mediation process in a good faith effort to resolve any conflict. The Georgia Department of Community
Affairs designates levels of analysis appropriate for the county comprehensive plans. For those within the
RO, the department requires an advanced level comprehensive plan for Muscogee County only; Harris
County is required to prepare an intermediate level comprehensive plan; and the remaining counties in the

ROI are required to complete a basic level comprehensive plan (personal communication, Henson 2008).
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The State Advisory Committee on Rural Development advises the Board of Community Affairs on
matters related to rural development and prepares a biennial rural economic development plan. Regional
Development Centers are boards established by the Board of Community Affairs and can prepare studies
of the region’s resources as they affect existing and emerging problems of industry, commerce,
transportation, population, housing, agriculture, public services, local governments, and any other matters
relating to planning and development. They are also authorized to cooperate with local governments and
planning agencies, required to develop a regional plan, and empowered to develop plans for counties and
municipalities that request it. However, it is specifically provided that the provisions creating the

Regional Development Centers do not impinge upon the zoning power of counties and municipalities.

In 2003, Title 36 of the Official Code of Georgia, relating to local government, was amended to require
planning entities to investigate and make recommendations on proposed zoning decisions on land that is
“adjacent to or within 3,000 ft of any military base or military Installation or within the 3,000-ft Clear
Zone and Accident Prevention [sic] Zones Numbers I and II as prescribed in the definition of an Air
Installation Compatible Use Zone of a military airport.” Specifically, given the proposed land use’s
proximity to the military facility, planning entities are to determine the following:

e if the proposal will permit a suitable use;

e ifthe proposal will adversely affect the existing use or usability of nearby property;

e ifthe affected property has a reasonable economic use as currently zoned;

e ifthe proposed use could cause safety issues to such items as streets, transportation facilities,

utilities or schools;
e ifaland use plan has been adopted and, if so, if the proposed change conforms with the policy

and intent of the land use plan; and

e ifthere are existing or changing conditions that would affect the use of nearby property.

At least 30 days prior to the zoning hearing, the planning entity must request that the military commander
provide “written recommendation and supporting facts relating to the proposed land use change.” If the
military commander does not submit a response by the date of the public hearing, then the proposed
zoning change is presumed to not have an adverse effect. Any information received shall become part of
the public record (Georgia Code 36-66-6).

Alabama Planning Requirements. Under Alabama state law, regional councils are mandated to “prepare
a regional plan consistent with state comprehensive planning.” In the mid-1960s, local governments were
either required to have community and “area wide plans” to qualify for grants-in-aid; or were provided
increased federal assistance if projects conformed to existing plans. This direct incentive for planning;
however, no longer exists in Alabama (Alabama Association of Regional Councils 2002). Lee-Russell
Council of Governments (LRCOG) serves as the regional planning and development organization that
serves member governments by managing programs, promoting collaborative efforts, and serving as a
clearinghouse for federal, state, and local funds (LRCOG 2006).
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Increasing Urbanization within the ROI

In recent decades, there has been increasing urbanization of the Phenix City/Columbus area located to the
northwest of Fort Benning. Whereas, in 1955, there was geographic separation between the urban
landscape and the Post, urbanization expanded along the northwestern borders of the Post by the mid-
1990s. Increasing urbanization adjacent to the north of the Post and southwestern portion of the Post is
projected. This following series of graphics represent the historic urban growth of the Phenix
City/Columbus area northwest of Fort Benning from 1955 through 1996 and projected growth through
2008. In 1955, the urbanized population was estimated at 118,485; by 2008, it is projected to be 338,750
(GAO 2003 and TNC 2006).

Note: Depicts the Fort Benning
boundary prior to the land

exchange.
Sources: GAO 2003 and TNC 2006.
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Columbus Consolidated Government (Muscogee County and City of Columbus), GA
The City of Columbus and Muscogee County Planning Department is responsible for the following:

e preparing and updating the Comprehensive Plan;

e administering the subdivision regulations and reviewing site plans;

e preparing and recommending zoning ordinances to the City Council;

e administering the Georgia Greenspace Program for the City (to promote the permanent protection
of at least 20 percent of the county’s geographic area as greenspace);

e maintaining land use database; and

e providing technical support for city departments and agencies.

The Muscogee County Comprehensive Plan, 1993-2013 (Columbus Consolidated Government 2003) as
updated in 2003 (Columbus Consolidated Government 2003) is the current comprehensive plan for the
Columbus Consolidated Government. The general land use and community development objectives are
to guide future growth consistent with community objectives, encourage redevelopment of substandard
and underutilized areas, and improve and protect existing development. The next update to the
comprehensive plan is due to the Georgia Department of Community Affairs in October 2008 (personal
communication, Cooper 2008). Figure 4.3-1 depicts the existing land use for Muscogee County per the
Land Use Portion of the 2003 Comprehensive Plan. A total of 13 planning districts have been
established, five of which border Fort Benning (from southwest to northeast): Districts 12, 13, 11, 3,
and 4. Although Planning District 10, located between Districts 13 and 11, does not border Fort Benning
it is within the 3-mile adjacency planning area. Land use within each of these districts is discussed in

more detail below.

Planning District 12 is located along the Chattahoochee River and abuts the southwestern corner of the
Installation with Victory Drive serving as its northeastern boundary. It is characterized by the
predominance of public facilities associated with disposal of solid waste and wastewater. The city’s
former sanitary landfill is located in this area. Sand, gravel, and clay mining also occur in this area. Most
of this planning district is dedicated to open space associated with the Chattahoochee River. The northern
portion of the planning district includes some low-density residential land use west of Lumpkin Road.
East of Lumpkin Road and along Victory Drive, land use is mixed and includes medium-density
residential, high-density residential, commercial, and some industrial and public facilities. Plans for
future development include encouragement for development of public institutions, such as the National
Infantry Museum and the new marina, on South Lumpkin Road to tie in with the Oxbow Meadows Water
Treatment site, the Oxbow Meadows Learning Center, and the Oxbow Meadows Golf Course. Like
Planning Districts 10 and 13, this planning district is part of the Columbus South Redevelopment Area.
The consolidated government has prepared more detailed planning for various redevelopment areas
throughout the county. A primary objective in establishing this urban renewal area is to re-establish

Columbus South as a viable commercial and residential area (Columbus Consolidated Government 2003).
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Planning District 13 is a small district that extends eastward from Victory Drive to Cusseta Road. Land
use in this area is primarily low-density residential, with some commercial development along Victory
Drive. Commercial development in this area is attributed to services to the Fort Benning population.

Parks include Lindsay Creek, Benning Hills, Calhoun Tract, and South Columbus.

Future plans for this area call for City review of all proposed development, rezoning, etc. for potential
encroachment into the 3,000-ft area designated as an informal planning zone around the Installation. Like
Planning Districts 10 and 12, Planning District 13 is part of the Columbus South Redevelopment Area.

Planning District 11 is a larger district that shares much of its southern boundary with Fort Benning. The
predominant land use in this area is low-density residential. Residential land use is separated from other
land uses that support major state and city public facilities by Schatulga Road. These include the Jack
Rutledge Correctional Institute, the Columbus Diversion Center, West Georgia Regional Hospital, offices
and storage facilities of the Georgia Department of Transportation, Columbus Correctional Camp, the
Metro Animal Shelter, and the city’s sanitary landfill. East Columbus (Corporate Ridge) Industrial Park,
with tenants that include the expanding Aflac insurance company, is located in the northeastern portion of
this district. A segment of [-185 forms the western boundary of this district. The interchanges at Buena
Vista and St. Mary’s Roads provide east-west access to Fort Benning and other major employment
centers and commercial land uses are located along these routes. Bull Creek forms the northern boundary
of this area. Parks include Shirley Winston, Carver, Belvedere, and Primus King. As is the case with
Planning Districts 4 and 13, future planning for this area includes review of all proposed development,
rezoning, etc. for potential encroachment into the 3,000-ft planning zone and discourages residential
development from the zone if the developments are deemed too close to the firing ranges. A portion of
Planning District 12 was part of a land exchange with Fort Benning, wherein the Army transferred land in
this “North Tract” to the consolidated government of Columbus/Muscogee County for the “South Tract”
located in Chattahoochee County. The North Tract now supports economic and development uses for

Columbus/Muscogee County and the South Tract now supports military training uses (U.S. Army 1999).

Planning District 3 is a larger planning district that extends to the northward extent of the County, but
shares only a portion of its southern boundary with Fort Benning. Garrett Road forms the eastern
boundary of the district and Macon and/or Chattsworth roads form the southern boundary of the district.
Existing land use includes low-density residential, rural residential, industrial, and park/open space
associated with Flat Rock Park, John Rigdon Park, and Bull Creek Golf Course. The land use plan for
this area includes providing for long-range industrial, commercial, and various types of residential uses
and support for light or heavy industrial development in the areas between Macon Road and the Fort
Benning boundary.

Planning District 4 is a large planning district that includes lands north of Fort Benning to the Harris
County line. This area, commonly referred to as the panhandle, remains largely undeveloped. Garrett

Road serves as the western boundary of this planning zone and the Talbot County line serves as its eastern
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Figure 4.3-1: Region of Influence for Land Use in Muscogee and Chattahoochee Counties
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boundary. Land use in this planning district is rural residential with the exception of the western portion,
which includes some industrial (Pratt and Whitney), low-density residential, and a small park located
north of U.S. Highway 80/Macon Road. Growth in this area is expected along this highway as a result of
increasing urbanization associated with Columbus. The Miller Tract, east of Pratt-Whitney, has been
identified as a potential area for expansion of industrial land uses. The Land Use Plan recommends that
the city review all proposed development, rezoning, etc. in this district for potential encroachment into the
3,000-ft planning zone. Proposed residential development should be discouraged from the zone if the

developments are deemed too close to the firing ranges.

Planning District 10 is a relatively small, wedge-shaped planning district that is bound by the Central
Railroad, Bull Creek, and Cusseta Road on the west and I-185 on the east. Land use is a mix between
low, medium and high-density residential and mixed commercial-industrial. Industrial development
along the railroad lines is the predominant land use factor. The Columbus South Redevelopment Area is
located in this planning zone. A primary objective in establishing this urban renewal area was to re-
establish Columbus South as a viable commercial and residential area.

Chattahoochee County, GA

Chattahoochee County is dominated by Fort Benning lands; the approximately 20 percent of the county
that is not included within the Installation is located southeast of Fort Benning. The Comprehensive Plan
for the Unified Government of Cusseta-Chattahoochee County 2008-2030 (The Lower Chattahoochee
Regional Development Center, 2008) is the current comprehensive plan for the unified government of
Cusseta — Chattahoochee County. The vast majority (84 percent) of the land use in the county and most
lands adjacent to Fort Benning are characterized as agriculture/forestry. Approximately 12 percent of the
county land use is low-density and rural residential land use occurs primarily within the City of Cusseta
and along State Route 26 and U.S. Highway 27/280. Single-family detached housing is the predominant
residential land use and manufactured housing is the second most frequently used housing type.
Public/institutional land uses account for about 2 percent of all land uses and are located in close
proximity to the Cusseta Town Center. Commercial and industrial land uses occur in association with the
Cusseta Town Center (Lower Chattahoochee Regional Development Center 2008). The comprehensive
plan’s vision for parks/ recreation and conservation is to protect state and federal natural resource areas as
well as local parks, conservation areas, wetlands, and streams. The county strives to protect agricultural
areas and promote an agriculturally based economy while encouraging limited residential development.
The county seeks to maintain the rural residential areas and undeveloped land by encouraging large lot
sizes and open spaces. Fort Benning Commercial areas are to be designed for Fort Benning business
related activity, with consideration given to smoke and noise generation due to base activities.
Additionally any commercial activity must meet low lighting requirements in order to avoid disturbing
night time exercises at Fort Benning. The county plans on conserving and maintaining green space to
buffer Fort related activities from public activities. The plan also includes the adoption of a green space
buffering policy to be applied to the area around Fort Benning (Lower Chattahoochee Regional
Development Center 2008).
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Marion County, GA

Marion County is located on the eastern boundary of Fort Benning. No major communities are located in
this county adjacent to the Installation. The land uses adjacent to the Installation are primarily rural
agricultural areas. Marion County completed the community’s first comprehensive plan in September
1995. The plan was scheduled to undergo a full update in October 2006; however, revisions to the state-
mandated Standards and Procedures for Local Comprehensive Planning took effect in May of 2005. To
alleviate the work load of developing a new planning document in a relatively short period, one year, a
Partial Update component was added to the planning standards. The Partial Update of the Marion County
comprehensive plan was accepted in September 2007, and meets the Georgia Department of Community
Affairs planning standards. The county is scheduled to complete a new comprehensive plan under
Georgia Planning Act standards by October 2010 (personal communication, Mixon 2008). Figure 4.3-2

provides a general overview of the land use cover in Marion County and surrounding counties.
Talbot County, GA

Talbot County is located on the northeastern boundary of Fort Benning and does not include any major
communities in the area adjacent to the Post. The land uses adjacent to the Installation are primarily rural
agricultural areas. Talbot County prepared a comprehensive plan in 2005, prior to the Department of
Community Affairs adoption of new local planning requirements. The next full plan update is due in
2015 and a partial update is required in 2010 to address the updates to the local planning requirements

(personal communication, Johnson 2008).
Harris County, GA

This county is located to the north of Fort Benning and north of Muscogee County/City of Columbus.
The county boundary is 2 miles north of the Installation boundary at its closest proximity. Land use in
the southern portion of this county is primarily undeveloped with some rural residential and agriculture
and forestry uses. Harris County implemented a Comprehensive Plan in May of 1999 and the next update
is scheduled for December of 2009. A partial update was scheduled for 2007, but a statewide extension
nullified the update (personal communication, Gray 2008). Areas of concentrated and diversified land
use are associated with the communities of Hamilton, Pine Mountain, Waverly Hall, Fortson, and West
Point (Joint Harris County, City of Pine Mountain, City of Shiloh, City of Waverly Hall Comprehensive
Planning Commission 1992).
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Figure 4.3-2: Existing Land Use Cover Data for Counties in the Vicinity of Fort Benning
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Russell County, AL

There is no comprehensive plan for Russell County, Alabama. Land use zoning has only been established
for the Phenix City area of this county (personal communication, Smith 2008). Land uses adjacent to Fort

Benning are characterized as rural agricultural.
Fort Benning Compatible Use Buffer and Joint Land Use Study Programs

Under Fort Benning’s Army ACUB program, Fort Benning has partnered with The Nature Conservancy
(TNC) and other stakeholders to pursue a combination of easements and intergovernmental agreements in
the areas surrounding Fort Benning to achieve the complementary goals of limiting disruptions to training
capabilities or flexibility, while protecting key environmental resources. Since FY06, nearly 2,000 acres
near Fort Benning has been acquired or placed in conservation easement under the ACUB program. The
program is expected to continue to expand, particularly given potential synergies related to the trend of
timber companies divesting of timberlands in the area (personal communication, Harrison 2008). This
program is described in more detail in the cumulative impacts analysis, Section 4.16.

A Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) was completed for Fort Benning in May 2008 through a partnership
consisting of Columbus-Muscogee, Cusseta-Chattahoochee, Harris, Marion, Russell, Stewart, and Talbot
Counties; City of Phenix; Middle Flint and Lower Chattahoochee Regional Development Centers; Lee-
Russell County of Governments; and Fort Benning (The Valley Partnership 2008). The purpose of the
JLUS is to ensure that the military mission can continue without degrading the public health, safety, and
welfare of surrounding communities; sustain economic development without hindering national military
readiness; identify regulatory and non-regulatory actions to ensure future land use compatibility between
local governments and military installation; continue to foster increased communication between Fort
Benning and surrounding local governments and communities; and to ensure that the economy remains

strong and the Army is able to continue its mission efficiently and effectively.

The JLUS identified the following six areas of concern for land use compatibility (due to noise and
smoke) based on a combination of existing land use, zoning, future land use, and current development

patterns:
e East Columbus-Muscogee adjacent to the Fort Benning boundary;
e The Columbus-Muscogee panhandle;
e Box Springs community in south Talbot County;
e Northwestern Marion County adjacent to the Fort Benning boundary;
e Cusseta Community; and

e an area referred to as the Lawson Army Airfield Influence Area.
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This JLUS provides a number of options for minimizing land use conflicts between Fort Benning and the
surrounding communities. All of the entities participating in the JLUS, including the Army and each
local government, retain the prerogative of adopting any of the tools (The Valley Partnership 2008).
Therefore, the JLUS is further evaluated in the cumulative impacts analysis, Section 4.16.

4.3.2 Environmental Consequences

Impacts on land use would be considered significant if one or more of the following occurs within the
ROI for any of the action alternatives:

e the action is incompatible with surrounding land use; or

e the action changes land use in such a way that mission-essential training is degraded; or

e the action is inconsistent or in conflict with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of a

community or county comprehensive plan for the affected area.

It should be noted that, while mentioned below, potential noise-related impacts both on-Post and off-Post

are addressed in detail in Chapter 4.8.
4.3.2.1 No Action Alternative

Consequences to on- and off-Post land uses would continue to occur as described in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a). No significant impacts would occur on- or off-Post,
however, some areas will have increased potential for incompatibilities such as noise-related impacts
associated with the BOLC III Heavy maneuver training noted below. While the cantonment areas would
expand, some infill and infrastructure development would be expected to improve land use functions and
the overall land use pattern would continue to separate incompatible functions. Off-Post, there would be
indirect impacts of increased urbanization related to the increased personnel stationed at Fort Benning
under the actions analyzed in the BRAC/Transformation EIS. There would also be the potential for
increased incompatibilities in the Chattahoochee-Cusseta area due to the establishment of the Good Hope
Maneuver Area. For example, BOLC III Heavy maneuver training is required to occur during the hours
of 0400 hours (4:00 am) to 2400 hours (midnight) for half of the training days and 0600 (6:00 am ) to
2400 hours (midnight) for the remainder of the training days. The community would be informed
regarding the training schedule through the existing Fort Benning website:

https://www.infantry.army.mil.

As further discussed in the cumulative impacts analysis (Section 4.16), completion and adoption of
recommendations provided in the JLUS and ACUB, including working with local jurisdictions to
implement land use controls, would continue to minimize inconsistencies and/or conflicts with adjacent

land uses.
4.3.2.2 Alternative A (preferred alternative)
Fort Benning

The planning process that was used to select sites of proposed facilities and associated land uses under
Alternative A was consistent with AR 210-20, Real Property Master Planning for Army Installations, and
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Technical Manual, TM 5-803-1, Installation Master Planning. GIS and charrette-style planning were
used extensively in this process. Multi-disciplinary input was obtained from the ultimate users of
proposed facilities, DPW, Environmental Division, range management, and Garrison command staff.
Among the factors considered when siting proposed facilities were compatibility with existing and
proposed adjacent land uses, natural resource constraints and compatibility with the INRMP, cultural
resource constraints, transportation and circulation, compliance with regulated environmental
requirements (e.g., air quality, hazardous materials, water resources), and architectural/aesthetic
compatibility. Therefore, cantonment area development associated with implementation of Alternative A
would be compatible with surrounding land use and would enhance rather than degrade mission-essential

training. Other changes to land use within the cantonment area would occur and are described below.

Harmony Church. As noted in the BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a), the greatest change in
land use would occur at the Harmony Church and Sand Hill cantonment areas. Implementation of
Alternative A would result in continued expansion of the Harmony Church cantonment area from the
baseline condition. For the most part, the types of land uses proposed for the Harmony Church
cantonment area would be consistent with the existing use of this area, with the addition of community
facilities (physical fitness center, recreation center, and Troop Store) in the form of infill development. In
addition, Alternative A includes the construction of access control facilities and infrastructure into the
Harmony Church cantonment area that would be required for orderly vehicular access and circulation
throughout the expanded cantonment area. The proposed Vehicle Recovery Course, which would be used
to train soldiers on how to retrieve tracked vehicles when mired or overturned, would be somewhat
inconsistent with community facilities in the area, but this is balanced with the synergies provided by co-
location with vehicle maintenance facilities also occurring in Harmony Church. While the Vehicle

Recovery Course and Troop Store are FY09 projects, the remainder are FY 12 projects.

Sand Hill. The proposed development within the Sand Hill cantonment area would provide for additional
unaccompanied personnel housing, classroom training, and community facilities consistent with baseline
land uses. Associated infrastructure support projects would address transportation utilities infrastructure

requirements. Most of the Alternative A projects are slated for FY'10.

Main Post. Within the Main Post cantonment area, Alternative A includes development for various uses,
including medical, administrative, unaccompanied personnel housing, community facilities, and
operational facilities. Major projects (affecting the greatest land area) are the hospital replacement project
and the water treatment plant upgrade and expansion. In addition, there would be a dental clinic addition
(at the Bernheim Site in the southeastern portion of the Main Post), a Warrior in Transition Complex,
three unit maintenance facilities, a dining facility, and associated infrastructure improvements that would
be required for adequate service to the cantonment area. The land use configuration at the Main Post with
the development included under Alternative A would be more concentrated, and would provide for
overall improvements in land use compatibility, circulation, and efficiencies. Essentially, the facilities

proposed for construction in the Main Post are similar from a land use perspective and would simply
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involve a more intense use of compatible land uses. The Main Post projects are slated from FY09 or

FY10 implementation.

Kelley Hill. There would only be minor indirect impacts to the Kelley Hill Cantonment Area in the form

of improved functionality due to improvements to the infrastructure serving the area.

Outdoor Recreation. An increase in recreation demand is anticipated with the arrival of additional
personnel at Fort Benning. Alternative A incorporates recreational considerations into the land use
development plans for the cantonment areas. A Recreational Center and Physical Fitness Center are both
proposed for the Harmony Church cantonment in FY 2012. As previously noted, Fort Benning has
developed an Outdoor Recreation Plan to address improvements to provide for additional opportunities
(U.S. Army Installation Management Agency 2006.). Access to lands for hunting and fishing, which is
always subject to availability, would be expected to become more limited as range land use and
operational use expands under Alternative A. In addition to the on-Post recreation opportunities, ample
opportunities for recreation lie beyond the boundaries of the Post within the area immediately surrounding

Fort Benning and the region.
Off-Post

Under Alternative A, changes in land use adjacent to Fort Benning would occur as a result of the
secondary impacts of induced growth. Such changes, however, would not be inconsistent or in conflict
with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of the existing comprehensive plans. To the
contrary, the communities surrounding Fort Benning have been planning for the anticipated growth that
would be driven by the proposed Transformation. Fort Benning is working closely with these
communities in the planning processes. In terms of land use, it is anticipated that primary changes would

result from increased demand for residential land use and commercial and public services.

The ongoing development in the Oscar Range Complex with seven small arm ranges included in
Alternative A would contribute to incompatibilities with existing rural residential land use along
Chattsworth Road/Columbus-Muscogee panhandle area. The establishment of the Northern maneuver
corridor could increase concern for potential incompatibilities in the Columbus-Muscogee District 11
area. Incompatibility issues include air quality (dust and smoke) and potential noise impact issues
associated with range operations. The Columbus-Muscogee comprehensive plan addresses the potential
for such conflict and includes provisions for review of all proposed development, rezoning, etc. for
potential encroachment into the state-mandated 3,000-ft planning zone and states that proposed residential
development should be discouraged from the planning zone if the developments are deemed too close to
the firing ranges (Columbus Consolidated Government 2003). Therefore, the proposed development in
the Oscar Range Complex is not in conflict with the goals, objectives, or guidelines of the comprehensive

plan.

Army Growth would continue to result in indirect impacts in the form of increasing urbanization
surrounding Fort Benning. The comprehensive plans for the communities surrounding Fort Benning
include strategies to address this growth and this indirect impact is not in conflict with these plans.
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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As with the No Action Alternative, Alternative A may increase encroachment pressures on the
Installation. The JLUS initiatives, noise management planning, and cooperative efforts with the
community could reduce the likelihood that encroachment would occur if the recommendations provided
in these plans are adopted by the adjacent communities. If these recommendations were adopted, there
would be less opportunity that mission-essential training would be degraded. Fort Benning will continue
to work with the counties and communities surrounding the Installation as they plan for future growth and

in the development and implementation of a JLUS.
4.3.2.3 Alternative B

The land use impacts associated with Alternative B are essentially the same as Alternative A . The project
differences for Alternative B in the ranges and training areas include establishment of 19D/K OSUT in
TAs-Q1, Q2, Q3, and QS5 (south of U.S. Highway 27/280) (PN 69741) rather than in TAs-L1, L2, and L3
found under Alternative A and an additional multi-purpose machine gun range (PN 68733) would also be
constructed in the training area south of U.S. Highway 27/280. An Automatic Combat Pistol
Qualifications Course (PN 65079) would also be constructed under Alternative B. Consequently, there

would be an increase in training areas with Alternative B but no substantial adverse impacts to land use.
4.3.3 Mitigation Measures

Under all alternatives, there would be continued implementation of existing noise management and
compatible land use programs (further detailed in Section 4.16), which would lessen impacts. The
mitigation for the potential land use incompatibilities that could result from the establishment of the Good
Hope Maneuver Area would be the same as those established in the BRAC/Transformation EIS (as this
project was first analyzed in the BRAC/Transformation EIS and is reanalyzed in this EIS). Heavy
maneuver training would occur as noted above in 4.3.2.1. To minimize these impacts, the public will be
notified of the training schedule through the existing Fort Benning website:

https://www.infantry.army.mil.
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4.4 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES

Fort Benning can trace its aesthetic roots back to the 1929 design and layout by George B. Ford. His
vision for Fort Benning incorporated elements of the City Beautiful Movement, which included a balance
of open space and developed space, tree lined avenues with generous setbacks, and aesthetically
consistent architecture. He also separated land uses by clustering administrative, training, and recreation
areas away from the residential areas and warehouses on the periphery of the Installation (Kane &
Keeton). While Ford’s intentional separation of land uses and deliberate planning of open space made for
a pleasant aesthetic in the 1930s, in the years that followed Fort Benning’s role in the U.S. military
evolved. As a result, the rapid growth and expansion at the Installation had little opportunity to
incorporate the principles of the City Beautiful Movement or other of Ford’s intentions. Instead, the
building types and materials reflect this growth and the need to accommodate utility in buildings rather
than aesthetics.

Today, there is no single image to represent Fort Benning nor can it be characterized by a unified
architectural character or style. The Installation is divided into three distinct visual districts within the
Installation Design Guidelines for Fort Benning, Georgia. These visual districts do not completely
coincide with the four main cantonment areas (Figure 4.4-1). Instead, they are grouped according to
common architectural characteristics, building styles, landscaping, and building materials. These three
separate districts are the Main Post Visual District, Historic Visual District, and Sand Hill Visual District
(Fort Benning, nd).

Figure 4.4-1: Fort Benning Visual Districts and Cantonment Areas
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Main Post Visual District

The Main Post Visual District is the largest district with the most diverse characteristics and includes the
Kelley Hill and Harmony Church areas, residential land use areas, and the outlying areas such as Camps
Darby and Merrill, and Lawson Army Airfield (AAF). The residential communities with this district
include McGraw Manor, Custer Terrace, Upatoi Terrace, Battle Park Homes, and Bouton Heights and are
characterized by a distinct identity, consistent building materials (white stucco with red clay tile roofs),
and uniform setbacks. Kelley Hill and Harmony Church exhibit more diverse characteristics and a range
of building materials and styles. The former is characterized by a series of masonry barracks while the
latter is characterized by pre-fabricated wood frame buildings. Lawson AAF is characterized by a series

of pre-fabricated hangar structures, storage, and maintenance facilities.
Sand Hill Visual District

The Sand Hill Visual District is the basic training area that houses the Infantry Training Brigade and
Basic Combat Training Brigade. This area is characterized by the most consistent architectural
characteristics. The barracks buildings are almost identical three-story concrete structures with red brick
columns and detailing with low sloped roofs. The other facilities in the Sand Hill District are one to two

story red brick structures.

Historic Visual District

The Historic Visual District and associated viewsheds are addressed in the Cultural Resources section.
4.4.1 Affected Environment
Main Post Cantonment Area

Alternative A - The selected sites for facilities and infrastructure improvements to implement the

proposed action occur at dispersed locations throughout the Main Post cantonment area.

There are several proposed projects for Alternative A in Main Post cantonment area that are located

within or immediately adjacent to the Historic Visual District, including:

e Water Treatment Plant Upgrade And Expansion (PN71473)

The site is located to the northern edge of the historic district and stretches east to west along
the north edge of 10" Division Rd. on either side of Fort Benning Blvd. The majority of the site
to the west is undeveloped and heavily forested. There are two areas to the east of the proposed
site north of Marne Rd that are developed. However these areas are surrounded by densely
forested area. There is a lake approximately % mile across to the north of the center of the

project area.

e Unit Maintenance Facilities (PN69406)

There are two sites for this proposed action, and both are located in the historic district. The

first site is located in the center of the historic area at the northwest corner of Ingersoll St and
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Upton Ave.; it is currently surrounded by low density development to the west, east, and south
and an undeveloped storage yard to the north. The second site is located to the southwest or the
historic area, on two parcels bounded by Marchant St. to the south, Oak St. to the west,
Edwards St. to the east, and Wold Ave. to the north. Currently the eastern portion of the site is

occupied by eight support structures; the west of the site is currently used as a parking lot.

