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4.16 FORT POLK, LOUISIANA
4.16.1 Introduction

The Joint Readiness Training Center (JRTC) and Fort Polk is located in west-central Louisiana
in Vernon, Sabine, and Natchitoches parishes, near the communities of Leesville and DeRidder,
and about 15 miles east of the Texas-Louisiana border (see Figure 4-16.1). Fort Polk is divided
into two separate land masses: Fort Polk Military Reservation (main post) and Peason Ridge
Training Area. The main post consists of 107,024 acres, which includes approximately 67,000
acres of Army-owned land on the northern portion of the installation and another 40,000 acres
of land managed by the USFS.
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Figure 4.16-1. Fort Polk

Peason Ridge is located approximately 15 miles north of the main post, and in Vernon, Sabine,
and Natchitoches Parishes. Peason Ridge is approximately 33,490 acres. Peason Ridge is
used to support both Army maneuver and live-fire training, but is not utilized for long-term
housing of Army personnel or civilians, which occurs on the main post. Additionally, the Army
has leased a parcel of land to support the transport and convoys of units to and from main post
to Peason Ridge.
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The Army owns 26 acres of lakefront property at Toledo Bend Reservoir which is located
approximately 45 miles northwest of Fort Polk in Sabine Parish. This recreational area is
operated by the Fort Polk FMWR.

Lands utilized on the USFS, Kisatchie National Forest, are governed by a special use permit
agreement and operating plan. Fort Polk utilizes approximately 40,000 acres of National Forest
Lands in the southern portion of main post referred to as the Intensive Use Area (IUA). This
area is used for live-fire training. Adjacent to and south of the IUA is the Limited Use Area
(LUA). The LUA consists of approximately 45,000 acres of land, which is available for foot and
vehicle maneuver training only. No live-fire activities are performed in these areas.

North of Peason Ridge is an area of USFS land, referred to as the Special LUA (SLUA), or
“Horse’s Head”, due to its configuration. The SLUA consists of 12,380 acres and is available for
limited training by the JRTC and Fort Polk (Table 4.16-1).

Table 4.16-1. Army and Forest Service Real Property Acreage on Fort Polk

Real Property Parcel Administering Agency (asclrzees)
Main Post Army 66,998
Peason Ridge Army 33,491
Intensive Use Area Forest Service 40,481
Limited Use Area Forest Service 44,824
Special Limited Use Area (Horse's Head) Forest Service 12, 380
Total 198,174

In February 2010 Fort Polk completed the Joint Readiness Training Center and Fort Polk Land
Acquisition Program Environmental Impact Statement. Expansion of Fort Polk, up to 100,000
acres, was analyzed and the installation received the authorization to actively pursue the land
purchase program. In FY 2012 the USACE began closing on some of these new properties. A
four stage process was analyzed in the EIS to assist the installation in preparing these lands for
training. Since newly-acquired lands are not ready for training and are not yet in use by the
Army, they are not reflected in the training inventory. This analysis focuses on the land that
currently is being used to support the Army mission, and, therefore, does not include analysis of
environmental impacts on newly acquired parcels which are not yet in the current training land
inventory.

Fort Polk currently has approximately 136,000 acres of maneuver area suited for vehicle and
non-vehicular military training. It has long supported armored and mechanized unit training and
dismounted infantry unit training, and is home of the Army’s JRTC. The JRTC is the Army's
premier combat training center for infantry units. JRTC is one of the three Combat Training
Centers that conduct thorough, realistic, multi-echelon, joint, and combined arms training. The
purpose is to train leaders to deal with complex situations; to create flexible, skilled Soldiers;
and develop highly proficient, cohesive units capable of conducting operations across the full
spectrum of conflict. In FY 2011, JRTC executed six Mission Rehearsal Exercises, one Full
Spectrum Operations/Direct Action exercise and two Special Operations Force rotations.
Currently six Mission Rehearsal Exercises are scheduled for FY 2012 and nine training rotations
are scheduled for FY 2013.

Fort Polk is home to the JRTC Operations Group, the 1% MEB, 10" Mountain Division (4/10
BCT), 1% Battalion (Airborne), 509" Parachute Infantry Regiment (1-509 (Airborne), 162™
Infantry Training Brigade (Foreign Security Forces-Transition Team), 5" Aviation Battalion, and
the 115™ Combat Support Hospital. Fort Polk’s primary missions include supporting the training

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-2



OO0 I OOk W MR-

16

17
18
19

Army 2020 Force Structure Realignment
Programmatic Environmental Assessment January 2013

and quality of life of these resident units, as well as the training the brigades and battalions that
travel to the JRTC to complete large-scale maneuver training events.

Fort Polk has a well-developed range infrastructure. As a Training Center its primary
capabilities include a large force-on-force maneuver area and an instrumented live-fire
maneuver area. Encroachment from urbanization is not yet a challenge, but ranges do require
land management and maintenance to remain in optimal condition for training.

4.16.1.1 Valued Environmental Components

For alternatives the Army is considering as part of Army 2020 force structure realignments, Fort
Polk does not anticipate any significant adverse environmental impacts as a result of the
implementation of Alternative 1 (Force reduction of up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians) or
Alternative 2 (Installation gain of up to 1,000 Soldiers). The Army does anticipate significant
adverse socioeconomic impacts to regional economic activity, housing, and school districts
within the ROI for Alternative 1. Table 4.16-2 summarizes the anticipated impacts to VECs from
each alternative.

Table 4.16-2. Fort Polk Valued Environmental Component Impact Ratings

Valued : Alternative 1: Alternative 2:
Environmental A’?ll?e'ra\ncgc?vne Force Reduction Growth
Component of up to 5,300 | of up to 1,000
Air Quality Negligible Beneficial Minor
Airspace Negligible Negligible Negligible
Cultural - .- i
Resources Negligible Negligible Negligible
Noise Negligible Negligible Negligible
Soil Erosion Minor Negligible Minor
Biological - - i
Resources Negligible Negligible Negligible
Wetlands Negligible Negligible Minor
Water Resources Negligible Beneficial Minor
- .- - Less than

Facilities Negligible Beneficial Significant
Socioeconomics Negligible Significant Negligible
Energy Demand - - .-
and Generation Negligible Beneficial Negligible
Land Use Conflict - .- .
and Compatibility Negligible Negligible Minor
Hazardous
Materials and Negligible Minor Minor
Hazardous Waste
Traffic and - - .
Transportation Negligible Beneficial Minor

4.16.1.2 Valued Environmental Components Dismissed from Detailed Analysis

For the VECs discussed in this section below, no more than a beneficial or negligible impact
would be anticipated. Therefore, these VECs are not being carried forward for detailed analysis,
as no potential for significant impacts exists.

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-3
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Airspace. The JRTC and Fort Polk manages a dedicated SUA that spans 1,100 square
miles, with the military installation in the center. The SUA defines the airspace in which
military aircraft vertical and horizontal activities must be limited or restricted. Flight
restrictions and communication requirements within this area are not imposed on
nonparticipating aircraft operating according to visual flight rules.

Fort Polk has two restricted areas within the MOA on the installation and operates these
areas in accordance with the SUA requirements. Fort Polk has access to this airspace
continuously and air operations take place day and night within this area.

The No Action Alternative would not produce any conflicts with overlying restricted
airspace. Impacts of Alternative 1 would be negligible. The use of airspace would not
change significantly with the loss of ground units as a result of implementation of this
alternative. Aviation and UAS would continue to require airspace to support training.
This implementation of Alternative 1 would result in a slight and marginally lower
utilization rate of existing military airspace as some units with UAS may be inactivated
and no longer require activation and use of the airspace. Use of the installation air
space would be scheduled to coordinate with existing mission activities. The loss of
these units to Fort Polk would decrease operations of UAS, and use of this airspace
would continue to be managed through scheduling and balancing training requirements
with airspace availability.

There would be a negligible impact to airspace as a result of the implementation of
Alternative 2. The increased use of airspace would likely remain unchanged or could
change with a negligible increase. Additional airspace would not be required, and
scheduling, activation, and utilization of existing military airspace would proceed as it
currently does without change.

Cultural Resources. Fort Polk’'s ICRMP (Fort Polk, 2012) provides guidance and
procedures to ensure all legal responsibilities for the conservation of cultural resources
are being implemented. This plan also outlines procedures for consultation with the
Louisiana SHPO, the Advisory Council, the USFS, Native American Indian Tribes, and
other potential partners in cultural resources management. This ICRMP applies to
cultural resources management on Fort Polk and on portions of the USFS LUA
potentially affected by JRTC and Fort Polk mission activities. Fort Polk is currently
updating the ICRMP for the period of FY 2013 to FY 2017. No significant changes have
taken place since the last update that would change guidance and plan implementation
components.

Fort Polk and all USFS IUA lands have been 100 percent Phase-I surveyed and Phase-
Il tested. All USFS LUA lands have been 100 percent Phase-l surveyed, but Phase-ll
testing has not occurred at all sites; therefore, all sites potentially eligible for the NRHP
are located within the LUA. A total of 3,312 archaeological sites have been identified on
Fort Polk with 129 of those being eligible for the NRHP and 127 are classified as
potentially eligible. All eligible sites are monitored twice per year and potentially eligible
sites are monitored once per year (including those on the IUA and LUA as per the
Special Use Permit Agreement with the USFS). The archaeologist monitoring the site
inspects the area for signs of looting, vandalism, or other human-related or natural
damages. All eligible and potentially eligible protected sites are posted with orange
carsonite signs with reflective decals prohibiting driving and digging within the site
boundaries.

Fort Polk maintains and monitors a total of 19 historic cemeteries (including those on the
IUA and LUA as per the Special Use Permit Agreement with the USFS). These
cemeteries are routinely monitored to assess their overall conditions, as well as record

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-4
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any evidence of looting or vandalism. Fort Polk contains no prehistoric or tribal
cemeteries or Native American remains and burial objects. Additionally, there are no
known TCPs or sacred sites on the installation.

No eligible or potentially eligible standing structures are located on Fort Polk. All World
War 1l temporary wood buildings located on Fort Polk are addressed under the
Nationwide Programmatic Memorandum of Agreement between the DoD, the ACHP,
and the National Conference of SHPOs. Additionally, no World War lIl-era buildings
have been deemed eligible for the NRHP. In 2010, an architectural survey was
conducted to record and assess the eligibility of Cold War buildings on the installation.
All Cold War buildings were found to be ineligible for the NRHP.

Impacts to cultural resources under the No Action Alternative would be negligible.
Activities with the potential to affect cultural resources are monitored and regulated when
anticipated through a variety of preventative management and minimization measures
through the Fort Polk cultural resources management office.

Negligible impacts are anticipated with Alternative 1 at Fort Polk. Removal and release
of temporary facilities would have no potential for adverse effects to historic buildings
because there are none on the installation and very low potential to impact archeological
resources. If the undertaking has the potential to affect historic properties adversely,
consultation with the SHPO would occur per 36 CFR 800 as required. There is a very
low potential for any unique or potentially eligible historic structures to be affected as a
result of this action, and if such an action is proposed, full consultation with the SHPO
would occur, as required.

Alternative 2 is anticipated to have a negligible impact to cultural resources. Measures
are in place to accommodate training to prevent adverse impacts to cultural resources.
The types of training conducted by the additional Soldiers would not change, though
some training areas on Fort Polk might be used with marginally more frequency or
intensity compared with current baseline conditions. Fort Polk CRMs would continue to
follow the procedures outlined in the ICRMP in order to protect cultural resources. The
increase of range usage would potentially increase the use of bivouac areas that are
adjacent to ranges which could lead to an increased risk of loss of some cultural
resources through small-scale ground disturbance activities. An increase in training
associated with 1,000 additional Soldiers could increase use of the training areas and
reduce access to cultural resource sites for monitoring and management. Overall,
impacts from this alternative to cultural resources would be negligible.

Noise. Fort Polk’s acoustic environment is typically impacted by noise generating
activities such as commercial air traffic, and logging operations near the post, highway
and road ftraffic, hunting, as well as military training. The IONMP addresses these
issues in a proactive manner. Elements of the IONMP include assessment of noise
levels, education of the military and civiian community, management of noise
complaints, mitigation of noise and vibration, the “Fly Neighborly” program, and noise
abatement procedures. As a good steward, sensitive to noise complaints and
annoyances, Fort Polk’s Public Affairs Office maintains a Noise Hotline (337-531-1431)
to receive noise complaints or other concerns about military training. The Public Affairs
Office monitors the hotline daily and has a policy of responding to complaints within 24
hours.

Principal sources of noise resulting from military training operations at JRTC and Fort
Polk may include: large caliber weapons, small arms, other ordnance, fixed-wing aircraft,
rotary-wing aircraft, military vehicles, and other daily operations. (USACE, 2011) The
small arms ranges at Zion Hills and Peason Ridge did not need noise contours as even
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.50 caliber rifle noise did not extend beyond the installation border. On a “busy” training
day, noise from large caliber weapons fire and artillery extends 3,280 to 16,404 feet from
the installation boundary and is categorized in a normally incompatible NZ 1. NZ lll,
classified as incompatible, does not extend beyond the installation. Noise
measurements taken by the U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive
Medicine show that the noise experienced on-post is slightly higher than the levels
experienced off post.

No additional impacts from noise are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. The
acoustic environment of Fort Polk would continue to be affected by small- and large-
caliber weaponry, some artillery, and aircraft overflight. Other activities, such as ground
maneuver training and exercises resulting in noise created by personnel and vehicles,
would continue to contribute noise on and around Fort Polk, to the same levels and
intensity as historically experienced.

Impacts from noise are anticipated to be negligible as a result of the implementation of
Alternative 1. Existing ranges would still be utilized for firing the same types of weapons
systems and conducting the same types of training. Under Alternative 1, however, Fort
Polk would have a negligible anticipated reduction in the frequency of noise generating
training events. The operations of the JRTC would continue to be the major generator of
training related noise. The number of weapons qualifications and maneuver training
events could be anticipated to decrease slightly. Noise impacts would likely remain
comparable to current conditions. The current frequency of aviation training activities, a
contributor of noise at the installation, would not be anticipated to change more than
marginally, as aviation units would not be impacted by these decisions.

There would be a negligible impact on the installation and surrounding communities by
the addition of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers. The most prevalent
sources of new noise would be from small arms weapons fire and some maneuver;
which, when compared to the current training of the JRTC environment, is largely
insignificant.

Given that there are no new types of activities that would occur as a result of stationing
of these Soldiers, just a slight increase in the types of existing noise generating
activities, only minor impacts are anticipated to occur as a result of implementing this
alternative. Sensitive wildlife populations would not be impacted by the implementation
of Alternative 2. Wildlife in the area is noise-tolerant, having become habituated to noise
in the current training environment. Noise from simulated Artillery rounds and .50 caliber
blank weapons fire and small arms fire has not been shown to impact RCW nesting or
reproductive success, even for those inhabiting direct fire ranges and impact areas
(Delaney et. al., 2002).

Biological Resources (Vegetation, Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species).
Historically, most of Fort Polk's natural resource management efforts had focused on
single species management, but the overall strategy has shifted to focus on
maintenance of natural ecosystem functionality. Fort Polk's INRMP (Fort Polk, 2004)
uses an ecosystem management approach, seeking to manage natural resources at a
landscape scale with a focus on habitat rather than single-species management. The
primary objective is to support the military mission with sustainable and realistic training
land, while promoting ecological health and diversity.

Fort Polk’s wildlife species include most animals indigenous to the southwestern
Louisiana pinelands region. A total of 224 species of birds, 70 species of reptiles and
amphibians, 45 species of mammals, 35 species of fish, 12 species of freshwater
mussels, and 13 vegetation community types have been recorded as occurring on the
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installation. Fort Pork has one endangered species, the RCW (Picoidies borealis)
managed under Fort Polk Endangered Species Management Component (ESMC,
2011). One candidate species, the Louisiana Pine Snake (Pituophis ruthveni), is being
considered for listing under the ESA, but currently receives no federal protection. Fort
Polk manages the Louisiana Pine Snake via a Candidate Conservation Agreement with
the USFWS, USFS, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, and the Louisiana
Department of Wildlife and Fisheries. The Louisiana Pine Snake is found in both East
Texas and Western Louisiana.

Negligible adverse effects would occur at Fort Polk under the No Action Alternative. Fort
Polk would continue to adhere to its existing resource management plans and INRMP to
further minimize and monitor any potential effects. Units are briefed prior to each
training event regarding sensitive areas on-post, such as protected species habitat, and
what is and is not allowed within certain areas.

Negligible impacts to biological resources are anticipated as part of the implementation
of Alternative 1. Scheduling conflicts for training area access to conduct resource
monitoring would be reduced. Proactive conservation management practices and
species monitoring would be more easily accomplished with reduced mission
throughput. As a result of this alternative, maneuver and live-fire training reductions
would decrease the chance for impacts to vegetation and wildlife.

Negligible adverse impacts are anticipated as part of the implementation of Alternative 2.
The increase in this number of Soldiers would increase training by less than 10 percent
above the current training levels. While this moderate force augmentation would
increase maneuver traffic in the training lands and ranges, it would not cause significant
degradation or destruction of threatened or endangered species or rare species habitats.
Access to training lands and ranges for the purpose of threatened and endangered
species monitoring and habitat management would become slightly reduced as natural
resource management cannot be conducted during training events. Management hours
would increase by Fort Polk staff, however, when access to management areas was
possible to compensate for this more limited access. Fort Polk staff would still
implement the requirements outlined in natural resource management plans and the
ESMC. It is not anticipated that implementation of this level of Soldier growth would have
more than negligible impacts on the listed or candidate species found on the installation.

The endangered and candidate species recorded on the installation would continue to
be managed in accordance with the installation’s INRMP and ESMC, terms and
conditions identified within Biological Opinion(s) issued by the USFWS, and any
conservation measures identified in ESA, Section 7 consultation documents.

Energy Demand and Generation. The existing electrical system on the JRTC and Fort
Polk is divided into two distribution systems that serve the two distinct cantonment areas
of the installation. Each system is supplied by its own substation, through Entergy
electric utility.

The natural gas system at the JRTC and Fort Polk was installed in 1942 and has served
the majority of the installation’s heating, domestic hot water, and institutional services
(cooking, laundry, and the like) and some cooling requirements since its installation.
Two commercial gas companies using separate transmission lines provide natural gas to
South and North Fort Polk. Current supplies of natural gas are considered adequate
based on the fact that the current 8-inch transmission line, which feeds the JRTC and
Fort Polk, could deliver in excess of 400,000 thousand cubic feet per year, which far
exceeds historic demand levels.