Warrior In Transition Complex (PN69999)

The project site is located on the southwest edge of the Historic Visual District to the east of
Ingersoll St between Yeager Ave and Wold Ave. The site is currently undeveloped and
surrounded on all sides by low density development. The Gavin Hall Guest House is located to
the north of the site.

The proposed projects for Alternative A in the Main Post cantonment area project that would be outside

the Historic Visual District include:

Hospital Replacement (PN67461)

This proposed project site is located at the east edge of the cantonment in the Main Post Visual
District. The site is located at the undeveloped interchange between Marne Road and Lindsey
Creek Parkway (Route 411). The development that surrounds the project site consists of large
commercial and industrial buildings to the northwest and southeast of the interchange. There
are low residential buildings along the south eastern edge of the site. The remaining area around

the intersection is surrounded by heavily forested area.

Dining Facility To Support AST Training (PN69151)

The proposed site is located between Marchant Ave, Benjamin St, and Riordan St immediately
to the west of the parachute jump towers. The site is currently occupied by eight barracks that
are not historic and ineligible for the Historic Register. The site is surrounded to the north and
west with low density development such as parking lots and small support structures. There are
additional barracks located to the south. To the east, across Riordan St. is the Parachute Jump

Towers, a historic open area within the Historic Visual District.

Dental Clinic Addition (PN71620)

The site is located in the southwest corner of the cantonment at the northwest corner of the
intersection of Way Street and Sightseeing Road. The Auto Skills building currently occupies
the project site. The area is surrounded by low density single story development and
maintenance structures and forested area to the north.

Maneuver Battle Lab (PN65250)

The site is located in the southwest corner of the cantonment to the north of Way Street and
west of Dixie Road to the south of the one mile track and immediately to the east of the Audie

Murphy Gymnasium. The existing area is occupied by several small structures to the south,
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along Way Street at Dixie Road. The site is surrounded by forested area to the north, open field
to the east, and development to the south.

Harmony Church Cantonment Area

The existing facilities in this area are mixed architecturally and include semi-permanent barracks, vehicle
maintenance/motor pool facilities, administrative facilities, and various recreational fields. Much of the

area is currently undeveloped and supports dense forest stands.

e Physical Fitness Center (PN65248), Rail Loading Facility Expansion (PN62953), & Troop
Store (PN71065)

These project sites are located in a sparsely developed area that straddles Highway 27/280 that

is surrounded on all sides by heavily forested area.
Sand Hill Cantonment Area

e Trainee Complex Upgrade (PN69147), Classrooms & Dual Battalion Dining Facilities
(PN69150), Training Barracks Complex (PN69745), Classrooms With Battalion Dining
Facilities (PN70026 & PN70027), and Community Activity Center (PN65246)

These project sites are all located within the central portion of the Sand Hill Visual District, to
the north and south of 11™ Airborne Division Rd. between 3™ Infantry Division Rd. to the west
and Moye Rd. to the east in a densely developed area on parcels presently occupied by

buildings.
Kelley Hill Cantonment Area
There are no proposed actions in the Kelley Hill cantonment area.

Basewide Proposed Projects

e Infrastructure Support, Increment 2 (PN67457)

Multiple proposed actions for infrastructure support are proposed in a location to the northwest
of the Sand Hill cantonment, east of old Cusseta Rd. The area is currently inhabited by several

small structures and a dirt lot. It is surrounded on all sides by heavily forested area.
Ranges and Training Areas North and South of U.S. Highway 27/280

Multiple proposed actions, including road construction and upgrades and range improvements, are
proposed to the east of the cantonment areas in Georgia. Generally, areas east of the cantonment are

sparsely developed, heavily forested, and occupied by few structures.
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4.4.2 Environmental Consequences

Impacts for visual assessments are considered to be significant if one or more of the following criteria is

met.

e Changes at the site, including changes to form, line, color, and/or texture substantially degrade an
existing viewshed or alter the character of a viewshed by the introduction of anomalous structures
or elements.

e Changes at the site would result in changes in the expectations of viewers (measured against the
relative importance of those views) and result in a negative impression of the viewshed. The

emphasis of this criterion is on views from public view areas.
4.4.2.1 No Action Alternative

Although no changes to the visual environment from the implementation of Alternative A would result in
a significant impact to aesthetics and visual resources; changes to the visual environment, consistent with

a military installation, which would occur at various sites are discussed below.
Main Post Cantonment Area

The selected sites for facilities and infrastructure improvements for the No Action alternative occur at

dispersed locations throughout the Main Post.

Museum Operations Support Buildings. Construction of the proposed Museum Operations Support
Buildings would change the visual character of the site from a forested setting to a more urbanized setting
with new structures and elements that would have long-term negative impacts to the existing forested
viewsheds. The viewers’ sensitivity to this visual change would be likely, especially for those who reside
or work in the vicinity of the project. Traffic volumes in the near vicinity of the proposed buildings

would not be notably changed from existing conditions.

Conversion of UPH Billeting Space to Transient UPH Advanced Skills Training, General Instruction
Building Complex and Student Dining Facility. Conversion of the Cuartels Buildings would not be
anticipated to significantly change the aesthetic viewshed. The functionality of the buildings would be
changed, but the landscape would remain largely unaltered. Aesthetic changes to the buildings
themselves would be minimized by adhering to the Installation Design Guide and any cultural resource
management requirements that mandate new construction maintain the consistency of materials, colors,
and styles of adjacent buildings. An increase in vehicle traffic accessing these facilities would be likely to

occur but would not adversely impact the viewshed or aesthetic values.

Maneuver Center Headquarters Building Expansion and CDI Facility. The expansion and new
construction of the Maneuver Center Headquarters Buildings would change the viewshed in that the
existing CDI Facility would appear more voluminous and additional buildings constructed near existing
buildings would give the site a more urbanized landscape; however, this would not be significant since it

is in keeping with the surrounding military facilities. Aesthetic changes to the CDI Facility would be
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minimized by adhering to the Installation Design Guide and any cultural resource management
requirements that mandate new construction maintain the consistency of materials, colors, and styles of
adjacent buildings. Increased volumes of traffic would be anticipated on transportation routes used to

access and egress these facilities.

Health Clinic Expansion. Expansion of the Health Clinic would not be anticipated to change the overall
aesthetic viewshed. The functionality of the buildings would remain the same. Aesthetic changes to the
buildings themselves would be minimized by adhering to the Installation Design Guide and any cultural
resource management requirements that mandate new construction maintain the consistency of materials,
colors, and styles of adjacent buildings. An increase in vehicle traffic accessing these facilities would be

likely to occur but would not adversely impact the viewshed or aesthetic values.

Child Development Center 6-10 Years. The construction of the Child Development Center would be
expected to be visually compatible with existing structures in close proximity. The visual character of the
site is expected to be improved and may provide a greater sense of community. Increased volumes of
traffic would be anticipated on transportation routes used to access and egress these facilities but would

not adversely impact the viewshed or aesthetic values.

Marne Road/Lindsay Creek Parkway Intersection and Infrastructure Support. The construction of the
intersection would be anticipated to have notable long-term aesthetic impacts by removing the existing
forested vegetation. Improving the intersection would be anticipated to increase the prominence of the

existing transportation elements within the project area.

Hospital Replacement. Construction of the hospital would change the aesthetic viewshed in that the
current hospital will be replaced with a larger facility on the same site. While aesthetic values in the area
would change, the impacts would be minimized by adhering to the Installation Design Guide and any
cultural resource management requirements that mandate new construction maintain the consistency of
materials, colors, and styles of adjacent buildings. An increase in vehicle traffic accessing these facilities

would be likely to occur but would not adversely impact the viewshed or aesthetic values.

SOF Complex. Construction of the proposed SOF complex would change the visual character of the site
from a forested setting to the north and west and residential setting to the east to a more urbanized setting
with new structures and elements that would have long-term impacts to the existing viewsheds. The
viewers’ sensitivity to this visual change would not be notable, because this development is consistent
with surrounding buildings and land uses. Traffic volumes in the near vicinity of the proposed buildings

would not be changed from existing conditions.
Harmony Church Cantonment Area

Alternative A would introduce aesthetic impacts on Harmony Church cantonment area. The current area
is sparsely developed and the introduction of any dense development would likely change the
expectations of viewers. However, it is not anticipated that the new viewshed would leave a negative
impression. Although the character of a viewshed would be altered by the introduction of new structures,

they would not necessarily be inconsistent with the area, since the current site lacks a density of structures
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with which to conflict. In addition, this area has historically been developed and would introduce no new
aesthetic values that have not been apparent in the past. This would help to establish a visual presence
and consistency to a currently semi-developed area.

USARC and ECS, Battle Command Training Center, and Access Control Point. Construction of the
proposed projects would change the visual character of the site from a forested setting with sparse
development to a more urbanized setting with new structures and elements that would have long-term
negative impacts to the existing forested viewsheds. The proposed development would transform the
visual corridor along that portion of U.S. Highway 27/280 that would cross the expanded cantonment area
to include a new access control point to the south of the existing cantonment area. The viewers’
sensitivity to this visual change would be noticeable but would not be significant due to its consistency
with the surrounding military facilities.

Building Conversion for 3 ID BCT. Conversion for 3 ID BCT would not be anticipated to cause a
notable change to the aesthetic viewshed. The functionality of the buildings would be changed, but the
landscape would remain largely unaltered. Aesthetic changes to the buildings themselves would be
minimized by adhering to the Installation Design Guide and any cultural resource management
requirements that mandate new construction maintain the consistency of materials, colors, and styles of
adjacent buildings. An increase in vehicle traffic accessing these facilities would be likely to occur but

would not adversely impact the viewshed or aesthetic values.

Various Road and Infrastructure Improvements. Improvements to infrastructure including roadway
improvements would be anticipated to have aesthetic impacts. Improvements to existing infrastructure
are expected to increase the prominence of these elements within an area that is partially cleared but
mostly densely forested. The current area is semi-developed and the introduction of dense development
will likely change the expectations of viewers. However, it is not anticipated that the new viewshed will
leave a negative impression since it will maintain its military mission and be compatible with adjacent

development and visual aspects.
Sand Hill Cantonment Area

Trainee Barracks Complex for the BCT. Construction of the proposed Barracks would change the visual
character of the site from a forested setting to a more urbanized. The viewers’ sensitivity to this visual
change would be noticeable but would not be adverse because it would be consistent with adjacent
military facilities. Traffic volumes in the near vicinity of the proposed buildings would not significantly

change from existing conditions.

Maneuver Center Reception Station Barracks. Construction of the proposed Barracks would change the
visual character of the site from an undeveloped vegetated area to a more urbanized setting with new
structures and elements that would have negative impacts to the existing forested viewsheds. The
viewers’ sensitivity to this visual change would be noticeable but would not be adverse because they
would be consistent with adjacent military facilities. Traffic volumes in the near vicinity of the proposed
buildings would not change significantly from existing conditions.

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District

4-46 Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA
December 2008



Draft

Chapel. Construction of the proposed Chapel and infrastructure support would change the visual
character of the site from a forested setting to a more urbanized setting. The viewers’ sensitivity to this
visual change would not be notable because it is consistent with adjacent facilities. Traffic volumes in the

near vicinity of the proposed buildings would not change significantly from existing conditions.

Winder Health Clinic Expansion and Solomon Dental Clinic Expansion. Expansion of the health clinic
and dental clinic would not be anticipated to create a notable change to the aesthetic viewshed. The
functionality of the buildings would remain the same. Aesthetic changes to the buildings themselves
would be minimized by adhering to the Installation Design Guide and any cultural resource management
requirements that mandate new construction maintain the consistency of materials, colors, and styles of
adjacent buildings. An increase in vehicle traffic accessing these facilities would be likely to occur but

would not significantly impact the viewshed or aesthetic values.

Child Development Center. Construction of this project would not significantly change the visual
character of the presently undeveloped site along Custer Road. This site; however, is currently cleared of
vegetation and is in close proximity to adjacent facilities with similar functions such as an elementary

school.
Basewide Proposed Projects

Various Road and Infrastructure Improvements. Improvements to infrastructure including roadway
improvements are anticipated to have minor long-term aesthetic impacts. Improvements to existing
infrastructure would be anticipated to increase the prominence of these elements within an area that is
dense forest. Traffic would increase but would not significantly impact the viewshed or aesthetic values.

Range Areas

The proposed development of range facilities, driver training areas, and heavy maneuver areas under
Alternative A would change the visual character of some training areas by increasing land disturbance
and introducing range facilities. Viewers’ sensitivities to changes in form, line, color, and/or texture are
not a consideration within a training range area. Such sensitivities also are not a concern with regard to
adjacent cantonment areas because such changes would not be inconsistent with viewer expectations.
Views from north of the Oscar Ranges would be buffered from the public by enough distance that there

would not be a negative impression created.
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4.4.2.2

Alternative A (preferred alternative)

Main Post Cantonment Area

The greatest potential for significant aesthetic and visual resource impacts is associated with development

that is proposed within the Main Post Historic District. Any construction within the Main Post Historic

District would require coordination with the SHPO to ensure that the visual integrity of the District is not

degraded (see Section 4.14 for more information). This would include:

Water Treatment Plant Upgrade And Expansion (PN71473)

The site is located to the northern edge of the historic district and stretches east to west along
the north edge of 10™ Division Rd. on either side of Fort Benning Blvd. Since the site is on the
northern edge of the Historic Visual District and surrounded by forested area, no significant
impacts to existing viewsheds are anticipated. In addition, although the proposed design has
not been determined, if the new building is consistent with the materials, style, color, and
articulation of surrounding buildings, it would not degrade long term visual resources.
However, there would be temporary negative impacts to visual resources in the cantonment

area localized near the construction site.

Unit Maintenance Facilities (PN69406)

There are two sites for this proposed action, and both are located in the historic district.
Implementation of the proposed action at the site is located in the center of the historic area at
the northwest corner of Ingersoll St and Upton Ave has the potential for a significant adverse
impact because the existing viewsheds will be permanently altered as the proposed structures
will reduce, minimize and/or eliminate the existing viewsheds. Significant impacts would be
minimized if the design of the proposed action incorporates the materials, style, color, and

articulation of surrounding visual resources.

At the site located to the southwest or the historic area, on two parcels bounded by Marchant St
to the south, Oak St to the west, Edwards St to the east, the proposed action would potentially
have a significant permanent impact on visual resources due to its location adjacent to the
historic Cuartels buildings to the north. Implementation of the proposed action will
permanently reduce, minimize and/or eliminate the existing viewsheds between the Parachute
Jump Towers and the Cuartels buildings. The significant impacts would be minimized if the
design of the proposed action incorporates the materials, style, color, and articulation of

surrounding visual resources.

Warrior In Transition Complex (PN69999)

The project site is located on the southwest edge of the Historic Visual District to the east of

Ingersoll St between Yeager Ave and Wold Ave. Implementation of the proposed action will
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permanently reduce, minimize and/or eliminate the existing viewsheds between the Parachute
Jump Towers and the Cuartels buildings. The significant impacts would be minimized if the
design of the proposed action incorporates the materials, style, color, and articulation of

surrounding visual resources.

Elsewhere within the Main Post cantonment area within the Main Post Visual District (but outside the
Historic Visual District), the Hospital Replacement Project would be infill development and located to the
eastern edge of the Main Post cantonment area, outside the viewsheds of the historic district and
surrounded by forested area. As such, there is no impact on visual resources. The proposed Hospital
Replacement Project would likely be visible from Marne Road to the extent that a significant number of
trees are removed. There would be minor long-term negative impacts due to extensive removal of

forested areas; however, these impacts would not be significant.

The remaining projects (Dining Facility to Support AST Training, Dental Clinic Addition, and Maneuver
Battle Lab) will infill or replace existing structures in the Main Post cantonment area. These projects will
be located in areas that are currently populated with numerous existing structures of different building
styles, sizes, and materials. Yet, none of these structures will be located adjacent to historic resources or
within a historically sensitive viewshed. While the Installation should ensure that new construction would
be aesthetically harmonious through the use of appropriate architectural design characteristics and
landscape planning, no significant impacts to visual resources are expected as a result of implementing

these proposed actions.
Harmony Church Cantonment Area

The proposed development within the Harmony Church cantonment area is within the Main Post Visual
District in an area along U.S. Highway 27/280 that is currently undeveloped and occupied by dense
forested area. The new construction of numerous proposed projects would transform the visual corridor
on U.S. Highway 27/280. The proposed construction would require the removal of the numerous mature
trees within the natural landscape that would be replaced by new structures and elements that would have
long-term impacts to the existing viewsheds. However, these new projects would not necessarily
significantly impact the corridor viewshed. Although the design of the new structures is undetermined at
this time, the proposed projects could create a new visual district that could create a visually consistent

and coherent image currently lacking within the majority of the cantonment area.
Sand Hill Cantonment Area

The proposed projects located within the Sand Hill cantonment area are also located within the Sand Hill
Visual District, which is characterized by the most consistent architectural characteristics. While the
design for the proposed projects is undetermined at this time, no significant impacts are anticipated if the
new designs conform to the consistency of the existing, one to three story concrete structures with red
brick columns and detailing within the visual district.
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Range Areas

Due to the location to the east of the Main Post cantonment area and historic visual districts, there are no
significant impacts anticipated for proposed actions in the heavy maneuver corridors or range project
areas. The proposed construction of these projects would require the removal of the numerous mature
trees within the natural landscape that would be replaced by new structures and landscape elements that
would have long-term impacts to the existing viewsheds. However, these new projects would not
necessarily adversely affect the corridor viewshed.

4.4.2.3 Alternative B
Impacts to aesthetic and visual resources would be the same as Alternative A.
4.4.3 Mitigation Summary

Visual compatibility within the cantonment areas of new structures would be maintained through design,
by ensuring the new facilities are consistent with the form, line, color, and texture of adjacent manmade
and natural features. Viewsheds pertaining to ranges and training areas would remain consistent with the

historic training that has occurred at Fort Benning for over 40 years.
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4.5 SOCIOECONOMICS
4.5.1 Affected Environment

The ROI for Fort Benning consists of Muscogee, Chattahoochee, Harris and Marion Counties, Georgia,
and Russell County, Alabama. The ROI constitutes the area where the predominant socioeconomic effects
of the proposed action and alternatives would take place. The geographical extent of the ROI is based on
residential distribution of the Installation’s military, civilian, and contracting personnel and the location of
businesses that provide goods and services to the Installation and its employees. The baseline year for the
socioeconomic analysis is 2007, although much of the economic and demographic data for the ROI are
available only through the year 2006 or 2000. Wherever possible, the most recent data available is

presented so that the affected environment descriptions are reflective of current conditions in the ROL.
4.5.1.1 Economic Development
Regional Economic Activity.

The ROI labor force in 2007 totaled 128,685, with 122,021 employed (USBLS 2007a). In 2007, the
unemployment rate for the ROI averaged 5.2 percent, compared to 4.4 percent for the state of Georgia,
3.5 percent for the state of Alabama, and the national unemployment rate of 4.6 percent. During the last 8
years, the ROI unemployment rate has increased from a low of 4.7 percent in 2000 (USBLS 2007b).

Private businesses are the major source of employment in the ROI. Private sector employment generated
approximately 74.7 percent of the ROI’s jobs in 2006. In Muscogee County, the largest of the five ROI
counties, private sector employment accounted for 81.5 percent of the total jobs (USBEA 2006). In
Muscogee County, retail and trade and health care and social assistance are the two largest of the 20
major sectors. Information and management of companies sectors constitute only a small percentage of
the total sectors in the ROI (USBEA 2006). In the State of Georgia, government and government
enterprises is the largest of the 20 major sectors followed by retail trade (USBEA 2006).

The ROI per capita personal income (PCPI) for Chattahoochee County was $26,502 in 2006, 72.2 percent
of the national PCPI and lower than the state of Georgia’s PCPI of $32, 095. Muscogee County’s 2006
PCPI was $33,409 and Marion County’s was $26,790. Russell County, Alabama had a PCPI of $25,112
(USBEA 2006). The highest per capita personal income in the ROI was in Harris County ($37,664) at
102.6 percent of the nation’s (USBEA 2006).

Installation Contribution to the Local Economy.

The most recent data indicate that Fort Benning employs a total of 26,461 (excluding students): 17,771
military personnel; 3,307 civilian employees; and 5,383 contract workers. The Installation workforce
accounts for about 34 percent of all ROI employment which presents a substantial economic contribution
to the local economy. Installation expenditures in the ROI totaled $2,266,490,543 during 2005 (USACE
2007a). Payroll expenditures, which reached $1,054,214,521 in 2005, have increased by almost 29
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percent since 2000. The average annual salary for civilian workers at Fort Benning is $29,377 and salaries
for permanent military personnel at Fort Benning averaged $24,378 in 2005 (USACE 2007a).

4.5.1.2 Demographics

The five counties comprising the economic ROI are primarily rural in character. Demographic and

economic trends over the last three decades have contributed to a growing disparity in population and

income levels among the five counties. With a population of 187,046, Muscogee County is the most

heavily populated county in the ROL. Growth rates for the five counties have diverged greatly over the

past three decades. The population of Chattahoochee County has actually decreased by 56.6 percent since
1980, falling from 21,732 to 9,430 (Stats Indiana 2007). In contrast, Harris County has experienced 88.0

percent population growth over this period, far above the national growth rate of 33.1 percent. The

smallest of the counties, Marion County, has grown 32.6 percent during that time. Muscogee and Russell

counties have experienced modest growth at 10.0 percent and 6.0 percent respectively. Population data

for ROI counties and the United States are also provided in Table 4.5-1 for comparison purposes.

Table 4.5-1: ROI Population Growth 1980 -2007

County 1980 1990 2000 2007
Russell County, AL 47,356 46,860 49,756 50,183
Chattahoochee County, GA 21,732 16,934 14,882 9,430
Harris County, GA 15,464 17,788 23,695 29,073
Marion County, GA 5,297 5,590 7,144 7,024
Muscogee County, GA 170,108 179,280 186,291 187,046
Total ROI 259,957 266,452 281,768 282,756
U.S. Total | 226,545,805 | 248,709,873 | 281,421,906 301,621,157

Source: Stats Indiana 2007a.

4.5.1.3 Housing

The ROI housing stock is summarized in Table 4.5-2, which identifies both owner-occupied and renter-

occupied homes, along with median home values, for each county in the ROI. The housing units

identified in Table 4.5-2 include all structure types (e.g., single-family homes, apartments, and mobile

homes).
Table 4.5-2: Housing Characteristics for the ROI'*
Type Russell | Chattahoochee | Harris | Marion | Muscogee
Total Housing Units 22,831 3,316 10,288 3,130 76,182
Occupied Housing Units 19,741 2,932 8,822 2,668 69,819
Owner-occupied 12,341 793 7,600 2,084 39,350
Renter-occupied 7,400 2,139 1,222 584 30,469
Vacant Housing Units 3,090 384 1,466 462 6,363
Vacan.t for Seasonal, Recreational, or 295 6 907 145 362
Occasional Use
Median Home Value (Owner-occupied) 155,118 107,855 254,783 | 151,250 280,799

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000a.

* The 2000 census data are most recent data available.
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As with other economic indicators, the five counties have very different housing markets. The estimated
median values of owner-occupied units in Chattahoochee, Marion, and Russell counties are substantially
lower than the current estimated nationwide median home value of $222,000. Muscogee and Harris
Counties, however, support home values of more than 25 percent above the national median. In 2005, it
was estimated that the total number of housing units in Chattahoochee and Marion counties barely
increased. However, Muscogee increased its housing units from 76,182 to 81,008. Russell and Harris
County housing markets are estimated to have increased by approximately 2,000 units each. Within the
ROI, there are many programs to aid the homeless including approximately nine shelters (USACE
2007a). Military housing is addressed in the Quality of Life Section.

4.5.1.4 Quality of Life

Quality of life refers to those amenities which are available to the Installation’s military personnel, their
family members, and civilian employees and which contribute to their well being. The relative importance
of these amenities to a person’s well-being is subjective (e.g., some individuals consider educational
opportunities essential to their well-being, others may place a high value on the availability of health care
services, and still others may hold public safety as their primary quality of life concern). Quality of life
analyses typically address issues relating to potential impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on
the availability of public services and leisure activities that contribute to quality of life of the affected
Installation’s workforce and their family members. For purposes of this study, the affected environment
(i.e., elements or factors) for quality of life includes military housing, schools for DoD family members,

family support services, medical facilities, shops and services, and recreational opportunities.
Installation Housing.

Approximately 25 percent of military personnel reside on Fort Benning. In 2005, there were more than
30,000 housing units on Fort Benning. Table 4.5-3 shows the categories of military housing at Fort

Benning, including barracks housing for unaccompanied personnel.

Table 4.5-3: Distribution of Fort Benning Housing by Type

Housing Type Number of Units
Officer (married) Family Units 685
Enlisted (married) Units 3,361
Officer (bachelor) quarters 108
Senior Enlisted (bachelor) quarters 26
Trainee Barracks 25,190
Temporary Lodging 1,157
Source: USACE 2007a.

Health Care Facilities.

The U.S. Army Medical Department Activity provides medical care to an eligible patient population in
excess of 72,000 beneficiaries out of the 103-bed Martin Army Community Hospital (MACH). The
facility is served by approximately 792 civilian and 546 military staff members.
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On average, the hospital provides inpatient care to more than 30 patients daily, and averages nearly 1,500
outpatient visits a day. In addition, there is an outpatient pharmacy that processes more than 2,200
prescriptions per day. Additional medical facilities are located in Soldiers' Plaza including the
Community Mental Health Service, the Social Work Service, and the Preventive Medicine Service.
Marion Memorial Hospital (Marion County), Stewart-Webster Hospital, Columbus Doctors Hospital, The
Medical Center (Chattahoochee-Cusseta), Cobb Memorial Hospital (Russell County), Bush Hospital,
Doctors Hospital, Muscogee County Health Center, Saint Francis Hospital, and West Central Georgia
Regional Hospital (Muscogee County) all provide medical services within the ROI (Fort Benning 2007a).

Educational Services for DoD Dependents.

For educational services off-Post, the U.S. Department of Education provides federal impact aid to school

districts that have federal lands within their jurisdiction.

This federal impact aid is authorized under Public Law 103-282 as payment in lieu of taxes that would
have been paid if the land were not held by the federal government. School districts receive federal
impact aid for each federally connected student whose parent or parents live on or work on federal
property. The amount of federal impact aid a school receives is based on the number of “federal” students
the district supports in relation to the total district student population. Schools receive more federal impact
aid for those students whose parents both live and work on federal property. Total federal impact aid
varies year by year according to congressional appropriations for the program, but in general federal
impact aid has ranged from $250 to $2,000 per student. Fort Benning has seven DoD schools on the
Installation (6 elementary and 1 middle); high school students residing on the Installation (grades 9-12)
attend local county high schools (Fort Benning 2007a). ROI schools are highlighted in Table 4.5-4 below.

Table 4.5-4: 2003-2004 School Year Public Education Statistics

School District or School Type Enrollment Total District Enrollment
County yp Enrollment Capacity
Chattahoochee Elementary (1) 341 Space Available
Chattahoochee Middle (1) 157 707 Overcrowded
Chattahoochee High (1) 209 Overcrowded
Harris Elementary (4) 2,162 Space Available
Harris Middle (1) 1,141 At Capacity
. . 4,724 X
Harris High (1) 1,421 At Capacity
Harris Other (1) N/A N/A
Marion Elementary (1) 642 Space Available
Marion Middle (1) 484 1,657 At Capacity
Marion High (1) 531 At Capacity
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Table 4.5-4: 2003-2004 School Year Public Education Statistics

School District or School Tvpe Enrollment Total District Enrollment
County yp Enrollment Capacity
Muscogee Elementary (32) 15,828 Space Available
Muscogee Middle (12) 7,967 33.500 Overcrowded
)5
Muscogee High (10) 9,707 Space Available
Muscogee Other (8) N/A N/A
Russell Elementary (11) 4,224 Space Available
Russell Middle (3) 2,355 11,549 (For Russell Space Available
County and Phenix
Russell High (2) 2,502 City districts) Space Available
Russell Other (2) N/A N/A
TOTAL 94 49,671 52,139

Source: 1ES 2006, USACE 2007a, and Dachman 2008.

Family Support Services.

Fort Benning has several family support service facilities on-Post. The Installation has a day care center
that operates 5 days a week and can provide care for up to 140 children between the ages of 2 and 5.
Family counseling services are also available to active military personnel and their family members
(USACE 2007a).

Shops and Services.

On the Main Post, AAFES operates a Post Exchange with numerous stores as well as a new 10-screen
theater. The newly renovated commissary, one of the largest facilities on Fort Benning, sells a variety of
goods for employees, and contains a bank, fresh produce, a bakery, a sushi bar, and a hot foods section.
Fort Benning mall also serves the area and its employees. In May 2005, there was a groundbreaking
ceremony for a new mall in Fort Benning that opened in November 2007. The Installation also has several
gasoline stations including one located at the Post Exchange. Outside the Installation and within the ROI,

there are numerous gas stations as well as shopping malls, including an outlet mall (USACE 2007a).
Recreation.

The Fort Benning area offers numerous recreational opportunities both on-Post and in the surrounding
area. The Installation has two bowling alleys and a 27-hole golf course. It also has a recreational shooting
range where military personnel can practice targeting which simulates real-life action cases. Outdoor
activities are numerous. There are swimming pools, natural ponds, biking trails, and designated hunter
and fishing areas as well as facilities to rent equipment for outdoor sports. Off-Post, the usual
recreational opportunities for military personnel and their families including assorted restaurants, retail
stores, and entertainment venues are available . In Columbus, for example, the Historic District has a
number of activities and attractions of cultural interest like the Springer Opera House and the Columbus
Museum (USACE 2007a).
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Public Services.

Law Enforcement. On-Post, the Provost Marshall provides law enforcement services. Off-Post in Georgia,
the Columbus Police Department has a total of 388 sworn officers providing law enforcement in the City.
In Muscogee County, there are over 350 sworn officers providing protection; the Cusseta Police
Department has 8 sworn officers providing law enforcement in the county; Chattahoochee County has
two sworn officers; and in Harris County, 43 sworn officers operate in five districts. In Alabama, the
Phenix City Police Department supports 86 sworn officers and Russell County’s Sheriff’s Office Patrol
Division consists of four squads (USACE 2007a).

Fire Protection. On-Post, Fort Benning’s Fire Department provides protection. Off-Post in Georgia,
numerous fire districts serve the ROI, including 14 stations with a total of 368 full-time sworn positions
in the City of Columbus, 15 volunteer fire personnel in the Cusseta County Fire Department which serves
Cusseta and Chattahoochee Counties. In Muscogee County, 5 volunteer fire stations provide services
county-wide (excluding Columbus) and in Harris County 11 volunteer fire departments provide protective
services. Within Alabama, 3 fire stations provide protection in Phenix City and in Russell County there
are 6 volunteer fire departments. Each volunteer fire or rescue district recruits its own volunteers from
community members surrounding a particular station. As the demographics of the population have
changed over time, it has become increasingly difficult to attract community members to serve as
volunteers (USACE 2007a).

4.5.1.5 Environmental Justice

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations. The EO is designed to focus the attention of federal
agencies on the human health and environmental conditions in minority communities and low-income
communities. Environmental justice analyses are performed to identify potential disproportionately high
and adverse impacts from proposed actions on minority and low income communities, and to identify
alternatives that might mitigate these impacts. Data from the U.S Department of Commerce 2000 Census
of Population and Housing were used for this environmental justice analysis. Minority populations
included in the census are identified as Black or African American, American Indian and Alaska Native,
Asian, Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander, Hispanic, of two or more races, and other. Poverty
status, used in this EIS to define low-income status, is reported as the number of persons with income
below poverty level. The 2000 Census defines the poverty level as annual income of $8,794, or less for

an individual, and annual income of $17,603, or less, for a family of four.

The ROI has a higher percentage of minority residents than both the state of Georgia and the state of
Alabama. In 2006, 54.5 percent of the ROI population was white and 41.6 percent was black. All other
racial groups combined totaled approximately 4.2 percent of the population, while 3.7 percent were of
Hispanic origin. In Georgia, 65.8 percent of the population was white, 29.9 percent was black, 4.3 percent

was of another minority racial group, and 7.5 percent was of Hispanic origin. In Alabama, 71.2 percent
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To determine where such populations reside, census data for block groups were used. Table 4.5-5 presents

these population numbers; refer to Figures 4.5-1 and 4.5-2 for the locations of these block groups in

relation to Fort Benning and the Proposed Action and alternatives.

Table 4.5-5: Race, Ethnicity and Poverty Status by 2000 Census Block

9081-2, | 101.2-1, 106.4-3 107.1-1 State of
Marion | Muscogee | Muscogee | Muscogee | Marion | Muscogee Georeia ROI
County County County County 8
Total Persons 2,024 2,046 6,515 4,283 7,144 186,291 8,186,453 | 281,768
Blackor Affican | g 305 | 109% | 79.0% | 75.0% | 34.0% | 42.9% | 287% | 40.2%
merican
American Indian
or Alaskan 0% 0.4% 1.0% 0% 0.6% 0.5% 0.3% 0.4%
Native
Asian 0% 3.1% 0.5% 1.1% 0.3% 1.6% 2.1% 1.2%
Native
Hawaiian/other 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1%
Pacific islander
E;j}’rf‘;‘“’ or 3.2% 2.1% 5.5% 4.9% 6.0% 4.5% 5.3% 4.0%
Percent Living 15.7%
Below Poverty 21.7% 1.6% 9.3% 9.9% 22.4% e 13.0% 15.8%
Level

Source: U.S. Census 2000a, 2000b, and USACE 2007a.
4.5.1.6 Protection of Children

On April 21, 1997, EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks,
was issued. This EO directs each federal agency to ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and
standards address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks or safety
risks. EO 13045 recognizes that a growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may
suffer disproportionately from environmental health risks and safety risks. These risks arise because
children’s neurological, immunological, digestive, and other bodily systems are still developing; children
eat more food, drink more fluids, and breathe more air in proportion to their body weight than adults;
children’s size and weight may diminish their protection from standard safety features; and children’s
behavior patterns make them more susceptible to accidents because they are less able to protect
themselves. For example, elevated blood lead levels in children are associated with development
impairments, including reductions in IQ. Young children in particular are at higher risks for exposure to
lead based paint and lead contaminated soils because of their behavioral traits. Therefore, to the extent
permitted by law and regulations, and consistent with the agency’s mission, President Clinton directed
each federal agency to (1) make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and
safety risks that may disproportionately affect children, and (2) ensure that the agency’s policies,
programs, and standards address disproportionate health risks to children that result from environmental

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
4-57

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA
December 2008




Draft

health risks or safety risks. Examples of risks to children include increased traffic volumes and industrial
or production-oriented activities that would generate substances or pollutants children may come into
contact with or ingest. Actions or alternatives indicating potential disproportionate risks to children will

be identified and addressed in the Environmental Consequences Section of this EIS.
4.5.2 Environmental Consequences

Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) Model Methodology and Threshold.

The economic effects of implementing the proposed action are estimated using the EIFS model, a
computer-based economic tool that calculates multipliers to estimate the direct and indirect effects
resulting from a given action. Changes in spending and employment associated with the renovation of
housing represent the direct effects of the action. Based on the input data and calculated multipliers, the
model estimates changes in sales volume, income, employment, and population in the ROI, accounting

for the direct and indirect effects of the proposed action.

For purposes of this analysis, a change is considered significant if it falls outside the historical range of
ROI economic variation. To determine the historical range of economic variation, the EIFS model
calculates a rational threshold value (RTV) profile for the ROIL. This analytical process uses historical data
and calculates fluctuations in sales volume, income, employment, and population patterns within the ROL
The historical extremes (i.e., the RTVs) are the significance thresholds for social and economic change. If
the estimated effect of an action falls above the positive RTV or below the negative RTV, the effect is
considered to be significant. Appendix B discusses this methodology in more detail and presents the

model input and output tables developed for this analysis.

When full implementation of a proposed action is expected to occur over a multi-year timeframe, as is the
case with the proposed action at Fort Benning, the EIFS model is run using the peak year of change (refer
to Appendix B for further explanation of the EIFS methodology and input numbers). By selecting the
peak year for consequences analysis, the model estimates the maximum annual effect of the proposed
action. Hence, if the consequences threshold is not exceeded in the peak year, it would not be exceeded in
any other year. To be consistent with the EIFS model, changes in demand for public schools and housing
also are based on peak year. For housing, if the demand created by the proposed action exceeds 95
percent of the available supply, the significance threshold would be exceeded. For schools, the threshold
for significance is if the number of incoming school age children surpasses the planned future physical
capacity of the affected local schools. Increases in student populations without the provision of additional

schools and teachers would result in increased student-teacher ratios.
4.5.2.1 No Action Alternative

Because the BRAC/Transformation actions will be implemented, regardless of the decision taken under
this proposed action, they must be included in the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative,
therefore, therefore, includes FY09 through FY 13 BRAC/Transformation projects. A brief description of

the impacts associated with the BRAC/Transformation projects is presented below. A full description of
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the assumptions used in the BRAC/Transformation and the associated impact analysis is presented in
Appendix B.

Economic Development. Significant direct and indirect effects are expected. The increase in personnel
would generate a 6.55 percent increase in the region’s employment levels which exceeds the region’s
RTV of 5.1 percent. The No Action Alternative would also generate a significant increase in sales

volume of 15.63 percent and a minor increase in regional personal income.

Demographics. Minor direct and indirect effects would be expected. Under the No Action Alternative,
incoming military and civilian personal would lead to a population increase slightly below historical RTV

values.

Housing. Minor direct and indirect effects would be expected. Under the No Action Alternative, there
would be a minor increase in the demand for housing. The increased housing demand approximately 27
percent of the available housing supply. This increase in demand could potentially result in minor

increases in housing costs.
Quality of Life.

Schools. Significant negative direct effects would be expected without funding for increasing school
capacity due to the influx of school age children associated with military, civilian and contractor
personnel living off-Post. A total of up to 5,146 students may be added to the ROI (Fort Benning, 2005).

Services. Minor negative effects would be expected. The increase in population would increase the ration
of ROI residents to public employees for each of the public services unless additional workers are hired.
Even in the absence of additional hiring, there would not likely be any perceptible reduction in the level
of services provided to the ROI population.

Recreational facilities. No significant effects on recreational facilities would be expected.

Environmental Justice. Figure 4.5-1 shows the census block groups in relation to projected noise
contours. Under the No Action Alternative, noise impacts would affect one residence in Census Block
Group 9801-2, located in Marion County to the east of Fort Benning. Therefore, significant effects would

not be expected for the No Action Alternative.
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Figure 4.5-1 Census Blocks Under Large Caliber Arms Noise: No Action Alternative

Protection of Children. The No Action Alternative would not result in adverse or significant
environmental or health effects to children. The primary effects of the project are beneficial to the
economy and would confer commensurate benefits on the child population.
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4.5.2.2 Alternative A (preferred alternative)
Summary of Assumptions.

For purposes of running the EIFS model, the peak year for incoming personnel and the peak year for
construction spending for the Proposed Action combined with the BRAC/Transformation actions were
selected to determine the maximum impact that the proposed action could have on the regional economy.
It was also assumed that all of the construction spending would be expended within the ROI. This
approach was used to determine whether the ROI could accommodate projected growth from the most
intense spending scenario based on the region’s RTV. Incoming personnel data contained in Table 4.5-6

were used as the basis for EIFS input.

Table 4.5-6: Incoming Personnel Data for Peak Year 2011

Action Number of Military
Personnel
Proposed Action 118
BRAC/Transformation 1,010
Total 1,128

Since EIFS measures impacts based on historical year-to-year changes in economic indicators, 2011 was
selected as the peak year because it reflects the year in which the combined effects of the incoming
military personnel and construction would reach their maximum for the Proposed Action and the
BRAC/Transformation actions. An additional 120 cadre members are expected to arrive after construction
is complete, but their staggered arrival would minimize impacts during affected years. Another key
assumption is that 75 percent, or about 30 of the 118 military personnel would live off-Post. It was
estimated that approximately $19,300,000 would be spent in construction during the peak year of 2011
and 118 military personnel will arrive. Military students were not counted in the EIFS analysis for
incoming personnel. Given their training status, they are not likely to contribute significantly to economic
impacts. For the purposes of this analysis, military students are discussed in the context of on-Post

housing availability.

Economic Development. Significant direct and indirect beneficial impacts would be expected. Under
Alternative A, a total of 5,723 military personnel (5,605 from the BRAC/Transformation Action and 118
from the Proposed Action) and 3,226 total civilian employees would be added to Fort Benning.
Alternative A would generate a total net gain of 10,820 jobs in the Fort Benning economic ROI, including
4,587 induced jobs during the peak year. This employment increase would represent a 6.78 percent
increase in the region’s employment levels that exceeds the maximum RTV value of 5.1 percent.
Alternative A would also generate positive changes in other economic indicators including a 16.16
percent increase in sales volume (a significant beneficial impact), and a 6.46 percent increase in regional
personal income (a minor beneficial impact). The EIFS inputs and outputs for Alternative A are presented
below in Table 4.5-7 and Table 4.5-8.
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Table 4.5-7: Alternative A: EIFS Inputs and Results

Forecast Input Forecast Input Forecast Output Result RTV
Category Data Category
Change.m Local $603,292.800 Sgles Volume- $667.185.300
Expenditures Direct
Change in Civilian 2.126 Sales Volume- $1,027.465,000 16.16%
Employment Induced
Average Income of Sales Volume —
Affected Civilian 29,317 Total $1,694,651,000
Percent Expected 100 Income-Direct $200,081,400
to Relocate
Change in Military 1,128 Tncome-Tnduced $181,702,200 6.46%
Employment
Average Income of Income-Total
Affected Military 827,246 (place of Work) $381,783,600
Percent of Military Employment-
Living On-Post 22 Direct 6,233
Employment Employment- 0
Multiplier 2.54 Induced 4,587 6.78%
Income Multiplier 2.54 Employment-Total 10,820
Local Population 7,485
Local Population 2.88%
Off-base 8,102

Table 4.5-8: RTV Values for Sales Volume, Income, Employment, and Population

Sales Volume Income Employment Population
Positive 10.86 % 10.16 % 51% 3.06 %
Negative -8.27 % -6.15 % -9.54 % 2.17 %

Demographics. Minor direct and indirect negative effects would be expected. Under Alternative A,

incoming military and civilian personnel and their family members would increase the ROI population by

8,102 or by about 2.88 percent during the peak year. This increase is slightly below negative historical

RTYV values. Effects in years other than the peak year would be expected to be less than those during the

peak year, but would still have minor and indirect negative impacts.

Housing. Minor direct and indirect effects would be expected. Under Alternative A, there would be a

minor increase in the demand for housing. Housing demand for the peak year is defined as the total

number of households that would require off Post housing. The level of the demand for housing created
by Alternative A was compared to the existing supply in the ROI as reported by U.S. Census Bureau data
to determine whether or not the demand created by Alternative A would exceed 95 percent of the
available supply. Effects in years other than the peak year would be expected to be less than those during
the peak year, but would still have minor and indirect negative impacts.
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The EIFS model assumes that there are 2.49 people per household. Families accompanying military
personnel do not increase the overall demand for housing because the incoming new employees are
counted as one family unit. It should also be noted that not all of the military personnel would require off-
post housing. It is estimated that 78 percent of incoming military personnel would live off Post in the
ROI, with the rest living on the Installation. The calculation for total housing demand is as follows: 2,126
civilians+ (78 percent x 1,128 military personnel) = about 3006 households. This demand represents
about 25.5 percent of available housing supply as indicated by the latest Census data on vacant housing
units. As indicated in Table 4.5-2, there are 11,765 housing units available within the ROI. The increase
in demand could potentially result in minor increases in housing costs.

The BRAC/Transformation EIS indicates that there are 25,190 barracks units available for
unaccompanied enlisted personnel. The incoming 7,238 students without families, incoming for the
BRAC/Transformation action, would have to be accommodated by existing barracks housing that is not
currently occupied, by new housing facilities proposed in the BRAC/Transformation action, or by off-
Post housing availability or construction. This increased demand for barracks should be met by the
numerous proposed housing projects and training center projects. Additional demand for on-Post housing
for officers and married personnel would also have to be met either by available on-Post housing as
indicated by baseline levels, or by additional housing construction and cumulative housing-related

projects.
Quality of Life

Schools. Significant negative direct effects would be expected without funding for increasing school
capacity due to the influx of school age children associated with military personnel, civilian, and
contractor personnel living off-Post. At the individual school level, significant negative impacts could be
expected depending on how incoming families and their children distribute themselves, as well as the age
distribution of the children. This is discussed further on the following page.

Given the new permanent party military and Department of the Army Civilian (DACs) personnel added to
Fort Benning due to the BRAC/Transformation actions, a total of up to 5,146 school aged students may
be added to the ROI during the 4 year transformation period. This assumes that increases in population
are attributable to a Training Base Cadre of 3,375 (3,255 personnel + 120 cadre member for

Alternative A) (Fort Knox Armor School and Center), 2,350 other military personnel, 1,226 government
civilians, and 2,000 contractor personnel expected to be coming from outside the ROI. School aged

student population is calculated as follows:

e Training Base Cadre personnel of 3,375 times the student growth factor of 0.65 (this factor is
from Fort Benning historical data) for a total of 2,194 students. Approximately 78 percent of
these families are expected to live off-Post within the ROI, so the students would total

about 1,712.
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e  Other military personnel of 2,350 times the student growth factor of 0.484 (this factor is the Army
standard) for a total of 921 students.

e Government civilian personnel of 1,226 times the student growth factor of 0.58 (this factor is
from Fort Benning historical data) for a total of 711 students.

e Contractor personnel of 2,000 times the student growth factor of 0.9 (this factor based on
TRADOC/Fort Benning and local community historical data) for a total of 1,800 students.

Any school age children accompanying the 78 percent of incoming military personnel who will live off-
Post and civilian personnel and all high school students would have to be accommodated by the existing
ROI schools. Some ROI schools would be able to absorb this excess, while others would not, and in
reality, some schools and/or school districts may experience a greater influx of students than others.
Incoming federally connected students could result in additional federal impact aid for ROI schools. As
previously noted, total federal impact aid varies year by year according to congressional appropriations
for the program, but in general federal impact aid has ranged from $250 to $2,000 per student

(USACE 2007a).

School districts within the ROI have been planning for increases in enrollment related to growth at Fort
Benning. Muscogee County Schools estimates nearly 30 percent increase in student population in the
district school system and estimates as much as 50 percent growth in the student population of other
school districts in the ROI. Muscogee County Schools have begun recruiting for an estimated 200 to 250
teachers at regional colleges and universities. The ROI school districts estimate the costs of the new
school and classroom construction at nearly $350 million. To plan for, fund, and develop new schools,
Muscogee County Schools is considering placing a referendum on the ballot to authorize a special tax
increase over a limited period of time. In addition, the county schools are pursuing state funds and
resources available through the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment, which makes federal resources
available to communities affected by BRAC (USACE 2007a). Fort Benning has been working with the
local school districts in these efforts. In addition, ROI school districts are pursuing state funds to increase
capacity to minimize the impact of the incoming students. Because of these initiatives, it is not expected
that the planned future physical capacity of the affected local schools would be surpassed, but funding
and timing of the increased capacity remains a concern. If funding is not provided in a timely manner,

significant impacts could occur.

In addition, the proposed 195-child-capacity Child Development Center on the Installation should be able
to accommodate up to 135 additional infant to pre-kindergarten children. The current facility
accommodates 90 children, but current needs are for 150 children. An additional 60 children of existing
demand and up to 135 children related to incoming personnel would be able to be accommodated by the
proposed new facility.

Services. Minor negative effects would be expected for other public services including health, fire, and
law enforcement. The increase in population would increase the ratio of ROI residents to public
employees for each of the public services unless additional workers were hired. The additional tax
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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revenues generated by the increased economic activity in the ROI could be used to pay for the additional
workers needed to maintain current resident employee ratios. Even in the absence of additional hiring,

there would unlikely be any perceptible reduction in the level of services provided to the ROI population.

Minor indirect beneficial effects would be expected for shops and other services due to the increase in the
population. As indicated by the results of the EIFS Model, there would be minor increases in regional

sales volumes and personnel income, but do not exceed historical RTVs.

Recreational facilities. No significant impacts on recreational facilities would be expected. The

Transformation action would not have an effect on the operation of recreational facilities in the ROL

Environmental Justice. Figures 4.5-2 and 4.5-3 show that portions of Census block groups 9801-2,
101.2-1, 106.4-3, and 107.1-1 may be affected by off-Post noise impacts as they are located in either the
noise Zone Il or Zone III areas. As determined in Section 4.8.2, the only adverse noise impacts expected
to occur would be in those block groups found in noise Zone III areas. The BRAC/Transformation
baseline would continue to affect one residence located at the transition between Zone Il to Zone 111
(USACE 2007a). One census block group, group 9801-2, located to the east of Fort Benning, is located
in Zone III. Minorities represent 11.5 percent of the population of census block group 9801-2, which is
not disproportionately higher than county or state population breakdowns (U.S. Census 2000b).
Additionally, the portion of the population living below the poverty level is 21.7 percent, which is lower
than the county average of 22.4 percent but greater than the Georgia state average of 13 percent (U.S.
Census 2000Db).

Census block groups 101.2-1, 106.4-3, and 107.1-1 are located in Zone Il noise areas; however, these
groups are not expected to experience adverse or significant impacts from noise. These census block
groups are located in Muscogee County, Georgia. The proportions of low-income individuals in census
block groups 101.2-1, 106.4-3, and 107.1-1 are 1.6 percent. 9.3 percent and 9.9 percent respectively (U.S.
Census 2000b). The poverty rates in these counties are far less than the Muscogee County poverty rate of
15.7 percent and the Georgia state poverty rate of 13 percent (U.S. Census 2000b). Thus, low-income

populations within these census block groups are not expected to be disproportionately affected.

The Proposed Action primarily includes activities within the Installation; however, offsite impacts such as
increased traffic and increased housing needs and development may occur. The potential for
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effect on minority and/or low-income
populations would occur in those off-Post areas that contain disproportionately high percentages of
minority and/or low-income populations with respect to those in the ROI or a larger geographic reference
area. The only adverse impacts anticipated to occur off-Post would be to those block groups found in

noise Zone III (see Section 4.8.2).

Effects on roads and traffic is discussed in Section 4.6. The impacts on traffic and roads are not expected
to be concentrated in minority or low-income communities; therefore, no environmental justice impacts
are expected. Other impacts may have regional effects; however, they would not disproportionately affect
minority or low-income communities. Therefore, no environmental justice impacts are expected.
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Figure 4.5-2: Census Blocks Under Alternative A Small Caliber Noise Zones
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Figure 4.5-3: Census Blocks Under Alternatives A and B for Large Caliber Noise Zones
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Protection of Children. Alternative A would not result in any adverse or significant environmental or
health impacts to children. Health and safety concerns would be primarily related to construction
activities. Construction of most new facilities; however, would occur in areas where no children reside or
would be present. Furthermore, appropriate barriers would be constructed and signage installed to
prevent accidental incursion of children onto dangerous work sites.

4.5.2.3 Alternative B

The potential socioeconomic consequences of implementing Alternative B would be the same as those
described for Alternative A. Although small arms noise contours shift slightly for Alternatives A and B,
no new or different census block groups are involved; therefore, the environmental justice impacts for
Alternative B are the same as those for Alternative A.

4.5.3 Mitigation Measures

Potential receipt of funding for off-Post school construction would mitigate the potential quality of life
effects such as over-crowding in schools, associated with the Proposed Action.
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4.6 TRANSPORTATION

A profile of transportation systems serving Fort Benning was developed using secondary data sources
including traffic reports, existing reports, and existing documents. Existing transportation systems and

conditions of the affected environment are presented in the following sections.
4.6.1 Affected Environment
4.6.1.1 Description of On and Off Post Roadways

Fort Benning is located in Muscogee and Chattahoochee Counties in Georgia and Russell County in
Alabama approximately 20 miles from both Columbus, Georgia and Phenix City, Alabama. Fort Benning
is accessible by nine major federal, state, county, or multiple designation roads in both counties. Of the
nine roads serving Fort Benning, the four most utilized access roads are Benning Boulevard, Lindsay
Creek Parkway (I-185), South Lumpkin Road, and Victory Drive (U.S. Highway 27/280).

Off Post Roadways

The cantonment is the secured portion of the base where most of the employment and all of the on-Post
housing is located. Fort Benning has four cantonment areas Main Post, Kelley Hill, Sand Hill, and
Harmony Church, all of which are located in the western portion of the base property east of the
Chattahoochee River, the Georgia-Alabama State boundary, and south of Columbus. There are access
points in all directions of the Installation, but most of the access is from the north due to Fort Benning’s
relative location to the Columbus and Phenix City metropolitan areas. The main roads that provide access
to Fort Benning are Benning Boulevard, Lindsay Creek Parkway (I-185), South Lumpkin Road, and
Victory Drive (U.S. Highway 27/280) and are briefly described below:

e Benning Boulevard is a four lane, divided, limited access primary arterial that runs north-south
and serves both regional and local commuter traffic in the Main Post cantonment and
Columbus/Phenix City area. The main access control point (ACP) into Fort Benning is located on
this road.

e Lindsay Creek Parkway (I-185) is a four lane, divided, limited access highway that runs in a
north-south direction and is part of the regional road network that connects the Kelley Hill
cantonment area with Columbus and points beyond. In addition to serving Kelley Hill, I-185 also
provides access to the Main Post and Harmony Church cantonment areas by First Division Road.
The intersection of I-185 and First Division Road is currently one of the most congested points at

Fort Benning with long queues in the PM peak hours.

e South Lumpkin Road is a two-lane road that runs parallel to Benning Boulevard, approximately

one-half mile to the west and provides access to the Main Post cantonment area.

e Victory Drive (U.S. Highway 27/280) is a four lane divided limited access highway that runs
through Fort Benning on a generally diagonal path from northwest to southeast and serves as a
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regional facility under different names providing access to Sand Hill and Harmony Church

cantonment areas.
Access Control Points

There are seven ACPs (or gates) that control entry into the cantonment areas of Fort Benning. These
ACPs were installed in 2001 throughout the perimeter of the cantonment areas (Figure 4.6-1) to restrict
unauthorized access to Fort Benning. At each manned location, security guards check identification cards
and inspect vehicles before allowing access into the Installation. The main gate is located near the
intersection of Benning Boulevard and Custer Road. All visitors must use this ACP or another ACP near
the intersection of Custer Road and Lumpkin Road (USACE 2007a).

Other methods such as drum/wedge, traffic arm barricades, and bollards have been placed on other paved
roads, dirt roads, and trails that formerly provided access to restrict unauthorized access into Fort
Benning. In addition, Fort Benning is in the process of establishing a physical security perimeter barrier
(fencing, guard rail, or use of existing natural terrain barriers) to further restrict access by unauthorized

vehicular movement into the main cantonment areas.
On Post Roadways

The Fort Benning road network is comprised of primary, secondary, and tertiary roads. These roads are
discussed by cantonment area below. In addition to cantonment areas, the Installation has designated
maneuver, training, and range areas and associated buffer lands located in the north and south. U.S.
Highway 27/280 and Georgia State Route 1/520 bisect the Installation northwest to southeast (see Figure
4.6-1) and act as the dividing line between these areas. Most activities at Fort Benning have specific

transportation requirements. All administrative and private vehicular traffic must have:
e access to the Columbus expressway system;
e travel corridors between the cantonment areas; and
e traffic routes within the cantonment areas.

In addition, combat vehicles must move regularly between the cantonments, maintenance, and training
areas and be provided with a separate system of tank trails. These trails have different design
characteristics: wider lanes, stronger structure, and harder materials to accommodate wider and heavier

vehicles and different traction systems.
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Figure 4.6-1: Fort Benning Access Control Points
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Main Post

The largest cantonment area, Main Post, includes Lawson AAF and the hospital and mall complex. Travel
outside of Main Post is concentrated on access to Columbus, Sand Hill, Harmony Church, and the
Malone, Alpha, and Kilo training ranges. Access to Main Post is provided by two major traffic corridors,
Benning Boulevard (north-south) and First Division Road (east-west). North-south traffic is also served
by Lumpkin and Sigerfoos Roads and Edwards and Anderson Streets, and east-west traffic is also served
by Tenth Division and Dixie Roads and Vibbert and Wold Avenues.

Benning Boulevard. Benning Boulevard is a four lane, divided arterial leading directly into the Main Post.
According to the most recent traffic counts taken in 2006, the boulevard averages 20,500 vehicles per
day. During the AM peak hour, 1,600 vehicles use the boulevard to enter Main Post and 3,400 vehicles

use it to exit in the PM peak hour.