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-7
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Negligible impacts would result from the No Action Alternative and Alternative 2. As a
result of the implementation of Alternative 1, a minor beneficial impact is anticipated.
Regardless of the alternative selected, energy would be available to support Fort Polk
operations without the need for additional power infrastructure. A reduction in Soldier
numbers would decrease energy requirements and usage on-post.

Fort Polk anticipates that the implementation of any of the alternatives would result in negligible
impacts for those VECs discussed above. The following provides a discussion of the VECs
requiring a more detailed analysis, as they are anticipated to have the potential of a higher level
of impact as a result of the implementation of the Proposed Action alternatives.

4.16.2 Air Quality
4.16.2.1 Affected Environment

The JRTC and Fort Polk is located in AQCR 106 and 022. The ROI for air quality affected is
defined as AQCRs 106 and 022. The JRTC and Fort Polk is primarily in Vernon Parish, with
small portions of the post (Peason Ridge Training Area) extending into Sabine and Natchitoches
parishes. England Industrial Airpark, Fort Polk’s primary departure and return point for deploying
units, is located in Rapides Parish (AQCR 106). Air quality in all four parishes meets or exceeds
the NAAQS as established by EPA,; therefore, these areas are considered attainment areas.

Fort Polk is designated as a major stationary source of air pollutants and operates under a CAA
Title V Operating Permit. Under the Title V Operating Permit, permitted stationary sources
include gasoline and JP8 (jet fuel) storage, fueling and dispensing facilities, paint booths,
generators, boilers, wastewater treatment facilities, degreasing operations, solvent reclamation,
munitions detonation, and engine testing.

In addition to stationary sources, air pollutants are generated at the JRTC and Fort Polk by
activities such as fugitive dust from training vehicles, exhaust emissions from training vehicles,
aircraft engine emissions, decomposition products of propellants, obscurants, pyrotechnics,
explosives, and emissions from prescribed burning and wildfires. In 1989, Fort Polk received an
exemption for air emissions resulting from fugitive dust from vehicles, smoke from obscurant
burning fog oil and decomposition, and in-place detonation of small explosives associated with
training exercises conducted within the boundaries of the military reservation and Peason Ridge
training. This exemption is still in effect for Fort Polk. Although air quality standards may be
exceeded locally at source points within the installation boundary during training events, the
events do not cause exceedances or visual obstructions outside JRTC and Fort Polk.

4.16.2.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, there would continue to be negligible short- and long-term
fugitive dust and emissions impacts from training and installation operations. These impacts
would not exceed threshold levels. Permit conditions would continue to be monitored and met,
but no changes to emission sources are anticipated, other than those mandated by
maintenance, replacement, or elimination of sources as they age or are removed from service.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated beneficial impact to regional air quality from reduced
stationary and mobile emission sources. There would be less combustion and generation of
NAAQS pollutants and HAPs associated with military training and less emissions generation by
Soldiers and their dependents in the cantonment area. In addition, there would be less fugitive
dust generated from fewer training events.

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-8
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Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

There would be an anticipated minor impact on air quality in the airsheds surrounding Fort Polk
as a result of implementing Alternative 2. There would be an anticipated minor increase in air
emissions from both mobile and stationary sources that would be generated to support
additional Soldiers and their Families. Fort Polk can anticipate increased emissions from
military vehicles, POVs, and generators used to support training events as well as increase in
fugitive dust. The increase of up to 1,000 Soldiers and their dependents would have only minor
impacts to regional air quality. Fort Polk would not exceed the emissions limits of its Title V
permit or to engage in activities causing any change in attainment status or exceedance of
NAAQs. Activities that generate air emissions would not qualitatively change though they could
be anticipated to increase marginally to support additional Soldiers.

4.16.3 Soil Erosion
4.16.3.1 Affected Environment

Fort Polk is located in the Coastal Plain province and is characterized by a rolling topography,
moderately to heavily covered with second-growth timber. Local relief is generally less than 100
feet while the terrain at Peason Ridge (northwest portion of installation) is low, well-rounded hills
of less than 500 feet.

Soils on the installation are derived from in-place weathering of underlying rock strata, except in
the floodplains of water bodies, where soils consist of alluvial silts and sands. In general, most
soils in the study area are highly weathered and acidic and have low fertility. Six predominant
soil associations comprise the soils occurring on the installation. The majority of Fort Polk is
mantled with a fine-grained silty sand topsoil. The Natural Resources Conservation Service
classifies the Fort Polk soils such as the thick layer of sand, clay, and alluvium as highly
erodible (USDA, 2002).

Fort Polk has established programs and procedures to minimize soil erosion on its training
lands. The following measures are currently implemented installation wide and would be used
to maintain and sustain the training lands associated with the Proposed Action. The following
describes existing procedures and programs utilized to decrease soil displacement and thereby
protect waterways from sedimentation.

e Installation Training Area Management Program. The JRTC and Fort Polk’s ITAM
program and the LRAM program are used to identify and repair land that requires
rehabilitation.

e Maneuver Damage Inspection and Monitoring. The JRTC and Fort Polk’s maneuver
damage inspection and repair program is being expanded to include identification,
repair, and monitoring for damages from routine home station training events. All
training lands would be inspected for maneuver damage to soils, vegetation, streams
and wetlands, and sensitive environmental resources following each training exercise,
and corrective actions would be initiated.

e Annual Maintenance of Sediment Basins. All sediment basins would be inspected to
ensure that they are functioning properly. Basin maintenance would be prioritized
according to need. Excess sediment would be removed from basins, applied to upland
areas, and stabilized.

e Temporary Closure of Sites. Maneuver damage inspectors would identify sites on the
installation needing protection to facilitate recovery from maneuver damage to soils,
vegetation, streams and wetlands, and sensitive environmental resources. Sites would

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-9
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be marked as temporarily off-limits to digging and driving until the sites are recovered.
Closed areas would be added quarterly or as needed to the “No Dig/No Drive” map used
to help military trainers for planning purposes.

e Integration of Maneuver Damage Inspection and Repair into Annual Training
Calendar. Sufficient time on the Annual Training Calendar would be scheduled for
maneuver damage inspection and repair following all training events. Updated protocols
for scheduling of maneuver damage inspections, repairs, and other resource
management needs on Army lands would be incorporated into JRTC and Fort Polk
Regulation 350-10. These protocols would provide enhanced opportunities for damage
inspection, corrective actions, and monitoring.

e Scheduling of Non-Training Activities. Non-training activities such as LRAM;
prescribed burning, forest thinning and other forest management activities; and
maneuver damage repair would be scheduled at the monthly Resource Allocation
Conferences. This would ensure that damage repair and forest management would
receive top priority during the Green Period (14 uninterrupted days each quarter during
which environmental management and stewardship measures are given priority on land
utilization) and that restoration and maintenance activities would occur according to
schedule. Changes to the existing installation protocols for scheduling of non-training
activities would be incorporated into JRTC and Fort Polk Regulation 350.

4.16.3.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Minor adverse impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. Fort Polk would
continue its infantry and mechanized training, to include impacts to soils from removal of or
damage to vegetation, digging activities, ground disturbance from vehicles, and ammunition or
explosives used in training events. The installation’s ITAM program conducts monitoring,
rehabilitation, and maintenance and repair on areas of high use such as drop zones, artillery
firing positions, observation points, and ranges.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Impacts from soil erosion are anticipated to be negligible as a result of the implementation of
Alternative 1. Alternative 1 includes the reduction of no-longer-needed facilities that could result
in short-term adverse impacts from demolition and temporary exposure of bare soils to rain and
water and wind erosion; however, these impacts would be short term in duration. Overall, there
would be anticipated negligible long-term impacts from reduced training and more opportunities
for land rehabilitation and natural rest and recovery of the landscape. It is anticipated that there
would be less soil erosion and sedimentation attributable to training activities. With the
continued implementation of the above programs short- and long-term negligible adverse
impacts to soils are anticipated. A decrease in foot and vehicular traffic would result in minimal
beneficial impacts to areas along roadways and trails on the installation. As a result of the
implementation of Alternative 1, off-road movement would not impact soil erodibility based on
disturbance to vegetation and soil surfaces, and rainfall intensity.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

With the continued implementation of the above programs short- and long-term minor adverse
impacts to soils are anticipated. Training of additional Soldiers and units would occur in Fort
Polk’s existing training areas. The stationing of additional Soldiers at Fort Polk would result in
only a slight increase in maneuver training, as a majority of maneuver training and soils impacts

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-10



IO = W N

Army 2020 Force Structure Realignment
Programmatic Environmental Assessment January 2013

are caused by the JRTC unit training. Fort Polk would continue to implement the ITAM program
and its environmental programs to protect soils. Impacts to soils would therefore be minor.

4.16.4 Wetlands
4.16.4.1 Affected Environment

Wetlands occurring on Fort Polk can be associated with palustrine forested wetlands or
bottomlands not capable of supporting pine dominated forests. Wetlands also consist of
freshwater bogs, baygalls, and swamps. For most of the year, bogs are saturated and they
exist in locations where the water table is near the surface.

In addition to pitcher plant bogs, surface water and wetland areas on Fort Polk include 100
acres of manmade impoundments, 50 acres of beaver ponds, and 8,800 acres of riparian areas.
Together, wetlands make up about 6.5 percent of Fort Polk and are typically widely scattered
(Fort Polk, 2004).

4.16.4.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Negligible adverse impacts would continue. Fort Polk would continue monitoring its wetlands
and sediment basins to contain soil erosion and potential degradation of wetland function
caused by training. Fort Polk would continue to rest and recover heavily used training areas to
limit sedimentation impacts to wetlands and surface waters, and Fort Polk would continue to
monitor its wetlands areas.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Impacts from soil erosion are anticipated to be negligible and potentially beneficial. Alternative
1 includes the reduction of no longer needed facilities that could result in short-term adverse
impacts from demolition and temporary exposure of bare soils to rain and water and wind
erosion; however, these impacts would be short term in duration. Overall, there would be
anticipated negligible long-term impacts from reduced training and more opportunities for land
rehabilitation and natural rest and recovery of the landscape. It is anticipated that there would
be less soil erosion and sedimentation attributable to training activities; however, these effects
would be negligible, as the JRTC uses most of the land at Fort Polk for much of the year, and its
operations would continue at a high operations tempo.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

There is anticipated to be short- and long-term minor adverse impacts on wetlands. The
installation would continue to implement programs to limit the potential for impacts to wetlands
to include avoidance of wetland areas as part of installation range operations. Additional training
activities would have minor impacts on wetland areas which could experience limited increased
impacts from sedimentation and maneuver training.

4.16.5 Water Resources
4.16.5.1 Affected Environment

Watersheds. The main post lies within three major watersheds: the Lower Sabine River basin,
Whiskey-Chitto River basin, and Upper Calcasieu River basin. Three watersheds, the Lower
Sabine, the Upper Calcasieu, and the Lower Red-Lake, contain water bodies listed as impaired
in 2002. TMDLs would be established for the pollutants of concern within these impaired water
bodies.

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-11
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The headwaters of many streams lie within the installation’s boundaries. Five streams are
either headwaters or tributaries to streams or rivers designated under the Natural and Scenic
River System and are located within the watersheds of the JRTC and Fort Polk military
installation.

Groundwater. Groundwater is the principal source of drinking water for the JRTC and Fort
Polk and Vernon Parish. The Williamson Creek, Carnahan, and Evangeline aquifers support
water supply wells in the area of the JRTC and Fort Polk. The Evangeline aquifer is also the
source of groundwater to the public-supply wells for the Town of Pitkin, 5 miles south of the
installation, and to domestic wells in the southern part of Vernon Parish. The Williamson Creek
aquifer is the source of groundwater for public supply wells in the Town of Pickering. The
Carnahan Bayou aquifer is also a source of groundwater for public supply wells in the towns of
Leesville and Simpson.

Water Supply. Water for South Fort Polk is supplied entirely by wells situated throughout the
South Fort Polk area. These wells have a combined maximum capacity of approximately 7.8
mgd. A sustainable daily yield for these water wells is approximately 5.2 mgd. The South Fort
Polk distribution system is generally in good condition and can be anticipated to provide
sufficient quantities and pressures for domestic and fire flow requirements under baseline and
projected populations.

Water for North Fort Polk is supplied entirely by wells situated throughout the North Fort Polk
area. These wells have a combined maximum capacity of approximately 4.2 mgd. A
sustainable daily yield for these water wells is approximately 3.5 mgd. The North Fort Polk
distribution system is also in good condition and can be anticipated to provide sufficient
quantities and pressures for domestic and fire flow requirements under baseline and projected
populations.

In total, Fort Polk uses less than 1.5 mgd, and has plenty of water availability from its wells to
support current and increased levels of Soldier stationing.

Wastewater. The JRTC and Fort Polk operates two WWTPs: the North Fort WWTP, with a
design flow of 1.4 mgd, and the South Fort WWTP, with a design flow of 3.8 mgd. The JRTC
and Fort Polk also operates three other wastewater treatment systems (Peason Ridge, Toledo
Bend, and the Landfarm Pond). Each of these systems is relatively small and has design flows
of less than 25,000 gpd.

The average daily combined wastewater discharge from both the North Fort WWTP and the
South Fort WWTP has ranged from just below 2 mgd in 1995, to 3.5 mgd in 1992. Since 1992,
the amount of wastewater discharged from the installation has declined significantly, primarily
because of a decrease in population of more than 17,000 people and a decrease of
approximately 1 million square feet in real property resulting from the transfer of the 5" Infantry
Division from Fort Polk to Fort Hood. Average daily discharges in 2000 at the North Fort WWTP
and the South Fort WWTP were 0.344 mgd and 1.74 mgd, respectively.

The Peason Ridge Sanitary Sewage Treatment Facility supports the sanitary sewage treatment
requirements of the Peason Ridge Cantonment Area and the JRTC at the Peason Ridge
Training Area. The treatment facility is a lagoon system capable of processing 2,400 gpd of
sewage and a peak flow of 3.0 gpm.

Stormwater. Industrial activities, including such transportation-related activities as vehicle
maintenance, fueling, and washing, are currently permitted under the NPDES Industrial
Activities permit program. The installation also obtains permits for construction activities
disturbing more than 1 acre. Fort Polk also has permit coverage for its MS4.

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-12
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4.16.5.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would have negligible adverse effects to water resources. No change
from existing conditions would occur and all construction, operation, and maintenance projects
already under way have obtained the NPDES permit and other applicable permits and are
operating in adherence to their guidance. Training activities would continue as would
environmental management activities with minimal adverse impacts to surface waters.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Minor beneficial impacts are anticipated as part of the implementation of Alternative 1. A loss of
up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army civilian employees would reduce training area use, and decrease
the chance of potential surface water impacts. The demand for potable water would also be
diminished, and implementation of Alternative 1 would create additional treated wastewater
capacity for other uses at the installation. Water demands and wastewater treatment would
decrease, but Fort Polk’s water supply and water and wastewater infrastructure capacities
would remain adequate. The decrease in wastewater generation could potentially negatively
affect Fort Polk's WWTP due to the reduction of wastewater volumes and lack of adequate
influx of wastewater to maintain transmission lines and treatment. This issue would require
further study if Alternative 1 were selected at Fort Polk to determine the impacts to the WWTPs.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Overall, minor impacts are anticipated as part of the implementation of Alternative 2. Any new
construction and land disturbance over 1 acre would require a stormwater construction permit,
which would entail identification and implementation of mitigation strategies to reduce impacts
associated with stormwater runoff during and after construction. Based on the average of 100
gpd of potable water use per person it is anticipated that 1,000 additional Soldiers would
increase potable water demand by approximately 100,000 gpd. Dependents accompanying
these Soldiers could increase water demand by an additional estimated 152,000 gpd, though
some dependents would live off post where water would come from other sources. The demand
created by this increase in personnel is easily met and would not adversely impact Fort Polk’s
water supply. Fort Polk currently has plenty of extra capacity, with regard to potable water, to
accommodate the increase of Soldiers and dependents. Based on an average daily use of 109
gpd per person, it is anticipated that wastewater would increase by 109,000 gpd, well within the
permitted limits and capacity of the WWTPs, even when considering the potential increase in
the numbers of Family members and dependents, who could add another 166,000 gpd in
treatment requirements to the total amount of wastewater requiring treatment on Fort Polk.

4.16.6 Facilities
4.16.6.1 Affected Environment

The JRTC and Fort Polk consists of three general land use categories: the cantonment area,
training areas, and impact areas. The cantonment area of Fort Polk consists of about 8,050
acres in the western portion of the installation and consists of administration, billeting, and
Family housing areas. It has been developed into a wide variety of land uses that comprise the
elements necessary for a complete community. This includes the installation Post Exchange,
commissary, housing and Family support services, medical, and mission-support facilities.

Chapter 4, Section 4.16: Fort Polk, Louisiana 4.16-13
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4.16.6.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Impacts to facilities would be negligible under the No Action Alternative. The installation would
continue to utilize its existing facilities to meet the needs of its Soldiers.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Minor beneficial impacts are anticipated as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1. An
increase in the FRP and facilities demolition at Fort Polk would occur as a result of this
alternative. Older, less-efficient facilities nearing the end of their life-cycle would be demolished
when no longer needed to support Soldiers or their Families and would allow the Army to save
on maintenance and energy requirements. Facility usage and availability would increase for the
installation’s remaining population, allowing some facilities to be re-used and some units to
obtain better permanent facilities to meet their needs.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

There would be less than significant impacts to facilities as a result of the implementation of
Alternative 2. Increased Soldier strength of up to 1,000 Soldiers would be reflected through
increased usage throughout the cantonment area. Although the total number of facilities
available meets Fort Polk’s requirements, many unit operations facilities are outdated and
smaller than the standard facilities authorization for Army units. If new facilities were not
constructed for additional units stationed at Fort Polk, existing facilities could be provided, but
these would be smaller and older buildings. Activities within the training and range areas would
be limited to existing firing ranges, maneuver areas, and roadways.

The impacts of the Proposed Action and other alternatives on utilities and communications
would not exceed the capacity of the installations current infrastructure.

4.16.7 Socioeconomics
4.16.7.1 Affected Environment

Fort Polk main post is located in Vernon Parish, approximately 7 miles east of Leesville,
Louisiana and 20 miles north of DeRidder, Louisiana. Peason Ridge is located in Sabine,
Natchitoches, and Vernon parishes. The ROI is the area that the demographic, economic, and
social effects of the Proposed Action are most likely to influence. The ROI includes nearby trade
and service centers related both directly and indirectly to the economic activities of the JRTC
and Fort Polk. It takes into account the residency distribution of the JRTC and Fort Polk military
and civilian personnel, as well as the parishes within commuting distance of the post and use of
lands by the JRTC and Fort Polk for training and deployment. For purposes of this analysis, the
ROI consists of Beauregard, Natchitoches, Rapides, Sabine, and Vernon parishes.

Population and Demographics. The Fort Polk population is measured in three different ways.
The daily working population is 10,836, and consists of full-time Soldiers and government Army
civilian employees working on post. The population that lives on Fort Polk consists of 3,298
Soldiers and 6,847 dependents, for an estimated total on-post resident population of 10,145.
Finally, the portion of the ROI population related to Fort Polk is 18,996 and consists of Soldiers,
civilian employees, and their dependents living off post.

Population data from the U.S. Census Bureau (U.S. Census, 2010) were used to determine
current population numbers for the ROI for Fort Polk. Table 4.16-3 provides a summary of the
demographic characteristics of Beauregard, Natchitoches, Rapides, Sabine, and Vernon
parishes in Louisiana. The ROI parish population is over 284,000. Compared to 2000, the 2010
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population increased in Beauregard, Rapides, and Sabine parishes, and the State of Louisiana.
Population decreased in Natchitoches and Vernon parishes (Table 4.16-3). The racial and
ethnic composition of the ROl is presented in Table 4.16-4.

Table 4.16-3. Population and Demographics

Region of Influence Population Population Change

Counties 2010 2000-2010 (Percent)
Louisiana 4,600,000 +0.9
Beauregard 36,000 +1.3
Rapides 132,000 +0.6
Natchitoches 40,000 -0.3
Sabine 24,000 +1.2
Vernon 52,000 -04

Table 4.16-4. Racial and Ethnic Composition

Statg and . African American . . . Two or

Refiqlon of Cgucasu’;m American Indian PAsuemt I-lgspanltc I;\/Iore

Igojgggg (Percent) (Percent) | (Percent) (Percent) | (Percent) (Pearlggﬁt)
Louisiana 60 32 4 1 4 1
Beauregard 80 14 1 1 3 2
Rapides 62 32 1 1 3 1
Natchitoches 54 42 0 1 2 1
Sabine 69 17 9 0 3 2
Vernon 71 15 2 2 8 2

Employment, Income, and Housing. Compared to 2000, the 2009 employment (private
nonfarm) increased the State of Louisiana and Beauregard, Rapides, Natchitoches, and Vernon
parishes. Employment decreased in Sabine Parish (Table 4.16-5). Employment, median home

value and household income, and poverty levels are presented in Table 4.16-5.

Table 4.16-5. Employment, Housing, and Income

State and 2009 Total Employment Median Home Median Population
Region of Nonfarm Change Value 2005-2009 Household Below Poverty
Influence Employment 2000-2009 (Dollars) Income 2009 Level 2009
Counties (Employees) (Percent) (Dollars) (Percent)
Louisiana 1,639,104 +2.9 130,000 43,445 18.1
Beauregard 6,877 +49 83,400 45,202 13.2
Rapides 49,277 +2.1 110,500 40,658 18.1
Natchitoches 10,631 +4.9 90,500 30,326 28.6
Sabine 4,176 -8.0 74,600 35,395 20.7
Vernon 8,785 +18.8 85,400 42,554 15.0

e Beauregard Parish

According to the U.S. Census Bureau (U.S. Census, 2010) information, 26.9 percent of
working residents in Beauregard Parish are in management/professional and related
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occupations. Sales and office occupations follow at 21.3 percent (U.S. Census, 2010).
Of the working population in Beauregard Parish, construction, extraction, and
maintenance occupations employ 21.7 percent; 5.8 percent are in production,
transportation, and material moving occupations; and 5.4 percent are in farming, fishing,
and forestry occupations. The educational, health, and social services industry employs
20.0 percent of the working population in the study area. The manufacturing industry
employs 11.4 percent of the working population. The retail trade industry employs 10.8
percent of the working population. Professional, scientific, management, administrative,
and waste management services industries employ 5.8 percent of the working
population. The construction industry employs 10.3 percent of the working population
and the arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services industry
employs 7.3 percent. Other services, transportation and warehousing/utilities industries
employ 5.8 percent. The remaining 17.4 percent are employed by the wholesale trade;
finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing; and information
industries.

Major employers in the ROI include Amerisafe, Inc, Ampacet Corporation, Beauregard
Electric Co-Op, Inc, Beauregard memorial Hospital, Boise Packaging & Newsprint, Mead
Wesvaco Corporation, Merryville Nursing Center, Wal-Mart Supercenter and Westwood
Manor (Louisiana Site Selection, 2009).

Natchitoches Parish

Working residents (27.5 percent) in Natchitoches Parish are in management and
professional and related occupations. Sales and office occupations follow at 23.3
percent (U.S. Census, 2010). Of the working population in Natchitoches Parish,
construction, extraction, and maintenance occupations employ 6.7 percent; 14.8 percent
are in production, transportation, and material moving occupations; and 5.9 percent are
in farming, fishing, and forestry occupations. The educational, health, and social
assistance industry employs 26.5 percent of the working population in the study area.
The manufacturing industry employs 12.9 percent of the working population. The retail
trade industry employs 12.1 percent of the working population. Professional, scientific,
management, administrative, and waste management services industries employ 6.3
percent of the working population. The construction industry employs 6.7 percent of the
working population and the arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food
services industry employs 8.3 percent. Other services, transportation and warehousing
and utilities industries employ 4.7 percent. The remaining 4.2 percent are employed by
the wholesale trade; finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing; and
information industries.

Major non-governmental employers in the ROI include Pilgrim’s Pride, Roy O Martin,
Alliance Compressors, and Natchitoches Regional Medical Center. Government
employers include Parish of Natchitoches, Natchitoches Parish School Board and
Northwestern State University (Louisiana Site Selection, 2009).

Rapides Parish

Working residents (32.5 percent) in Rapides Parish are in management and professional
and related occupations. Sales and office occupations follow at 24.8 percent (U.S.
Census, 2010). Of the working population in Rapides Parish, construction, extraction,
and maintenance occupations employ 14.6 percent; 11.3 percent are in production,
transportation, and material moving occupations; and 3.1 percent are in farming, fishing,
and forestry occupations. The educational, health, and social assistance industry
employs 30.4 percent of the working population in the study area. The manufacturing
industry employs 7.3 percent of the working population. The retail trade industry employs
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12.6 percent of the working population. Professional, scientific, management,
administrative, and waste management services industries employ 6.9 percent of the
working population. The construction industry employs 7.2 percent of the working
population and the arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services
industry employs 6.7 percent. Other services, transportation and warehousing and
utilities industries employ 5.0 percent, respectively. The remaining 3.4 percent are
employed by the wholesale trade; finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and
leasing; and information industries.

Major non-government employers in the ROI include Christus St. Frances Cabrini
Hospital, Cleco Corporation, Dresser Consolidated Valves, Gilchrist Construction
Company, International Paper, Interstate Bakeries, Procter and Gamble, Rapides
Regional Medical Center, Saint Mary’s Training Facility and UTLX Manufacturing. Major
government employers include City of Alexandria, City of Pineville, Louisiana State
University at Alexandria, Pinecrest Supports and Services Center, Rapides Parish
School Board and Rapides Parish Sheriff’s office (Louisiana Site Selection, 2009).

Sabine Parish

In Sabine Parish, approximately 24.7 percent of working residents in the parish are in
management and professional and related occupations. Sales and office occupations
follow at 20.1 percent and service occupations at 16.4 percent (U.S. Census, 2010). Of
the working population in Sabine Parish, construction, extraction, and maintenance
occupations employ 18.1 percent; 17.5 percent are in production, transportation, and
material moving occupations; and 15.5 percent are in farming, fishing, and forestry
occupations. The educational, health, and social services industry employs 22.3 percent
of the working population in the study area. The Public Administration industry employs
4.3 percent of the working population. The retail trade industry employs 10.7 percent of
the working population. Professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste
management services industries employ 4.8 percent of the working population. The
construction industry employs 7.4 percent of the working population and the arts,
entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services industry employs 4.8
percent. Other services, manufacturing, transportation and warehousing/utilities
industries employ 10.7 percent, 2.2 percent, and 5.1 percent, respectively. The
remaining 18.7 percent are employed by the wholesale trade; finance and insurance,
and real estate and rental and leasing; and information industries. In 2010, Sabine
Parish’s unemployment rate (civilian labor force) was 7.9 percent.

Major employers in the ROI include Boise Cascade, Smurfit-Stone Container
Corporation, Many Healthcare North, Sabine Bancshares, Sabine Medical Center, and
Sabine Retirement and Rehab Center (Louisiana Site Selection, 2009).

Vernon Parish

In Vernon Parish, approximately 27.6 percent of working residents in the parish are in
management/professional and related occupations. Sales and office occupations follow
at 24.7 percent and service occupations at 19.6 percent (U.S. Census, 2010). Of the
working population in Vernon Parish, construction, extraction, and maintenance
occupations employ 9.2 percent; 22.3 percent are in production, transportation, and
material moving occupations; and 4.8 percent are in farming, fishing, and forestry
occupations. The educational, health, and social services industry employs 22.0 percent
of the working population in the study area. The public administration industry employs
13.60 percent of the working population. The retail trade industry employs 13.1 percent
of the working population. Professional, scientific, management, administrative, and
waste management services industries employ 8.2 percent of the working population.
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The construction industry employs 8.0 percent of the working population and the arts,
entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services industry employs 8.2
percent. Other services, manufacturing, transportation and warehousing/utilities
industries employ 12.0 percent. The remaining 6.4 percent are employed by the
wholesale trade; finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing; and
information industries. In 2010, the Vernon Parish’s unemployment rate (civilian labor
force) was 7.7.

Major employers in the ROI include Fort Polk/JRTC, Vernon Parish School Board, and
Wal-Mart Supercenter, Byrd Regional Hospital, Vernon Parish Police Jury, Vernon
Parish Sheriff's Dept, Leesville State School, and the City of Leesville (Louisiana Site
Selection, 2009).

Fort Polk is the largest employer in west central Louisiana with more than 6,600 civilian
employees (to include contractor personnel). Additionally, it is estimated that Fort Polk
contributes $1.3 billion to the local area economy each year (Fort Polk Real Property Digest,
2008).

Housing. Fort Polk is participating in the RCI, under which private builders build, own, and
manage Family housing on the installation. Fort Polk, under the RCI housing program is
authorized a maximum of 3,821 housing units. At any given time, approximately 95 percent of
the total number of housing units is available for occupancy. The remaining 5 percent are
undergoing renovations to prepare the units for their next occupants. Family housing on Fort
Polk is effectively full (Fort Polk, 2010).

Fort Polk has Family quarters totaling 3,578. An estimated 6,847 military Family members
reside on post and an estimated 11,297 reside off post. Barracks spaces for unaccompanied
personnel total to 4,002. Fort Polk is constructing 240 spaces that would meet these standards.
Additionally, 524 barracks spaces have been renovated at Fort Polk to accommodate one
Soldier to a one room space.

Schools. Children of military personnel attend school within two parishes in the ROI. Fort Polk
accounts for 34 percent of students attending 19 schools in Vernon Parish and 12 percent of the
students attend 12 schools in Beauregard Parish. A total of 4,146 military-dependent students
attend schools in both parishes; these local schools receive approximately $5,950,000 in federal
funding.

Public Health and Safety

Police. The Fort Polk Police Department, a part of the Directorate of Emergency Services,
provides law enforcement and property protection at Fort Polk. Police functions include
protecting life and property, enforcing criminal law, conducting investigations, regulating traffic,
providing crowd control, and performing other public safety duties. City, county, and state police
departments provide law enforcement in the ROI.

Fire. The Fort Polk Fire Department, a part of the Directorate of Emergency Services, provides
emergency firefighting and rescue services at Fort Polk. Fire prevention is another service
provided by the Fort Polk Fire Department. Fire prevention activities include providing fire
safety advice and ensuring that structures are equipped with adequate fire precautions to
ensure that in the event of fire, people can safely evacuate the premises unharmed.

Medical. Fort Polk supports a range of medical services. The Bayne Jones Army Community
Hospital (BJACH) provides healthcare services for military personnel, military dependents, and
to military retirees and their dependents. BJACH services include audiology/speech pathology,
dermatology, dietetics, emergency services, family medicine, internal medicine, OB/GYN,
occupational therapy, ophthalmology, optometry, orthopedics, otolaryngology, pediatrics,
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physical therapy, psychiatry, surgery, podiatry, psychology, social work, and substance abuse.
Fort Polk also provides dental services and supports a Warrior Transition Battalion.

Family Support Services. The Fort Polk DFMWR and ACS provide programs, activities,
facilities, services, and information to support Soldiers and Families. Services provided at Fort
Polk include child care, youth programs, deployment readiness for Families, employment
readiness, financial readiness, relocation readiness, exceptional family member support,
Warrior in Transition support, and survivor outreach.

Recreation Facilities. Fort Polk facilities or programs for recreation include fitness centers,
swimming pools, athletic fields, golf course, splash park, recreational shooting range, bowling
center, outdoor recreation opportunities, sports teams, and a Warrior Zone.

4.16.7.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in negligible effects to existing socioeconomic resources.
Fort Polk would continue to support operations of the local community and have beneficial
economic impact on the region. No additional impacts to housing, public and social services,
public schools, public safety, or recreational activities are anticipated.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300" Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Economic Impacts. Alternative 1 would result in the loss of approximately 5,300 Soldier and
Army government civilian (military employee) positions, each with an average annual income of
$41,830. In addition, this alternative would affect an estimated 2,924 spouses and 5,103
dependent children for a total estimated potential impact to 13,343 dependents. The total
population of military employees and their dependents directly affected by Alternative 1 is
projected to be 13,343 military employees and their dependents.

Based on the EIFS analysis, there would be no significant impacts for sales volume or income.
There would be significant impacts for employment and population. The range of values that
would represent a significant economic impact in accordance with the EIFS model is presented
in Table 4.16-6. Table 4.16-7 presents the projected economic impacts to the region for
Alternative 1 as assessed by the Army’s EIFS model.

Table 4.16-6. Economic Impact Forecast System and Rational Threshold Value Summary
of Implementation of Alternative 1

. . Sales ;
Region of Influence Economic Impact Income Employment | Population
S Volume
Significance Thresholds (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
(Percent)
Economic Growth Significance Value 8.90 717 5.1 3.43
Economic Contraction Significance Value -9.28 -7.71 -5.15 -2.42
Forecast Value -4.31 -4.30 -7.53 -4.70

1 Calculations used a number of 5,316 Soldiers and civilians for estimating socioeconomic impacts. This number was derived by
assuming the loss of the 4/10 IBCT (roughly 3,450 Soldiers), 30 percent of the installation’s other Combat Support Soldiers not
associated with the BCT, and up to 15 percent of the civilian workforce. As discussed in Chapter 3, this number is rounded to the
nearest hundred personnel when discussing impacts of Alternative 1.
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Table 4.16-7. Economic Impact Forecast System: Summary of Projected Economic
Impacts of Implementation of Alternative 1

Regior: iy it R Sales Volume Income Employment Population
mpact
- 5,893 (Direct)
Total $283,806,400 $255,733,300 | - 928 (Indirect) - 13,343
- 6,821 (Total)
Percent - 4.31 (Annual Sales) -4.30 -7.53 -4.70

The total annual loss in direct and indirect sales in the ROI represents an estimated -4.31
percent change from the current total sales volume of $6.58 billion within the ROI. State tax
revenues would decrease by approximately $11.35 million as a result of the loss in revenue
from sales reductions. Some parishes within the ROl supplement the state sales tax of 4
percent by varying percentages, and these additional local tax revenues would be lost at the
parish and local level. Regional income would decrease by 4.30 percent. While approximately
5,300 Soldier and Army government civilian positions would be lost within the ROI, EIFS
estimates another 577 military contract service jobs would be lost as a result of the
implementation of Alternative 1, and an additional 928 job losses would occur indirectly as a
result of reduced demand for goods and services in the ROI. The total estimated reduction in
employment would be -6,821 jobs, or a -7.53 percent change in regional non-farm employment.
The total number of employed positions (non-farm) in the ROl is estimated to be approximately
90,600. A significant population reduction of 4.70 percent within the ROI is anticipated as a
result of this alternative. Of the approximately 284,000 people (including those residing on Fort
Polk) that live within the ROI, 13,343 military employees and their dependents would no longer
reside in the area following the implementation of Alternative 1. This would lead to a decrease in
demand for housing, and increased housing availability in the region. This could lead to a slight
reduction in median home values. It should be noted that this estimate of population reduction
includes civilian and military employees and their dependents. This number likely overstates
potential population impacts, as some of the people no longer employed by the military would
continue to work and reside in the ROI, working in other economic sectors; however, this would
in part be counterbalanced by the fact that some of the indirect impacts would include the
relocation of local service providers and businesses to areas outside the ROI.

Table 4.16-8 shows the total projected economic impacts, based on the RECONS model, that
would occur as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1.

Table 4.16-8. Regional Economic System: Summary of Projected Economic Impacts of
Implementation of Alternative 1

REE e & Sales Volume Income Employment
Influence Impact
5,714 (Direct)
Total - %;?g’ggg’ggg ﬁ'é‘t’:f;; $246,004,278 | 494 (Indirect)
T 6,208 (Total)
Percent -2.75 -4.13 -6.85

The total annual loss in direct and indirect sales in the ROI represents an estimated -2.75
percent change in total regional sales volume according to the RECONS model, an impact that
is approximately 1.56 percentage points less than projected by EIFS; however, it is estimated
that gross economic impacts at the state level would be greater. Extrapolating from sales
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volume numbers presented in the RECONS model, it is anticipated that state tax revenues
would decrease by approximately $12.76 million as a result of the loss in revenue from sales
reductions, which would be $1.41 million less in lost state sales tax revenue than projected by
the EIFS model. Regional income is projected by RECONS to decrease by 4.13 percent, slightly
less than the 4.30 percent reduction projected by EIFS. While approximately 5,300 Soldier and
Army government civilian positions would be lost within the ROI, RECONS estimates another
398 military contract and service jobs would be lost, and an additional 494 job losses would
occur indirectly as a result of reduced demand for goods and services in the ROI. The total
estimated reduction in employment would be 6,208 jobs, or a 6.85 percent change in regional
employment, which would be 0.68 percentage points less than projected by EIFS.