First Division/Dixie Roads. First Division/Dixie Roads are two lane, two-way roadways that combine and
form the second major traffic corridor leading into Main Post. The Columbus expressway system is
connected to Main Post through the First Division Road and Lindsay Creek Bypass interchange. Traffic
volumes exceed 1,800 vehicles in the AM peak and 1,600 in the PM peak in both directions on the First
Division/Dixie Road corridor.

Marne Road. Marne road is a two lane, two-way roadway that serves as a main access route to the
hospital and mall complex, Kelley Hill, and Main Post from the Lindsay Creek Bypass. High traffic
volumes (572 vehicles per hour) from the mall area and Kelley Hill create backups at the intersection of
Marne Road and the east Lindsay Creek Bypass ramp. Eastbound drivers attempting to make a left turn
(389 vehicles per hour) onto Lindsay Creek Bypass stack up through the west side intersection while

waiting for a break in oncoming traffic.
Kelley Hill

Kelley Hill houses the 3rd Brigade of the 3rd Infantry Division (Mechanized). Access to Kelley Hill is
provided by Marne and Ivy Roads. Travel outside of Kelley Hill is concentrated on access to Columbus,
the hospital and mall complex, Harmony Church, and the Malone and Oscar Kilo training ranges. East-
west traffic is served by Marne Road and Watkins Street, and north-south by Ivy Road and Bell Richards
Street. Tank trails from Kelley Hill provide limited tracked vehicle access to Harmony Church and the
Malone and Kilo training ranges. There are no heavy equipment transport loading facilities or tank trails

to provide tracked vehicles access to Lawson AAF and the Sand Hill and Ochillee railheads.

Marne Road. Marne Road is a two lane, two-way roadway that links Victory Drive (U.S. Highway
27/280) to the Lindsay Creek Bypass (hospital and mall area) and Main Post through Kelley Hill. Traffic
volumes are approaching 4,700 vehicles per day.
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Ivy Road. Ivy Road is a two-lane, two-way road that links Kelley Hill to Main Post, Harmony Church,
and the Malone and Kilo training ranges through First Division and Marne Roads.

Sand Hill

Sand Hill is a consolidated recruit reception and infantry basic training cantonment area consisting of unit
administration, unaccompanied personnel housing, training, and some community support. Travel outside
of Sand Hill is concentrated on access to Columbus, the hospital and mall complex, and the Malone
training ranges. Access to Sand Hill is provided by Victory Drive, 11™ Airborne Division Road, Old
Cusseta Highway, and Custer Road. North-south traffic is served by Moye and Custer Roads, and east-
west traffic by 11™ Airborne Division, 2" Armored Division, and 2™ Infantry Division Roads.

Victory Drive (U.S. Highway 27/280). Victory Drive is a four lane, divided arterial which connects the
eastern half of the Installation to Columbus’ expressway system and passes through Sand Hill, Harmony
Church, and the central portion of the Post. The Victory Drive (U.S. Highway 27/280) (U.S. Highway
27/280) and Custer Road interchange provides the main corridor for access to Sand Hill.

Old Cusseta Highway. Old Cusseta Highway is a two-lane, two-way road that connects Sand Hill with
Harmony Church. The highway served as the main corridor for traffic between Sand Hill and Harmony

Church prior to the Victory Drive and Custer Road interchange upgrade.

Custer Road. Custer Road is a two lane, two-way road that serves as the main corridor for access to Sand
Hill from Main Post.

Harmony Church

The majority of Harmony Church training activities have been relocated to Sand Hill; however, the
Ranger Training Brigade and a number of smaller units are expected to remain in Harmony Church.
Travel outside of Harmony Church is concentrated on access to Columbus, Main Post, and the Malone,
Alpha, and Kilo training ranges. Access to Harmony Church is provided by Victory Drive (U.S. Highway
27/280) and Eighth Division Road. North-south traffic is served by Hourglass, Axton, and Eighth

Division Roads, and east-west by Old Cusseta Highway and Jamestown Road.

Victory Drive (U.S. Highway 27/280). Victory Drive is a four lane, divided arterial which passes through
Sand Hill, Harmony Church, and the central portion of the Installation, and connects the eastern half of
the Installation to the Columbus expressway system. The Victory Drive (U.S. Highway 27/280) and

Eighth Division Road interchange provides the main corridor for access to Harmony Church.

Eighth Division Road. Eighth Division Road is a two lane, two-way roadway that serves as the main

access to Harmony Church from Main Post.
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4.6.1.2 Key Analysis Locations

The study area for transportation consists of 30 intersections located both on and off Post. Of these

intersections, 15 intersections are signalized and 15 intersections are unsignalized. In addition, the 30 key

intersections serve all four cantonment areas, specifically, 17 intersections for Main Post, 6 intersections

for Kelly Hill, 3 intersections for Harmony Church, and 4 for Sand Hill The key analysis locations within

the project study area are as follows:

Signalized Intersections

Lumpkin Road and Dixie Road

Lumpkin Road and Wold Avenue

Lumpkin Road and Vibbert Avenue

Lumpkin Road and Marne Road

Lumpkin Road and Custer Road

Ingersoll Street and Wold Road

Edwards Street and Dixie Road

Edwards Street and Marchant Street

Edwards Street and Wold Avenue

Edwards Street and Vibbert Avenue

Anderson Street and Marchant Street

Marne Road and Vass

11"™ Airborne Division Road and 41° Infantry Regiment Street
11™ Airborne Division Road and 23" Infantry Regiment Street

11" Airborne Division Road and Moye

Unsignalized Intersections

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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Ingersoll Street and Dixie Road
Edwards Street and 10™ Division Road
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e First Division Road and Ivy Street

e First Division Road and Dixie Road

e First Division Road and Lindsay Creek Bypass

e Marne Road and Ivy Street

e  Watkins Street and Ivy Street

e Eighth Division Road and Wood Road

e Eighth Division Road and Jamestown Road

e First Division Road and Old Cusseta Highway

e 11" Airborne Division Road and 187" Infantry Regiment Street
4.6.1.3 Traffic Volume Development

In order to assess traffic conditions within the study area, comprehensive traffic data during the weekday
AM and PM peak periods was used to analyze the existing operating conditions at the 30 key
intersections within the study area. Traffic counts collected in April 2006 as part of the 2006 Fort Benning
Comprehensive Traffic Study (Fort Benning 2006j) were used for the analysis (see also Appendix C).
These traffic counts were taken conservatively, at a time when as few personnel as possible were not

deployed, and include approximately 36,000 military, civilian, as well as student personnel.
4.6.1.4 Intersection Level of Service Methodology

The purpose of the capacity analysis is to determine the operational characteristics of key signalized and
unsignalized intersections within the study area. The capacity analysis methodology is based on the
concepts and procedures in the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 published by the Transportation
Research Board National Research Council, Washington DC. The weekday peak hour data were analyzed
to determine existing level of service (LOS) at intersections under various traffic flow conditions LOS

ratings range from A (no congestion on the road) to F (roadways that are over capacity).

Detailed capacity analyses were conducted at the 30 key intersections in the study area using the Synchro
software program based upon the analytical procedures described in the HCM. The criteria used to define

LOS for intersections are described in the following sections.
Signalized Intersection

The LOS of a signalized intersection is defined in terms of control delay per vehicle (seconds per
vehicle). Control delay is the portion of total delay experienced by a motorist that is attributable to the
traffic signal. It is composed of initial deceleration delay, queue move-up time, stopped delay, and final
acceleration delay. The LOS criteria for signalized intersections, as defined in the HCM, are provided in
Table 4.6-1.
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LOS A describes operations with minimal delays, up to 10 seconds per vehicle, while LOS F describes
operations with delays in excess of 80 seconds per vehicle. Under LOS F, excessive delays and longer
queues are common as a result of over-saturated conditions (i.e., demand rates exceeding the capacity).
Delays experienced at LOS A, B, C, or D (below 55 seconds per vehicle) are generally considered
acceptable. LOS E and F represent unacceptable operating conditions.

Table 4.6-1: Signalized Intersection LOS Criteria
LOS Control Delay per Vehicle
(Seconds Per Vehicle)
<10
> 10 to 20
> 20 to 35
>351t0 55
> 55 to 80
> 80

sliesliwii@livslies

Source: HCM 2000.

Unsignalized Intersection

The LOS for a stop sign controlled intersection is determined by the computed or measured control delay
and is defined for each minor movement. The LOS control delay is the portion of total delay experienced
by a motorist that is attributable to a stop sign. The control delay is defined for each critical traffic
movement in the intersection and is not defined for the intersection as a whole. The LOS criteria for

unsignalized intersections, as defined in the HCM, are provided in Table 4.6-2.

Table 4.6-2: Unsignalized Intersection LOS Criteria
LOS Control Delay per Vehicle
(Seconds Per Vehicle)
<10
>10to 15
>151t0 25
>25to 35
>35t0 50
>50

o |m| O Q| w| >

Source: HCM 2000.
4.6.1.5 Existing Condition Analysis

Detailed capacity analyses were conducted at the 30 key intersections during daily AM and PM peak
hours for the Existing Condition without troop deployment using the Synchro software package. The
results from the LOS analysis for the intersections are presented in Table 4.6-3 and in Figures 4.6-2 and
4.6-3. Based upon the results, most intersections operate at an acceptable LOS D or better during the AM
and PM peak hours. Four intersections operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour and three intersections

operate at LOS F during the PM peak hour. In addition, the LOS results are provided by cantonment area.
Existing Condition LOS - Main Post

The main roads in this area are Benning Road, Lumpkin Road, and Edwards Street in the north-south
direction, and Dixie Road, Tenth Division Road and Wold Avenue in the east-west direction. The results

from the LOS analysis for the Existing Condition in this area are summarized in Table 4.6-3. There are
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three intersections where the LOS drops to E or worse during the AM and PM peak hours. These failed
intersections are: Lumpkin Road at Marne Road (LOS F in the PM peak hour), Lumpkin Road at Custer
Road (LOS F in the AM peak hour), and Ingersoll Road at Dixie Road (LOS F in the AM and PM peak

hours).
Existing Condition LOS - Kelley Hill

The main roads in this area are Ivy Road and Harvey Street in the north-south direction, and Marne Road
and Watkins Street in the east-west direction. The results from the LOS analysis for the Existing
Condition in this area are summarized in Table 4.6-3. There are two intersections where the LOS drops to
E or worse during the AM and PM peak hours. These intersections are: First Division Road at Dixie Road
(LOS F in the AM peak hour), and First Division Road at Lindsay Creek (LOS F in the AM and PM peak

hours).

Please note, shaded rows indicate two-way unsignalized intersections. At these intersections, the overall
LOS is not defined. Only LOS for the stop sign approaches is defined. The worst LOS of these two
approaches is reported in the table.

Table 4.6-3: Existing Condition LOS

No. Cantonment Area Road A Road B AM Peak PM Peak
1 Main Post Lumpkin Dixie B B
2 Main Post Lumpkin Wold A B
3 Main Post Lumpkin Vibbert A D
4 Main Post Lumpkin Marne A F
5 Main Post Lumpkin Custer F B
6 Main Post Ingersoll Dixie F F
7 Main Post Ingersoll Wold B B
8 Main Post Edwards Dixie B B
9 Main Post Edwards Marchant A A
10 Main Post Edwards Wold A A
11 Main Post Edwards Vibbert A A
12 Main Post Edwards 10th Div C B
13 Main Post Anderson Marchant A A
14 Main Post Anderson Wold C B
15 Main Post Anderson Vibbert B B
16 Main Post Sightseeing Dixie B A
17 Main Post Jacelin Dixie A A
18 Kelley Hill First Div Ivy C B
19 Kelley Hill First Div Dixie F D
Lindsay
20 Kelley Hill First Div Creek F F
21 Kelley Hill Marne Ivy B B
22 Kelley Hill Watkins Ivy B B
23 Kelley Hill Marne Vass B C
24 Harmony Church Eighth Div Wood A A
25 Harmony Church Eighth Div Jamestown A A
26 Harmony Church First Div Old Cusseta B B
27 Sand Hill 11th Airborne Div 187th C C
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Table 4.6-3: Existing Condition LOS

No. Cantonment Area Road A Road B AM Peak PM Peak
28 Sand Hill 11th Airborne Div 41st A A
29 Sand Hill 11th Airborne Div 23rd A A
30 Sand Hill 11th Airborne Div Moye A A
Source: Adapted from Fort Benning, 2006j

Figure 4.6-2: Existing Condition LOS, AM Peak
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Figure 4.6-3: Existing Condition LOS, PM Peak
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Existing Condition LOS - Harmony Church

The main roads in this area are Jamestown Road and Old Cusseta Highway in the north-south direction
and First Division Road and Eighth Division Road in the east-west direction. The results from the LOS
analysis for the Existing Condition in this area are summarized in Table 4.6-3. There are no intersections
where the LOS drops to E or worse during the AM or PM peak hours.

Existing Condition LOS - Sand Hill

The main roads in this area are Custer Road and Moyer Road in the north-south direction and Eleventh
Airborne Division Road in the east-west direction. The results from the LOS analysis for the Existing
Condition in this area are summarized in 4.6-3. There are no intersections where the LOS drops to E or
worse during the AM or PM peak hours.

4.6.2 Environmental Consequences

The traffic consequences of the implementation of the No Action Alternative and the Action Alternatives

are described in the following sections.

The following criteria have been developed to assess the transportation impacts for each of the

alternatives:
No Impact — No alterations of traffic patterns and trends would result from the action.

No Significant Impact — Short or long term changes to the traffic patterns and level of service
that would not cause an intersection to fail, as a result of implementing that action, beyond what
is expected under the No Action Alternative. An intersection is said to have failed when it reaches
LOS E or worse.

Significant Impact — An impact would be considered to be significant if an intersection that had

not failed under the No Action Alternative fails under an Action Alternative.
4.6.2.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative volumes were developed to represent traffic conditions in the future within the
study area without the proposed projects to use as a baseline for comparison to the Existing Condition
within the study area. The No Action Alternative incorporates all projects that were analyzed in the
BRAC/Transformation EIS. Inclusion of these projects is necessary because the Army announced their
decision to construct these BRAC/Transformation facilities in the ROD and they will be built regardless
of this proposed action (USACE 2007a). If any of these No Action Alternative projects are relocated or
substantially change in size, the appropriate level of NEPA documentation and agency consultation will
be completed by Fort Benning before any construction is undertaken. For purposes of the analysis, 2013

was used for future comparison. As such, population growth was also taken into account.
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In terms of population growth, the four-county region formed by Chattahoochee, Harris, Muscogee, and
Russell counties grew at 0.2 percent per year between 1990 and 2005 (USACE 2007a). The population
projections between 2005 and 2015 assume an annual average growth rate of 1 percent. Considering that
traffic normally grows at a faster rate than population, these results also indicate the need to consider a positive
rate to capture the future background growth. Therefore, the 1.2 percent annual growth rate observed at
Benning Boulevard was used as the basis for the background growth rate for the future No Action and action
Alternatives.

Transportation Projects

Several buildings in Main Post, Kelley Hill, Sand Hill, and Harmony Church as well as range projects are
identified in the BRAC/Transformation EIS and are approved to be implemented. As such, these projects
comprise the No Action Alternative. The impact that these new projects would have on the transportation
infrastructure is measured by the number of trips the projects would generate combined with the current
volumes and the background traffic growth expected from other non-BRAC new development.

The resulting volumes under this scenario are the sum of the background traffic (existing volumes plus
historic growth) plus the traffic volumes that result from the No Action Alternative. The LOS for

different intersections resulting from this analysis is presented in Table 4.6-4 and Figures 4.6-4 and 4.6-5.
No Action Alternative LOS - Main Post

There are four intersections where the LOS drops to E or worse during the AM and PM peak hours
compared to the Existing Condition. These intersections include Lumpkin Road and Dixie Road (LOS F
from B in the AM and PM peak hours); Edwards Street and Dixie Road (LOS F from B in the AM and
PM peak hours); and Dixie Road at Sightseeing Street (LOS F from B in the AM peak hour and A in the
PM peak hour). It is also important to note that all intersections on Dixie Road have failed for the No

Action Alternative.
No Action Alternative LOS - Kelley Hill

There are two intersections where the LOS drops to E or worse during the AM and PM peak hours
compared to the baseline or existing conditions. These intersections include First Division Road and Ivy
Road (LOS F from C in the AM peak hour) and First Division Road and Dixie Road (LOS F from D in
the PM peak hour).

No Action Alternative LOS - Harmony Church

There are no intersections where the LOS drops to E or worse during the AM and PM peak hours.
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Table 4.6-4: No Action Alternative LOS

Cantonment AM Peak PM Peak
Number Area Road A Road B Existing No Existing No
Action Action
1 Main Post Lumpkin Dixie B F B F
2 Main Post Lumpkin Wold A A B B
3 Main Post Lumpkin Vibbert A A D F
4 Main Post Lumpkin Marne A A F F
5 Main Post Lumpkin Custer F F B B
6 Main Post Ingersoll Dixie F F F F
7 Main Post Ingersoll Wold B C B D
8 Main Post Edwards Dixie B F B F
9 Main Post Edwards Marchant A B A A
10 Main Post Edwards Wold A A A A
11 Main Post Edwards Vibbert A A A A
12 Main Post Edwards 10th Div C C B B
13 Main Post Anderson Marchant A B A B
14 Main Post Anderson Wold C C B C
15 Main Post Anderson Vibbert B B B C
16 Main Post Sightseeing Dixie B F A F
17 Main Post Jacelin Dixie A C A C
18 Kelley Hill First Div Ivy C F B D
19 Kelley Hill First Div Dixie F F D F
Lindsay

20 Kelley Hill First Div Creek F F F F
21 Kelley Hill Marne Ivy B B B B
22 Kelley Hill Watkins Ivy B B B B
23 Kelley Hill Marne Bass B B C C
24 Harmony Church | Eighth Div Wood A B A B
25 Harmony Church | Eighth Div Jamestown A C A C
26 Harmony Church | First Div Old Cusseta B B B B
27 Sand Hill 11™ Airborne Div_ | 187" C E C F
28 Sand Hill 11™ Airborne 41st A F A F
29 Sand Hill 11™ Airborne Div | 23rd A B A B
30 Sand Hill 11™ Airborne Div | Moye A A A A

Source: Adapted from Fort Benning 2006j.
*Note: Shaded rows indicate two-way unsignalized intersections. At these intersections, the overall LOS is

not defined. Only LOS for the stop sign approaches is defined. The worst LOS of these two approaches is
reported in the table.
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Figure 4.6-4 LOS Resulting From No Action Alterative, AM Peak

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA 4-83
December 2008



Draft

Figure 4.6-5: LOS Resulting From No Action Alternative, PM Peak Hour
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No Action Alternative LOS - Sand Hill

There are two intersections where the LOS drops to E or worse during the AM and PM peak hours
compared to the Existing Condition. These intersections include 11th Airborne Division Road and 187th
Infantry Regiment Street (LOS E from C in the AM peak hour and LOS F from C in the PM peak hour),
and 11th Airborne Division Road and 41st Infantry Regiment Street (LOS F from A under the No Action
Alternative).

No Action Alternative LOS — Overall Impact

When making an overall comparison between the Existing Condition and No Action Alternative, there are
more intersections failing under the No Action Alternative than under the Existing Condition (see
Table 4.6-5). These results demonstrate that, as expected, the additional development and associated

traffic volumes comprising the No Action Alternative increase the traffic and delays at Fort Benning.

Table 4.6-5: Overall LOS Comparison

AM Peak PM Peak
LOS Existing No Action Existing No Action
E or F (failed) 4 10 3 10
CorD 4 5 4 7
AM Peak PM Peak
Intersections with any decrease in LOS between
Existing Condition and No Action Alternative 13 7

4.6.2.2 Alternative A (preferred alternative)

As presented in Section 3.4.1, 30 cantonment and training area development projects are common to both
Alternatives A and B. Table 4.6-6 presents these 30 projects. The projects included in each alternative are
grouped by project location; designated project number, construction start date, and the project name.
Those projects that differ with Alternative B are listed in italics. In addition, each of these projects were

assessed in terms of traffic generation and measured as negligible, limited, or measurable.

Table 4.6-6: Alternative A and B Cantonment and Training Area Development Traffic Impacts

PN Sg:;ﬁ;;‘::t(lgg) Project Name/Location/Size
Installation Wide Traffic. St
Projected
65554 09 Construct Training Area Roads Paved X
65557 10 Repair Existing Training Area Roads, Phase 1 X
Cantonment Area—Harmony Church
71065 09 Troop Store - AAFES (NAF) X
65246 12 Recreation Centers HC and SH X
65248 12 Physical Fitness Center, Harmony Church X
62953 12 Rail Loading Facility Expansion X
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Table 4.6-6: Alternative A and B Cantonment and Training Area Development Traffic Impacts

PN Sg:‘ltlsl;;ltl:t(llgg) Project Name/Location/Size
Cantonment Area—Main Post
70235 09 Hospital Replacement X
69406 09 Unit Maintenance Facilities X
71473 10 Water Treatment Plant Upgrade And Expansion X
69151 10 Dining Facility To Support AST Training X
65250 10 Maneuver Battle Lab X
71620 10 Dental Clinic Addition (Bernheim Site) X
Cantonment Area—Sand Hill
69147 09 Trainee Complex Upgrade X
69999 09 Warrior In Transition Complex Q
70027 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities a
70026 10 Classrooms With Battalion Dining Facilities Q
72322 10 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 1 Q
69150 10 Classrooms & Dual Battalion Dining Facilities Q
72324 11 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 2 Q
72456 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 a
72457 11 Training Dining and Classroom Facilities. Ph 2 Q
69745 12 Training Barracks Complex, Phase 3 Q
Ranges North of U.S. Highway 27/280
72017 09 Vehicle Recovery Course (GMD) X
65035 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z1) X
65039 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z5) X
65036 09 Basic 10M — 25M Firing Range (Z2) X
65049 09 Modified Record Fire 7 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball X
65043 09 Modified Record Fire 1 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball X
Digital Multi-Purpose Training Range 1 — 25mm, 120mm,
64551 09 7.62mm, 5.56mm & .50 Caliber (Cal) X
65033 09 Fire and Movement 2 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball X
Northern Training Area (TA) Infrastructure-19K/D One
Station Unit Training (Heavy Mounted/Dismounted Training
69741 09 in TA-O13, 014, and a portion O12) X
Northern Training Area Infrastructure (Heavy Mounted
69742 09 Training in TA-L1, L2, and L3) X
69743 09 Southern Training Area Infrastructure X
65034 10 Fire and Movement 3 — 5.56mm: M855 Ball X
65383 09 Stationary Tank Range (ST2) X
Infrastructure Support, Increment 2
67457 09 (security fence and water tower) X
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Table 4.6-6: Alternative A and B Cantonment and Training Area Development Traffic Impacts

Construction . ] :
PN Start Date (FY) Project Name/Location/Size
64797 09 Drivers Training Course (Access Roads) X
Ranges South of U.S. Highway 27/280
Anti-Armor Tracking And Live Fire Complex 1--Ranger

Anti-armor/ Assault Weapon System High-Explosive Anti-

Tank (using FFV551 munition) & Tube Launched, Optically
65078 09 Tracked, Wire Command Link 2A Inert munition X
65079 10 Automated Combat Pistol Qualification Course X

Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range 1 —

68733 10 7.62mm & .50 Cal X
69358 09 Range Access Road—Good Hope Maneuver Training Area X
69668 09 Good Hope Training Area Infrastructure X
65070 11 Multi-Purpose Machine Gun 2 — 7.62mm & .50 Cal X

Note I: Both PN 72322 and 72324 are on the same 155-acre site.
Note 2: The Northern Training Area Infrastructure was analyzed in the BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a).
X= Negligible Traffic Generation during Peak hours

U= Limited Traffic Generation during Peak hours
®= Measurable Traffic Generation during Peak hours

Based on the results presented in Table 4.6-6, 37 projects would produce negligible traffic, nine projects
would produce limited traffic, and no projects would produce measurable traffic. As such, the LOS of the
30 key intersections for the No Action and the Action Alternatives would not significantly differ. No

significant impacts would be expected.
4.6.3 Mitigation Measures

The mitigation measures outlined in the BRAC/Transformation EIS for each cantonment area (Main Post,
Kelley Hill, Harmony Church, and Sand Hill) would be sufficient to accommodate the traffic generation
related to both Alternatives A (preferred alternative) and Alternative B. No further mitigation would be
necessary as a result of the proposed actions.
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4.7 UTILITIES

For this EIS, utilities are the basic services required by the proposed action to operate and include the
following: potable water supply, wastewater and storm water systems, energy/power sources,
communications, and solid waste.

4.7.1 Affected Environment/Baseline Conditions

This section (4.7.1) presents the baseline conditions for utilities, the ROI for direct and indirect effects
that are associated with the proposed action and alternatives. The ROI includes Installation cantonment
areas, training areas, and the surrounding communities (consolidated Columbus City-Muscogee County
and Cusseta City-Chattahoochee County in Georgia and Phenix City in Russell County, AL). The main
direct utility impacts of the action alternatives at Fort Benning are concentrated in the cantonment areas
and mostly affect the nearby water supply and wastewater service capabilities of the three counties.
Direct and indirect impacts from the action alternatives also would affect the storm water systems, energy
sources, communications, and solid waste management of the nearby communities. However, these utility

impact categories would have a lesser degree of impact than water supply requirements.

Construction activities for all utilities and infrastructure to support utilities identified in this section and
the following subsections would be subject to the requirements of all applicable laws, regulations, and
permits that may be required for construction. These may include, but not necessarily be limited to,
stream bank buffers, NPDES and MS4 permits, which are described in more detail in Section 4.11.

4.7.1.1 Potable Water Supply

Fort Benning’s water system is privatized and managed by the Columbus Water Works (CWW) to
provide potable water to the cantonment areas. Fort Benning retains ownership of the underlying lands;
however, the ownership, operation, and maintenance of the buildings, systems, and associated water
facilities are the responsibility of CWW. Water use at Fort Benning varies widely depending on the
number of deployed troops, but a peak pre-BRAC/Transformation use of 12 million gallons per day
(mgd) is a realistic estimate (personal communication, Davis 2008). A new 750,000-gallon capacity
water storage tank is being constructed in Harmony Church as part of the BRAC/Transformation action.
Potable water supply to more remote areas of the Installation (including several ranges) is drawn from six
on-Post wells with existing withdrawal permits. However, the majority of potable water is drawn from
the existing CWW system, pumped into water buffaloes (600-gallon tanks on transport trailers), and
transported to the training compartments/sites.
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4.7.1.2 Wastewater System

Fort Benning’s wastewater systems are also privatized and managed by CWW. The sanitary sewage
collection system consists of approximately 126 miles of 6- to 24-inch vitrified clay, cast iron, and
concrete lines. Twenty-nine lift stations are required to move sewage flows across the rolling terrain of
Fort Benning (USACE 2007a).

Recently the two Fort Benning wastewater treatment plants, with a combined 8.4 mgd permitted
discharge, were taken off line and replaced with compatible service from CWW. A project analyzed
within the BRAC/Transformation EIS is planned and expands the CWW wastewater treatment plant by
4.6 mgd additional maximum monthly treatment capacity, and a daily peak hydraulic capacity of 17.3

mgd (personal communication Davis, 2008).
4.7.1.3 Storm Water System

Storm water discharge in the Main Post drains directly into the Chattahoochee River through a storm
drain system. Other on-Post storm water is collected and discharged through a series of culverts, ditches,
swales, natural seepage, and overland flow. Storm water from Sand Hill and Harmony Church, as well as

the training compartments, drain directly or indirectly into nearby surface water bodies.

Fort Benning operates industrial activities subject to the requirements of the USEPA and Georgia state
industrial NPDES regulations under the CWA. These regulations involve regulating storm water
discharges from industrial activities that have the potential to contaminate runoff. The applicable
Installation industrial sectors include roads, vehicle maintenance facilities, wash rack, landfills,

wastewater treatment facilities, hazardous waste storage areas, and treatment or disposal activities, .

Installation sources of industrial storm water pollution have been identified in order to prevent
uncontrolled contamination from runoff created by rain events to help protect the water quality.
Thousands of vehicles are served by the motor pools and these areas and their equipment are maintained
so leaks are minimized and storage of petroleum, oils, and lubricants (POLs) are managed properly. In
compliance with federal and state laws, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3) has been
developed and implemented at Fort Benning. The SWP3 outlines Best Management Practices (BMPs)
that have been developed to reduce the potential for storm water pollution.

The CWA’s Construction NPDES Program and Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act require
that erosion and sedimentation controls be implemented during projects that require one or more acres of
ground disturbance. Fort Benning (or its designee, such as a construction contractor) consistently obtains
a General Permit for Storm Water Discharges via submittal of an NOI to the GADNR. Alabama
requirements apply when construction occurs in that state; however, under this proposal no construction
or activities would take place there, so Alabama- related regulations are not addressed. Additional

information about storm water management is provided in Section 4.11, Water Resources.
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4.7.1.4 Energy Sources

Georgia Power supplies electrical power via two 115-kilovolt feeders into its substation on Marne Road.
Voltage is transformed, metered, and fed to the adjacent Flint Energies-owned substation. Transmission
lines leave this substation to supply power to the cantonment areas, family housing, and other developed
areas of the Installation. Capacity and transmission quality upgrades to cross-county power lines
throughout the cantonment areas are funded projects for FY08. Low-capacity electrical service is also
provided to facilities (such as the northern portion of the Installation) in ranges and training areas in the
more remote sections of the Installation. There is no on-Base power generation system for the entire
Installation, but emergency power generators are in place at critical locations, such as the airfield, control
tower, hospital, communications center, stockade, water treatment plant, transmitter sites, radio beacon

sites, and steam plants.

Atmos Energy supplies natural gas to Fort Benning at the rate of 2.7 million cubic feet (mcf) per day.
Mission and loads at the Installation determine the volume of natural gas used. Natural gas supplies the
majority of non-mobile fuel requirements at the Installation and propane is the main energy source for the
ranges (USACE 2007a). Expanded cross-country gas line coverage throughout the Post cantonment areas
is funded for FY08 as part of the BRAC Transformation. The Installation uses propane as the backup and
supplement to natural gas and has 25 tanks of 30,000 gallons each to provide propane storage. A peak
shaving plant, constructed in 1959, is located in Building 1750, northwest of the main metering station on
Edwards Street. The plant introduces a propane-air mixture to augment natural gas supply during peak
loads, and is capable of providing up to 312,000 cubic feet per hour through its 8-inch supply line. Two
main distribution lines leave the Main Post metering station. One serves Main Post, with a branch to
Custer Terrace family housing. The second runs to Kelley Hill and serves other family housing areas.

Fuel oil is used as a backup fuel at Martin Army Community Hospital.
4.7.1.5 Communication Systems

The official business on-Post telephone system is operated and maintained by contract. Bell South
(AT&T) provides the residential phone service to family and bachelor housing and other non-military
users. Trunks to facilitate toll-free calling between the two separate systems interconnect the Army
owned and Bell South systems. Currently, there are dated communication trunks found within the
Harmony Church area which will be updated as part of an FY08 BRAC/Transformation project. Cellular
phone service is supplied by multiple towers in Main Post, Harmony Church, and one on Marne Road
serving Sand Hill and Kelley Hill areas (USACE 2007a). An Installation cable system is provided by
Time Warner Cable Company.

The Fort Benning Fire Department operates a fire reporting communications system. The cable is carried
with the telephone cable distribution system. This system allows emergency responders to immediately
locate the place of origin of any emergency called in to the control center. Another major
communications system at Fort Benning is the cable television system, which is operated by a private

company. The contractor has the responsibility for operation and maintenance of the system under terms
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of a license. The Public Affairs Office (PAO) operates a separate educational television system in
Infantry Hall. It operates under the call letters WFBG. The system is owned and operated by the
Installation in support of military training. Currently, such systems are only available in the Harmony

Church area of the Installation.
4.7.1.6 Solid Waste

Landfills. Fort Benning generates total solid waste at an estimated rate of 1,800 tons per month. The
Installation does not have a permitted sanitary landfill in operation; all Fort Benning sanitary waste is
transported to a state-permitted transfer station in Salem, AL by a licensed waste management contractor.
The waste is transferred to a landfill operated by Waste Management with a capacity of 10 million tons
over the next 75 years of its lifespan (USACE 2007a). There is one 12-acre approved inert landfill on the
Installation in operation since 2004. This landfill was approximately at half capacity in 2006 (USACE
2007a). This landfill is for Installation use only, and not for contractor use, and is designed to accept only
inert materials such as fallen limbs and trees, concrete (free of lead base paint), and cured asphalt. Fort
Benning contracting practices require construction contractors to develop a waste management plan to
identify measures to reduce construction and demolition materials by 50 percent through reuse and
recycling (USACE 2007a). This plan is submitted for review and approval to Fort Benning
Environmental Division prior to any construction/demolition activities.

Recycling. Recycling reduces disposal cost, conserves natural resources, and minimizes environmental
problems associated with land disposal. Fort Benning’s policy on recycling is guided by the DoD
Pollution Prevention instruction, the “Qualified Recycling Program” (DoD 1996). Under this policy,
Army personnel and contractors are required to actively participate in the recycling program, and all of
the proceeds from the program are retained by the Installation. One recycling center processes recyclable
items from industrial work areas, barracks, and family housing areas. On the Main Post, six trailers with
10 bins each are available for drop-off recycling. Recyclable items include paper (approximately 117
tons per year [tpy]), cardboard (approximately 76 tpy), aluminum and tin cans (approximately 16 tpy),
glass (approximately 25 tpy), and plastic (approximately 11.65 tpy). Also, approximately 91 tons of tires,
92 tons of oil, 435 tons of scrap metal, and 274 tons of ammunition-related recycling (i.e., brass, links,
shells, fuzeheads) are processed annually (USACE 2007a). Recyclable materials are turned in to the
Installation Defense Reutilization Marketing Service (DRMS) and the Materials Recovery Facility for

processing.
4.7.2 Environmental Consequences

The assessment of impacts to utilities is based on comparing baseline conditions to those found under the
alternatives. The threshold level of significance for utilities is the potential for change in demand that
would adversely affect the ability of a utility provider to service existing customers; in addition,
significance is determined by the ability of facilities to effectively accommodate additional demands.
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4.7.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, Fort Benning’s utility use would be similar to the proposed action
alternative consumption due to the nature of the proposal. Personnel numbers and Installation
improvements are comparable in both scenarios so demand for utilities as described under the affected

environment below can be reasonably expected for the No Action Alternative also.
4.7.2.2 Alternative A (preferred alternative)

Implementation of Alternative A would result in the need to connect and distribute supporting utility
systems to multiple facilities and building sites in the Main Post, Sand Hill, and Harmony Church areas
including: potable water, sanitary sewer, storm drainage, electrical, information systems, and solid waste
disposal. Additional utilities would be provided for projects that would require increased capacity;
otherwise, existing systems are expected to have adequate capacity to provide for these changes.
Additions to the utility systems that have been privatized would be turned over to the commercial

operator in accordance with existing agreements.

Potable Water Supply. Impacts from implementation of Alternative A would not be significant. New
water-efficient devices, required under the Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED)
program initiatives, such as low-flow showerheads, faucets, and toilets, provide opportunities to reduce
demand on the potable water supply. This alternative includes projects for CWW to expand their
capacity, and update and refurbish the Fort Benning Water Treatment Plant. Once completed, the total
combined capacity will provide between 22 to 26 mgd in additional water withdrawal volume (personal
communication, Davis 2008). The planned Water Treatment Plant upgrade would include a new water
inlet to draw water from the Chattahoochee River, 5 miles below the CWW sewage discharge point. A
scoping comment questioned the placement of the inlet on the Chattahoochee River below the CWW
sewage discharge point and suggested the Upatoi Creek as the inlet source. Discussion with CWW
personnel indicated that the proposed location would meet all federal and state drinking water
requirements and that the Upatoi Creek, with less annual flow than the Chattahoochee River, potentially
more susceptible to possible drought scenarios than the Chattahoochee (personal communication, Davis
2008). Any new water supply lines would have a backflow preventer and water meter installed, and
would be disinfected following American Water Works Association methods as required by Georgia
Drinking Water Rule 391-3-5. Water tank repairs, water line replacement, and addition and replacements
of fire hydrants would also occur. For potable water supply to remote areas, water will continue to be
drawn from the CWW on-Post system and transported to the field in water buffaloes. It is anticipated that
there is adequate capacity to meet proposed needs; however, if permitted levels are exceeded, a new
permit would be required.

Wastewater System. Wastewater system requirements from implementation of Alternative A would not
be significantly adverse. Based on a 109-gpd per capita use for sanitary wastewater, the minor projected
population increase would not create a discharge capacity issue at the two Post treatment plants. The
CWW wastewater treatment plant is currently being expanded for 4.6 mgd additional maximum monthly
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treatment capacity and can accommodate the additional demand from the proposed action (personal
communication, Davis 2008).

During construction and subsequent facility use, all wastewater discharges would be connected to the
sanitary sewer system per Georgia Water Quality Control Rule 391-3-6. An industrial wastewater
pretreatment system would be constructed to connect the vehicle maintenance facilities with the existing
industrial wastewater treatment plant.

Storm Water System. Drainage from implementation of Alternative A proposed facilities would be
controlled using grading, curbs, drains, gutters, and other standard construction practices to minimize
storm water pollution and runoff. Project design would include construction and post-construction storm
water controls designed to prevent offsite impacts from storm water runoff. Alternative A construction
projects would entail the extension, replacement, or addition of storm water drainage infrastructure
through digging of trenches or swales, either from existing lines along the nearest road or other primary
locations. Stormwater conveyances will collect runoff from new buildings, roads, and motor pools to
discharge points in existing systems or additional locations in local drainage systems. Sustainable design
measures would be incorporated into these systems and retention and detention structures would be
implemented to minimize impacts from uncontrolled storm water discharges. Any facilities constructed
for industrial operations, such as vehicle maintenance shops, would be designed to meet SPCC
requirements under AR 200-1, as well as applicable state and federal requirements, and include oil water
separators in those portions of the storm water system. Such measures for utility systems would reduce
the potential for adverse impacts from the storm water system. Additional information about storm water
management is provided in Section 4.11, Water Resources.

Energy Sources. Increased demand for energy sources from implementation of Alternative A would be
within the capability of providers and impacts are not considered significant. The building space and
facilities to be constructed, as well as increases in training, would require additional electricity. The
increased electricity demand would be handled by the upgraded electrical system infrastructure planned
for Alternative A. Installing energy-efficient lighting, appliances, and insulation (per LEED certification
requirements) could reduce the demand for electricity. Increased electrical demand is not expected to
overload the current power generation supplied by Georgia Power. The installation and expansion of
cross county gas lines that would occur under No Action would be sufficient to supply natural gas

demanded by any additional personnel. The ranges would continue to be supplied by propane.

Communication Systems. Redundant and modern telecommunications infrastructure currently exists,
communication lines are being constructed under the No Action, and wireless companies are continually
expanding their networks. The implementation of Alternative A, therefore, would not have a significant

impact on Fort Benning communication systems.

Solid Waste. Facilities being proposed under this alternative would generate construction and demolition
debris that is generally concrete block or brick and metal. Under LEED silver level certification,

construction contractors are required to minimize solid waste generation; however, how they meet this
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level is at their discretion. Concrete or brick material would be crushed by construction contractors (per
contract specifications) and recycled to the greatest extent possible as roadbed stabilization material
throughout the Post. With Alternative A, demolition and construction actions are projected over a multi-
year period, the amount of recyclable debris should be readily consumed for road improvements. Any
excess material not recycled in this manner would be hauled away by the contractor to a permitted
landfill. Asbestos may be encountered as structures are remodeled or demolished to accommodate new
facilities. Asbestos, if encountered, would be removed by licensed contractors in accordance with
applicable federal and state laws and regulations and disposed of in a local asbestos-permitted landfill
(see also Section 4.10, Hazardous Materials, Toxic Substances, and Hazardous Waste). To the extent

practical, scrap metal would be recycled by the appropriate contractor.

The additional amount of solid waste generated as a result of the new MCOE would result in a substantial
increase from current levels. The current and long-term solid waste management contract would need to
be renegotiated to ensure that adequate service is provided. The privately-owned solid waste landfills in
the region have adequate capacity (10-million ton capacity over the next 75 years) to accommodate the
increased demand Fort Benning would be placing on the landfills (personal communication, Morpeth
2007a). The new BRAC-funded recycling center would be operational before the existing facility is
closed so the Installation recycling program would continue to be implemented to minimize solid waste

streams. Therefore, minor adverse impacts on solid waste disposal are expected.

Implementation of Alternative A would not result in any substantial increased use of utility systems than
that found under the No Action Alternative; services in the cantonment areas and local communities are
able to meet any increased capacity associated with increased student numbers. No impacts to utilities

would occur under the preferred alternative.
4.7.2.3 Alternative B

Although there would be slight differences in training area improvements for the OSUT 19K/D project,
an additional multi-purpose machine gun range, and the additional Automatic Combat Pistol
Qualifications Course under Alternative B, there would not be any changes in the increased capacity as

found under the preferred alternative. As with Alternative A, no impacts would result to utilities.

4.7.3 Mitigation Measures

No impacts are anticipated under the action Alternatives A or B when compared to the No Action. Utility

providers are able to accommodate an increase in demand so no mitigation measures are required.
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4.8 NOISE

In this section, noise is defined, the noise environment at Fort Benning is presented, and then compared
with the potential impacts of the alternatives; the cumulative noise environment is presented in Section
4.15. The noise analyses presented in this EIS are nearly identical to those preformed for the
BRAC/Transformation EIS; however, since its publication, the USACHPPM has updated the noise
contours (USACHPPM 2008) which better reflects: 1) the baseline conditions found in the summer of
2008 (i.e., ranges that were constructed as a result of the BRAC/Transformation ROD); 2) conditions
found under the No Action Alternative (which include range projects that would be built as a result of the
BRAC/Transformation decision); and 3) projected noise levels that would occur if either Alternative A or
B were implemented.

Noise Metrics. Not all people are affected the same way by the same sounds. In varying situations
common sounds can interfere with our speech, disturb our sleep, or interrupt a routine task. When this
occurs, these sounds become noise. Noise, therefore, is the term used to identify disagreeable, unwanted
sound that interferes with normal activities or diminishes the quality of the environment

(USACHPPM 2006b). Just as some people find hard rock music annoying, others find it soothing and
relaxing; it is that way with sound generated from military activities—some hear the sound of freedom,
others find it annoying, while many think of it both ways.

Sound intensity is measured in units called decibels (dB). The dB system of measuring sound provides a
simplified relationship between the physical intensity of sound and its perceived loudness to the human
ear. The dB scale is logarithmic; therefore, sound intensity increases or decreases exponentially with
each dB of change. For example, 10 dB yields a sound level 10 times more intense than 1 dB, while a

20 dB level equates to 100 times more intense, and a 30 dB level is 1,000 times more intense. Table 4.8-1
presents noise levels in dB for typical sounds found in our environment and the reaction that might occur

when a person (or receptor) is exposed to this noise.

The Army uses a widely accepted metric to measure environmental noise levels for their activities, the
day-night sound level (DNL) measurement. This metric is recommended by the USEPA, used by most
federal agencies when defining their noise environment, and applied as a land-use planning tool for
predicting areas of potential annoyance both inside and outside of an Installation. DNL describes the
average daily acoustic energy over an entire year—meaning that the whole spectrum of sound, from quiet
to loud noises, is averaged across the year. The DNL metric also incorporates a -penalty” for nighttime
noise (normally 10:00 p.m. to 7:00 a.m.) when loud sounds are more noticeable and annoying. However,
when measuring noise levels from small arms and large caliber sources, weighted noise metrics are used
(USACHPPM 2006b). Peak noise levels are also measured to determined the maximum sound level
experienced by a receiver during a single-noise event. This unweighted peak measurement, with no time
averaging, is a good predictor of complaints (USACHPPM 2006b).

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA 4-95
December 2008



Draft

Table 4.8-1: Common Sound Levels Measured in Decibels

. . Decibel (dB) Typical
Source (at a given distance) Level Reaction
140 Pain
Civil Defense Air Siren (100 ft) 130
Jackhammer (50 ft) 120 Maximum
Pile Driver (50 ft) 110 Vocal Effort
Ambulance Siren (100 ft) 100 Very
Motorcycle (25 ft) 90 Annoying/
Power Lawnmower Discomfort
Garbage Disposal (3 ft) 80
Alarm Clock Intrusive
Vacuum Cleaner (3 ft) 70
Normal Conversapon (5 ft) 60 Normal
Dishwasher S h
Light Traffic (100 ft) 50 peee
Bird Calls (Distant) 40 .
Soft whisper (5 ft) 30 Quiet
20
10 Just Audible
Human Breathing 0

The weighted measurements screen out the very high and low sound frequencies that cannot be heard by

humans. A-weighted noise measurements reflect what people hear, noted as dBA or ADNL.

A-weighting is typically applied to measuring noise for small arms activities. For low-frequency sounds
that can cause vibrations, a C-weighting metric is used; noted as dBC or CDNL. Many find that these
lower frequency sounds like artillery and explosions are more annoying than other noises so that is taken
into account in this metric.

Noise Modeling. To derive the noise level contours, the following software models are used for

evaluating small arms ranges, large caliber ranges, and airfields:

Small Arms Range Noise Assessment Model (SARNAM) calculates and displays noise level
contours (in dBA of DNL) for firing operations at small arms ranges. It considers the type of
weapon and ammunition, number of rounds fired, range attributes such as size and barriers,
metrics, time of day weapons are used, and the directivity of both muzzle blast and projectile.
PEAKEST is the computer model used to predict the peak sound levels (Pk) produced by small
arms at Fort Benning.

BNOISE2 calculates and portrays noise level contours for C-weighted events for large caliber
weapons. It considers the weapon, ammunition, rounds fired, time of day fired, range size, and
direction of both the muzzle and projectile.

NOISEMATP is used to generate noise level contours in DNL around an airfield. The model uses
the aircraft type and number; the takeoffs, landings, touch and goes, as well as closed patterns;
and time of operation to depict noise levels at an airfield (USACHPPM 2006c¢).

All of these models, in conjunction with the Land Use Planning Zone (LUPZ), are used to characterize

the noise environment found within and adjacent to an active Installation such as Fort Benning.
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Noise Perception. When hearing noise, the reactions of people can be affected by a number of variables:

intensity (how loud the noise is);

duration (does it last a second or an hour);

repetition (does it occur every day or once a month);

abruptness of the onset or stoppage of the noise (does it startle or come about at unpredictable
times);

background noise levels (does the person hearing the noise live in an urban or rural environment);
interference with activities (does it interrupt phone conversations, listening to the radio or
television);

previous community experience with the noise (some neighbors may be new or have lived there
for most of their lives);

time (does noise occur in the middle of the day or night);

fear of personal danger from the noise sources (can the noise be associated with ammunition
escaping from the Installation boundary); and

extent that people believe the noise can be controlled (USACHPPM 2006b).

All of these factors play into how annoyed the community may feel at any one time when noise is

generated at an Installation like Fort Benning. To assist the community in land-use planning and zoning,

the Army uses planning zones where noise levels are separated into four categories associated with noise

level contours: LUPZ, Zone I, Zone I, and Zone III. The paragraphs below and Table 4.8-2 present

these zones and the types of activities that are considered compatible within these zones

(USACHPPM 2006b).
Table 4.8-2: Zone and Compatibility
Zone Decibel A-weighted/C-weighted/Peak Compatibility Level
LUPZ | 60 to 65 dBA /57 to 62 dBC Compatible
1 <65 dBA /<62 dBC Compatible
11 65to 75 dBA / 62 to 70 dBC / 87 PK Normally Incompatible
111 >75 dBA />70 dBC />104 PK Incompatible

LUPZ — is an area around a noise source which is between 60 dBA or 57 dBC and 65 dBA and
62 dBC. These areas are a buffer in Zone I where the noise could reach Zone II levels during
periods of increased operations. This zone is used to provide the community with additional
information regarding land use decisions. LUPZ contours are generally shown on land use
planning noise documents.

Zone I — includes all areas around a noise source in which DNL is less than 65 dBA or 62 dBC.
This area is usually suitable for all types of land use activities (e.g., homes, schools, and
hospitals). Because the LUPZ has a lower limit of 60 dBA or 57 dBC it is being used for analysis
purposes in this EIS. Zone I on maps are simply areas that are neither Zone Il nor Zone I11.
Zone 11 — consists of an area where the DNL is between 65 and 75 dBA; 62 and 70 dBC; or 87
PK. Exposure to noise within this area is normally incompatible with noise-sensitive land uses

and use of the land within the zone should normally be limited to activities such as industrial,
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manufacturing, transportation, and resource production (e.g., industrial parks, factories, and
highways).

e Zone III — is an area around the source of noise in which the DNL is greater than 75 dBA, 70
dBC, or 104 PK. The noise level within this zone is considered incompatible with noise sensitive

land uses such as churches, schools, parks, playgrounds.

4.8.1 Affected Environment/Baseline Conditions

For noise, the baseline conditions found within the ROI includes those areas potentially impacted by
noise generated at the Installation from small arms, large caliber, and aircraft operations. These areas are
found adjacent to the Installation boundary. For Fort Benning this includes the urban areas of Columbus,
GA (from weapons use) and Phenix City, AL (due to Lawson AAF). The background noise environment
in an urban setting includes noise generated on highways, street traffic, police/ambulance sirens, aircraft,
construction activities, railroads, and commercial and industrial activities. In small towns around Fort
Benning like Buena Vista, Cusseta, Juniper, and Upatoi, the usual background noise includes vehicles,
lawn mowers, and aircraft. Rural areas lie to the east, south, and southwest of Fort Benning and consist
of various farms, residences, and timberlands. Background noise in these areas would typically consist of
vehicles and agricultural equipment. Adjacent to the Installation, sensitive receptors largely consist of

residential homes and farms.

Noise generated at Fort Benning comes from small arms weapons firing at .50 caliber and below; large-
caliber arms firing from mortar, tank guns, and artillery, as well as pyrotechnical devices (e.g., flares);
and rotary and fixed-wing tactical aircraft. Since noise is being generated from three sources with vastly
different acoustics—small arms firing, large caliber weapons use, and aircraft operations—three different
modeling approaches were used (see discussion above) and three sets of contours generated.

Figures 4.8-1, 4.8-2, and 4.8-3 present the noise levels generated through these various activities and
illustrate the general noise environment around the Installation. Unlike topographic contours on a map,
noise contours are not intended to be precise representations of noise zones. Geographic features, forest
canopy, weather conditions, and the receiver’s perception of the source, can influence the impact of noise.
Noise contours cannot be so precise as to define one side of a noise contour line as clearly compatible and
the other as incompatible. However, the use of noise contour maps has proven to be a reliable planning
tool in noise-affected areas throughout the United States (Fort Benning 2004b). Fort Benning Directorate
of Training provided USACHPPM with the operational data to create the noise contours (see Appendix D
for operational data). Several new small-arms ranges in the Oscar Complex are included; however,
Stationary Tank Range 1 (PN 65382) was not constructed before the summer of 2008 and is not included

in baseline. It is included, though, under the No Action and action alternatives.
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Figure 4.8-1: Baseline Peak Noise Contour Levels Generated from Small-Caliber Weapons
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Figure 4.8-2: Baseline Noise Contour Levels (DNL) Generated from Large-Caliber Weapons
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Figure 4.8-3: Baseline Noise Contour Levels (DNL) Generated by Aircraft at Lawson AAF
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Lawson AAF noise levels are presented to provide the overall Fort Benning noise environment. Both
fixed-wing and rotary-wing aircraft operate out of Lawson AAF. Fixed-wing aircraft are used for air-
borne jump training and helicopters for troop and cargo lift training. Both fly on the established routes
and within restricted military airspace. Noise contours associated with Lawson AAF extend off Post in
South Columbus and small portions of Russell, Stewart, and Chattahoochee counties. While
encroachment into these areas is minimal at this time, the potential for incompatible uses grows with
increased development pressure on these lands. Because the BRAC/Transformation action is spurring
growth in communities adjacent to Fort Benning, the importance of continuing existing efforts to work
with local governments to plan for compatible development is underscored. Because baseline conditions
would not change under any of the alternatives, noise levels at Lawson AAF are not carried forward for

further analysis.

Table 4.8-3 presents baseline acreage in the off Post -county region affected by small caliber arms noise
levels and Table 4.8-4 provides a summary of number of acres within zones from noise generated by large
caliber (heavy) weapons both inside and outside the Installation. Section 4.4, Socioeconomics, provides
additional analysis of noise effects to environmental justice issues and Section 4.13, Biological

Resources, evaluates potential noise impacts to animals.

Table 4.8-3: Acres within Baseline Small Caliber Noise Zones (Peak)

Zone On-Post Off Post by County TOTAL
Subtotal | Talbot = Muscogee | Marion | Chattahoochee | Off-Post Total | ACRES
Zone 11 71,878 0 548 1,135 20 1,703 73,581
Zone 111 18,124 0 4 51 0 55 18,179
Table 4.8-4: Acres within Baseline Large Caliber Noise Zones (DNL)
Zone On-Post Off Post by County TOTAL
Subtotal | Talbot | Muscogee | Marion | Chattahoochee | Off-Post Total | ACRES
Zone 11 55,537 568 1,185 5,240 34 7,027 62,564
Zone 111 37,368 0 0 809 0 809 38,177

Under baseline conditions, noise generated by small arms in Noise Zone III generally (99 percent) falls

within Fort Benning boundaries, with 51 acres occurring in Marion County to the east and 4 acres to the

north in Muscogee County. Zone III large-caliber generated noise levels again are found primarily with

Installation boundaries, about 98 percent, with 809 acres (2 percent) falling with Marion County. Noise

at this level is generally considered incompatible with schools, parks, churches, and hospitals; however, it

does not preclude the consideration that residents within Zone III areas could be annoyed due to noise

As is the case with Zone III, Zone II noise levels are found primarily within Fort Benning boundaries—

98 percent of the noise generated from small arms use and 89 percent from that generated by large-caliber

weapons. Off Post, 66 percent (1,135 acres) of small caliber Zone II noise levels fall within Marion

County with 32 percent (or 548 acres) occurring within Muscogee. Large caliber Zone Il noise levels

again are found off Post in Marion County (75 percent), with Muscogee receiving about 17 percent and
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Talbot approximately 8 percent. As found within Zone III, schools, parks, churches, and hospitals are
generally considered incompatible with Zone Il noise levels and residential areas may experience

annoyance due to noise generated at this level.

Currently, planning efforts at Fort Benning associated with noise and adjacent land use compatibility are
found in the ACUB and in two plans, an Installation Operational Noise Management Plan (IONMP) and a
community JLUS. These plans present recommendations to the surrounding counties/municipalities for
adopting both a noise disclosure and a noise easement ordinance for areas within the LUPZ, Noise Zone
II, and Noise Zone III, as well as within a planning area adjacent to the Fort Benning boundary. Such
planning efforts encourage the community to adopt ordinances that promote land use that is compatible
with the noise produced at Fort Benning, including noise level reduction features in new noise-sensitive
buildings (e.g., schools and hospitals). Current planning for the Consolidated Columbus Government and
the Unified Chattahoochee-Cusseta Government includes considerations for compatible land use planning
within the ROL

While these noise level contours represent the average noise levels over a given year, they do not
necessarily reflect exactly what is heard on a day-to-day basis; however, use of these metrics is the best
measurement of the noise environment over time and provides the Army and the community with a
management tool for land use development. To help reduce noise impacts on the community, Fort

Benning has adopted the following voluntary restrictions:

e Firing of weapons .50 caliber or greater is restricted between 12:00 a.m. and 6:00 a.m.,
exceptions to this rule can only be approved in advance by a Brigade or Regiment Commander
(Fort Benning 2004b).

e  Units have been directed that the Fort Benning PAO shall be notified of any firing during
restricted hours and, in turn, the PAO distributes that information through the local news media to

the public.

It should be noted that this voluntary policy will continue but is under review due to the training needs for
the BOLC III Heavy maneuver training. This BOLC training is required to occur during the hours of
0400 hours (4:00 am) to 2400 hours (midnight) for half of the training days and 0600 (6:00 am ) to 2400
hours (midnight) for the remainder of the training days. The community will continue to be informed
regarding the training schedule through the existing Fort Benning website:

https://www.infantry.army.mil.

A noise complaint system is maintained at the Installation to address individual concerns. Civilian noise
complaints may be reported to Fort Benning by calling the 24-hour Staff Duty Officer. The complaints
are relayed to Environmental Division, as well as to the parties who generated the noise and to the
Installation Command. If needed, investigation and further action follows (Fort Benning 2004b).
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4.8.2 Environmental Consequences

Noise impacts result from perceptible changes in the overall noise environment that increase annoyance
or affect human health. Annoyance is a subjective impression of noise wherein people apply both
physical and emotional variables. To increase annoyance, the cumulative noise energy must increase
measurably. Human health effects such as hearing loss and noise-related awakenings can result from
noise. For this EIS, noise is evaluated for both construction and weapons activities. It is not anticipated
that maintenance activities would noticeably contribute to the noise environment due to their intermittent
nature and short duration. The threshold level of significant impacts for noise is:

e The increase due to operations of any Zone Il (incompatible) noise contours where there are
sensitive noise receptors (residences, hospitals, libraries, churches). This threshold is intended to
capture areas where there would be -kigh annoyance” effects from operational noise, alongside
health effects and complaints.

e Construction noise resulting in an hourly equivalent sound level of 75 dBA (based on USEPA
data for construction noise) at a sensitive receptor (such noise exposure would be equivalent to
noise Zone IIl) or consistent exposure to noise levels at 85 dBA, over an 8-hour period, the
National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) recommended exposure limit
(NIOSH 2006).