When assessing the results together, both models indicate that the economic impacts of the
implementation of Alternative 1 would lead to a net reduction of economic activity within the ROI
that is of a similar order of magnitude.

Population and Demographics. Fort Polk anticipates a substantial reduction in military
population throughput as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1.

Housing. Alternative 1 would increase the availability of barracks space for unaccompanied
personnel and increase the availability of Family housing on post. Those outcomes would likely
decrease the off-post demand for rentals and purchases of housing. Fort Polk anticipates long-
term, less than significant adverse economic effects in Leesville and Deridder, and in the
smaller communities of the ROI.

Schools. Fort Polk anticipates the potential for significant adverse impacts to the Vernon and
Beauregard Parish schools as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1. These school
districts have invested in school facilities to support the population growth of Fort Polk that
resulted from the 2005 Stationing of the 10" Mountain Division (4/10 BCT) and other Army
stationing actions. Adverse impacts are likely for the both parishes resulting from a decrease in
student numbers and federal funding which would directly impact local schools within the ROI.

Public Health and Safety. As a result of Alternative 1, the anticipated population decrease at
Fort Polk would likely reduce the demand for law enforcement services, fire and emergency
services, and medical care services on and off post. Fort Polk anticipates less than significant
impacts to public health and safety under the Proposed Action.

Family Support Services. As a result of Alternative 1, Fort Polk anticipates a reduced demand
for FMWR and ACS programs on post. The demand for Family support services off post would
likely decrease also. Fort Polk anticipates less than significant impacts to Family support
services under the Proposed Action.

Recreation Facilities. Use of recreation facilities on post would likely decline as a result of
Alternative 1. Fort Polk anticipates that utilization decreases would be minor or moderate.

Environmental Justice. As a result of Alternative 1, Fort Polk anticipates no disproportionate
adverse impact to minorities, economically disadvantaged populations, or children. Job losses
would likely be felt across the ROI, affecting all income levels and many economic sectors.
Beauregard and Vernon parishes have a lower percentage of African American people than the
State of Louisiana as a whole. Vernon County, on the other hand, has a higher Hispanic
population percentage. Seen from a statewide level, therefore, adverse impacts to Vernon
Parish could be seen as having a disproportionate adverse impact on Hispanic people.
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Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Economic Impacts. Alternative 2 would result in the increase of up to 1,000 Soldiers, each with
an average annual income of $41,830. In addition, this alternative would affect an estimated 550
spouses and 960 dependent children for a total estimated potential impact to 1,510 dependents.
The total population of military employees and their dependents directly affected by Alternative
2 is projected to be 2,510 military employees and their dependents.

Based on the EIFS analysis, there would be no significant impacts for sales volume, income,
employment, or population. The range of values that would represent a significant economic
impact in accordance with the EIFS model are presented in Table 4.16-9. Table 4.16-10
presents the projected economic impacts to the region for Alternative 2 as assessed by the
Army’s EIFS model.

Table 4.16-9. Economic Impact Forecast System and Rational Threshold Value Summary
of Implementation of Alternative 2

. . Sales ;
Region of Influence Economic Impact Income Employment | Population
S Volume
Significance Thresholds (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
(Percent)
Economic Growth Significance Value 8.90 717 5.1 3.43
Economic Contraction Significance Value -9.28 -7.71 -5.15 -2.42
Forecast Value 0.81 0.81 1.41 0.88

Table 4.16-10. Economic Impact Forecast System: Summary of Projected Economic
Impacts of Implementation of Alternative 2

Regmr: silliiREnEe Sales Volume Income Employment Population
mpact
1,108 (Direct)
Total $53,387,210 $48,106,340 175 (Indirect) 2,510
1,283 (Total)
Percent 0.81 0.81 1.41 0.88

The total annual gain in direct and indirect sales in the ROI represents an estimated +0.81
percent change in total sales volume from the current sales volume of $6.58 billion within the
ROI. It is estimated that state tax revenues would increase by approximately $2.14 million as a
result of the gain in revenue from sales increases. Some parishes within the ROI supplement
the state sales tax of 4 percent by varying percentages, and these additional local tax revenues
would be gained at the parish and local level. Regional income would increase by 0.81 percent.
While 1,000 Soldiers would be gained within the ROI, EIFS estimates another 108 military
contract service jobs would be gained, and an additional 175 jobs would be created indirectly as
a result of the increase in demand for goods and services in the ROI. The total estimated
employment in the ROI would increase by 1,283 jobs, or a 1.41 percent change in regional non-
farm employment. The total number of employed positions (military and non-farm private
employment) in the ROl is estimated to be approximately 90,500. A population increase of 0.88
percent within the ROI is anticipated as a result of this alternative. Of the approximately
284,000 people (including those residing on Fort Polk) that live within the ROI, 2,510 military
employees and their dependents would be begin to reside in the area following the
implementation of Alternative 2. This would lead to an increase in demand for housing, and
decreased housing availability in the region. This could lead to a slight increase in median
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home values. It should be noted that this estimate of population increase includes civilian and
military employees and their dependents.

Table 4.16-11 shows the total projected economic impacts, based on the RECONS model, that
would occur as a result of the implementation of Alternative 2.

Table 4.16-11. Regional Economic System: Summary of Projected Economic Impacts of
Implementation of Alternative 2

gl ef (nfvenes Sales Volume Income Employment
Impact
1,157 (Direct)
Total ggg’gﬁ’g’ggg E'é‘t’;’tae'; $53,202,523 | 212 (Indirect)
o 1,369 (Total)
Percent 0.52 0.90 1.51

The total annual gain in direct and indirect sales in the region represents an estimated 0.52
percent change in total regional sales volume according to the RECONS model, an impact that
is approximately 0.29 percentage points less than projected by EIFS; however, it is estimated
that gross economic impacts at the state level would be greater. Extrapolating from sales
volume numbers presented in the RECONS model, it is anticipated that state tax revenues
would increase by approximately $2.4 million as a result of the gain in revenue from sales
reductions, which would be $260,000 more additional state sales tax revenue that projected by
the EIFS model. Regional income is projected by RECONS to increase by 0.90 percent, which
is slightly more than that 0.81 percent increase projected by EIFS. While 1,000 Soldiers would
be gained within the ROI, RECONS estimates another 157 military contract and service jobs
would be gained, and an additional 212 jobs would be created indirectly as a result of increased
demand for goods and services in the ROI. The total estimated change in non-farm employment
would be a gain of 1,369 jobs, or a +1.51 percent change in regional non-farm employment,
which would be 0.1 percentage points more than projected by EIFS.

When assessing the results together, both models indicate that the economic impacts of the
implementation of Alternative 2 would lead to a net increase of economic activity within the ROI
of a similar magnitude.

Population and Demographics. As a result of the implementation of Alternative 2, Fort Polk
anticipates a minor increase in military population throughput.

Housing. Alternative 2 would likely add to the pool of Soldiers that want to live on post.
Barracks space for unaccompanied personnel and quarters for Families would be available to a
smaller percentage of Soldiers in the total Fort Polk population. As a result, the demand for off-
post rentals and purchases of housing would likely increase. Fort Polk anticipates long-term,
minor beneficial impacts in Leesville and Deridder, Louisiana, and in the smaller communities of
the ROI.

Schools. Fort Polk anticipates the potential for minor impacts to the Vernon and Beauregard
Parish schools as a result of Alternative 2. Both school districts have integrated higher numbers
of students into their schools due to the stationing of the 4/10" Mountain BCT and other
stationing actions in recent years.

Public Health and Safety. As a result of Alternative 2, the anticipated population increase at
Fort Polk would likely increase the demand for law enforcement services, fire and emergency
services, and medical care services on and off post. Fort Polk anticipates minor impacts to
public health and safety under the Proposed Action.
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Family Support Services. As a result of Alternative 2, Fort Polk anticipates an increased
demand for FMWR and ACS programs on post. The demand for Family support services off
post would also likely increase. Fort Polk anticipates minor impacts to Family support services
under the Proposed Action.

Recreation Facilities. Use of recreation facilities on post would likely increase as a result of
Alternative 2. Fort Polk anticipates that utilization increases would be minor. Some facilities
could become crowded and less user-friendly during peak use hours.

Environmental Justice. As a result of Alternative 2, Fort Polk anticipates no disproportionate
adverse impact to minorities, economically disadvantaged populations, or children. The impacts
of the anticipated growth of Fort Polk would be felt throughout the ROI and across all
populations.

4.16.8 Land Use Conflicts and Compatibility
4.16.8.1 Affected Environment

The installation has an access control fence which provides cantonment areas with a secure
and continuous, well-delineated, and controlled boundary and separates the cantonment area
from Fort Polk’s training lands. Two developed areas, North and South Fort, total approximately
6,307 acres on the main post. South Fort Polk is the primary area, consisting of headquarters,
support facilities, and an airfield. North Fort Polk consists of both temporary and permanent
structures.

Land use at the JRTC and Fort Polk is divided into eight categories. In general, the installation
land use plan functions appropriately, separating land uses that often conflict. Because of this,
the installation benefits with continuous land use units bordering appropriate categories of
differing land uses. Overall, land use at the JRTC and Fort Polk is not fragmented.

An artillery range impact area covers most of the eastern to central portion of Fort Polk main
post. Zion Hills Small Arms Impact Area is located in the Southwestern part of the main post.
Peason Ridge training area lies northwest of the main post. This area is divided into six
sections. A third cantonment area lies on the east side of Peason Ridge, and the north-central
region of Peason Ridge is an impact area.

Section 4.16.1 describes the land ownership occurring on Fort Polk. Those lands permitted to
the Army by the USFS have allowable training activities permitted in the Special Use Agreement
and Operating Plan. Numerous training activities, (e.g., mounted and dismounted maneuvers,
vehicle convey and airborne operations and others), occurs within the IUA, LUA, and SLUA on
Fort Polk Table 4.16-12 contains the land use types, total acreages of land areas, and the
corresponding land use requirements on Fort Polk.
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Table 4.16-12. Land Use at Fort Polk

: Available
Available Maneuver
Total Maneuver
Land Training Total Range Total Total Acreage with Ac_reage
. and Impact | Maneuver Unusable without
Ownership Land Surface
Area Area Acreage Surface
Acreage Danger
Danger
Zones
Zones
Army owned 91,049’ 62,269 28,780 6,938 21,842 78,646
Forest Service | gg 4252 | 33572 64,553 49,835 14,718 24,6643
owned
Total 189,174 95,841 93,333 56,773 36,560 103,310

Source: Fort Polk, 2005

'Does not include 8,050 acres in the cantonment area, 442 acres of leased lands, 387 acres in easements, 24.31 acres at Toledo
Bend Recreation site, or 56.79 acres in railroad right-of-ways; total Army fee-owned land is 100,009.1 acres.

2Includes 40,026 acres of Intensive Use, 44,799 acres of Limited Use, and 12,820 acres of Special Limited Use Land.
%42,901 acres of Limited and Special Limited Use Lands are considered unusable for training.

4.16.8.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

No changes to land use conditions would occur and no effects are anticipated under the No
Action Alternative.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

There would be negligible short and long-term impacts on installation land use due to the loss of
Soldiers. The installation would continue to have sufficient vacant space in buildings that would
be suitable for other units’ mission and administrative requirements. The land use at the
installation would not be affected by the loss of these Soldiers since the land use categories and
compatibility would continue to exist and be utilized.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

There would be minor impacts, from land use conflicts and compatibility anticipated. Up to
1,000 additional Soldiers would require the additional use of training areas and qualification
ranges. These uses would not exceed an increase in use of more than 10 percent of the current
usage levels. Increased use of live-fire ranges by new units could preclude the use of maneuver
areas for training by other units that would not be accessible for safety reasons. This would
require the need for increased balancing of the scheduling of maneuver and live-fire training
activities. There would be negligible short and long-term impacts on installation land use due to
the increase of up to 1,000 Soldiers and their Family members assigned to the installation. The
installation has sufficient vacant space in buildings that would be suitable for supporting the
units’ mission. Additionally, the land and existing facilities are located in such a way that
additional facilities could be built to support additional Soldiers if funding for new facilities were
to become available.
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4.16.9 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste
4.16.9.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment for the Proposed Action includes the use, storage, transport, and
disposal of hazardous materials and waste at Fort Polk. This includes hazardous materials and
waste from USTs and ASTs, pesticides, LBP, asbestos, PCBs, radon, and UXO.

Common hazardous materials present at the installation include POLs; paint and paint-related
material from paint shops and motorpools; flammable stains and coatings; cleaning products;
photographic wastes; batteries; pesticides, insecticides, rodenticides, and herbicides; bomb
propellants; smoke pots; flammable adhesives; solvents; calcium hypochlorite; and
nonexpended ammunition. Hazardous waste streams generated at the installation include the
above-mentioned items in addition to lead-contaminated paint chips and debris and gasoline-
contaminated rags, soil, or used Drysweep. Nonregulated wastes include oil-, fuel-, and
grease-contaminated rags and debris; all petroleum-contaminated soil and used Drysweep;
grease; used oil; oil and fuel filters; used antifreeze; brake and transmission fluid; asbestos; and
nonflammable adhesives (JRTC, 2004).

The installation is a large-quantity generator of hazardous wastes. Hazardous materials and
waste are primarily managed by the Environmental and Natural Resources Management
Division. The Environmental and Natural Resources Management Division publishes a HWMP
and an Oil and Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan. These documents provide SOPs for
the collection, storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials and waste (JRTC, 2004).

4.16.9.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Overall, negligible effects are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. There would be no
change in Fort Polk’s management of hazardous materials, toxic substances, hazardous waste,
or contaminated sites. Fort Polk would continue to manage existing sources of hazardous
waste in accordance with the HWMP.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Minor impacts are anticipated as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1. In the short
term, there would be an increase in the demolition of outdated and no longer needed facilities.
This would increase the volume of solid waste generated, though the waste generated would
not exceed the capacity of the installations waste handling systems. An increase in asbestos
and LBP disposal would be anticipated until facility reduction was completed as a result of this
alternative. Construction workers and Army personnel would take measures to dispose of
materials in accordance with regulatory requirements and installation HWMP.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Minor impacts from hazardous materials and waste would occur with an increased Soldier
strength of 1,000. The storage, use, handling, and disposal of hazardous materials, toxic
substances, and hazardous wastes would not increase the risk to human health or
environmental contamination. The implementation of Alternative 2 would not be expected to
result in any increased violations of applicable federal, state, local, or DoD regulations. Existing
management procedures, regulations, plans, and permits would be used to minimize risk.
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4.16.10 Traffic and Transportation
4.16.10.1 Affected Environment

Fort Polk is located in west central Louisiana, approximately 125 miles west, northwest of Baton
Rouge, Louisiana and 90 miles north of the Gulf of Mexico. The ROI evaluated for traffic and
transportation includes Fort Polk and the parishes of Beauregard, Natchitoches, Rapides,
Sabine and Vernon in Louisiana.

Access to the cantonment area is by U.S. Route 171, LA Highway 10, and State Highway LA-
28. U.S. Route 171 is a principal rural arterial linking Shreveport, 110 miles to the north, with
Lake Charles 70 miles to the south. State Highway LA-28 is an east-west running primary rural
arterial linking Leesville to Alexandria and points east. The City of Leesville and Town of New
Llano are the population centers nearest to Fort Polk. Leesville and New Llano are adjacent to
each other, generally located about 10 miles northwest of the cantonment area. Leesville,
DeRidder, and New Llano provide the only shopping, dining, and entertainment within a 25-mile
radius of Fort Polk.

4.16.10.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Negligible impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. Surveys and studies
conducted on the existing transportation system determined that it is sufficient to support the
current traffic load.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Beneficial traffic impacts resulting from a reduction in force at Fort Polk would be anticipated as
a result of the implementation of Alternative 1. It is anticipated that traffic congestion would
diminish in and around key ACPs and entrance gates. The roads would continue to be
maintained at acceptable LOS for on- and off-post commuters, and LOS would improve slightly
as traffic volume decreased. The Fort Polk traffic system is currently providing acceptable LOS
for Fort Polk’s Soldiers, their Family members and civilian employees.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

There would be minor, short and long-term impacts on traffic on the installation due to the
presence of an additional 1,000 Soldiers and their dependents. The increase in off-post traffic
would have a minimal impact on traffic in the community overall. The implementation of the
alternative would not contribute to a decrease in the LOS of the road network leading to the
installation, particularly during peak morning and afternoon travel periods. This increase in
population would also have a minor impact on the traffic volume on the installation on some of
the installation’s main and arterial routes. The Fort Polk transportation system has the capacity
to accommodate additional Soldier and dependent growth with minimal impacts to traffic,
however.

4.16.11 Cumulative Effects
Region of Influence

The ROI for this cumulative impact analysis of Army 2020 realignment at Fort Polk
encompasses Beauregard, Natchitoches, Rapides, Sabine and Vernon Parishes in Louisiana.

Alexandria, Deridder, Leesville, Natchitoches are the largest cities within the ROI. Fort Polk has
long been a key component of the state’s economy employing several thousand Soldiers and
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civilian employees within the ROI. Fort Polk has been in operation and supporting the Army
since early 1940s.

There are numerous planned or proposed actions within the ROI that have the potential to
cumulatively add impacts to Army Force 2020 alternatives. These actions are either in progress
or reasonably could be initiated within the next 5 years. A number of the Army’s proposed
projects have been previously identified in the installation’s Real Property Master Planning
Board and are programmed for future execution. A list of projects below presents some of the
projects which may add to the cumulative impacts of the implementation of Army 2020
realignment alternatives.

Fort Polk Projects (Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable)
Past Projects

e Construction of the Digital MPRC;

¢ Permanent Stationing of the 4/10;

e Construction of the Combined Arms Training Facility;

e Construction of the Corrosion Prevention Facility;

e Construction of the FY 2010 Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range;
e Construction and Operation of a Drop Zone Expansion; and

e Construction and Operation of a Consolidated Fuel Facility.

Present Projects

e Construction of the FY 2012 Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range;
e Land Acquisition Purchase; and
o Commercial Forestry Operations.

Future Projects

e Future Land Acquisition purchases and training land preparation project; and

¢ Ongoing commercial forestry operations.
Other Agency (DoD and non-DoD) and Other Public/Private Actions (Past, Present, and
Reasonably Foreseeable)

o Four segments of LA-28 totaling 23 miles have been modified to four-lanes;

o Widening of several segments of State Highway LA-28 (the major arterial between
Alexandria and Leesville);

e Currently undergoing a 9.9 mile section from the west junction of State Highway LA-121
to the junction of State Highway LA-465, and another 4.3 mile section from there to the
Rapides/Vernon Parish Line;

e State of Louisiana Regional Growth Management Strategy investment of $25 million for
utility and arterial construction;

e Privatization of Natural Gas;
o West-Central Ecosystem Partnership for conservation of longleaf pine ecosystems; and
e ACUB.