4.8.2.1 No Action Alternative

Actions described as the preferred alternative in the BRAC/Transformation EIS constitute the No Action
Alternative with the exclusion of ranges that were already constructed or anticipated to be in use by the
summer of 2008 (these are covered under baseline). Small-caliber noise levels are presented in Figure
4.8-5 and the impacted acres by county in Table 4.8-5. Changes in noise contour levels occur both on and

off Post when compared to baseline conditions.

Table 4.8-5: No Action Alternative: Acres within Small-Caliber Noise Zones (Peak)

Jone On-Post Off Post by County oo TOTAL
Subtotal ) ACRES
Talbot | Muscogee Marion Chattahoochee Total
Zonell | 70,418 0 714 1,135 22 1,872 72,290
Zone 111 21,225 0 4 51 0 55 21,280

In total, Zone II acres would be reduced by close to 1,300 acres; the majority of this reduction would

occur On Post. Muscogee County, however, would experience an increase of 166 acres and

Chattahoochee County an increase of 2 acres, both due to new ranges associated with the

BRAC/Transformation ROD. Noise conditions that would be generated due to construction; however,

this noise impact would not be significant because equipment-generated noise does not have the potential

to travel as far as that generated by weapons use. Short-term construction traffic noise would be created

but would not present any long-term health risks to hearing.
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To characterize construction activity noise level, this analysis used USEPA data (USEPA 1971). Noise
from construction activity varies with the types of equipment used and the duration of use (see figure
below). During operation, heavy equipment and other construction activities generate noise levels
ranging typically from 70 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 ft. Commonly, use of heavy equipment occurs
sporadically throughout the daytime hours.

Figure 4.8-4: Common Construction Noise Levels

Construction would occur over a 5-year time frame, during which minimal to negligible impacts (both
inside the Installation and outside in adjacent communities) from construction noise would result for the

following reasons.

e Heavy equipment that would generate the highest noise levels would not be used consistently
enough to exceed the hourly equivalent noise level of 85 dBA for more than 1 hour beyond the
boundaries of the Installation.

e Outdoor noise levels at the closest off-Post sensitive receptors—residences in Vista—would be
reduced by approximately 20 dB to 30 dB, respectively, as a result of distance attenuation.
Additional attenuation as a result of the terrain would further reduce the effects of construction
noise.

e Temporary increases in truck traffic (e.g., dump trucks, fill transports) within and near the
construction corridor would produce localized noise for brief periods, but would not create any
significant noise impacts to human health, the neighboring community, or within the Installation.
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Figure 4.8-5 Small Caliber Noise Levels (Peak) under the No Action Alternative
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Since it is unlikely that Zone III noise levels would occur consistently on an 8-hour basis, there would be

no significant impacts for the No Action Alternative.

In Zone III, noise contours would grow by more than 3,000 acres, all of which would occur within
Installation boundaries. No changes in Zone III small-caliber noise levels would occur off Post when
compared to baseline conditions. Under the No Action Alternative, therefore, no significant impacts
would occur from small caliber generated noise levels when compared to baseline conditions. As found
under baseline conditions, residential areas would still be exposed to both Zone II and III noise contours

and annoyance with these noise levels would continue and still be considered incompatible.

Large-caliber noise levels are presented in Figure 4.8-6 and acreage impacted in Table 4.8-6. The
impulse noise they generate was measured using the C-weighted metric. Increases in noise contour levels
both on and off Post occur in comparison to baseline conditions and are due to the BRAC/Transformation
associated construction already approved under the 2007 Record of Decision. Contours presented in that
EIS under preferred Alternative B differ because some of ranges that were proposed under that action are

already accounted for under baseline conditions.

Table 4.8-6: No Action Alternative: Acres within Large-Caliber Noise Zones (DNL)

On-Post Off Post by County TOTAL

Zone | Subtotal | Talbot | Muscogee | Marion | Chattahoochee | Harris | Off-Post Total | ACRES
Zone 11 58,039 751 2,231 5,792 35 0 8,809 66,848
Zone 11 38,993 0 0 823 0 0 823 39,816

When compared to baseline conditions, noise levels within Zone II increase by about 4,300 acres (an

approximate 6.5 percent growth). About 58 percent of the increase (2,500 acres) would occur on Post. In

Talbot County, Zone II acreage would grow by about 180 acres, Muscogee by 1,000, Marion by about

550, and Chattahoochee by only 1 acre. On the other hand, while Zone III acreage would increase by

close to 1,640 acres, the majority of that growth (1,625 acres) would occur on Post, with Marion County

absorbing the rest. A brief discussion of off-Post areas exposed to Zone II and I1I follows:

Western Marion County Area: according to land cover data, lands are primarily used for

agriculture and forestry. Sensitive land uses in this part of the county are widely dispersed rural

residences and churches.

Southwestern Talbot County/eastern Columbus Panhandle: Land cover in this area is primarily

forested, with some development associated with the roadways (see Figure 4.3-3). Under the No

Action Alternative, portions of this area experience Noise Zone II levels. Noise sensitive land

uses include rural residences and churches.

Eastern Muscogee County-Chattsworth Road Area: This area includes low-density and medium-

density residential land uses (normally incompatible with Noise Zone II), commercial land uses,

industrial, and some undeveloped land uses that are typically compatible with Noise Zone 11

arcas.
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Figure 4.8-6: Large-Caliber Noise Levels (DNL) under the No Action Alternative
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Within Fort Benning, only a small portion of the Main Post cantonment area and the very eastern edges of
the Sand Hill cantonment area are within Noise Zone III. Land use noise incompatibilities inside an
Installation occur within a different context than those outside of an Installation, because those who live
and work on a military Installation are cognizant of the predominant importance of the military mission.
In addition, the on-going practice of including noise disclosures in real estate documents to on-Post
family housing residents in Zone II or Il areas would continue to minimize noise complaints. Other
factors affecting the context and intensity of this impact is that the noise is attenuated with distance from

the ranges and is intermittent. Thus, these noise levels do not significantly impact on-Post residents.
4.8.2.2 Noise Impacts under Alternative A (preferred alternative) and Alternative B

Discussion of noise impacts is organized in the following manner: noise generated from small caliber
weapons use would differ slightly between Alternatives A and B due to the location and number of small-
caliber ranges proposed under each alternative. Construction noise impacts for Alternative A and B
would be the same as the No Action Alternative. In addition, there are no differences in number or
location of large caliber ranges so noise generated due to these weapons uses would not differ between
the two action alternatives. The noise discussion for both alternatives due to construction and large
caliber weapons firing, therefore, is presented together to reduce redundancies.

Alternative A (preferred alternative) Small-Caliber Noise Impacts

Implementation of preferred Alternative A would result in an increase of 18 acres of Zone II noise levels
off Post when compared to the No Action Alternative (Figure 4.8-7 and Table 4.8-7); when compared to
baseline conditions this would represent an increase of 187 acres off Post in Zone II. When evaluating
Zone 1l noise levels, no changes in baseline or No Action Alternative conditions would occur off Post,
the same areas would be exposed under Alternative A. Under the preferred alternative, there would be no
significant noise impacts off Post from small caliber generated noise levels because there would be no

changes in Zone III exposure levels when compared to both baseline and No Action conditions.

Table 4.8-7: Alternative A: Acres within Small-Caliber Noise Zones (Peak)

On-Post Off Post by County
Subtotal Off-Post | TOTAL
Zone Talbot Muscogee Marion | Chattahoochee Total ACRES
Zone 11 69,817 0 732 1,137 20 1,890 71,707
Zone 111 23,893 0 5 50 0 55 23,948

Within Installation boundaries, Zone Il noise levels would decrease when compared to both baseline and

No Action conditions; however, Zone III levels would increase under Alternative A by about 31 percent

when compared to baseline conditions and by close to 13 percent when compared to No Action. While

there are increases in noise Zone III, the growth in this noise level occurs outside cantonment areas and

does not introduce any new incompatibilities. In conclusion, small caliber weapon use under

Alternative A would not be significant.
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Figure 4.8-7: Alternative A Projected Noise Levels (Peak) Generated from Small Caliber Weapons
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Implementation of Alternative B would result in similar impacts (see Figure 4.8-8 and Table 4.8-8) as

those presented under Alternative A. When compared to both baseline and No Action conditions there

would be no changes to off Post areas exposed to Zone II or Zone III noise levels, therefore, no

significant impacts due to small caliber weapons use would be anticipated if Alternative B were

implemented. On Post, while Zone II noise levels would decrease in area when compared to baseline and

No Action conditions, Zone III noise levels would increase. Again, as found under Alternative A, Zone

I contours would grow but this would occur in uninhabited areas and should not introduce any further

incompatibilities than those that currently exist. In summary, no significant impacts would occur on Post

if Alternative B were implemented.

Table 4.8-8: Alternative B: Acres within Small-Caliber Noise Zones (Peak)

Off Post by County

On-Post TOTAL
Zone | Gubtotal , Off-Post | ACRES
Talbot Muscogee Marion Chattahoochee Total
Zone 11 69,119 0 732 1,137 20 1,890 71,009
Zone 111 24,592 0 5 50 0 55 24,646

Alternatives A and B Large-Caliber Noise Impacts

As was mentioned above, large caliber numbers and locations would be the same under either action

alternative so the impacts described below apply under either alternative scenario. Implementing either

action alternative would result in changes (Figure 4.8-9 and Table 4.8-9) when compared to baseline and

No Action conditions. Off Post, Zone II noise levels would grow by less than 1 percent (49 acres) when

compared to No Action conditions and by about 26 percent when compared to baseline. This increase,

however, is offset by decreases in off Post Zone III levels where the acreage exposed to this level would

be reduced, by about 260 acres (or 32 percent) when compared to No Action and by 246 acres (30

percent) when compared to baseline conditions. In conclusion, off Post noise Zone III levels would not

increase (in fact they decrease) and therefore impacts would not be significant. On Post, however, there

would be increases in both Zone II and III levels. In general, there would be about 1 percent and 4

percent in acres exposed to Zone Il noise levels when compared to No Action and baseline conditions

respectively. Zone Il noise levels would also grow; when compared to No Action, there would be an

approximate 3 percent (or 960 acres) increase and 2,587 more acres (or about a 7-percent increase) would

be affected by Zone III noise levels when compared to baseline conditions. While there are increases in

noise Zone III, the growth in this noise level occurs outside cantonment areas and does not introduce any

new incompatibilities. In conclusion, large caliber weapon use under Alternatives A or B would not be

significant.
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Figure 4.8-8: Alternatives B Projected Noise Levels (Peak) Generated from Small Caliber Weapons
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Figure 4.8-9: Alternatives A/B Projected Noise Levels (DNL) Generated from Large Caliber Weapons

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
4-113

Environmental Impact Statement — Fort Benning, GA
December 2008



Draft

Table 4.8-9: Alternatives A and B: Acres within Large Caliber Noise Zones (DNL)

Off-Post by County
On-Post . . | Off-Post | TOTAL
Zone Subtotal Talbot | Muscogee | Marion | Chattahoochee | Harris Subtotal | ACRES
Zone 11 57,592 1,229 2,335 5,257 37 0 8,858 66,450
Zone II1 39,955 0 0 563 0 0 563 40,518

4.8.3 Mitigation Measures

No extra-ordinary mitigation measures would be required because no significant impacts are anticipated.
Continued use, however, of the noise complaint process would assist Fort Benning in responding to the
public in a timely manner. Also, Fort Benning’s IONMP (Fort Benning, 2008) includes outreach
programs to achieve the maximum feasible compatibility between the noise environment and noise-
sensitive land uses both on- and off-Post. The plan is meant to inform the community of the surrounding
noise environment and suggest compatible land uses for development within these areas. For on-Post and
off-Post sensitive receptors in Zone II, facility siting and design standards for noise reduction would
attenuate noise levels. For off-Post communities, Fort Benning recommends that land use planners,
developers, and residential property owners include noise disclosures in real estate documents to address
noise in Zones Il and III. The continued practice of disclosing to off-Post resident the fact they are

located in Zones II or III would minimize potential noise complaints.
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4.9 AIR QUALITY

In this EIS, air emissions would be generated as a result for the proposed action activities and include
construction which is, by definition, temporary in nature and initiated to support the proposed action on
the Installation, and permanent operational and maintenance activities that are undertaken to support the

proposed action once it has been established at Fort Benning.
4.9.1 Affected Environment

This section presents the baseline conditions for air quality. The ROI for air emissions associated with
the proposed action includes the City of Columbus and counties of Chattahoochee and Muscogee, GA; as
well as Phenix City and Russell County, AL. This ROI is the Columbus, GA-AL metropolitan statistical
area (MSA) and is the same area the USEPA has used for the purposes of the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) regional air quality program. Although the ROI does follow the regulatory
definition (i.e., the MSA used for NAAQS) include Alabama, the actual activities evaluated in this air
quality analysis will only occur within that portion of Fort Benning that is found in Georgia. The
Installation is considered a major source of air emissions and falls under Title V of the Clean Air Act
Amendments (CAAA) because it has the potential to emit more than 100 tons per year (tpy) of one
criteria pollutant—as is the case with Fort Benning—or 10 tpy of any one hazardous air pollutant (HAP);
or 25 tpy of total combined HAPs.

4.9.1.1 Ambient Air Quality Conditions

Air quality in a given location is described by the concentration of various pollutants in the atmosphere.
A region’s air quality is influenced by many factors including the type and amount of pollutants emitted
into the atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and the prevailing meteorological

conditions.

The significance of the pollutant concentration is determined by comparing it to the federal and state
ambient air quality standards. The CAA and its subsequent amendments (CAAA) established the
NAAQS for six “criteria” pollutants: ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO,), sulfur
dioxide (SO,), particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM;,), PM, s, and lead (Pb). These standards
(Table 4.9-1) represent the maximum allowable atmospheric concentrations that may occur while
ensuring protection of public health and welfare, with a reasonable margin of safety. Short-term
standards (1-, 8-, and 24-hour periods) are established for pollutants contributing to acute health effects,
while long-term standards (quarterly and annual averages) are established for pollutants contributing to
chronic health effects. The GEPD adopted the NAAQS as the standards for the state.
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Table 4.9-1: Georgia and National Ambient Air Quality Standards’

POLLUTANT AVERAGING TIME PRIMARY" SECONDARY
Ozone (0O3) 8 Hours 0.075 ppm Same as Primary
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8 Hours 9.0 ppm
None
1 Hour 35 ppm
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.053 ppm Same as Primary
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.03 ppm None
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) 24 Hours 0.14 ppm
3 Hours -—- 0.5 ppm
Particulate Matter (PM,) 24 Hours 150 ug/m3 Same as Primary
3 -
Particulate Matter (PM, s) 22?;?; ;2 ﬁggs Same aif’rlmary
Lead (Pb) Quarterly Arithmetic Mean 1.5 pg/m’ Same as Primary
Notes:  a: These standards, other than for ozone and those based on annual averages, must not be exceeded more than once

per year. The ozone standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with a maximum
hourly average concentration above the standard is equal to or less than one.
b: ppm = parts per million by volume, pg/m® = micrograms per cubic meter.

Although the larger MSA is presently designated by USEPA as in attainment for all criteria pollutants,

there is a portion of Muscogee County that is classified as a maintenance area for lead. This classification

is due to a lead smelting and battery production facility (GNB Industrial Power Inc.) and the area is

defined within a radius of 2.3 kilometers of the facility’s center. Because Fort Benning does not fall

within this radius, and there is no substantial source of lead emissions associated with the proposed

action, lead emissions are not further considered in this air quality analysis. Table 4.9-2 presents total

annual baseline emissions of criteria pollutants for the ROIL.

Table 4.9-2: Total Baseline Pollutant Emissions (tons/year)”

co

VOCs NO,

SO, PM,

PM; s

MSA Emissions

104,634

16,139 14,926

3,500 13,201

4,001

Source: * USEPA 2005. Air Data Tier Emissions Report, the most recent data available are from 2001.

A locality’s air quality status and the stringency of air pollution standards and regulations depend on

whether monitored pollutant concentrations attain the levels defined in the NAAQS. Ambient air quality

concentrations are expressed in ppm or p1g/m’, but the standards used for describing existing and

proposed air emissions are expressed in tons per year. Areas with ambient concentrations less than these

levels are in “attainment” and areas that exceed these standards are classified in “nonattainment.” The

Fort Benning area is currently in attainment for all criteria pollutants.

As indicated in Table 4.9-1, the USEPA (in September 2006) promulgated new particulate matter
standards, revising the standards developed in 1997. Ozone standards have been reduced from 0.080 ppm

to 0.075 ppm but the most significant revision is the reduction of the 24-hour PM, s standard from 65

pg/m’ to 35 pg/m’. The designation by USEPA of attainment or nonattainment with this new standard
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will be done by 2010 and is based on ambient air monitoring data collected during three consecutive
years. While the ROI is currently considered to be in attainment for PM, 5, monitoring data indicate that
ambient concentrations of PM, s are increasing with annual exceedances documented at monitoring
stations in Phenix City, AL and Muscogee County, GA. Efforts at the state and local level, including
reduction planning, may be required to reverse the trend ahead of the USEPA’s data analysis for
designating PM, s nonattainment in 2010. If the nonattainment designation occurs, the state agency(ies) in
Georgia and/or Alabama will be required to prepare a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for PM, 5 and
would likely pose ROI-wide restrictions on direct-source PM, s emissions, as well as precursor SO,, NO;,
and volatile organic compound (VOC) emissions. Under Title V, any on-Post stationary equipment that
emits criteria pollutants and/or HAPs must obtain a permit in order to be constructed and operated.
Examples of HAPs include xylene, toluene, and hexane. The permit includes a list of the applicable
regulations, the emissions limits, and specifies how equipment is to be operated to minimize emissions.

Equipment and/or activities that emit HAPs at the Installation include:

e Boilers e  Range Operations

e Firefighting Equipment e Rock Crusher

e Fuel Storage Tanks and Fuel Dispensing e  Veterinary Crematory
e Internal Combustion Engines e Wood Chipper

e Landfills e  Woodworking

e Parts Cleaners/Ovens

e Spray Paint Booths, Paint Stripping/Removal, Chemical Paint

On-Post personnel operating this equipment must satisfy monitoring and record-keeping requirements of
the permit. USEPA and GDEP make regular Installation site visits to perform inspections of records and

equipment.
4.9.1.2 Installation Air Pollutant Emissions

As was mentioned above, Fort Benning is a major source for air emissions under 40 CFR Part 70 for the
following pollutant categories: CO, NO,, SO,, VOC, PM,(/PM, s, individual HAP, and total HAPs. The
major source designation also requires Fort Benning to comply with the CAA Part 70 Operating Permit
Regulations (Fort Benning 2008), usually referred to as “Title V. Fort Benning received its renewed
Title V permit (Permit No.: 9711-215-0021-V-02-0) on August 8, 2008.

The "major source" designation triggers the provisions of 40 CFR 52.21, Prevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD). Fort Benning is one of the 28 named source categories under PSD regulations
because the facility currently has a combined (fossil fuel) boiler capacity over 250 million (MM) British
Thermal Units per hour (Btu/hr) heat input capacity. The facility is currently a major source under PSD
regulations because it’s potential-to-emit (PTE) for NOx, CO, VOCs, PM,¢/PM, s, and SO, is greater than
100 tpy for each. The facility has never undergone a PSD review but has avoided PSD by accepting

limits.
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In addition to stationary source emissions, Fort Benning generates air pollutants from prescribed burning
activities as part of their ongoing ecosystem management program. It is required as part of the recovery
strategy for the federally listed RCW and historical evidence indicates that prescribed burning reduces
wildfires and therefore reduces unmanaged air emissions. Area source emissions from prescribed burning
are the largest single source of criteria pollutant emissions on the Installation. Table 4.9-3 presents the

actual criteria pollutant emissions for Fort Benning for the year 2006.

Table 4.9-3: Fort Benning 2006 Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons/year)”

co VOCs NO, | SO, PM,, PM; s

Fort Benning Stationary Sources | 14.84 14.64 6.20 | 0.11 2.25 <2.25
Notes: “ 2006 Air Emissions Inventory (Fort Benning 2007a).
b PM, s was not measured in the 2006 Emission Inventory. PM,sis a subset of PM,, therefore, emissions are less
than 1,287.33 tons/year
Prescribed burning emissions not included in above table.

4.9.2 Environmental Consequences

The assessment of impacts to air quality is based on comparing the baseline use and conditions (discussed
above) to proposed changes associated with the alternatives (Alternatives A, B, and the No Action
Alternative). The key difference between Alternatives A and B in terms of air quality is the location
where the 19K/D OSUT training would occur. The additional machine gun range and pistol
qualifications course in Alternative B would not result in substantial increases in air pollutants. Therefore,
the analysis described below applies to both alternatives, unless otherwise specified. The analysis
compares current air emissions with projected emissions that include construction, operations, and
maintenance, to determine potential impacts. Air quality impacts would be significant if emissions
associated with the proposed action would: 1) increase ambient air pollution concentrations above the
NAAQS, 2) contribute to an existing violation of the NAAQS, 3) interfere with, or delay timely
attainment of the NAAQS, 4) impair visibility within federally-mandated PSD Class I areas, or 5) result
in the potential for any stationary source to be considered a major source of emissions as defined in

40 CFR 52.21 (total emissions of any pollutant subject to regulation under the CAA greater than 250 tpy

for attainment areas).

The closest PSD Class I areas are the Sipsey Wilderness Area, AL as well as Cohotta, Wolf Island, and
Okefenokee Wilderness Areas, GA. All of these Class I areas are located more than 200 miles away and
it would be unlikely that they would be affected by emissions generated at Fort Benning under this
proposal; therefore, PSD is not further considered in this air quality analysis. Prescribed burning would
not increase or decrease as a result of the proposed action, so emissions would not differ from those
currently generated and is not evaluated further in this EIS.

4.9.2.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would be continuing the present course of action, which represents the
continued implementation of BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a). Air emissions for multiple
years under the No Action Alternative are presented in Table 4.9-4 and represent construction emissions
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
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due to BRAC/Transformation actions. In the year in which the highest amount of emissions are generated

(i-e., 2009), the regional contribution for any single criteria pollutant is still less than 2 percent of regional

emissions; therefore, this does not represent a regional significance.

4.9-4: No Action Alternative Air Emissions Estimates (tons/year)

Year co VOCs NO, SO, PM,, PM, ;
2009 134 41 195 22 155 27
2010 98 33 128 14 109 18
2011 47 52 107 12 84 14
2012 42 15 103 11 47 10
2013 37 13 103 11 35 6

Under the No Action Alternative, operational and maintenance emissions would again reflect those
presented in the BRAC/Transformation EIS (USACE 2007a). Table 4.9-5 presents these No Action

Alternative emissions, compares them to the regional emissions, and estimates the percent contribution to

the regional levels.

Table 4.9-5: No Action Alternative Operations/Maintenance
Criteria Pollutant Emissions (tons/year)

CO VOC NO, SO, PM,, PM,
No Action Alternative' 145.4 32.44 25.6 0.51 63.1 19.1
MSA Emissions 104.634 | 16,139 | 14,926 3,500 13,201 4,001
Regional Percent 0.14 20 0.17 0.02 0.48 <0.48
Contribution

' Represents Fort Benning Baseline stationary emissions plus BRAC/Transformation operation
emissions (Table 4.8-5, USACE 2007a).

Implementation of this alternative reflects the level of impacts determined for the BRAC/Transformation
preferred alternative. In the final BRAC/Transformation EIS, it was concluded that emissions would not
exceed federal and/or state standards and in fact represent less than 2 percent of regional emissions for
any criteria pollutant. This being the case, there would be no discernable impacts to air quality under the
No Action Alternative. However, boilers less than 10MMBtu/hr and generators operating less than 500
hours per year will both require permitting under the Installation’s Title V permit.

4.9.2.2 Alternative A (preferred alternative) and Alternative B

The implementation of either of these alternatives would involve disturbance of thousands of acres and
construction of millions of square feet of new buildings. Additionally, as construction is completed,
training operations and day-to-day maintenance activities would begin to phase in with resultant

operational and maintenance emissions associated with boilers and emergency generators, as examples.

In order to assess the air quality impacts of the proposed action (under either action alternative),
emissions for both the construction and operational/maintenance segments of the action were evaluated
on an annual basis. This evaluation involved review of data supplied by the Installation, including
Military Construction Project Data Form 1391s (U.S. Army vd.), for information on the proposed
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construction activities and new sources that would be required as part of the proposed action. Appendix E
contains the detailed emission calculations prepared to assess the construction air quality impacts of the

proposed action alternatives.

Construction. From 2009 to 2013, numerous administrative and residential buildings, training
complexes, and ranges would be developed. Additionally, roads (paved and unpaved) and tank trails
would be either repaired or constructed to provide access to ranges and complexes. VOC, CO, NOy, and
SO, mobile source emissions are primarily generated by diesel-fueled heavy equipment operated in the
construction areas. Particulate matter emissions, in the form of PM;, and PM, s are primarily due to
fugitive dust created by land disturbance activities, which include land clearing; soil excavation, cutting,
and filling; trenching; and grading. Other sources of PMy and PM , 5 include diesel emissions from
heavy construction equipment and tailpipe emissions from construction worker privately owned vehicles
operated within the Installation fence line. Fugitive dust is particulate emissions released from sources

that do not have a pinpoint exit such as a stack or vent.

Table 4.9-6 presents the estimated annual emissions from construction activities for the year in which the
most pollutants would be emitted—2010. These emissions are then compared to the MSA regional

emissions, and the regional contribution calculated.

Table 4.9-6: Projected Criteria Pollutant Construction Emissions (tons/year)

Year CcO VOCs NO, SO, PM;, PM, 5
2010 177 50 309 34 492 65
MSA Emissions 104,634 16,139 14,926 3,500 13,201 4,001
Regional Percent |, , 0.3 2.1 1.0 3.7 1.6
Contribution

These construction activities are not stationary sources so they would not be identified as significant
impacts under this proposal. These construction activities could have the potential to exceed the Georgia
Administrative Rule (GAR) 391-3-1.02(2)(n) 20 percent opacity rule for fugitive dust, depending on the
particular onsite controls used and local meteorological conditions. The fugitive dust emission factor for
PM;, (which is used as part of the PM, s calculation) is assumed to include the effects of typical control
measures such as routine site watering for dust control. A dust control effectiveness of 50 percent was
assumed, based on the estimated control effectiveness of watering. Additional controls, such as those

presented in Table 4.9-7, may be needed to ensure compliance with regulations.
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Table 4.9-7: Control Options” for General Construction Open Sources of PM
Emission Source Recommended Control Methods(s)
Debris handling Wet suppression
Wind speed reduction
Truck transport” Wet suppression®
Paving
Chemical stabilization
Bulldozers Wet suppression
Pan scrapers Wet suppression of travel routes’
Cut/fill material handling Wind speed reduction
Wet suppression
Cut/fill haulage Wet suppression
Paving
Chemical stabilization
General construction® Wind speed reduction
Wet suppression
Early paving of permanent roads

Source: WRAP 2004.
a Wet suppression and paving are control methods recommended by GEPD under GARR 391-3-1.02(2)(n).
b Dust control plans (prepared by the construction contractor) should contain precautions against watering programs that
confound trackout problems.
¢ Loads could be covered to avoid loss of material in transport, especially if material is transported offsite.
d Chemical stabilization is usually cost-effective for relatively long-term or semi-permanent unpaved roads.
e Excavated materials may already be moist and not require additional wetting.

Operations/Maintenance. As construction is completed, stationary air emissions from additional boilers
and emergency generators, for example, would be generated. The Installation would have to evaluate
these new emission sources for operating permits and for possible inclusion in the Title V permit
amendments or modifications. Additional reporting, such as Tier I/Tier II or Form R requirements under
the Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) may be required. New

construction projects evaluated in this EIS that will include operational emission units include:

e Water treatment plant upgrade and expansion (various emission units such as boilers and

emergency generators);
e Trainee Barracks Complex (less than 10MMBtu boiler(s)); and
e Warrior in Transition Complex (less than 10MMBtu boiler(s)).

Over the last several years, Fort Benning has decentralized the Installation heating system, and the net
result has been a reduction in emissions as aging units are replaced with more efficient ones. Numerous
individual heating systems would be required for new facilities planned for construction under
Alternative A. The vast majority of these systems would be small onsite electric or natural gas heating
units that are well capable of heating under the mild winter conditions Fort Benning is subject to, and that
fall under the insignificant status under GA regulations. Larger facilities, such as barracks and other
sizeable complexes comprising 150,000 square feet or more would require the Installation of one or more
boilers of less than 10 MM Btu/hour capacity. Additionally, new boilers that may be required would not
be tied to the hot water supply system. By separating the two systems (heat and water), and limiting the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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allowed input capacity of the boilers, Fort Benning can ensure that boiler use is limited to the heating
season, which runs from November 1 to April 30, and may either: a) remain exempt from permitting

requirements or, b) accept operational limits if they are included in the Title V permit.

Tanks to store fuel for stationary engines (such as emergency generators) also would be required. These
tanks are often fairly small, and account for a minor portion of the total fuel storage capacity on the
Installation. While the total number and capacity of these tanks is not known at this time, available data
indicate that a small number of new emergency generators would be required as part of the proposed
action. All emergency generators operating less than 500 hours per year are exempt from permitting
requirements; and emissions associated with the generators (from monthly testing) would be very small

and would not exceed 1 tpy for any criteria pollutant.

Emissions due to operations and maintenance would not exceed federal and/or state standards but would
have a minor impact on regional air quality due to the very small increases in annual criteria pollutant
emissions. While Fort Benning will comply with all applicable federal and state air quality regulations,
mobile source emissions from construction would increase from 2009 through 2013. If the Fort Benning
region is designated as nonattainment for PM, s then Fort Benning would go through the General

Conformity Analysis process.
4.9.3 Mitigation Measures

While no mitigation measures (outside existing regulations, permits, and plans) are required, the proposed
action would result in a small amount of new emissions sources which may require modification of Fort
Benning’s Title V permit. It is not anticipated that these emission units would exceed any of the
established permit limits. Construction emissions will result in substantial fugitive dust, and that is
expected to cause the largest criteria pollutant increase to be particulate matter emissions. These
particulate matter emissions can be managed in accordance with Fort Benning’s Title V permit
regulations, the dust control requirements that are part of any construction project’s Erosion and Sediment
Control Plan, as well as additional measures that are presented in Table 4.9-7. These measures would

reduce the impacts construction activities may have on local air quality.
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4.10 HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC MATERIALS AND WASTE

A hazardous substance is any material or agent (biological, chemical, physical) which has the potential to
cause harm to humans, animals, or the environment, either on its own or through interaction with other
factors. The terms “hazardous material,” “toxic substance,” and “hazardous waste” are used in this
section, first to emphasize that they are all hazardous substances that may present a substantial threat to
public health, welfare, and the environment, and second, to define the terms in reference to their unique

applications under specific federal regulations.

Hazardous substances are defined and regulated in the United States primarily by laws and regulations
administered by the U.S. Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), the USEPA, and the
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT). Each agency incorporates hazardous substance terminology
in accordance with its unique Congressional mandate; therefore, the OSHA regulations categorize
substances in terms of their impacts on employee and workplace health and safety, the DOT regulations
in terms of the safety in transportation, and the USEPA regulations in terms of protection of the

environment and the public health.

In terms of their environmental impacts, hazardous materials, toxic substances, and hazardous wastes are
regulated under federal programs administered by USEPA, including the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-
Know Act (EPCRA), Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA), and Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act (RCRA). DoD installations are required to comply with these laws and all other applicable federal,
state and DoD regulations, as well as CFR 112, EOs 13101 and 13148.

The OSHA Hazard Communication regulation (29 CFR 1910.1200) defines a hazardous chemical as any
chemical which is a physical or health hazard. The definition includes chemicals which are carcinogens,
toxins, toxic agents, irritants, corrosives, and sensitizers; agents which act on the hematopoietic system;
agents which damage the lungs, skin, eyes, or mucous membranes; chemicals which are combustible,
explosive, flammable, unstable (reactive), or water-reactive; oxidizers; pyrophorics; and chemicals which
in the course of normal handling, use, or storage may produce or release dusts, gasses, fumes, vapors,
mists, or smoke that may have any of the previously mentioned characteristics. Currently OSHA
regulates workplace exposure to approximately 400 substances, including dusts, mixtures, and common

materials such as paints, fuels, and solvents (OSHA 2006).

In CERCLA Section 101(14), the USEPA defines the term “hazardous substance” by reference to
provisions in other environmental statutes that identify substances as hazardous (e.g., the OSHA
definition as described above). The USEPA definition includes any item or chemical which can cause
harm to people, plants, or animals when released by spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring, emitting,
emptying, discharging, injecting, escaping, leaching, dumping or disposing into the environment and any
substance for which a reportable quantity is established in 40 CFR 302.4.
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The DOT Hazardous Materials Regulations (49 CFR 171) define a hazardous material as a substance or
material that has been determined to be capable of posing an unreasonable risk to health, safety, and
property when transported in commerce. The DOT definition includes hazardous substances, hazardous

wastes, and marine pollutants.

The promulgation of TSCA represented an effort by the federal government to address those chemical
substances and mixtures for which it was recognized that the manufacture, processing, distribution, use,
or disposal may present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the environment, and to effectively
regulate these substances and mixtures in interstate commerce. Toxic chemical substances regulated by
USEPA under TSCA include asbestos, lead, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and radon, and the TSCA
Chemical Substances Inventory lists information on more than 62,000 chemicals and substances.

In regulations promulgated under RCRA, the USEPA defines hazardous waste as a solid waste which is
not excluded from regulation as a hazardous waste under 40 CFR 261.4(b) and exhibits any of the
characteristics (ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, toxicity) described in 40 CFR 261; or is listed in 40
CFR 261 Subpart D; or is a mixture containing one or more listed hazardous wastes. Hazardous wastes
may take the form of solid, liquid, contained gaseous, or semi-solid wastes (e.g., sludges), or any
combination of wastes, that pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the
environment and have been discarded or abandoned. In the generation of hazardous waste, the
Installation tracks the generation of such materials through a manifesting documentation process so that
the initial generation of the hazardous waste is tracked through its final disposal otherwise known as the
“cradle to grave” cycle of hazardous waste management. Military munitions used for their intended
purposes on ranges, or collected for further evaluation, such as recycling, are not considered waste per the
Military Munitions Rule (40 CFR 266.202) as incorporated by reference by the State of Georgia
Environmental Rule 391-3-11-.10(3).

4.10.1 Affected Environment/Baseline Conditions

The ROI for hazardous materials, toxic substances, and hazardous wastes consists of the entire
Installation. Through the combined efforts of the Safety Office, the Environmental Division, and the
Directorate of Logistics (DOL), programs have been established at Fort Benning to control the entry of
hazardous substances to the Installation; to safely manage their handling and transportation within the
Installation, to inform military and civilian employees of their dangers; to minimize the risk of human
exposure and release to the environment associated with these substances; and to dispose of these

substances in an environmentally sound manner when they are no longer useful.
4.10.1.1 Hazardous Materials Storage, Use, and Handling

Routine operations on Fort Benning require the use of a variety of hazardous materials, including POL
products, solvents, cleaning agents, paints, adhesives, and other products necessary to perform vehicle
and equipment maintenance, military training activities, Installation upkeep, and administrative and

housing functions.
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The Garrison activities and tenants at Fort Benning procure hazardous materials through several supply
channels. The primary supply channel is the Hazardous Materials Management Program, which is
centrally managed by the DOL. The DOL maintains a contract with ITT Infrastructure Inc. to operate a
Centralized Hazardous Materials Control Center (CHMCC) for the procurement and distribution of
products needed to maintain the Installation’s facilities and to sustain the military mission.

The CHMCC contractor staff, who are trained in hazardous materials management, utilize the Army
supply system to conduct materials requisition and issue transactions. These transactions are entered into
an Army-approved database program that relies upon a process of review and authorization to limit the
types and quantities of hazardous materials that may be brought to the Installation. Through the use of
the database, the CHMCC staff assists in ensuring user accountability for issued materials by providing a
means of tracking each material through its life cycle. When the user has emptied the container or no
longer needs the product, he/she can bring the container back to the CHMCC so that a final disposition
entry can be made in the database or so that the remaining quantity of product can be reissued to another

user to reduce unnecessary waste disposal.

Bulk quantities of fuels (e.g., heating oil, JP-8, gasoline, diesel) and other POLs (products and wastes) are
managed in aboveground and underground storage tanks (ASTs and USTs), pumps, pipelines, and
oil/water separators across the Installation, and these storage locations and facilities represent potential
sources of small spills (Fort Benning 2004c). Emergency generators are typically supplied with fuel (JP-
8, diesel, or motor gasoline [MOGAS)]) stored in tanks; however, a few emergency generators on the
Installation are fueled by natural gas and do not have an associated oil tank. In addition, some other
hazardous materials (e.g., motor oil, antifreeze) are stored in tanks at various locations across the
Installation. The ASTs and USTs at Fort Benning are managed in accordance with the Storage Tank
Management Plan included in the Integrated Contingency Plan (ICP) which delineates the Spill
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan, Installation Spill Contingency Plan, National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3)

requirements, and all other applicable federal and state laws and regulations.
4.10.1.2 Toxic Substances Management

Toxic substances commonly occurring on Army Installations include asbestos, lead-based paint, PCBs,

and radon.

Asbestos. Routinely, all Fort Benning facilities scheduled for maintenance, renovation, remodeling, and
demolition are inspected for presence of Asbestos-containing Materials (ACM). When required by law or
as a precautionary measure, ACM is removed through outside contracts by licensed, specialized firms.
Removed ACM is transported off Post by appropriately licensed transporters and disposed in
appropriately permitted landfill facilities in accordance with applicable federal, state, local, and DoD

regulations.

Lead-based Paint (LBP). The likelihood for buildings constructed prior to 1978 to contain lead-based
paint/coatings is high. Painted surfaces can be tested to determine if LBP is present. If testing has not
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences
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been performed on surfaces painted before 1978, these surfaces should be presumed to contain LBP.
There are several structures and buildings known or suspected to contain LBP on the Installation, and the
LBP in these areas is generally managed in-place in accordance with industry guidelines and practices
(e.g., National Institute for Building Sciences) in order to minimize the potential for creation of respirable
dust, direct contact with the LBP surfaces, and contamination of the surrounding environment. Fort
Benning’s Lead-based Paint Management Plan addresses LBP risk assessment and disposal procedures
for lead-based paint, coatings, and LDB-contaminated soils. All construction contractors will be required

to follow plan procedures.

PCBs. PCB:s are highly stable organic chemical compounds with a low flammability (i.e., they do not
readily burn), high heat capacity, and low electrical conductivity. In the past they were extensively used
as a component of many materials, most notably as heat insulating materials (e.g., hydraulic fluid in
vehicles, lifts, elevators) and as dielectric fluids in electrical transformers and capacitors. The harmful
effects of PCBs to humans and the environment were not well documented in the past; however, PCBs
are now known to cause skin irritation, are a suspected carcinogen, and known to persist in the
environment (i.e., they do not easily break down and they tend to accumulate in the tissues of living
organisms). Under the authority of the TSCA, the USEPA banned the continued manufacture of PCBs
after 1978. In addition, the agency imposed controls related to existing PCB-containing electrical

equipment that remain in use or that are removed from service for reuse or disposal.

In 1998, Fort Benning developed a PCB Inventory Report, which indicated that of the 2,157 transformers
surveyed on the Installation, 1,166 were assumed to be “PCB Transformers” (i.e., they contained equal to
or greater than 500 parts-per-million PCBs) (Fort Benning 1998). Also in 1998, Fort Benning developed
a PCB Management Plan (Fort Benning 1998) to formally establish the program for compliance with
TSCA and other relevant regulatory requirements. Topics covered in the plan include transportation,
storage, sampling, and disposal of PCBs. Since the utilities privatization initiative was implemented in
1999, the operation, maintenance, and repair of the electrical distribution system and, therefore, most of
the PCB-containing electrical equipment on Fort Benning has been under the control of Flint Electric.
One exception is the electrical system at Lawson AAF, which is under the management of Interior
Electric. PCB-containing materials are not purchased by Fort Benning for use in any systems or materials
used in construction, maintenance, and renovation projects on the Installation (personal communication,
Clarke 2006).

Transformers at Fort Benning are located either on pads or on poles and are equipped with compartments
for oil having a capacity of 20 to 40 gallons, depending on the size of the transformer. The oil used in
these transformers is classified as either PCB/PCB-contaminated, or non-PCB. The non-federal owners
of the electric system on the Installation are responsible for any PCB spills and other spills resulting from
the operation of those electric systems (Fort Benning 2004c).

Radon. Radon is a naturally occurring, colorless, odorless, radioactive gas produced by the decay of
uranium in rock and soil. Radon is a known carcinogen, capable of causing direct damage to lung tissues
and increasing the risk of lung cancer when inhaled. If present, radon gas will typically concentrate in
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airtight buildings and particularly in basements. Although there are no federal regulations that define an
acceptable level of radon exposure, the USEPA recommends the voluntary, consensus-based mitigation of
radon based on the standard developed and issued by the American Society for Testing and Materials
(ASTM) International, Standard Practice for Installing Radon Mitigation Systems in Existing Low-Rise
Residential Buildings, ASTM E-2121. The Army and the USEPA recommend an action level of 4
picocuries per liter (pCi/L).

In FY 1988, the Army initiated a comprehensive indoor radon measurement and mitigation program. In
the early 1990s, Fort Benning conducted a radon gas survey of 650 priority buildings (personal
communication, Clarke 2006). This survey resulted in radon measurements that were well below the
USEPA action level of 4 pCi/L. Only one site was recommended for re-survey; however, because of
logistical impracticality, this site was not resurveyed. The Army Policy for Radon as outlined in AR 200-
1, Radon Policy Reduction Program requires measurement of radon in newly constructed Army facilities
and use of USACE design criteria for radon reduction in new construction. Radon information provided
by Region IV of the USEPA and statistics maintained by the GEPD suggest that radon is not an issue of
concern in the region. Proposed actions would not affect radon levels nor would the activities increase

radon exposure levels; therefore this topic will not be further analyzed in this document.
4.10.1.3 Hazardous Waste Generation and Disposal

Routine operations across the Installation generate a variety of hazardous wastes, including various
solvents; paints; antifreeze; aerosols; contaminated filters, rags and absorbents; weapon cleaning patches
and sludges; and some items managed as universal wastes, such as used batteries and fluorescent light
tubes. The Centralized Accumulation Points (CAPs) and Satellite Accumulation Points (SAPs) are
located throughout the Installation and contain a variety of wastes, which are typically stored in 5-gallon

containers, 55-gallon drums, and other similar-sized containers.

The Fort Benning Environmental Division oversees the management of hazardous waste on behalf of the
military units and activities that generate the waste. SAPs and CAPs are maintained in various locations
across the Installation to facilitate the collection of hazardous wastes and to ensure that the wastes are

transported off Post in accordance with applicable federal, state, and DoD regulations.

Hazardous wastes generated by Garrison and tenant activities are collected and transferred to a central
storage area where they may be stored for no longer than 90 days before being transported offsite for
treatment or disposal since Fort Benning is classified as a RCRA Large Quantity Generator of Hazardous
Waste. Fort Benning arranges for the transport and disposal of its hazardous waste by appropriately-
licensed waste management and transportation companies through a Defense Reutilization and Marketing
Office (DRMO) contract.

FBGA trains approximately 1,500 workers, inspects nearly 287 waste accumulation areas annually, and
provides program oversight for the disposal of over 192,475 pounds of hazardous and toxic waste

generated per year (Fort Benning 2006h). Fort Benning currently operates under Corrective Action
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Permit Number HW-021(CA) and Facility I.D. No. GA3210020084. Also, Fort Benning manages

compliance with the relevant regulations through its Hazardous Waste Management Plan.
4.10.1.4 Contaminated Sites

Past resource and waste management practices at DoD facilities have resulted in the presence of toxic and
hazardous waste contamination at some Installations, including Fort Benning. In response, Fort Benning
has undertaken mitigation and cleanup activities under its Installation Restoration Program (IRP) to
manage these sites, which are referred to as Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUSs) (Fort Benning
2005c and d). The Fort Benning Environmental Division actively manages programs for addressing
contaminated sites in compliance with RCRA and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (NCP).

These sites are designated either as Operation and Maintenance, Army (OMA)-SWMUs, which are being
managed—and will be managed in the future as they are discovered—under the 2005 Fort Benning
Environmental Action Plan (EAP), or as Environmental Restoration, Army (ER,A)-SWMUs, which are
being managed under 2005 Fort Benning Installation Action Plan (IAP). The cleanup activities initiated
under the EAP are directed at contamination primarily resulting from current operations, and the
contaminants of concern include POLs, trichloroethylene (TCE), metals, VOCs, pesticides, and leachate.
The IAP is specifically focused on contamination resulting from past activities, and the contaminants of
concern include gasoline (including its constituents, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes), paint,
TCE, and leachate. Both the EAP and the IAP have been developed through consultation and
coordination with the USAEC, USEPA, GEPD, and the public. There are currently 27 OMA-SWMU
sites categorized as Active Site Investigations under the EAP and 30 ER,A-SWMU sites categorized as
Active under the IAP.

4.10.2 Environmental Consequences

The nature and magnitude of potential impacts associated with hazardous and toxic materials and wastes
depends on the toxicity, storage, use, transportation, and disposal of these substances. The threshold for
significant impacts to hazardous materials, toxic substances, and hazardous waste is surpassed if the
storage, use, handling, or disposal of these substances substantially increases the risk to human health due
to direct exposure, substantially increases the risk of environmental contamination, or violates applicable

federal, state, DoD, and local regulations.
4.10.2.1 No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on the baseline conditions for management of hazardous

materials, toxic substances, hazardous waste, or contaminated sites at Fort Benning.
4.10.2.2 Alternative A (preferred alternative) and Alternative B

The implementation of Alternative A and B would have the same impacts with respect to hazardous
materials and toxic substances and wastes and so are discussed together under this resource. Neither

would introduce significant impacts to hazardous materials, toxic substances, and hazardous waste
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because there would be no increased risk to human health due to direct exposure associated with storage,
use, handling, or disposal; would not substantially increase the risk of environmental contamination; or
violate federal, state, DoD, or local regulations.

Hazardous Materials Storage, Use, and Handling. The number of sites storing, using, and handling
hazardous materials would increase slightly under Alternative A. Any facilities (such as motor pools,
maintenance areas, fuel loading areas, ammunitions storage) constructed to store hazardous materials
would need to be designed to meet spill prevention requirements under AR 200-1, as well as applicable
federal and state regulations.

The quantity of POL products, including fuels (diesel fuel, gasoline, heating oil), delivered to and used on
the Installation would increase slightly as a result of the proposed activities. In the short term, quantities
of various fuels in excess of current operating demand would be required for construction activities due to
the use of mobile-power generators and heavy equipment. Over the long term, quantities of various
petroleum fuels in excess of current operating demand would be required to meet future operating
demand due to a small increase in the number of buildings using fuels for heating, hot water production,
and backup power supply. Most of the proposed facilities would be connected to the natural gas supply
and not rely on POL products. Furthermore, the energy saving mandates required by LEED would reduce
the need for POL heating fuels for those facilities without access to the natural gas lines.

The risk of uncontrolled release of hazardous substances would be minimized through the use of industry
accepted methods and by following applicable federal, state laws and regulations and Army policy for
storage of fuels (e.g., double-walled aboveground storage tanks equipped with leak detection systems)
and other hazardous materials (e.g., self-contained storage cabinets with appropriate flammability

ratings).

Potential spills from the secondary containment structures associated with ASTs or spills in uncontained
areas would be contained through the use of absorbent materials, portable booms, or other barriers.
Absorbent materials such as dry sweep, sawdust, clay, vermiculite, diatomaceous earth, and manufactured
oil absorbents would be used to control small isolated spills (Fort Benning 2004c). Absorbent materials
and spill kits are currently maintained in sufficient quantities at existing oil handling and storage facilities

and would be provided at any new oil handling and storage facilities constructed under Alternative A.

Units performing training exercises on Fort Benning that involve vehicles or refueling would continue to
be required to take special care to prevent spills and to mitigate them should they occur. In addition,
visiting training units would continue to be required to provide the Directorate of Facilities Engineering
and Logistics funds in advance of their exercises to cover the cost of cleanup of any spills should they
occur. These funds, the amount of which depends upon the type of the training exercise, are returned to
the units if they are not used (Fort Benning 20061).

Toxic Substances Management. There are several structures on the Installation that are known or
suspected to contain ACM and/or LBP and for which renovation or demolition projects are proposed
under Alternative A. All hazardous materials identified in the conversion of interior space (asbestos,
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lead-based paint, etc.) will be abated, and disposed of in accordance with current laws and regulations.
The following table lists a sample of the proposed projects for which involvement of these toxic
substances can reasonably be expected.

Table 4.10-1: Proposed Projects Potentially Generating Toxic Substances
Fiscal Year Project Title
2009 Unit Maintenance Facilities
Dining Facility to Support AST Training
Maneuver Battle Lab

2010 Classrooms with Battalion Dining Facilities
Classrooms & Dual Battalion Dining Facilities
2011 Dental Clinic Addition (Bernheim Site)

Asbestos. It is expected that the quantity of ACM present on the Installation would be reduced (i.c., a
positive impact) under Alternative A, because ACM removal actions would be initiated prior to or during
the renovation and demolition of existing structures. ACM encountered during Alternative A activities
would be managed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations as well as the Fort
Benning Asbestos Management Plan (Fort Benning 2002). The handling and disposal of existing ACM
would not substantially increase the risk of environmental contamination, and would be carried out in

accordance with applicable federal, state, DoD, and local regulations.

Lead-based Paint. The quantity of LBP present on the Installation would not be expected to change
significantly because the preferred strategy for addressing LBP in existing buildings is to maintain it in
good condition or cover it with non-lead-containing paint, and this strategy would be employed for
buildings undergoing renovation. Where LBP is known to exist in buildings undergoing demolition,
appropriate precautions would be taken to identify and segregate materials that must be classified as
hazardous waste due to their lead content and to arrange for their proper disposal in accordance with state
and Federal regulations. The handling and disposal of existing LBP and LBP-contaminated materials
would not substantially increase the risk to human health due to direct exposure, would not substantially
increase the risk of environmental contamination, and would be carried out in accordance with applicable

federal, state, DoD, and local regulations.

PCBs. The number of PCB-containing and PCB-contaminated items present on the Installation would
not be expected to change significantly under Alternative A. There may be PCB-containing electrical
system components and other PCB-containing equipment located on or near the sites where construction,
renovation, or demolition activities are proposed under Alternative A. Efforts would be made to identify
PCB-containing equipment (light ballasts, transformers, capacitors, hydraulic lifts, elevators, etc.) prior to
and during the proposed activities. If identified, the removal and disposal or decontamination of such
PCB-containing items would be carried out in accordance with applicable federal, state, local, and DoD
regulations. Alternative A construction would not utilize PCB-containing materials.

Hazardous Waste Management. The Installation would maintain its status as a USEPA Large Quantity
Generator of hazardous waste under Alternative A. Furthermore, it is expected that the types and
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quantities of hazardous wastes generated under Alternative A would be accommodated by the existing
Fort Benning hazardous waste management system. The existing DRMO contracts for hazardous waste
disposal are not limited in terms of the volume of hazardous waste that may be shipped offsite, and these
contracts are reviewed annually; therefore, the DRMO would maintain the ability to amend the contracts
to take into account minor changes in reference to the types and quantities of wastes managed in the
future.

Hazardous waste and other regulated waste generated by visiting units during the training exercises would
continue to be required to be disposed of through the Fort Benning DRMO. Training units would
continue to be required to certify in advance of training that they have funds available to pay for waste
disposal, and the units are responsible for completing all funding and related turn-in documents. Training
units would continue to be required and instructed to comply with all applicable Installation policies such
as Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure requirements, as well as all federal, state, and DoD
regulations pertaining to the handling, containment of spills, packaging, labeling, storage, and

transportation of wastes generated by their activities on Fort Benning (Fort Benning 20061).

It is expected that during construction and demolition activities there would be periodic increases in the
quantity of hazardous waste generated and shipped offsite for disposal. Specifically, demolition debris
and contaminated soils which exhibit any of the characteristics of hazardous waste would be managed as

hazardous waste in accordance with applicable federal, state, local, and DoD regulations.

Contaminated Sites. Due to the limitations on land development and redevelopment on the Installation,
it is expected that some of the proposed activities would necessarily occur on sites where contamination is
known or suspected to exist. These sites may include either OMA-SWMU s, or ER,A-SWMUs (defined
in Section 4.9.1.4). Disturbance of any SWMU is prohibited unless the GEPD determines the action to be
acceptable and appropriate; therefore, Fort Benning Environmental Division would coordinate with the
GEPD in advance of initiating activities on any of its SWMU sites. Prior to any construction or land
disturbance, Fort Benning would supply maps to the construction contractor identifying the SWMUs and

any known VOC soil and groundwater contamination in the area being disturbed.

When new construction occurs on sites where contamination has been identified, existing management
regimes would be employed to ensure that the risk of human exposure to contaminated media is
minimized as much as possible. Such measures would include direct involvement of and consultation
with Environmental Division and Safety Office representatives, review of existing reports, laboratory
data, and relevant management plans prior to initiation of onsite activities, and the employment of a
combination of visual observation, screening / monitoring, and sampling techniques to identify and
segregate contaminated media encountered during all stages of site preparation and construction. For
example, when site preparation includes earth moving activities (e.g., grading, leveling) in areas where
the shallow subsurface soils are known to be contaminated, the contractors would be informed of the
nature of the contamination in advance so that appropriate precautions can be taken to protect the workers

and to appropriately manage the contaminated soils if and when they are encountered. Tank traffic in
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maneuver areas can cause disturbances; however, there are no SWMU sites located in the proposed

maneuver arcas.

The storage, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials, toxic substances, and hazardous wastes
under the preferred alternative or Alternative B would not substantially increase the risk to human health
due to direct exposure, would not substantially increase the risk of environmental contamination, and
would not violate applicable federal, state, local, or DoD regulations. If Alternative A or B were
implemented, it is not anticipated that there would be any adverse impacts associated with hazardous and
toxic materials and wastes due to increased quantities on the Installation. Existing management
procedures, regulations, plans, and permits would be used to minimize risk.

4.10.3 Mitigation Measures

No mitigation measures are required beyond those prescribed under existing federal and state laws,
regulations, and permit requirements to minimize, avoid, or reduce impacts.
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4.11 WATER RESOURCES

411.1 Affected Environment/Baseline Conditions

The following sections provide a summary of the general baseline condition and character of water
resources found at Fort Benning as well as more specific descriptions of the existing conditions of water
resources in the immediate vicinity of the area where Transformation actions would be implemented.
Types of water resources investigated include surface water, groundwater, and floodplains. Each type is
discussed briefly in this section. Adherence to regulatory requirements by implementation of the
proposed action would amount to practicable means to avoid or minimize harm to water resources. These
requirements are identified in the description of the affected environment because of the interrelationship
of regulatory requirements with the existing condition.

In terms of the regulated components of water resource management, implementation of any of the
proposed alternatives would require coverage under GDNR National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) General Permits 100001, 100002, or 100003 (100001 regulates stand-alone
construction activity, 100002 regulates infrastructure construction sites, and 100003 regulates common
development construction). NPDES permitting regulates water quality as required by the Clean Water
Act (CWA). An Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan (ESPCP) would be required prior to
any land disturbances. Implementation of Transformation Alternative A or B would require coverage
under the Section 404 permits for jurisdictional wetlands of stream bank impacts as administered by the
USACE. The requirements of federal and state law and regulations pertain to activities off Post in order
to reduce storm water concerns there as well.

Field verification of “state waters” would be required during the design phase of all proposed
Transformation projects. A GEPD Stream Buffer Variance (SBV) would be required in cases where new
construction, including infrastructure improvements, requires the crossing or encroachment upon a “state
water” by the removal of trees and/or vegetation within a 25 ft buffer of “state water.” Application for a
SBV must include an approved ESPCP, yet the application process for this variance is an entirely separate
process from either the GDNR NPDES or CWA Section 404 permit processes. The SBV restrictions
apply to project construction activities, as well as timber removal within the 25-ft buffer.
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4.11.1.1 Surface Water

Watersheds. Fort Benning is located primarily within the Chattahoochee River Basin (USGS 2006)
Hydrologic Unit Codel (HUC) 03130003. The basin contains parts of the Blue Ridge, Piedmont, and
Coastal Plain physiographic provinces. The ecological transition between the Piedmont and Coastal Plain
occurs along a Fall Line that is located partly within the northern boundary of Fort Benning. This
geologic feature results in a unique character of the rivers and creeks and the biotic communities they
support (Fort Benning 2001). The basin is 8,770 square miles, of which 6,140 square miles (70 percent)
lie in Georgia, 2,574 square miles (29 percent) lie in AL, and 56 square miles (1 percent) lie in Florida
(CRBWPP 2006). At Fort Benning, the rolling terrain in the Chattahoochee River Basin is highest in the
east, rising approximately 740 ft above sea level, and lowest in the southwest along the Chattahoochee
River, about 190 ft above sea level (Fort Benning 2001).