Fort Polk anticipates a range of cumulative effects resulting from the implementation of the
Proposed Action and alternatives. Cumulative impacts for each alternative are as follows:
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No Action Alternative

Negligible cumulative impact would be anticipated from implementing the No Action Alternative.
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in military authorizations, or local environmental
conditions would be anticipated. Installation facility shortages and excesses would remain at
their currently planned levels without additional stationing or force reductions. Traffic conditions
would improve slightly with the future completion of state highway projects and other traffic
improvements. The Army would continue to implement some facilities reductions of
outdated/unused facilities.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 5,300 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

As a result of Alternative 1, the Army anticipates beneficial to minor adverse cumulative impacts
to air quality, water resources, Energy demand/generation, hazardous materials and waste.
The reduction of Soldiers at Fort Polk would result in less training and a reduced frequency of
garrison support activities. When viewed in conjunction with other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable projects, the overall cumulative effect of Alternative 1 are projected to
be minor, with cumulative beneficial impacts to some resources.

The cumulative socio-economic impact within the ROl under Alternative 1 would be a significant
adverse impact. Regionally, off-post unemployment has risen within the ROI from 2008 to
2012. Reductions in federal employment by the Army would be partially off-set by employment
of the Louisiana Department of Transportation as part of efforts to make state highway
improvements. However, the Army and Fort Polk are among the top employers in the state of
Louisiana and are the top employers in the ROIl. Cumulatively, socioeconomic impacts would
be significant within the ROI.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 1,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Cumulatively, in conjunction with Alternative 2 the Army anticipates no more than minor impacts
to the following VEC resources: airspace, cultural resources, noise, soil erosion, water
resources, facilities, socioeconomics, energy demand and generation, land use, hazardous
materials and hazardous wastes, and traffic and transportation. A less than significant adverse
cumulative impact is anticipated to air quality as state highway improvements, construction, and
preparation of Fort Polk’s training lands currently being acquired would add to NAAQS pollutant
emissions in the future and emit more Oz PM, and fugitive dust, throughout the airshed.
Cumulatively, less than significant impacts would be expected and the region would be
projected to remain in attainment for these CAPs. State highway projects in conjunction with
the implementation of Alternative 2 and training land improvements would have minor
cumulative impacts on biological resources and wetlands. These actions would not result in
unpermitted destruction of wetlands without appropriate mitigation. Fort Polk would continue to
implement natural resource management plans to mitigate impacts to biological resources when
improving newly acquired training areas.
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4.17 FORT RILEY, KANSAS
4.17.1 Introduction

Fort Riley is a permanent Army garrison that currently supports the 1% Infantry Division. The
garrison’s basic function is to ensure that the 1°' Infantry Division and other units have the
training resources and facilities needed to meet their mission requirements.

The focus of the 1% Infantry Division is to deploy, conduct full spectrum operations as part of a
Combined Joint Task Force or other designated force headquarters, transition to follow-on
operations, and to redeploy as necessary.

The Division Headquarters and Headquarters Battalion located at Fort Riley supports the 1%
Infantry Division. Fort Riley is home to three BCTs: 1% Brigade, 1% Infantry Division; 2"
Brigade, 1% Infantry Division; and 4" Brigade, 1 Infantry Division; as well as the 1°' SUSBDE,
1t Infantry Division; the CAB, 18t Infantry Division; and other units. These organizations conduct
most of their training at Fort Riley.

Located in Central Kansas, Fort Riley has approximately 70,000 acres of maneuver area suited
for vehicular and non-vehicular military training (Figure 4.17-1). The installation is surrounded
by Clay, Dickinson, Riley, and Geary counties. Fort Riley has long supported live-fire and
mechanized unit training.
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Figure 4.17-1. Fort Riley
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4.17.1.1 Valued Environmental Components

For alternatives the Army is considering as part of Army 2020 force structure realignments, Fort
Riley does not anticipate any significant adverse environmental impacts as a result of the
implementation of Alternative 1 (Force reduction of up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians) or
Alternative 2 (Installation gain of up to 3,000 Soldiers). However, significant socioeconomic
impacts to economic activities, housing, and school districts are anticipated as a result of
Alternative 1. Table 4.17-1 summarizes the anticipated impacts to VECs from each alternative.

Table 4.17-1. Fort Riley Valued Environmental Component Impact Ratings

Valued No Action Alternative 1: | Alternative 2:
Environmental Alternative Force Reduction Growth
Component of up to 8,000 | of up to 3,000

Air Quality Minor Beneficial Minor
Airspace Negligible Negligible Minor
Cultural - . :
RESOUICESs Negligible Minor Minor
Noise Negligible Beneficial Minor
Soil Erosion Minor Minor Minor
Biological - - .
Resources Negligible Beneficial Minor
Wetlands Negligible Negligible Negligible
Water Resources Minor Beneficial Minor
Facilities Negligible Minor Minor
Socioeconomics Beneficial Significant Significant
Energy Demand - . .
and Generation Negligible Beneficial Minor
Land Use Conflict .- - .
and Compatibility Negligible Negligible Negligible
Hazardous
Materials and Negligible Minor Negligible
Hazardous Waste
Traffic and . - .
Transportation Negligible Beneficial Minor

4.17.1.2 Valued Environmental Components Dismissed from Detailed Analysis

For the VECs discussed in this section below, no more than a beneficial or negligible impact
would be anticipated. Therefore, these VECs are not being carried forward for detailed analysis,
as no potential for significant impacts exists.

o Wetlands. Wetland areas on Fort Riley include springs, seeps, streams, rivers, ponds,
lakes, vernal pools and emergent marshes. Approximately 1,536 acres of wetlands are
present on the installation according to a NWI completed in 1991 by the USFWS. Of this
total, 972 acres are considered permanent wetlands. The majority of all wetlands are
riverine; riverine habitat comprises 144.8 miles and encompasses 748 acres. Lacustrine
and palustrine wetlands cover 431 and 270 acres of the installation, respectively (Fort
Riley, 2010).

There would be a negligible impact on installation wetlands. Training activities would be
limited to established training areas. Efforts would be made to avoid any impacts on
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wetlands by using the installations wetland planning level surveys and geographic
information system (GIS) mapping. The potential exists for military training to impact
wetlands, but those impacts would not be anticipated to be more than temporary,
resulting primarily from sedimentation impacting wetland function. Fort Riley range and
environmental personnel would continue to coordinate with one another to avoid and
minimize wetland impacts. Most wetlands areas are designated off-limits. If it appears
that wetland impacts are unavoidable, the appropriate level of permitting and mitigation
would be obtained prior to any construction or demolition.

Land Use Conflicts and Compatibility. Land use on the installation has been
categorized into twelve general types: training ranges, open space, Family housing,
outdoor recreation, maintenance, airfield, supply storage, community facility, industrial,
unaccompanied personnel housing, administration, and medical. Training ranges are the
predominant land use at Fort Riley, with almost 90,000 acres, or approximately 90
percent of the installation reserved for training and range activities. Training areas
encompass much of the cantonment area, and extend throughout the entire north
portion of the installation. Training areas within the cantonment area are used for
instruction and academics as well as indoor firing ranges, and necessary ancillary
facilities associated with training. Training areas outside the cantonment area are
typically firing ranges and impact areas. Open space is unoccupied land that provides
transition areas between land uses, as well as a buffer between the installation and
areas off post. These areas are found throughout the installation. Family housing areas
are areas with residential units occupied by enlisted and officer Families. Outdoor
recreation areas provide outdoor athletic and recreation facilities for a variety of
interests, including natural resources and cultural values. Maintenance areas include
facilities and shops that are for the maintenance and repair of Army equipment, and are
located throughout the cantonment area. Airfield includes the areas necessary for the
operation and maintenance of Marshall Army Airfield, and is located only in the
southeastern portion of the installation. Supply and storage areas are designed for bulk-
type storage of all classes of Army supplies, and are located throughout the cantonment
area. Community facilities include commercial services such as the Post Exchanges,
eating establishments, and theaters, and community facilities such as schools and
churches. Community facilities are located in the cantonment area, and are typically
near to housing areas. Industrial areas include facilities for manufacturing Army
equipment and materials, utility plants and waste disposal facilities. These areas are
located within the cantonment area, and are not compatible with housing areas.
Unaccompanied Personnel Housing is located in several areas within the cantonment
area and provides enlisted and officer barracks as well as associated administrative and
community facilities for these personnel. Administration areas are typically headquarters
or office buildings to accommodate offices and technical activities. These areas are
located in cantonment area, and some areas are included within the RCI footprint.
Medical areas include areas for inpatient and outpatient medical services, including the
Irwin Army Community Hospital located northeast of the main post housing area.

The cantonment area includes land uses such housing, community services, recreation,
administrative support, industrial, and transition areas. Community services include
commercial services such as the Post Exchanges, eating establishments, and theaters,
and community facilities such as schools and churches. Community services are
scattered around the cantonment area. Recreation and buffer areas generally separate
the Family housing areas and community services from the remainder of the cantonment
area. The recreation and buffer areas include ball fields and other recreational facilities
and open space (Fort Riley, 2005).
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Impacts to land-use would be negligible under all of the alternatives. Fort Riley would
continue to support it primary military training mission as a result of all alternatives. The
installation has sufficient vacant space in existing buildings, sufficient land available to
build facilities, or a combination thereof, to meet the mission requirements of additional
units. Fort Riley anticipates that lands and facilities use by gaining units would be
compatible with neighboring land use.

Fort Riley anticipates that the implementation of any of the alternatives would result in negligible
impacts for those VECs discussed above. The following provides a discussion of the VECs
requiring a more detailed analysis, as they are anticipated to have the potential of a higher level
of impact as a result of the implementation of the Proposed Action alternatives.

4.17.2 Air Quality
4.17.2.1 Affected Environment

Fort Riley is located in portions of Geary, Riley, and Clay counties, in northeastern Kansas,
which is controlled by the North Central Kansas Intrastate AQCR. All three counties are in
attainment for the six criteria pollutants and meet NAAQS.

Fort Riley is a major source of air pollutants and regulates air emissions through a Class | Air
Emission Source Operating (Title V). Primary stationary sources include boilers, generators,
fuel storage and dispensing areas, and surface coating operations (Fort Riley, 2005).

Since Fort Riley is located in an attainment area there is no requirement to conduct a conformity
analysis. The CAA’s PSD requirements are not anticipated to be triggered by the installation’s
activities.

4.17.2.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

No change to the type or the frequency of training events would occur as a result of the
implementation of the No Action Alternative. Although there would continue to be minor short-
and long-term fugitive dust impacts from training, these impacts would not exceed threshold
levels. Permit conditions would continue to be monitored and met, but no changes to or
increases in emission sources are anticipated, other than those mandated by maintenance,
replacement, or elimination of sources as they age and/or are removed from service.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated beneficial impact to air quality resulting from the
reduction in unit training events and the accompanying reduction in stationary and mobile
emission sources, to include POV emissions. Conditions identified in air permits would continue
to be monitored and may require changes as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1.
Specifically, the permit may require modification to reflect the lowered emission levels resulting
from less combustion and generation of NAAQS pollutants and HAPs associated with the
reduction in the number of Soldiers engaged in military training and less vehicle traffic.
Emissions from training, facilities operations, and vehicles would all be projected to decrease.
In addition, there would be less fugitive dust generated from fewer unit training events.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Alternative 2 would have an anticipated minor (low) impact on air quality. An increase in
emissions from mobile and stationary sources would result from the stationing of additional
Soldiers and their Families at Fort Riley. The increased emissions and fugitive dust would be
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derived from military vehicles, POVs, and generators supporting training events, but would not
cause Fort Riley to exceed the limits of its Title V permit or cause any change in its attainment
status. Any construction related emissions have the potential to produce localized, short-term
elevated air pollutant concentrations but these are not anticipated to have a major effect on
regional air quality. Over the long term, combustion emissions and fugitive dust resulting from
training would be primarily from mobile sources. Air modeling indicates the installation could
support the action with minimal impacts to air quality.

4.17.3 Airspace
4.17.3.1 Affected Environment

Fort Riley has 158 square miles of FAA-designated Restricted, SUA, up to 29,000 feet. The
installation has access to this airspace continuously, and is controlled by the FAA of Kansas
City, Missouri (USACE, 2002). Military uses of airspace at Fort Riley include air corridors over
and in the vicinity of the installation for training of rotary-wing and fixed-wing aircraft.

4.17.3.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would not produce any conflicts with overlying restricted airspace, as
no proposed change to existing conditions would occur. Thus, impacts would be negligible.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have negligible impacts to airspace, as the installation’s military airspace
use would not change significantly with the loss of ground units. Aviation and UAS units would
continue to require airspace to support training, but at a slightly lower utilization level, as there
would be a decreased number of UAS and integrated air-ground training events to support.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Alternative 2 would have an anticipated minor adverse impact to airspace. The number and
type of aircraft utilizing the SUA would not change substantially and additional airspace would
not be required to support the additional ground units; however, implementation of Alternative 2
would result in an increase in scheduling, activation, and utilization of the existing SUA. The
increased operations could cause some minor impacts to air traffic flow within the National
Airspace System around Fort Riley. Adhering to the existing airspace management and
scheduling operations should minimize potential conflicts and impacts, despite additional time
and use demands for the SUA.

4.17.4 Cultural Resources
4.17.4.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment for cultural resources is the footprint of Fort Riley. Fort Riley
possesses both historic and archaeological resources.

Humans have traversed the boundaries of Fort Riley for over 10,000 years. The earliest
travelers through the area were Native American hunter and gatherers who traveled great
distances following game including mammoth and now extinct sub-species of Bison. Later
Native Americans, who adopted practices such as small scale agriculture, were able to make
Fort Riley a more permanent home. Fort Riley was established as a frontier cavalry post in
1853. The construction of the first permanent structures began in 1854. Visitors to Fort Riley
will notice that the buildings were constructed of native limestone which was the most readily
available construction material in Kansas at that time. The original military installation
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established at the confluence of the Smoky Hill and Republican rivers was only 23,000 acres.
Many early settlers also made the trek to Fort Riley to take advantage of fertile farm grounds,
and the ready market for their goods that the early post provided. Fort Riley expanded in 1941,
and again in 1965 to its present size. When the post expanded it overtook many of these early
European American settlements. All of these prehistoric and historic activities have left a mark
on Fort Riley.

The staff of Fort Riley CRMP (Conservation Branch, Environmental Division, DPW) is charged
with identifying, evaluating, and protecting all of Fort Riley’s cultural resources including historic
buildings, archeological sites, artifacts, and Native American sacred sites. Protecting Fort
Riley’s cultural resources means coordinating with installation tenants, partners, and the public,
including federally recognized Tribes with ancestral ties to the land where Fort Riley is located.
The program sponsors an active archeological and historic building survey and evaluation
program that includes managing the main post Historic District. The staff of the CRMP also
maintains a state of the art curation facility to safely store all of the artifacts recovered during
archeological and historic building surveys and evaluations.

The CRM program has identified, and manages, 911 archeological sites including 560 historic
civilian, 118 historic military, 14 multi-component and 219 prehistoric archeological sites. Each
of these 911 known sites must be evaluated to determine whether or not it is significant enough
to warrant inclusion of the NRHP. Those determined to be NRHP significant are actively
preserved. To date, 37 sites have been determined eligible for the NRHP; however, many still
remain to be discovered, and staff of the CRM Program has only surveyed approximately 60
percent of Fort Riley’s 101,000 acres. The CRM Program staff also manages the main post
Historic District. The main post Historic District is a 1-mile square area containing 294 historic
buildings, landscapes and monuments. It has been listed on the NRHP since 1974. Many of
these buildings have been retrofitted for numerous adaptive reuses to serve the modern military.

A Programmatic Agreement between the DA, Fort Riley, the Kansas SHPO, and the ACHP
addresses activities at the garrison that affect historic properties included in or potentially
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP (Fort Riley, 2006a). The Programmatic Agreement ties
together the more specific management practices and activities that the garrison had been
accomplishing under several individual management plans and agreements.

4.17.4.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Impacts to cultural resources from the No Action Alternative would be negligible. Activities with
the potential to affect cultural resources are monitored and regulated when anticipated through
a variety of preventative and minimization measures.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated minor adverse impact to cultural resources. Removal of
temporary facilities vacated by departing units would have a very low potential for adverse
impacts to archeological resources due to the minimal amount of ground disturbance associated
with such actions. Removal of outdated and under-utilized infrastructure has the potential to
affect historic structures, but would be conducted in accordance with the current procedures
outlined in the installation’s 2006 Programmatic Agreement with the SHPO (Fort Riley, 2006a).
If an undertaking has the potential to adversely affect historic properties, consultation with the
SHPO would occur, per 36 CFR 800, as required. There is a low potential for potentially eligible
historic structures to be affected as a result of this action. Facilities requirements would be
reduced along with training land use intensity, reducing the risk of NHPA, ARPA, or NAGPRA
violations.
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Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Alternative 2 would have an anticipated minor impact to cultural resources. Measures are in
place to accommodate training while minimizing potential adverse impacts to cultural resources.
The types of training conducted by the additional Soldiers would not change, although some
training areas on Fort Riley might experience more frequent or intense use compared with
current baseline conditions. The ICRMP addresses consultation requirements for anticipated
training impacts, and Fort Riley would continue to follow these procedures. Increased use of
established ranges has the potential to increase the use of adjacent bivouac areas, potentially
leading to the loss of some cultural resources through associated small-scale ground
disturbance.

4.17.5 Noise
4175.1 Affected Environment

The noise environment at Fort Riley is impacted by operations common to many active Army
installations. These operations include small arms and heavy weapons firing, demolition
activities, and aircraft operations. Other sources of noise from installation operations and
activities include maintenance and shop operations, ground traffic, construction, and similar
sources; however, this noise is generally confined to the installation and is comparable to
sounds that occur in communities adjacent to the installation.

U.S. Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine, now named the Public Health
Command, conducted a study (Fort Riley, 2006b), to provide Fort Riley with aviation, as well as,
small and large caliber weapons noise contours to evaluate impacts of proposed BRAC
stationing actions. That study used two noise simulations programs to assess noise resulting
from large caliber (20mm and larger) and small caliber (.50 caliber and smaller) weapons firing.
A third program was used to determine adequate noise buffer zones to reduce potential
annoyance from aircraft operations. In 2009, small caliber noise was reanalyzed and small
arms noise contours were updated in response to new small arms range construction.

4.17.5.2 Environmental Consequences

When evaluating the actions proposed in this PEA, the primary concern is the potential to
change the frequency and duration of noise that is experienced in the local communities. The
proposed alternatives would not introduce new weapons systems or aircraft, rather the
frequency of training would increase or decrease depending upon whether the population of
Soldiers increased or decreased. The anticipated environmental noise impacts for each of the
proposed alternatives at Fort Riley follow.

No Action Alternative

Negligible impacts from noise are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. The acoustic
environment of Fort Riley would continue to be affected by small- and large-caliber weaponry,
artillery, and aircraft over-flight. Other activities, such as ground maneuver training and
exercises resulting in noise created by personnel and vehicles, would continue to contribute
noise on Fort Riley, to the same levels and intensity as historically experienced.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated negligible and slightly beneficial impact to the noise
environment, with a reduction in the frequency of noise generating events. Existing ranges
would still be utilized for firing the same types of weapons systems and conducting the same
types of training. Fort Riley’s remaining BCTs would also continue to conduct maneuver and

Chapter 4, Section 4.17: Fort Riley, Kansas 4.17-7
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live-fire training in the field. However, a reduction of up to 8,000 Soldiers would reduce the
installations noise contours and the size of existing NZs based on a decrease in the frequency
of training events. While the frequency of training would be anticipated to change, the types of
noise and weapons systems and vehicles used at Fort Riley would not be anticipated to change.
Aviation units on Fort Riley would not be impacted by these decisions though frequency of
aviation operations would be anticipated to decrease slightly leading to less aviation noise and a
slight beneficial impact. With the loss of a BCT and other units less aviation support would be
required.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Alternative 2 would have an anticipated minor impact on the noise environment on the
installation and surrounding communities due to the stationing of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat
Support Soldiers. Noise modeling conducted in 2006 indicated that a dramatic increase in live-
fire training activity would need to occur to impact sensitive receptor populations; however,
increased large caliber weapons firing could result in larger noise contours further off post
resulting in a higher frequency of complaints. Citizens in the surrounding communities would be
impacted by a larger number of noise events from military training activities. The frequency of
aircraft operations could increase slightly. Given that the additional of 3,000 Soldiers represents
an increase of approximately 15 percent of the installations Soldiers, it is assumed this
alternative would lead to an approximate 15 percent increase in the frequency of training activity
and noise generating events at Fort Riley. Given that there are no new types of activities that
would occur, just an increase in the frequency of existing noise generating activities, only minor
impacts are anticipated to occur as a result of implementing this alternative.

4.17.6 Soil Erosion
4.17.6.1 Affected Environment

Fort Riley is located in the Central Lowlands province with elevations at approximately 1,000
feet. There are three types of topographical areas: high upland tall grass prairies, alluvial
bottomland floodplains, and broken and hilly transition zones.

Fort Riley is part of the Great Plains Winter Wheat and rangeland Soil Resource Region. Most
soils are friable, silt loam up to 12 inches thick, overlying nearly impervious clays.

4.17.6.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative and Alternatives 1 and 2

Implementation of all alternatives would result in minor impacts to soils. Fort Riley’s prairie
vegetation recovers quickly from surface disturbance caused by maneuver training. Fort Riley
anticipates that reduced military training demands on maneuver lands would lessen short-term
surface disturbance; however, even with increased training and increased surface disturbance,
impacts are expected to be minor. The installation’s ITAM program would continue to restore
and rehabilitate military training lands to minimize soil erosion.

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

4.17.7.1 Affected Environment

Most of Fort Riley is tall- and mixed-grass prairie dominated by big bluestem, indiangrass, and

switchgrass; or “go-back” grassland that populates former croplands. The remainder of Fort
Riley’s natural area is primarily woodland.

Chapter 4, Section 4.17: Fort Riley, Kansas 4.17-8
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Numerous systematic surveys conducted since 1990 have documented the presence of six
federally and/or state-listed threatened and endangered species, and eighteen rare species. No
recorded observations exist for 12 other listed or rare species, but there is a possibility that one
or more of those species could occur on Fort Riley. Fort Riley’s threatened and endangered
species management most often involves controls on habitat for the Topeka shiner and other
species to include the bald eagle, though it is no longer listed under the ESA. Details pertaining
to the management of threatened and endangered species present on Fort Riley are contained
in the garrison’s 2010 INRMP (Fort Riley, 2010). Table 4.17-2 provides a list of species.

Table 4.17-2. Federally- and State-listed Species and Other Rare Species That Occur or
Could Occur on Fort Riley

Common Name Scientific Name Federal | State PossibiFiii'gyon el
Common shiner Luxilus cornutus SINC Resident
Southern redbelly dace Phoxinus erythrogaster SINC Resident
Johnny darter Etheostoma nigrum SINC Resident
Bobolink Dolichonyx oryzivorus SINC Migrant
Black rail Laterallus jamaicensis SINC Migrant
Black tern Chlidonias niger SINC Migrant
Eskimo curlew Numenius borealis E E Possible
Ferruginous hawk Buteo regalis SINC M\',a:ﬁg: -rgsci)(jcsalnbtle
Golden eagle Aquila chrysaetos SINC Transient
Henslow’s sparrow Ammodramus henslowii SAR SINC Summer resident
Least tern Sterna antillarum E E Mlgrarr:(ta;ti;r)]zs&ble
Piping plover Charadrius melodus T T Mlgrarr::ta;ti;r)%s&ble
Rusty Blackbird Euphagus carolinus SAR Migrant
Short-eared owl Asio flammeus SINC Resident
Snowy plover Charadrius alexandrinus T Migrant
Whip-poor-will Caprimulgus vociferous SINC Summer resident
Long-billed Curlew Numenius americanus SINC Possible
Whooping crane Grus Americana E E Possible
Yellow—throated Warbler Dendroica dominica SINC Possible
Southern bog lemming Synaptomys cooperi SINC Resident
Eastern spotted skunk Spilogale putorius T Possible
Franklin’s Ground Squirrel Spermopilus franklinii SINC Possible
Eastern hognose snake Heterodon platirhinos SINC Possible
Timber rattlesnake Crotalus horridus SINC Possible
Western hognose snake Heterodon nasicus SINC Resident
Texas horned lizard Phrynosoma cornutum SAR Resident
Blue sucker Cycleptus elogatus SINC Resident
Highfin Carpsucker Carpiodes velifer SINC Possible
Plains minnow Hybognathus placitus T Confirmed

Chapter 4, Section 4.17: Fort Riley, Kansas
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Silver chub Macrhybopsis storeriana E Possible
Sturgeon chub Macrhybopsis gelida T Resident
Topeka shiner Notropis Topeka E T Resident
American burying beetle Nicrophorus americanus E E Possible
Prairie mole cricket Gryllotalpa major SINC Resident
Regal fritillary butterfly Speyeria idalia SAR NA Resident
Western prairie fringed orchid | Platanthera praeclara T NA Possible

E = Endangered, In danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range; Possible = Habitat is present
and species range overlaps the area but the species is not documented on Fort Riley; SAR = Species at Risk, U.S. Army
designation for priority species in need of conservation on installations; SINC = Species in Need of Conservation,
Questionable ability to be self-sustaining species in Kansas; T = Threatened, Likely to become endangered within the
foreseeable future.

4.17.7.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Negligible adverse impacts would occur at Fort Riley under the No Action Alternative. Fort Riley
would continue to adhere to its existing resource management plans and to further minimize
and monitor any potential impacts. Units are briefed prior to each training event regarding
sensitive areas on post, such as protected species habitat.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated beneficial impact to biological resources. Scheduling
conflicts for training area access to conduct resource monitoring would be reduced. Proactive
conservation management practices would be more easily accomplished with reduced mission
throughput and there would be less training disturbance, allowing areas with habitat more time
to recover with less potential for training related disturbance.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Alternative 2 would have an anticipated minor adverse impact to biological resources. The
increase in the number of Soldiers is less than 15 percent above the current level. While this
moderate force augmentation would increase ftraffic in the training lands and ranges, it would
not cause substantial degradation or destruction of threatened, endangered, or sensitive
species habitats. Listed species and other special status species recorded on the installation
would continue to be managed in accordance with the installation’s INRMP and ESMP, terms
and conditions identified within Biological Opinion(s) issued by the USFWS and any
conservation measures identified in ESA, Section 7 consultation documents. Fort Riley
proactively manages its conservation programs within the installation’s training areas; however,
access to training lands and ranges for the purpose of threatened and endangered species
monitoring and habitat management would become more difficult with increased training.
Access is essential to conduct management actions (prescribed burning, etc.) and to conduct
monitoring in order to demonstrate that populations of threatened and endangered species are
stable or increasing. Natural resource management staff would continue to implement required
species management and monitoring, but increased coordination with range managers would
occur to schedule management activities.

Chapter 4, Section 4.17: Fort Riley, Kansas 4.17-10
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4.17.8 Water Resources
4.17.8.1 Affected Environment

Surface Water. Nearly 145 miles of rivers and streams, consisting of 14 miles of rivers and 131
miles of streams, are present on Fort Riley. Streams drain to Wildcat Creek, Republican River
or Kansas River. Surface water bodies on Fort Riley are designated for recreation, anticipated
aquatic life, consumptive recreation, domestic water supply, industrial water supply, and
groundwater discharge.

Water Supply. Groundwater is the primary raw water source at Fort Riley. Fort Riley main
post is supplied by eight wells ranging in depth from about 60 to 80 feet. Individual well
capacities range from 500 to 1,250 gpm. The total pumping capacity from these wells is 7,500
gpm or 10.8 mgd. Groundwater is withdrawn from aquifers that are recharged by the
Republican and Kansas rivers. The existing water supply could support an effective population
of more than 63,000 persons, much greater than the installation’s current daytime population.

Fort Riley has a water treatment facility with a design capacity of up to 10 mgd. The existing
water treatment facilities could support a population of nearly 59,000 persons, which provides
ample capacity for growth.

The total treated water storage capacity is 7.25 million gallons. Fort Riley currently stores about
5.5 million gallons of potable water.

Wastewater. Fort Riley is currently served by two advanced WWTP permitted for treating
domestic wastewater. One WWTP on Custer Hill was brought on line in 2005. It replaced three
separate trickling filter WWTPs that formerly served the three major cantonment areas within
the installation. The design flow is about 2.35 mgd, a maximum monthly flow of 2.8 mgd, a
maximum daily flow of 3.2 mgd, and a peak instantaneous flow of 7.4 mgd. The second plant
began operating in the fall of 2011 and serves the two cantonment areas south of Vinton School
Road. The second plant has a design flow of 3.0 mgd and a peak flow of 6 mgd.

Both plants treat domestic wastewater, vehicle maintenance area wastewater, medical facility
wastewater, floor-scrubbers wash water, cooling towers heat exchanger coil cleaning
wastewater, oily aircraft wash water, purge water from monitoring wells and laundry wastewater.

An industrial wastewater system also is present on Fort Riley on Custer Hill. That system treats
wastewater from Tactical Equipment shops, motor pools and other industrial facilities on Fort
Riley as well as a large vehicle wash facility. Wastewater from these facilities flows into a
lagoon system that consists of a 6-acre reservoir and 4 lagoon cells that vary in size from 4 to
nearly 9 acres. Prior to entering the lagoon system, wastewater from the industrial facilities flow
through sedimentation basins to remove suspended solids, grit and oil.

Stormwater. Industrial stormwater runoff is discharged at various locations throughout the
installation. The locations are listed in the Fort Riley SWPPP and updated in the Annual
Stormwater Monitoring Reports. Fort Riley and its construction contractors obtain stormwater
permits for construction projects covering 1 or more acres. The Environmental Division, DPW
teaches quarterly classes for organizations that perform construction work on Fort Riley to meet
stormwater pollution prevention obligations.

4.17.8.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would have minor impacts to water resources. No change from
existing conditions would occur and all construction, operation, and maintenance projects
already under way have obtained the NPDES permit and other applicable permits and are

Chapter 4, Section 4.17: Fort Riley, Kansas 4.17-11
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operating in adherence to their guidance. Training activities would continue, both on ranges
and training lands, with adverse impacts including sedimentation into surface waters, however
these would continue to be mitigated via the ITAM land rehabilitation program.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated beneficial impact to water resources. A loss of up to
8,000 Soldiers and Army civilian employees would reduce traffic in Fort Riley’s training areas,
roads, and ranges, decreasing the chance of potential surface water impacts. The demand for
potable water would also be diminished, and implementation of Alternative 1 would create
additional treated wastewater capacity for other uses at the installation.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Implementation of Alternative 2 would have an anticipated minor impact to water resources, as
discussed in detail below.

Surface Water. Minor construction would occur as a result of the implementation of Alternative
2, and its potential impacts managed through adherence to existing NPDES and other permits.
An increase in training would result in an accompanying increase in the frequency and intensity
of usage for existing road, trail, and training areas. This could lead to increased sedimentation
and surface water impacts attributable to soils compaction, increased vegetation loss, and
increased sheet flow during rain events. Implementation of existing ITAM land rehabilitation
measures would prevent these potential impacts from reaching a level of significance.

Water Supply. Potable water capacity at Fort Riley is 10.8 mgd. Based on the average of 100
gpd of potable water use per person it is anticipated that up to 3,000 additional Soldiers would
increase potable water demand by up to approximately 300,000 gpd, a demand well within the
unused potable water capacity of Fort Riley’s wells. When considering the potential dependent
populations water usage, the requirements for up to another 456,000 gpd could also be needed
if all dependents associated with the stationing action were to live on post. This water demand
is still well within the capacity of Fort Riley’s wells. As such, this level of growth would not
adversely impact Fort Riley’s water supply. Fort Riley is currently implementing water resource
conservation measures to consume less potable water and to ensure adequate resources in the
future. Any new construction and land disturbance over 1 acre would require a stormwater
construction permit that would include requirements for protection of stormwater. Domestic and
industrial wastewaters generated from additional Soldiers would be treated by Fort Riley’s
wastewater system, which has sufficient capacity to treat the additional wastewater. Although
water demand would increase, Fort Riley has sufficient potable water supply, treatment, and
storage capacity to support the increase in demand.

4.17.9 Facilities
4179.1 Affected Environment

The Fort Riley cantonment area includes land uses such housing, community services,
recreation, administrative support, industrial, and transition areas. Community services include
commercial services such as the Post Exchanges, eating establishments, and theaters, and
community facilities such as schools and churches. Community services are scattered around
the cantonment area. Recreation and buffer areas generally separate the Family housing areas
and community services from the remainder of the cantonment area. The recreation and buffer
areas include ball fields and other recreational facilities and open space.

On-post land uses at Fort Riley are functional in nature, have a common purpose, and denote
major land uses not minor adjuncts to the primary use. For example, although an industrial land
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use area may also contain administration, medical, community facilities, and supply and storage
areas, the main use is industrial. Cantonment-type training and ranges land use functions
include all types of academic facilities, indoor firing ranges, Army Reserve and National Guard
centers, range control towers, ammunition breakdown and distribution sheds, target storage and
maintenance buildings, range control buildings, simulator buildings, training courses, and
outdoor facilities.

4.17.9.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Impacts to facilities would be negligible under the No Action Alternative. Fort Riley’s current
facility shortfalls have been prioritized and are seeking or have received Army funding. The
installation would continue to implement the Army’s FRP at Fort Riley. Environmental analyses
of the projects that result from these programs are conducted prior to implementation.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated minor impact on facilities. An increase in the FRP and
facilities demolition at Fort Riley would occur as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1.
Older, less efficient facilities nearing the end of their life-cycle would be demolished to save the
Army money on maintenance and energy requirements. Facility usage and availability for the
remaining population would not be affected.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Alternative 2 would have an anticipated minor impact on facilities. Increased Soldier strength of
up to 3,000 would be reflected through increased usage of facilities throughout the cantonment
area. Increased activities within the training and range areas would be anticipated. Adequate
temporary re-locatable facilities currently exist in the cantonment area and could support the
stationing of additional Soldiers; however, these facilities were scheduled for turn-in during FY
2012, and they would be needed to accommodate new Soldiers. Increased activities within the
training and range areas could be managed with optimal scheduling and utilization. The Real
Property Master Plan would require modifications to allow for implementation of Alternative 2.
Some additional construction of facilities would be needed to support new Soldiers stationed at
Fort Riley. Some of these facilities would include a battalion headquarters facility, company
operations facility, motorpool, and barracks. These facilities have been identified as garrison
facility shortfalls by installation master planners.

4.17.10 Socioeconomics
4.17.10.1 Affected Environment

Fort Riley is located in northeast Kansas, on the Kansas River, between Junction City and
Manhattan. The ROI consists of Geary, Dickinson, Clay, and Riley counties.

Population and Demographics. The Fort Riley population is measured in three different ways.
The daily working population is 20,001, and consists of full-time Soldiers and Army civilians
employees working on post. The population that lives on Fort Riley consists of 9,900 Soldiers
and 10,518 dependents, for an on-post total resident population of 20,418. Finally, the portion of
the ROI population related to Fort Riley is 25,439, and consists of Soldiers, civilian employees,
and their dependents living off post.

The ROI county population is approximately 135,500. Compared to 2000, the 2010 population
increased in Geary, Dickinson, and Riley counties. Population decreased in Clay County from
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2000 to 2010 (Table 4.17-3). The racial and ethnic composition of the ROI is presented in Table
4.17-4.

Table 4.17-3. Population and Demographics

Region of Influence Population Fepulzien Chemngs
. 2000-2010
Counties 2010
(Percent)
Geary 35,000 + 23
Dickinson 20,000 +2.1
Clay 8,500 -3.3
Riley 72,000 +13.2
Table 4.17-4. Racial and Ethnic Composition
Sl eme African Native
Region of | Caucasian A . A . Hispanic | Asian Multiracial Other
Influence (Percent) Pmerlcatn Pmerlcatn (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent) | (Percent)
Counties (Percent) | (Percent)
Kansas 78 6 2 11 1 2 0
Geary 60 18 1 12 3 5 1
Dickinson 93 1 0 4 0 2 0
Clay 96 0 0 2 0 1 0
Riley 80 6 1 6 4 3 0

Employment, Income, and Housing. Compared to 2000, the 2009 employment (private
nonfarm) increased in the State of Kansas and Geary and Riley counties (Table 4.17-5).
Employment decreased in Dickinson and Clay counties. Fort Riley has 3,888 Family quarters:
441 for officers and 3,447 for enlisted personnel. Barracks spaces for unaccompanied
personnel total to 6,600. Of those barracks spaces, 95 percent meet the Army’s highest
standards. Employment, median home value, household income, and poverty level are
presented in Table 4.17-5.