Watershed management practices adhered to by Fort Benning include the development and
implementation of a soil conservation program at the watershed level. Watershed Management Units
(WMUs) were identified at Fort Benning for use as a framework for monitoring water quality and
erosion, watershed restoration projects, and for other management activities as part of a watershed
inventory in 1998 (Figure 4.11-1). Based on data from this watershed inventory, Fort Benning is
composed of 29 WMUs. Fifteen WMUSs occur completely or nearly completely within the boundaries of
the Installation. One of the objectives stated in Fort Benning’s INRMP (Fort Benning 2001) is to
continue to conduct monitoring via the Land Condition Trend Analysis component of the ITAM Program
and add new monitoring plots, as necessary, to enable monitoring within a watershed context to facilitate
land use decisions and other land management activities (Fort Benning 2001). A watershed modeling
system for Fort Benning is under development.

Construction

Management of storm water during construction activities including infrastructure/lineal projects would
be covered under GDNR NPDES General Permits 100001, 100002, and 100003 and would also require
the development and implementation of an ESPCP. A Notice of Intent (NOI) for construction-related
storm water discharge must be obtained from the GDNR. It is expected that the implementation of the
ESPCP would reduce or minimize any impacts to water resources and protect waterways from
sedimentation due to eroding soil conditions.

Field verification of “state waters” would be required during the design phase by a qualified professional.
Stream buffers must be defined on design plans prior to the initiation of construction activities.

! Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUC): Watersheds are organized into a system that divides and subdivides the United States into
successively smaller watersheds. These levels of subdivision, used for organization of hydrologic data, are called “hydrologic
units”. Hydrologic Unit Codes are given to each of these units in a manner that preserves watershed hierarchy. This is done by
adding additional digits to a watershed’s HUC to designate smaller sub-watersheds within an encompassing watershed. As an
example, a large river watershed may have an 8-digit HUC of 02040301. All sub-watersheds to this watershed would begin with
this 8 digit number, but would have additional digits as their unique identifier (02040301102, 02040301103, etc.) These unique
identifiers are commonly used by federal and state agencies to organize and track water quality impairments.
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Figure 4.11-1: Fort Benning Watershed Management Units
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Perpendicular crossings to “state waters” would be approved with an ESPCP as required by GDNR NPDES
General Permits 100001, 100002, or 100003 if no stream channel changes are required. The design must
address all proper BMPs to reduce the potential for stream sedimentation including: water crossings;
identification of areas where drainage may be an issue in the project planning stage; use of double-row, silt
fencing; and site monitoring to ensure the integrity of erosion control measures.

Erosion control measures must be in place prior to initiation of land disturbing activities. The design
must address all proper BMPs as stated above for the crossing as well as the relocation of the new
channel. All construction areas must be stabilized within 14 days of project completion. If the contractor
or operator returns to the construction site within the initial 14 days to conduct some additional land
disturbing activities, the timeframe in which stabilization is required may be extended by 7 days. For all
“state waters” a 25-ft buffer must be maintained and protected at all times. It is expected that
implementation of Georgia’s stream buffer rules would reduce or minimize any impacts to water quality
due to stream sedimentation or storm water runoff. Failure to comply with Georgia’s stream buffer rules
would have notable long-term and short-term environmental consequences on water quality due to
notable increases in stream sediment and storm water runoff.

Implementation and operation of the proposed alternatives would require compliance with NPDES
Municipal Separate Storm Water Sewer System (MS4) Permit conditions and associated Storm Water
Management Plan (SWMP) including the monitoring of activities conducted within the Installation
boundary. NPDES MS4 and the SWMP help to ensure that illicit discharges are prohibited and that
pollutants entering into waterways from construction and maintenance facilities are prevented, reduced or
minimized. Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) requirements must be adhered to
during construction activities as well as during operations of the newly constructed facilities. Failure to
comply with the NPDES MS4 permit conditions and SPCC requirements would result in a greater
probability of illicit discharges entering into waterways from construction sites. The NPDES construction
permit and NPDES MS4 permit would be used to mitigate water resource impacts.

It is likely that a CWA Section 404 permit would be required for construction associated with the
proposed alternatives and that control measures would be specified by the USACE as conditions of permit
approval. It is expected that the implementation of control measures specified in the Section 404 permit
would reduce or minimize any impacts in water resources and protect waterways from sedimentation due
to eroding soil conditions. A violation of the Section 404 permit would occur if these control measures
were not enforced.

Indirect water quality impacts to waterways, including stream sedimentation and increases in the volume
of storm water runoff would occur as a result of land disturbing activities. Alternative A, if implemented,
would disturb approximately 10,741 acres of land. Transformation Alternative B, if implemented, would
disturb approximately 19,012 acres of land. The anticipated land-disturbance has the potential to affect
the amount of sediment entering into waterways occurring within the Installation, and other downstream
water resources. Fort Benning would mitigate significant effects to water resources associated with land
disturbing activities by complying with the NPDES ESPCP as required by the CWA. As part of the
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NPDES permit, Fort Benning would update its existing SWP3 to include projects in the planning stages
of construction and operation. As the site-specific ESPCP is being developed, BMPs designated to
minimize pollution through source control including rock check dams, rock channels, sediment basins,
diversions, and the placement of silt fence and erosion control practices must be considered.

Applicable management practices that may be used to help reduce and/or maintain the average annual
sediment loads include:

e compliance with the requirements of the Georgia NPDES permit program;

e implementation of Georgia Forestry Commission BMPs for forestry;

o Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Conservation Practices;

¢ adoption of proper unpaved road maintenance practices;

e implementation of ESCP for land disturbing activities; and

e mitigation and prevention of stream bank erosion due to increased stream flow velocities
caused by urban runoff (GEPD 2003a and Fort Benning 2004).

Management practices recommended by GDNR, and followed by Fort Benning, to reduce and/or
maintain the average annual fecal coliform is similar to those for sediment loads and include:

e compliance with NPDES permit limits and requirements;

o with the NRCS for erosion control services and projects ; and

o application of Best Management Practices (BMPs) appropriate to agricultural or urban
land uses, whichever applies (GEPD 2003b).

Fort Benning has a Memorandum of Understanding with the NRCS to control erosion. The NRCS
provides contractor bidding services, performs surveys, and prepares and implements erosion control
plans.

Operation, Maintenance, Training Exercises

Surface water resources are subject to contamination from soil sedimentation, oil spills, pesticide residue,
and untreated sewage bypasses. These potential pollution sources are controlled and minimized,
however, by implementation of SPCC, Installation Spill Contingency Plan (ISCP), SWP3 (General Permit
No. 000000) for industrial facilities, ESPCP and SWMP, GDNR NPDES MS4, by sewage bypass
reduction efforts, and by the related NPDES permit requirements to prevent sewage bypasses under the
Columbus Water Works (CWW) NPDES permit for their Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWTP) and
pretreatment facilities. The SWP3 provides protection for the water sources within the Installation by
requiring monitoring of storm water discharges and implementation of BMPs, including inspection of the
facilities and maintenance vehicles, awareness of potential circumstances for spills, and selection of smart
storage locations.

Rivers, Streams, Tributaries, and Other Water Bodies. Figures 4.11-2 depict the major rivers,
streams, tributaries, and other water bodies at Fort Benning. The largest water body associated with Fort
Benning is the Chattahoochee River which flows through approximately 15 miles of the Installation (Fort
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Benning 2001). The Chattahoochee River is the most heavily used water resource in Georgia (CRBWPP
2006). The state of Georgia has designated the Chattahoochee River as “impaired” as it does not fully
meet the water quality standards established by the Georgia Department of Natural Resources. The
Chattahoochee River arises as a cold-water mountain stream in the Blue Ridge Province at altitudes above
3,000 ft and flows 430 miles to its confluence with the Flint River (USGS 2006). This river covers a
distance of 434 miles across the state of Georgia, beginning in the Blue Ridge Mountains of Union
County, GA, flowing past metropolitan Atlanta, reaching the Georgia and Alabama borders at West Point
Lake. Ultimately, the southern flow of the Chattahoochee River terminates in Lake Seminole in Florida,
an impoundment of the Apalachicola River (CRBWPP 2006).

Several dams have been built on the Chattahoochee River upstream and downstream of Fort Benning to
regulate river flow and produce hydroelectric energy. The northern portion of Lake Walter F. George, on
the Chattahoochee River extends into the southwest portion of the Installation. The River Bend area,
which is part of the Lake Walter F. George impoundment, constitutes the only lake on the Installation.
Numerous oxbows, abandoned meandering channels, and isolated ponds are found along the
Chattahoochee River.

In contrast to the main stem of the Chattahoochee River, many tributaries remain free flowing (CRBWPP
2006). Most streams found within Fort Benning flow into the Chattahoochee River through Upatoi Creek
on the Georgia side and Uchee Creek on the Alabama side. The southernmost portion of Fort Benning
drains directly into the Chattahoochee River, and the northwest portion of the Installation drains into Bull
Creek (Fort Benning 2001). A very small area in the southeast corner of Fort Benning flows into the Flint
River basin to the east. These two rivers join to the south and flow into the Gulf of Mexico (Fort Benning
2004).
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Figure 4.11-2: Potentially Affected Surface Waters Identified under Alternatives A and B
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GEPD has identified 31 stream segments in the Chattahoochee River Basin as “water quality limited” (i.e.
State of Georgia 305(0b)/303(d) listed) or impaired due to sedimentation or fecal coliform. Out of the 31
stream segments identified by GEPD and occur either on or in the immediate vicinity of Fort Benning, six
have the potential to be affected by the proposed action with regard to sediment loading while two others
are fecal coliform impaired. One stream segment is both fecal coliform impaired and is Fish Consumption
Guidelines restricted due to PCB contamination in that segment. The source(s) of the PCBs in this
segment is unknown according to the GEPD. (see Table 4.11-1 and Figures 4.11-2) (USEPA 2002 and

GEPD 2006a).
Table 4.11-1: Impaired Streams at Fort Bennin
Annual
TMDL
WaterBoay .State Attainment State Pollutant Ave:rag ¢ Approximate
Name D) Status Impairment | Description/ SEEITIEIT Location
USEPA HUC Use P e Load*
P (tons/yr)
Chattahoochee River | Fishing Not Fecal Fecal Not applicable | Upatoi Creek to
GARO031300030 Supporting Coliform Coliform/ (as long as Chattahoochee/
Urban Runoff | NPDES limits | Stewart County
are not Line
exceeded) (Chattahoochee
County)
Chattahoochee River | Fishing Partially Fecal Fecal coliform | Not North Highland
GAR0313000301 Supporting Coliform/ and PCBs/ Applicable Dam to Upatoi
Fish Urban Runoff Creek
Consumption
Guidelines
(PCBs)
Pine Knot Creek Fishing Partially Biota Sediment/ 6,945 Parker Mill
GAR031300030305 Supporting Impacted Point; Non- Creek to Little
Point Source Pine Knot Creek
Little Pine Knot Fishing Partially Biota Sediment/Non- | 272 Headwaters to
Creek Supporting Impacted Point Source Pine Knot Creek
GAR031300030307
Little Hitchitee Fishing Partially Biota Non 555 Headwaters to
Creek Supporting Point/Point Hichitee Creek
GAR03130003062
Sandy Creek Fishing Not Fecal Fecal Not 1-285 to
GAR0313000201 Supporting Coliform Coliform/ Applicable Chattahoochee
Urban Runoff River
Little Juniper Creek | Fishing Partially Biota Non-Point 1,486 Headwaters to
GAR0313000302 supporting Source/ Kings Mill Pond
Sediment
Bull Creek Fishing Not Fecal Fecal Not Columbus
GAR0313000301 Supporting Coliform Coliform/ Applicable
Urban Runoff
Hitchitee Creek Fishing Partially Biota Non 5,172 Caney Creek to
GAR031300030603 Supporting Point/Point Sand Branch
Tiger Creek Fishing Partially Biota Sediment/Non- | 625 Headwaters to
GAR031300030306 Supporting Impacted Point Source Upatoi Creek

*Sources: USEPA 2002, GEPD 2003a, and GEPD 2006a.
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Water bodies on the 303(d) list are required to have a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) evaluation for
the water quality constituent(s) in violation of the water quality standard. The TMDL process establishes
the allowable pollutant loadings or other quantifiable parameters for a water body based on the
relationship between pollutant sources and in-stream water quality conditions. This allows water quality-
based controls to be developed to reduce pollution and to restore and maintain water quality. The state-
designated water use classification for all 31 of the stream segments listed as water quality limited (i.e.
303(d) listed as Biota Impacted) due to sedimentation is fishing. The general water quality criteria not
being met states: “All waters shall be free from material related to municipal, industrial or other
discharges which produce turbidity, color, odor or other objectionable conditions which interfere with
legitimate water uses.” The biota-impacted designation indicates that studies have shown a modification
of the biological community, more specifically, fish (GEPD 2003a).

Data collected during the development of the TMDL suggests that impaired streams may be due to
sediment resulting from past land use practices. Farmland use, specifically row crops, appears to have
been a major source of sediment. The established TMDL determines the allowable sediment load and is
based on the hypothesis that an impaired watershed having annual sediment loading rates similar to other
streams that are not impaired would remain stable. It is believed that if sediment loads are maintained at
an allowable level (i.e., no more than the 2002 annual average sediment load), streams would repair
themselves over time. No set “allowable” level has been established for the stream segments on Fort
Benning; instead, the Installation is utilizing management practices, as defined in the GDNR guidance for
TMDLs. The GEPD revised its NPDES permits for construction activities in August 2008. The 2008
changes required that the ESPCP include site specific conditions or requirements for any project
construction requiring an NOI with discharges into or within one mile upstream of an impaired
waterbody. If a TMDL Implementation Plan for sediment has been finalized at least six months prior to
the permittee’s submittal of the NOI, the site specific conditions and/or requirements apply. The new rule
states that the project design specifications must include four of twenty possible BMP’s outlined in the
rule in order for the discharge not to cause or contribute to a violation of state water quality standards.

Applicable management practices that may be used to help reduce and/or maintain the average annual
sediment loads are presented in the construction discussion earlier in this section.

The State of Georgia has identified 79 stream segments located in the Chattahoochee River Basin as water
quality limited due to fecal coliform. A stream is placed on the partial support list if more than 10 percent of
the samples exceed the fecal coliform criteria and on the not support list if more than 25 percent of the
samples exceed the standard. Part of the TMDL development process is to identify potential source
categories. Sources are broadly classified as either point or non-point sources. A point source is defined as
a discernable, confined, and discrete conveyance from which pollutants are or may be discharged to surface
waters. Non-point sources are diffuse, and generally, but not always, involve accumulation of fecal

coliform bacteria on land surfaces that wash off as a result of storm events. CWW has two permitted point
sources on Fort Benning (wastewater treatment plants) that discharge to the Chattahoochee River, and Fort
Benning has a general storm water permit. The wastewater treatment plants are owned by CWW. They are
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located within the Installation boundary and all discharges and regulations associated with discharges of
waste waters are covered under a separate CWW industrial NPDES permit. Combined point and non-point
source fecal coliform releases originating from sources located upstream from the Installation are also
contributors for fecal coliform in the Fort Benning section of the Chattahoochee River. The waste load
allocation is established by the GEPD and is used to determine the “maximum allowable” levels of fecal
coliform that may be discharged into the stream or river. As long as Fort Benning maintains its discharges
below the waste load allocation, it is not required to reduce its discharge into the Chattahoochee River and is
in compliance with the TDML program (GEPD 2003b and Fort Benning 2004b).

Management practices recommended by GDNR, and followed by Fort Benning to reduce and/or maintain
the average annual fecal coliform, are similar to those for sediment loads and include:

o compliance with NPDES permit limits and requirements;

e adoption of NRCS Conservation Practices; and

o application of BMPs appropriate to agricultural or urban land uses, whichever applies (GEPD
2003Db).

The amount of sedimentation and fecal coliform pollutants delivered to a stream is difficult to determine.
The state requires and monitors the implementation of management practices to improve stream water
quality, and represent a beneficial measure of TMDL implementation (GEPD 2003a and GEPD 2003b).
Although GEPD has identified some water quality impairment, there is also information indicating
biologically productive and ecologically sustainable water resources exist within the Installation. Recent
aquatic surveys conducted by the USFWS documented 53 historically represented fish species and five
fish species previously unrecorded on the Installation. One of the new fish species, spotted bullhead
(Ameiurus serracanthus), is a state-listed species of conservation concern. Six native mussel species were
identified along with one introduced species of mussel. Three of these mussel species are identified as
species of special concern in AL (Fort Benning 2001).

4.11.1.2 Hydrogeology/Groundwater

Fort Benning is located within the Coastal Plain hydrogeologic province. The principal groundwater
source for Fort Benning is the Cretaceous aquifer system. The recharge area for this aquifer is the Sand
Hill cantonment area (Fort Benning 2004b). The regional direction of ground-water flow in the Coastal
Plain is from the north to south. Aquifers in the Coastal Plain consist of porous sands and carbonates, and
include alternating units of sand, clay, sandstone, dolomite and limestone that dip gently and thicken to
the southeast.

4.11.1.3 River and Stream Floodplains

Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, instructs federal agencies to consider the risks, danger,
and potential impacts of locating projects within floodplains. The EO specifies that, in situations where
alternatives are impractical, the agency must minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain and take
appropriate steps to notify the public.
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Floodplains typically are described as areas likely to be inundated by a particular flood. For example, a
flood that has a one percent chance of occurring in any one year is the 100-year flood. The 100-year
floodplain includes those lands that are flooded by small and often dry watercourses. To determine the
location of the 100-year floodplain within the study areas, the 1985 Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM)
for Muscogee and Chattahoochee Counties and GIS maps developed for this area were reviewed.

The Chattahoochee River floodplain, and its associated blackwater and tupelo swamps, is found in the
southwestern portion of the Installation. The floodplain areas provide abundant recreational opportunities
to Installation personnel and the general public (Fort Benning 2001). Threats to the floodplain area and
its wildlife include water pollution, water level manipulation, sedimentation, and disturbance of nesting
migratory bird species. The Chattahoochee blackwaters are identified in Fort Benning’s INRMP as a
UEA. Military use of the Chattahoochee River floodplain is minimal (Fort Benning 2001).

Stream floodplains on Fort Benning are extensive. Military training within the stream floodplains is
minimal and a large portion of these areas have been proposed for protection as UEAs. Threats to stream
floodplain include damage by rooting feral swine, damage to stream ecology from low water crossings,
future range construction, and water pollution (Fort Benning 2001).

Per U.S. Army Infantry Center (USAIC) Regulation 210-4,
stream fording and crossing within the Installation with
wheeled and tracked vehicles currently is approved for the
following locations:

e Cactus Road at Pine Knot Creek;

o Buena Vista Road at Pine Knot Creek;
o Buena Vista Road at Upatoi Creek;

e Buena Vista Road at Randall Creek;

o Bulls Eye Road at Randall Creek; ] ]

_ _ Articulating concrete mats are used to
e Hourglass Road at Ochillee Creek; harden low-water crossing sites along tank
e Midwest Road at Randall Branch; and trails at Fort Benning

e Resaca Road at Sally Branch (U.S. Army 2005b).

411.1.4 Stormwater Management

Storm water discharge in the Main Post cantonment area of Fort Benning drains directly into the
Chattahoochee River through a storm drainage system. Other storm water on the Installation drains via
culverts, ditches, swales, and natural seepage and overland flow. Storm water from the other cantonment
areas, Sand Hill, Kelley Hill, and Harmony Church, as well as the training compartments drain directly
and indirectly into nearby surface water bodies (Fort Benning 2004b).

Installation requirements to comply with the provisions of the CWA and state regulations to manage
storm water prevention are stipulated in AR-200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement, as well
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as GDNR NPDES and ADEM NPDES rules and regulations. The requirements of federal and state laws
and regulations pertaining to activities off Post also reduce storm water concerns.

Surface water resources are subject to pollution from soil sedimentation, oil spills, pesticide residue, and
untreated sewage bypasses. These potential contamination sources are controlled and minimized by
implementation of the Fort Benning SPCC Plan (Fort Benning 2003b), Fort Benning’s ISCP (Fort
Benning 2000), Fort Benning’s SWP3 (General Permit No. 000000) for industrial facilities, ESPCP and
the SWMP, General MS4, sewage bypass reduction efforts, and by the related NPDES permit
requirements to prevent sewage bypasses for their WWTP and pretreatment facilities. The SWP3,
ESPCP, and the SWMP provide guidance for the protection for the water resources within Fort Benning
by monitoring storm water discharge and implementing BMPs.

Management of storm water would be accomplished by meeting the requirements of three separate
NPDES permits. Implementation of proposed projects having the potential to disturb one acre of land
would require coverage under GDNR NPDES General Permits 100001, 100002, or 100003. An ESPCP
would be developed prior to construction activities as required by the NPDES permit. Operators and
contractors must follow and implement all requirements identified in the NPDES permit. The ESPCP
must be prepared/designed and signed by a design professional with a GA NPDES Level Il Training.
Personnel qualified through GA NPDES Level 1A training are required to be on site during construction
activities.

For projects that are not covered under the GDNR NPDES General Permits 100001, 100002, or 100003,
typically for land disturbance less than 1 acre, are covered under the NPDES MS4 permit requirements.
Fort Benning uses a basic ESPCP designed similar to the one required under General Permit 100001 Part
IV. Projects that are not subject to GDNR NPDES permit would not be covered under a State permit but
would comply with the federal requirements for such projects with regard to the protection of water
resources from sediment and other pollution.

Good housekeeping measures should be implemented to control soil erosion, reduce the amount of runoff,
and to prevent or minimize pollution of storm water. Double row type C silt fencing would be installed
prior to any land disturbing activities. Contractors and operators should ensure that permanent or
temporary stabilization of previously disturbed soils in place within 14 days of project completion. If the
contractor or operator returns to the construction site within the initial 14 days to conduct some additional
land disturbing activities the timeframe in which stabilization is required may be extended by 7 days.
Other BMPs to be implemented during land disturbance and/or construction activities include: dust
control measurements, off site vehicle tracking control, proper waste disposal at the site, and site
sanitation. BMPs for land disturbing and or construction activities, including road improvements must:

e be designed in accordance to the Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control in Georgia;
e protect all storm water drainages near the work area that would be affected from runoff during
storm events;
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o comply with SPCC requirements as outlined in AR 200-1 when handling hazardous
materials/waste within a construction site;

The contractor and or proponent are responsible for the cleanup of any hazardous material/waste or
chemical spills.

The function of the stream buffers is to physically protect and separate streams from land disturbing
activities and/or encroachment. Stream buffers function primarily to filter storm water runoff, stabilize
stream banks, facilitate nutrient uptake to tree roots, and provide shading to moderate water temperature
and to provide flood capacity during flooding events. The design/siting of facilities within the Installation
would influence the effects to water resources by determining the direct impacts to streams and/or their
buffers. Georgia’s Erosion and Sedimentation Act implements stream buffer regulations stating that any
proposed land disturbing activity within a 25-ft buffer of a “state stream” would require a GEPD SBV.
Specific requirements would need to be followed if there are any SBVs. Fort Benning would also follow
the guidance of the Georgia Water Quality Control Act. The Georgia Water Quality Control Act declares
that the water resources of the state shall be utilized prudently for the maximum benefit of the people.
Field verification of “state waters” would be required during the design phase of all proposed
Transformation projects. Application for a SBV must include an approved ESPCP. Restrictions on the
encroachment of riparian stream buffer apply to project construction and operations activities, as well as
for timber removal within the 25-ft buffer.

Adherence to GDNR NPDES requirements ensures that all wastewater from dining/kitchen/
bathrooms/shower facilities and other operation requiring potable water are connected to the sanitary
sewer system, not the storm water sewer system. Coordination with CWW is required for Sanitary Sewer
and Sewage Disposal Ordinance requirements, particularly to meet Ordinance No. 83-101 Section 7, for
management of fat, oils, and grease. Good management practices and maintenance of grease/oil
collection sumps are to be implemented at all times to prevent or minimize sanitary sewer overflow into
the stormwater system.

Management of storm water at industrial facilities includes the implementation of General Permit 000000
requirements for industrial facilities and the development and utilization of the SWP3. Surface water
resources are subject to contamination from oil spills, pesticide residue, and untreated sewage bypasses.
These potential contamination sources are controlled and minimized; however, by implementation of the
SPCC, ISCP, and SWP3 (General Permit No. 000000), by sewage bypass reduction efforts, and by the
related NPDES permit requirements to prevent sewage bypasses. Installation requirements to comply
with the provisions of the CWA and state regulations for storm water prevention are stipulated in

AR 200-1.

Fort Benning’s SPCC Plan is applied to new or redesigned facilities such as vehicle maintenance
facilities, and facilities used to store hazardous materials in containers larger than 55 gallons and/or the
use of underground storage tanks and/or above ground storage tanks. All maintenance and chemical
storage areas would require proper design to ensure that no illicit discharges from the facilities would
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come in contact with surface and/or ground waters. All new storage areas for hazardous materials,
chemicals, or wastes should be designed to allow for secure product storage and to provide secondary
containment as per AR-200-1 and CFR 112. This would also meet CWW Ordinance No. 83-101 as well
as future Fort Benning NPDES, MS4, and SWMP requirements.

Management of storm water at the Installation level would be accomplished by implementing Fort
Benning’s NPDES MS4 permit for military Installations and by the SWMP. Construction site run off and
post-construction storm water management are Minimal Control Measures (MCM) required under the
Military MS4 permit. Installation units would be required to follow MCM under MS4 for all storage
areas within industrial areas, living quarters, parking areas, and other day-to-day operations. Under the
Phase Il NPDES MS4 requirements, activities constructed within the Installation boundary would be
monitored to help ensure illicit discharges are prohibited and that pollutants from small construction or
maintenance activities are prevented, reduced, and/or minimized to meet Fort Benning standards as per
the SWMP. Good housekeeping measures for municipal operation are also addressed by the SWMP.

Fort Benning has been regulated under GDNR NPDES MS4 Phase 11 since August 2003; however, this
permit still has not been finalized by GEPD. Basic requirements are being implemented at the Installation
level as part of the basic AR 200-1 requirements.

Areas where drainage is anticipated to be a problem should be identified during the planning stages of a
Transformation project. Projects proposed in areas identified as having the potential for drainage issues
may require additional requirements during and after maintenance or construction activities to manage
storm water runoff outside of the actual project boundary to include measurements to prevent and
minimize water quality impacts after construction ends. These may include but are not limited to:
evaluation and design of new and existing drainage systems to ensure proper capacity; Low Impact
Development (LID) considerations; storm water runoff watershed protection; and existing and future
state-generated TMDL Plans.

4.11.1.5 Sediment and Erosion Regulations

The Georgia Water Quality Act (1964) established a standard of not more than a 25 nephelometric
turbidly units (NTUs) difference between water samples taken upstream of land disturbing activity and
water samples downstream of the activity. Alabama’s Department of Environmental Management rules
and regulations prohibit more than a 50 NTUs difference between upstream and downstream
measurements.

Fort Benning actively manages storm water quality and sedimentation from surface water runoff in
conformity with the Georgia Erosion and Sediment Act of 1975, and Clean Water Act (Georgia State
Clean Water Laws) (Fort Benning 2001). Fort Benning requires the use of BMPs for all soil disturbing
activities that may occur during construction, demolition and maintenance projects, training activity, site
restoration, and forest management activities (Fort Benning 2001). Fort Benning personnel ensure that all
Record of Environmental Considerations (RECs) (FB-144R) provide military units and natural resource
management personnel with soil conservation planning assistance before and during land disturbing
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projects. The NRCS conducts inventories and evaluates erosion sites, develops and implements
rehabilitation contracts, provides technical inspection during construction, and conducts follow-up
evaluation. The Fort Benning Soil Conservationist assists NRCS, military units and DPW on erosion
projects that are larger than 1 acre (Fort Benning 2001).

Georgia’s Erosion and Sedimentation Act (OCGA 12-7-1) implements stream buffer regulations for non-
trout waters. Any proposed land disturbing activity within a 25-ft buffer of a water resource would
require a GEPD SBV. The state of Alabama has different regulations but since no activities proposed will
require ADEM permitting or approvals no discussion of Alabama’s regulations is necessary.

4.11.2 Environmental Consequences

This section assesses the potential effects of the No Action and Alternatives A and B on water resources.
Potential impacts would result from construction of new facilities, changes to training operations, and
ongoing operations and maintenance activities across the Installation. Surface-water characteristics,
increased impervious surfaces, and storm water flows and their potential effects on surface water quality
and quantity are considered.

The threshold level of significance for water resources is defined as any long-term impacts (chemical,
physical, or biological effects) that would adversely alter the historical baseline or violate standard water
quality conditi