Table 4.17-5. Employment, Housing, and Income

Median

State and 2009 Total | Employment| Median | Household Pogglls\s\llon

Region of Nonfarm Change Home Value| Income Poverty

Influence | Employment | 2000-2009 | 2005-2009 2009 Level 2009

Counties | (Employees) | (Percent) (Dollars) (Dollars) (Percent)
Kansas 1,146,263 +1.6 118,500 47,709 13.20
Geary 8,343 +0.1 110,700 44,033 11.40
Dickinson 5,153 -12.7 92,500 44,307 9.90
Clay 2,529 -2.5 82,200 44,454 11.50
Riley 20,816 +5.9 148,600 40,612 26.30

Schools. Children of military personnel attend school in nhumerous ROl communities. Fort
Riley accounts for 62 percent of students at Geary County USD 475, 25 percent of students at
Manhattan-Ogden USD 383, and 6 percent of students at all other schools in the ROI. Based
on the number of military dependents they support annually, Geary County USD 475 and
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Manhattan-Ogden USD 383 receive major federal funding ($13,627,400 and $361,174;
respectively).

Public Health and Safety

e Police. The Fort Riley Police Department, a part of the Directorate of Emergency
Services, provides law enforcement and property protection at Fort Riley. Police
functions include protecting life and property, enforcing criminal law, conducting
investigations, regulating traffic, providing crowd control, and performing other public
safety duties. City, county, and state police departments provide law enforcement in the
ROI.

e Fire. The Fort Riley Fire Department, a part of the Directorate of Emergency Services,
provides emergency firefighting and rescue services at Fort Riley. Fire prevention is
another service provided by the Fort Riley Fire Department. Fire prevention activities
include providing fire safety advice and insuring that structures are equipped with
adequate fire precautions to ensure that in the event of fire, people can safely evacuate
the premises unharmed.

e Medical. Fort Riley supports a range of medical services. The Irwin Army Community
Hospital provides healthcare services for military personnel, military dependents, and to
military retirees and their dependents. Irwin Army Community Hospital services include
audiology/speech pathology, dermatology, dietetics, emergency services, family
medicine, internal medicine, OB/GYN, occupational therapy, ophthalmology, optometry,
orthopedics, otolaryngology, pediatrics, physical therapy, psychiatry, surgery, podiatry,
psychology, social work, and substance abuse. Fort Riley also provides dental services
and supports a Warrior Transition Battalion.

Family Support Services. The Fort Riley Directorate of FMWR and ACS provide programs,
activities, facilities, services, and information to support Soldiers and Families. Services
provided at Fort Riley include child care, youth programs, deployment readiness for Families,
employment readiness, financial readiness, relocation readiness, exceptional Family member
support, Warrior in Transition support, and survivor outreach.

Recreation Facilities. Fort Riley facilities or programs for recreation include fithess centers,
swimming pools, athletic fields, golf course, bowling center, outdoor recreation opportunities,
sports teams, and a Warrior Zone.

4.17.10.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in beneficial impacts to existing socioeconomic
resources. Fort Riley’s operations would continue to provide beneficial economic impacts within
the region. No additional impacts to housing, public and social services, public schools, public
safety, or recreational activities are anticipated.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Economic Impacts. Alternative 1 would result in the loss of up to 8,000 military employees
(Soldiers and Army civilian employees), each with an average annual income of $41,830. In
addition, this alternative would affect an estimated 4,464 spouses and 7,680 dependent
children, for a total estimated potential impact to 12,144 dependents. The total population of
military employees and their dependents directly affected by Alternative 1 is projected to be
20,144.
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Based on the EIFS analysis, there would be significant socioeconomic impacts for sales
volume, income, employment, and population in the ROI for this alternative. The range of values
that would represent a significant economic impact in accordance with the EIFS model is
presented in Table 4.17-6. Table 4.17-7 presents the projected economic impacts to the region
for Alternative 1 as assessed by the Army’s EIFS model.

Table 4.17-6. Economic Impact Forecast System and Rational Threshold Value Summary
of Implementation of Alternative 1

. . Sales ;
Region of Influence Economic Impact Income Employment | Population
S Volume
Significance Thresholds (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
(Percent)
Economic Growth Significance Value 10.72 9.16 5.48 8.08
Economic Contraction Significance Value - 8.95 -8.19 -3.60 -2.81
Forecast Value -11.75 -13.45 -17.71 -14.9

Table 4.17-7. Economic Impact Forecast System: Summary of Projected Economic
Impacts of Implementation of Alternative 1

Region of Influence :
Impact Sales Volume Income Employment Population
- 8,892 (Direct)
Total - $379,642,400 - $378,752,300| - 1,177 (Indirect) - 20,144
- 10,069 (Total)
Percent - 11.75 (Annual Sales) -13.45 -17.71 -14.9

The total annual loss in volume of direct and secondary sales in the ROI represents an
estimated -11.75 percent change in the current total sales volume of $3.23 billion within the
ROI. It is estimated that state tax revenues would decrease by approximately $23.87 million as
a result of the loss in revenue from sales reductions. Some counties within the ROl supplement
the state sales tax of 6.3 percent by varying percentages, and these additional local tax
revenues would be lost at the county and local level. Regional income would decrease by 13.45
percent. While 8,000 Army Soldier and government civilian employee positions would be lost
within the ROI, EIFS estimates another 892 military contract service jobs would be lost, and an
additional 1,177 job losses would occur indirectly as a result of reduced demand for goods and
services. The total estimated reduction in demand for goods and services within the ROI is
projected to lead to a loss of 10,069 jobs, or a -17.71 percent change in regional non-farm
employment. The total number of employed positions (non-farm) in the ROI is estimated to be
56,842. A significant population reduction of 14.9 percent within the ROI is anticipated as a
result of this alternative. Of the approximately 135,500 people (including those residing on Fort
Riley) that live within the ROI, 20,144 military employees and their dependents would no longer
reside in the area following the implementation of Alternative 1. This could lead to a decrease in
demand for housing, and increased housing availability in the region. This would lead to a slight
reduction in median home values. It should be noted that this estimate of population reduction
includes civilian and military employees and their dependents. This number likely overstates
potential population impacts, as some of the people no longer employed by the military would
continue to work and reside in the ROI, working in other economic sectors; however, this would
in part be counterbalanced by the fact that some of the indirect impacts would include the
relocation of local service providers and businesses to areas outside the ROI.
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Table 4.17-8 shows the total projected economic impacts, based on the RECONS model, that
would occur as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1.

Table 4.17-8. Regional Economic System: Summary of Projected Economic Impacts of
Implementation of Alternative 1

Reg|or: o il wenee Sales Volume Income Employment
mpact
) - 8,605 (Direct)
Total Epeiec (Stoto) | -$370.596,376 | - 751 (Indirect)
T - 9,356 (Total)
Percent - 8.48 (Total Regional) -13.16 - 16.46

The total annual loss in volume of direct and secondary sales in the ROI represents an
estimated -8.48 percent change in total regional sales volume according to the RECONS model,
an impact that is approximately 3.27 percentage points less than projected by EIFS; however, it
is estimated that gross economic impacts at the state level would be greater. Extrapolating from
sales volume numbers presented in the RECONS model, it is anticipated that state tax
revenues would decrease by approximately $32.3 million as a result of the loss in revenue from
sales reductions, which would be $8.43 million less in lost state sales tax revenue than
projected by the EIFS model. Regional income is projected by RECONS to decrease by 13.16
percent, slightly less than the 13.45 percent reduction projected by EIFS. While 8,000 Army
Soldier and government civilian positions would be lost within the ROlI, RECONS estimates
another 605 military contract and service jobs would be lost, and an additional 751 job losses
would occur indirectly as a result of reduced demand for goods and services in the ROI. The
total estimated reduction in demand for goods and services within the ROl is projected to lead to
a loss of 9,356 jobs, or a -16.46 percent change in regional employment, which would be 1.25
percentage points less than projected by the EIFS model.

When assessing the results together, both models estimate a similar net reduction of economic
activity within the ROI.

Population and Demographics. Fort Riley anticipates a substantial reduction in military
population throughput as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1.

Housing. Alternative 1 would increase the availability of barracks space for unaccompanied
personnel and Family quarters. Those outcomes would likely decrease the off-post demand for
rentals and purchases of housing. Fort Riley anticipates long-term, significant adverse affects in
Junction City, Manhattan, and in the smaller communities of the ROI.

Schools. Fort Riley anticipates the potential for significant adverse impact to the Geary County
USD 475 under Alternative 1. That school district has invested in school facilities to support the
recent population growth of Fort Riley that resulted from the 2005 BRAC action and other Army
stationing actions. Adverse impacts are likely for the Manhattan-Ogden USD 383 also, where
that school district also confronted a BRAC-related increase in the population of school children.

Public Health and Safety. As a result of Alternative 1, the anticipated population decrease at
Fort Riley would likely reduce the demand for law enforcement services, fire and emergency
services, and medical care services on and off post. Fort Riley anticipates less than significant
impacts to public health and safety under the Proposed Action.

Family Support Services. Under Alternative 1, Fort Riley anticipates a reduced demand for
FMWR and ACS programs on post. The demand for Family support services off post would
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likely decrease also. Fort Riley anticipates less than significant impacts to Family support
services under the Proposed Action.

Recreation Facilities. Use of recreation facilities on post would likely decline under Alternative
1. Fort Riley anticipates that utilization decreases would be minor or moderate.

Environmental Justice. Under Alternative 1, Fort Riley anticipates no disproportionate
adverse impact to minorities, economically disadvantaged populations, or children. Job losses
would likely be felt across the ROI, affecting all income levels and many economic sectors.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Economic Impacts. Alternative 2 would result in the increase of up to 3,000 Soldiers, each with
an average annual income of $41,830. In addition, this alternative would affect an estimated
1,674 spouses and 2,880 dependent children, for a total estimated potential impact to 4,554
dependents. The total population of military employees and their dependents directly affected by
Alternative 2 would be projected to be 7,554.

Based on the EIFS analysis, there would be no significant impacts for sales volume, income, or
population. There would be significant impacts for employment. The range of values that would
represent a significant economic impact in accordance with the EIFS model is presented in
Table 4.17-9. Table 4.17-10 presents the projected economic impacts to the region for
Alternative 2 as assessed by the Army’s EIFS model.

Table 4.17-9. Economic Impact Forecast System and Rational Threshold Value Summary
of Implementation of Alternative 2

. . Sales ;
Region of Influence Economic Impact Income Employment | Population
S Volume
Significance Thresholds (Percent) (Percent) (Percent)
(Percent)
Economic Growth Significance Value 10.72 9.16 5.48 8.08
Economic Contraction Significance Value - 8.95 -8.19 -3.60 -2.81
Forecast Value 4.40 5.04 6.64 5.57

Table 4.17-10. Economic Impact Forecast System: Summary of Projected Economic
Impacts of Implementation of Alternative 2

Reglor: 0if [mieEmee Sales Volume Income Employment | Population
mpact
3,334 (Direct)
Total $142,365,900 $142,032,100 | 442 (Indirect) 7,554
3,776 (Total)
Percent 4.40 (Annual Sales) 5.04 6.64 5.57

The total annual gain in volume of direct and secondary sales in the ROI represents an
estimated 4.40 percent change from the current total sales volume of $3.23 billion within the
ROI. It is estimated that state tax revenues would increase by approximately $4.94 million as a
result of the gain in revenue from sales increases. Some counties within the ROI supplement
the state sales tax of 6.3 percent by varying percentages, and these additional local tax
revenues would be gained at the county and local level. Regional income would increase by
5.04 percent. While 3,000 Soldiers would be gained within the ROI, EIFS estimates another
334 military contract service jobs would be gained, and an additional 442 jobs would be created
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from increases in demand for goods and services in the ROI indirectly. The total estimated
increase in demand for goods and services within the ROl is projected to lead to a gain of 3,776
jobs, or a 6.64 percent change in regional employment. The total number of employed positions
(non-farm) in the ROI is estimated to be 56,842. A population increase of 5.57 percent within
the ROI would be anticipated as a result of this alternative. Of the approximately 135,500
people (including those residing on Fort Riley) that live within the ROI, 7,554 Soldiers and their
dependents would be begin to reside in the area following the implementation of Alternative 2.
This would lead to an increase in demand for housing, and decreased housing availability in the
region. This would lead to a slight increase in median home values. It should be noted that this
estimate of population increase includes civilian and military employees and their dependents.

Table 4.17-11 shows the total projected economic impacts, based on the RECONS model, that
would be anticipated to occur as a result of the implementation of Alternative 2.

Table 4.17-11. Regional Economic System: Summary of Projected Economic Impacts of
Implementation of Alternative 2

Region of Influence
Impact Sales Volume Income Employment
3,227 (Indirect)
Total 2]83’;‘;2’8% E'é‘t’;’f‘;; $138,973,641 | 282 (Indirect)
B 3,509 (Total)
Percent 3.18 (Total Regional) 4.93 6.17

The total annual gain in volume of direct and secondary sales in the ROI represents an
estimated 3.18 percent change in total regional sales volume according to the RECONS model,
an impact that is approximately 1.22 percentage points less than projected by EIFS; however, it
is estimated that gross economic impacts at the state level would be greater. Extrapolating from
sales volume numbers presented in the RECONS model, it is anticipated that state tax
revenues would increase by approximately $12.11 million as a result of the gain in revenue from
sales reductions, a large increase ($7.17 million) in additional state sales tax revenue in
comparison to the EIFS model. Regional income is projected by RECONS to increase by 4.93
percent, slightly less than the 5.04 percent increase projected by EIFS. While 3,000 Soldiers
would be gained within the ROI, RECONS estimates another 227 military contract and service
jobs would be gained, and an additional 282 jobs would be created indirectly from increased
demand for goods and services in the ROI. The total estimated increase in demand for goods
and services within the ROI is projected to lead to a gain of 3,509 jobs, or a 6.17 percent
change in regional non-farm employment, which would be 0.47 percentage points less than
projected by the EIFS model.

When assessing the results together, both models predict similar net increases of economic
activity within the ROI.

Population and Demographics. Under Alternative 2, Fort Riley anticipates a minor increase in
military population throughput.

Housing. Alternative 2 would likely add to the pool of Soldiers that want to live on post.
Barracks space for unaccompanied personnel and quarters for Families would be available to a
smaller percentage of Soldiers in the total Fort Riley population. As a result, the demand for off-
post rentals and purchases of housing would likely increase. Fort Riley anticipates long-term,
minor beneficial impacts in Junction City, Manhattan, and in the smaller communities of the ROI.

Schools. Fort Riley anticipates the potential for minor impacts to the Geary County USD 475
and the Manhattan-Ogden USD 383 as a result of implementation of Alternative 2. Both school
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districts have integrated higher numbers of students into their schools due to the BRAC-related
population growth of Fort Riley in recent years. Alternative 2 would further challenge local
school districts to a minor degree.

Public Health and Safety. Under Alternative 2, the anticipated population increase at Fort
Riley would likely increase the demand for law enforcement services, fire and emergency
services, and medical care services on and off post. Fort Riley anticipates minor impacts to
public health and safety under the Proposed Action.

Family Support Services. Under Alternative 2, Fort Riley anticipates an increased demand for
FMWR and ACS programs on post. The demand for Family support services off post would
likely increase also. Fort Riley anticipates minor impacts to Family support services under the
Proposed Action.

Recreation Facilities. Use of recreation facilities on post would likely increase under
Alternative 2. Fort Riley anticipates that utilization increases would be minor. Some facilities
could become crowded and less user-friendly during peak use hours.

Environmental Justice. Under Alternative 2, Fort Riley anticipates no disproportionate
adverse impact to minorities, economically disadvantaged populations, or children. The impacts
of the anticipated growth of Fort Riley would be felt throughout the ROl and across all
populations.

4.17.11 Energy Demand and Generation
417.11.1 Affected Environment

Electrical System. A private electric utility company provides primary electrical power to Fort
Riley. All other power distribution lines, transformers, and associated equipment are owned,
operated, and maintained by the installation. The electrical transmission and distribution system
consists of both overhead and underground lines providing adequate coverage to areas on the
installation. Some remote training areas on the installation are supplied electric power through
independent rural electrical companies.

Natural Gas and Propane. Natural gas is supplied to Fort Riley via two parallel pipelines
measuring 8 inches and 10 inches in diameter. The Fort Riley distribution system for natural gas
consists of pipe sizes ranging from 2 to 12 inches in diameter and extends from the gas service
main to all required locations within the cantonment areas. The overall condition of the
distribution system is good and is adequate for existing demands. Propane is used to heat
remote locations such as training areas at Fort Riley, where very small amounts of liquid
propane gas are used.

4.17.11.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative would result in negligible energy demand and generation impacts.
Fort Riley’s ranges and garrison area would continue to use and generate the same types and
amounts of utility consumption for which the installation is already managing. Maintenance of
existing utility systems would continue.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated beneficial impact to energy demand due to the
reduction in the on-post usage and requirement for energy associated with the reduction in
Soldiers. The reduction in Soldiers, civilians, and dependents would allow the installation to
demolish energy inefficient outdated facilities; however, Fort Riley would continue to search for
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innovative ways to conserve energy and improve its energy efficiency, as mandated by law and
ARs for energy conservation.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Alternative 2 would have an anticipated a minor adverse impact to energy demand due to the
addition of up to 3,000 Soldiers and their Family members on post and their associated energy
usage and requirements. Fort Riley’s existing energy infrastructure has sufficient excess
capacity, diversity, and scalability to readily accommodate this growth. Fort Riley would
implement energy conservation measures to decrease its per capita consumption of energy and
increase the installations energy efficiency.

4.17.12 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste
4.17.12.1 Affected Environment

The affected environment for the Proposed Actions includes the use, storage, transport, and
disposal of hazardous materials and waste at Fort Riley. This includes hazardous materials and
waste from USTs and ASTs, pesticides, LBP, asbestos, PCBs, radon, and UXO. Fort Riley
operates under a HWMP that manages hazardous waste to promote the protection of public
health and the environment. Army policy is to substitute nontoxic and nonhazardous materials
for toxic and hazardous ones; ensure compliance with local, state, and federal hazardous waste
requirements; and ensure the use of waste management practices that comply with all
applicable requirements pertaining to generation, treatment, storage, disposal, and
transportation of hazardous wastes. The program reduces the need for corrective action
through controlled management of solid and hazardous waste (USACE, 2002).

4.17.12.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Overall, negligible impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. There would be no
change in Fort Riley’s management of hazardous materials, toxic substances, hazardous waste,
or contaminated sites. Fort Riley would continue to manage existing sources of hazardous
waste in accordance with the HWMP.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated minor impact to hazardous materials and hazardous
wastes. In the short term, there would be an increase in the demolition of outdated and no
longer needed facilities, which would increase the volume of solid waste generated. In addition,
an increase in asbestos containing materials and LBP disposal is anticipated until facility
reduction is completed. Construction workers and Army personnel would take measures to
dispose of materials in accordance with regulatory requirements and installation management
plans.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Negligible short- and long-term impacts from hazardous materials and waste would be
anticipated with a gain of up to 3,000 Soldiers. An increase in the use of hazardous chemicals
could be seen in the cantonment and training and range areas. Any demolition, renovation, and
construction would most likely result in an increase in the generation of asbestos, lead-
contaminated wastes, and other hazardous waste, as well as an increase in the use of
pesticides for any new facilities. The increase in these wastes would not result in adverse
impacts because the wastes would be managed in accordance with applicable regulations. The
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hazardous waste disposal facilities would be adequate to manage the increase in hazardous
waste.

4.17.13 Traffic and Transportation
4.17.13.1 Affected Environment

Fort Riley is located in northeastern Kansas, approximately 55 miles west of Topeka, and 115
miles west of Kansas City. The ROI of the affected environment for traffic and transportation
aspects of the Proposed Action include Fort Riley, and several neighboring counties, to include
Riley, Geary and Clay counties, and the communities therein, to include the City of Manhattan,
and the towns of Junction City and Ogden. Major road routes in the region include I-70, an east-
west interstate highway that passes less than 0.5 miles to the south of the cantonment area.
Other major routes in the area include U.S. Route 77, and Kansas State Routes 18, 57, and 82.

4.17.13.2 Environmental Consequences
No Action Alternative

Negligible impacts are anticipated under the No Action Alternative. Fort Riley’s transportation
system provides adequate LOS for its users and military and civilian members of the Fort Riley
community.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Alternative 1 would have an anticipated beneficial impact to traffic and transportation systems.
As fewer Soldiers and their Family members are left on post, it is anticipated that traffic
congestion would be diminished and travel time would decrease. The roads would continue to
be maintained and LOS for on- and off-post commuters would improve as traffic volume
decreased.

Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Alternative 2 would have anticipated minor short and long-term impacts on traffic and
transportation systems. The increase in off-post traffic would have a minimal impact on traffic in
the community overall and would not be anticipated to result in a decrease in the LOS of the
road network leading to the installation from off post. Implementation of Alternative 2 would,
however, add congestion particularly during peak morning and afternoon travel periods. This
increase in population would also have a minor impact on the traffic volume on the installation,
and on some of the installation’s interior routes.

4.17.14 Cumulative Effects
Region of Influence

The ROI for this cumulative impact analysis of Army 2020 realignment at Fort Riley
encompasses four counties in the state of Kansas, unless otherwise stated in the analysis
below. Manhattan and Junction City are the largest cities within the ROI. Manhattan is a center
for education, healthcare, government, retail business, and manufacturing. Junction City is a
center for government and commercial activities in support of Fort Riley. Fort Riley has long
been a key component of the ROl economy, employing thousands of Soldiers and civilian
employees. Fort Riley has been in operation supporting the Army since 1853.

There are numerous planned or proposed actions within the ROI that have the potential to
cumulatively add impacts to Army Force 2020 alternatives. These actions are either in progress
or reasonably could be initiated within the next 5 years. A number of the Army’s proposed
projects have been previously identified in the installation’s Real Property Master Planning
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Board and are programmed for future execution. A list of projects below presents some of the
projects which may add to the cumulative impacts of the implementation of Army 2020
realignment alternatives.

Fort Riley Projects (Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable):

¢ Battalion and Brigade Complexes;

e Multi-Purpose Machine Gun Range;

¢ Infantry Platoon Battle Course;

o Extended Range Multi-Purpose UAS Facilities;
¢ Roads and Streets Infrastructure Improvements;
o Network Enterprise Center Headquarters; and

e Hospital Renovation or Demolition.

Other Agency (DoD and non-DoD) Actions (Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable):

¢ National Agro and Bio-Defense Facility in Manhattan; and
e Kansas State Route 18 Highway Improvements.

Fort Riley anticipates a range of cumulative effects resulting from the implementation of the
Proposed Action and alternatives. Cumulative impacts for each alternative are as follows:

No Action Alternative

Beneficial through minor adverse cumulative impacts would be anticipated from implementing
the No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in military
authorizations, or local environmental conditions would be anticipated. Installation facility
shortages and excesses would remain at their currently planned levels without additional
stationing or force reductions. The Army would continue to implement some facilities reductions
of outdated/unused facilities. Highway improvements by the Kansas Department of
Transportation would continue, as planned. Operations of Fort Riley would continue to have a
beneficial cumulative impact on socioeconomics at the current levels.

Alternative 1: Force Reduction (up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians)

Cumulative impacts as a result of the implementation of Alternative 1, range from beneficial
impacts to significant adverse impacts to socioeconomics. When viewed in conjunction with
other past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects, the overall cumulative effects of
Alternative 1 are projected to be either beneficial or no more than negligibly adverse impacts for
all VECs except socioeconomics, which would be anticipated to have cumulatively significant
adverse impacts.

Cumulative beneficial effects to air quality, noise, biological resources, water resources, energy
demand and generation, and traffic and transportation would be anticipated. Reduced military
training and less population pressure would produce those beneficial effects which would
remain cumulatively beneficial environmental effects even when considering the impacts of
other future projects, such as the Kansas State Route 18 Highway project.

As a result of Alternative 1, the Army anticipates significant cumulative adverse impacts to the
socioeconomics. State-wide, off-post unemployment has risen from 4.0 percent to 5.9 percent
from March 2008 to September 2012 (USDL, 2012). The force reduction proposed under
Alternative 1 would cause a decline in employment within the ROI, and likely have broader
effects in the state. Economic impacts would remain significant when considering reasonably
foreseeable future projects and initiatives in the ROI.
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Alternative 2: Installation gain of up to 3,000 Combat/Combat Support Soldiers resulting
from Brigade Combat Team Restructuring and Unit Realignments

Cumulative impacts are projected to range from beneficial impacts to socioeconomic conditions
to minor adverse impacts. The following VEC areas are anticipated to experience either
negligible or minor adverse cumulative impact as a result of the implementation of Alternative 2:
air quality, airspace, cultural resources, noise, soil erosion, biological resources, wetlands, water
resources, facilities, energy demand and generation, land use conflict and compatibility,
hazardous materials and hazardous waste, and traffic and transportation. Fort Riley anticipates
that the absorption of 3,000 additional Soldiers would cumulatively have little adverse impact in
the region due to the existing infrastructure, management systems, and support mechanisms at
Fort Riley and within the region. Existing and future planned transportation infrastructure can
accommodate future population growth, as can the utilities and water treatment systems in the
ROI. Impacts of proposed projects within the ROl would not be anticipated to result in decline of
any federally-listed or sensitive species. Due to the ability of the local ecosystems and habitats
to recover quickly, only minor impacts to natural resources and soils are anticipated.
Cumulatively, impacts to air quality would be minor when considering roadway improvements
and other projects in conjunction with the stationing of additional Soldiers at Fort Riley. No
NAAQS thresholds would be breached or cause non-attainment issues within the AQCR. The
growth associated with Alternative 2 in addition to other projects within the ROl would have a
beneficial cumulative impact on socioeconomics.
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4.18 SCHOFIELD BARRACKS AND U.S. ARMY GARRISON HAWAI'I
4.18.1 Introduction

The U.S. Army Garrison, Hawai'i (USAG-HI) is located on the islands of O’ahu and Hawai'i.
USAG-HI is headquartered at Wheeler Army Airfield, approximately 25 miles northwest of the
state capital of Honolulu, and maintains approximately 22 responsibility areas (sub-
installations). The major units supported by the garrison include the 25" Infantry Division and its
subordinate units to include the 2/25™ SBCT, the 3/25" IBCT, and elements of the 25" ID CAB;
the 8" Theater Sustainment Command and its subordinate units; the U.S. Army Pacific
Command; the 45" Corps Support Group (Forward); and a variety of combat support and
sustainment units. USAG-HI has the capability of hosting a variety of joint training exercises
and provides the Pacific Command with the ability to train and deploy Soldiers rapidly from a
forward positioned location.

Schofield Barracks Military Reservation (SBMR) is the main installation that would be impacted
by the reduction of a BCT or potential gain in combat support units being considered. To a
lesser extent Fort Shafter may be minimally impacted by small decrements or gains in
Command and Control and combat support units. SBMR and Fort Shafter support
administrative functions and garrison operations (office functions, vehicle and equipment
maintenance, Soldier recreation and living quarters, etc.). SBMR includes the Schofield
Barracks Main Post (SBMP), South Range, and Schofield Barracks East Range (SBER);
however, throughout the analysis areas are identified by their more specific description (South
Range and SBER), when appropriate. Troops are housed on main post at SBMR; and training
would occur on all of these sites. Training would be conducted at a number of other training
areas in Hawai'i, including Dillingham Military Reservation (DMR), Kahuku Training Area (KTA),
Kawailoa Training Area (KLOA), and Wheeler Army Airfield on O’ahu. On the Island of Hawai’i,
Combat Support units proposed for realignment as a result of implementation of Alternatives 1
and 2 would continue to support combat maneuver unit training rotations at Pohakuloa Training
Area (PTA), which includes the West PTA and Bradshaw Army Airfield. Combat maneuver units
conduct fire training exercises, indirect fires training, and aviation gunnery activities at PTA.

SBMR, South Range, and SBER accommodate Soldier weapons qualification activities and
small unit maneuver training tasks, as well as provide the garrison infrastructure to house and
administer Army units. Although no live fire currently occurs at KTA, training with Short Range
Training Ammunition occurs here. No LFX are conducted on SBER,; all exercises are limited to
blank and pyrotechnic ammunition. The Army has established a 1,000-foot noise buffer zone
during the day and a 2,000-foot noise buffer zone at night between the range and Wahiawa
residential areas. The use of small arms blank ammunition is not authorized on select SBER
ranges between 6 p.m. and 6 a.m.

Wheeler Army Airfield is in central O’ahu and is bordered by SBMR and SBER. Wheeler Army
Airfield consists of 1,369 acres and provides administration, some housing requirements,
maintenance, training, and flight faciliies for military aviation units. 25" Infantry Division
aviation support currently consists of two aviation battalions consisting of 108 helicopters, 280
military trucks, fuelers and service vehicles, and approximately 1,000 Soldiers stationed there.

KLOA consists of 23,348 acres, and is used primarily for helicopter training. Access to KLOA is
limited due to unimproved roads, steep terrain, and dense vegetation. The training area is used
by light infantry for mountain and jungle warfare training. Aviation units support insertions and
conduct aerial maneuvers at the training site.

DMR is a 664-acre training site and has an active joint-use airfield. Portions of the reservation
have been leased by the Hawai'i Department of Transportation, for civilian light aircraft use.
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Approximately 354 acres are suitable for maneuver and field training. Infantry and other combat
support units use DMR for small unit training exercises. Units use blank ammunition to
rehearse their mission essential tasks.

KTA is a 9,398-acre maneuver site that is located on the northern end of O’ahu. It's the largest
contiguous ground maneuver training area on O’ahu. The northern portion of KTA supports all
tactical maneuver training scheduled on KTA. Training includes jungle warfare training,
pyrotechnics, and air support training. KTA accommodates training exercises primarily through
company level though some limited battalion training tasks can also be supported. A number of
small drop zones are located on KTA and can be used to conduct small unit parachute drops.

PTA is the largest military training area in Hawai'i and consists of over 130,000 acres. The
ordnance impact area consists of approximately 51,000 acres and extends from central PTA to
the southern boundary of the training area. This area can accommodate the firing of all USAG-
HI's training munitions and is used by other services to conduct live-fire training events. PTA
supports large unit maneuvers (battalion and brigade) and provides a venue for combat units to
conduct integrated live-fire and maneuver training with other types of units in an operational
scenario. Currently, the Army is conducting an EIS to modernize training ranges to support
collective live-fire and maneuver infantry training.? That EIS assumes that the numbers of
Soldiers training at PTA would not exceed historically authorized levels and that, therefore, the
traffic going to the installation would not change. If a need arose to increase the numbers of
Soldiers traveling to PTA, it would be subject to further, site-specific NEPA analysis.

Attainment of operational readiness of Army units in Hawai'i is not currently dependent on the
use of Makua Military Reservation (MMR) for live-fire exercises. Because MMR is not currently
available for live-fire training, additional Army units, if stationed in Hawai'i, would need to
perform live-fire training at other ranges. Commanders of newly stationed units might choose to
use MMR for live-fire training if the range became available for that use in the future. For
purposes of stationing decisions made as part of this analysis, it is assumed that MMR is not
currently available for live-fire training purposes.

The locations of USAG-HI maijor training areas and their geographic locations, as well as the
geographic location of PTA on the Big Island of Hawai'i are depicted in Figure 4.18-1 (O’ahu
sites), and Figure 4.18-2 (Hawal'i sites).

4.18.1.1 Valued Environmental Components

For alternatives the Army is considering as part of Army 2020 force structure realignments,
USAG-HI does not anticipate any significant adverse environmental impacts as a result of the
implementation of Alternative 1 (Force reduction of up to 8,000 Soldiers and Army Civilians) or
Alternative 2 (Installation gain of 1,500 Soldiers) on either O’ahu or Hawai'i. USAG-HI does
anticipate significant adverse economic impacts to employment and population with the
implementation of Alternative 1. Table 4.18-1 summarizes the anticipated impacts to VECs from
each alternative at SBMR and other locations on the Island of O’ahu. Table 4.18-2 summarizes
the level of anticipated impacts from the implementation of stationing alternatives at PTA on the
Island of Hawai'i.

2USAG-HI has published a Draft PEIS to evaluate potential impacts of range and Garrison training support infrastructure
modernization (USAG-HI, 2011). Impacts of this PEIS are considered as part of the “reasonably foreseeable” cumulative effects
analysis at the end of this section. No final decisions to implement alternatives in the PEIS have been made at this time.
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1 Figure 4.18-1. Schofield Barracks iIitary Reservation, O’ahu Training Sites

2 Figure 4.18-2. Pohakuloa Training Area Site
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Table 4.18-1. USAG-HI (O’ahu) Valued Environmental Component Impact Ratings

Valued

Alternative 1:

Alternative 2:

Environmental Altll?e'ro\ncatllc?vne Force Reduction Growth
Component of up to 8,000 | of up to 1,500
. . I - Less than
Air Quality Less than Significant Beneficial Significant
Airspace Minor Beneficial Minor
Significant but Significant but | Significant but
Cultural Resources Mitigable Mitigable Mitigable
. Significant but - Significant but
Noise Mitigable Beneficial Mitigable
. : Significant but - Significant but
Soil Erosion Mitigable Beneficial Mitigable
Biological Significant but Beneficial Significant but
Resources Mitigable Mitigable
Wetlands Minor Minor Minor
Water Resources Minor Minor Slgn]f!cant but
Mitigable
Facilities Minor Beneficial Slgn]f!cant but
Mitigable
Socioeconomics Minor Significant L_esg f[han
Significant
Energy Demgnd Less than Significant Beneficial Minor
and Generation
Land Use Conflict
and Less than Significant Beneficial Minor
Compatibility
Hazardous Less than
Materials and Minor Beneficial Sianificant
Hazardous Waste 9
Traffic and Significant but Beneficial Significant but
Transportation Mitigable Mitigable

Table 4.18-2. USAG-HI (Pohakuloa Training Area) Valued Environmental Impact Ratings

Valued No Action Alternative 1: Alternative 2:
Environmental Alternative Force Reduction Growth
Component of up to 8,000 of up to 1,500
. . Less than - Less than
Air Quality Significant Beneficial Significant
Airspace Minor Beneficial Minor
Cultural Significant but Significant but Significant but
Resources Mitigable Mitigable Mitigable
. Significant but - Significant but
Noise Mitigable Beneficial Mitigable
. . Significant but - Significant but
Soil Erosion Mitigable Beneficial Mitigable
Biological Significant but Beneficial Significant but
Resources Mitigable Mitigable
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Valued No Action Alternative 1: Alternative 2:
Environmental Alternative Force Reduction Growth
Component of up to 8,000 of up to 1,500
Wetlands Negligible Minor Negligible
Water Resources Minor Beneficial L_es§ jchan
Significant
Facilities Minor Beneficial Slgn!f!cant but
Mitigable
Socioeconomics Minor Negligible Negligible
Energy Demand
and L_ess_ _than Beneficial Minor
. Significant
Generation
Land Use Conflict Less than
and Sianificant Beneficial Minor
Compatibility 9
Hazardous Less than
Materials and Minor Beneficial Sianificant
Hazardous Waste 9
Traffic and Less than Beneficial Less than
Transportation Significant Significant

4.18.2 Air Quality
4.18.2.1 Affected Environment

The ROI for air quality is dependent upon the pollutant and source of emission under
consideration. The ROI for a regional secondary pollutant such as O is generally the entire
island (O’ahu or Hawai'i) and is not emitted directly but transformed through chemical reactions
in the atmosphere; whereas, the ROI for primary pollutants may extend no more than a few
miles away from the source (depending on the source and meteorological conditions). Primary
pollutants may be diluted and dispersed by wind, resulting in lower pollutant concentrations at
greater distances away from the source.

Major air emission sources in Hawai’i include the burning of sugar cane and emissions from
volcanic activity and geothermic development. Hawai'i operates nine ambient air quality
monitoring stations on O’ahu, and five stations on Hawai'i. Each air quality monitoring station is
located at or near urban areas and each in coastal regions; many of which function to either
monitor volcanic emissions or industrial activities. None of the nine stations are located near
Army training areas.

Air pollution levels in Hawai'i are generally low due to the state’s small size and location;
therefore, upwind areas do not significantly contribute to background pollution levels, and locally
generated air pollutants are generally transported offshore and away from land areas.
Intermittent high concentrations of suspended PM can occur in some areas, primarily due to
agricultural burning or fireworks use during holiday celebrations. The entire state is classified as
being in compliance with federal ambient air quality standards, and thus is designated as an
attainment area.

Hawai'i has adopted ambient air quality standards that are in some areas more stringent