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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FNSI) 
Fort Carson, Colorado 

Combat Aviation Brigade (CAB) Stationing Implementation 

1 PURPOSE AND NEED  
The Installation, which encompasses Fort Carson and Piñon Canyon Maneuver Site (PCMS), 
must take those actions necessary to support the CAB stationing decision made at 
Headquarters, Department of the Army (HQDA). The purpose and need of the proposed action 
is to implement effectively and efficiently the stationing decision, to include ensuring adequate 
facilities requirements are met. The Installation must provide for the training readiness, 
deployment, administrative functions, and Soldier and Family Quality of Life elements for those 
assigned to and supporting the incoming CAB that is to be home-stationed at Fort Carson.  

2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
2.1 No Action Alternative  
In summary, under the No Action Alternative, the CAB stationing decision would not be 
implemented. Force structure, assigned personnel and equipment, and training operations 
would include construction and other changes associated with past Grow the Army and 
transformation decisions and activities; however, no CAB-related construction or renovation 
would occur. As explained in Section 2.2.1 of the environmental assessment (EA), the Record 
of Decision for the Realignment, Growth, and Stationing of Army Aviation Assets, signed by the 
Assistant Deputy Chief of Staff, G-3/5/7, on March 25, 2011 (hereinafter referred to as the 2011 
CAB Stationing ROD) documented the Army’s decision to station a CAB at the Installation; 
therefore, the No Action Alternative was included in this document only to provide baseline 
conditions and a benchmark from which to compare environmental impacts of the proposed 
action.  

2.2 Proposed Action  
As part of the proposed action, Fort Carson would construct garrison support facilities for the 
CAB at the Wilderness Road Complex (WRC) construction site off of Wilderness Road just west 
of Butts Army Airfield (BAAF). Several hundred acres of ground disturbance and 
demolition/renovation/construction at the BAAF site would be required to construct facilities to 
support approximately 2,700 Soldiers, 113 helicopters, between 600 and 700 wheeled vehicles 
and trucks, and other associated support equipment. Minor construction of concrete helicopter 
pads on the existing gravel-surfaced airfield parking apron would occur at the PCMS Combat 
Assault Landing Strip. The proposed action includes CAB training activities at Fort Carson and 
PCMS and CAB maneuvers and support of air-ground integrated maneuvers at Fort Carson and 
PCMS. The proposed action is anticipated to also result in the 2,700 CAB Soldiers being 
accompanied by slightly more than 4,000 Family members.  

3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND ELIMINATED FROM 
DETAILED STUDY 

The alternatives considered but dismissed were to train the CAB at other locations, to construct 
facilities for the CAB at a different location on Fort Carson, and to only use existing or renovated 
facilities for the CAB on Fort Carson. For the first, studying an alternative to conduct regular 
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installation-level training at locations other than Fort Carson and PCMS would essentially 
constitute re-examining the decision documented in the 2011 CAB Stationing ROD, and, 
therefore, was not within the scope of the EA. For the second, the February 2009 Final 
Environmental Impact Statement for Implementation of Fort Carson Grow the Army Stationing 
Decisions, herein referred to as the 2009 Fort Carson Grow the Army FEIS, already analyzed 
alternate locations for construction of CAB facilities and determined that the Operational 
Readiness Training Center (ORTC) area, since re-named the WRC, and BAAF were the only 
locations for CAB facilities that met the CAB stationing implementation screening criteria. For 
the third, using only existing facilities or a combination of existing/renovated facilities would not 
accommodate the requirements of CAB Soldiers and units as insufficient facilities currently exist 
to support CAB stationing implementation. 

4 PUBLIC REVIEW 
Pursuant to Title 32 CFR Part 651.14(b), the Army must make an EA and Draft FNSI available 
to the public for review and comment for a minimum of 30 days prior to a final decision. To 
encourage public participation and input, the Army adopted an “enhanced” National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process for this proposed action. The Army included an extra 
30-day public comment period and held public meetings to allow the public and interested 
stakeholders to comment upon and discuss the Draft EA, in addition to the minimum 30-day 
public comment period required by Army regulation for review of the Final EA and Draft FNSI, 
as described below.  

4.1 Draft EA Public Comment Period 
The Draft EA was made available for a 30-day public comment period ending February 2, 2012. 
The documents were posted on the World Wide Web, with links to each document provided at 
http://aec.army.mil/usaec/nepa/topics00.html. Printed copies of the documents were made 
available for viewing during the applicable 30-day public comment period at twelve local 
libraries. During the review period for the Draft EA, public meetings inviting comments were held 
on January 23, 24, and 26, 2012 in Trinidad, La Junta, and Colorado Springs, respectively. 
Interested parties were invited to review and comment on the documents within 30 days of the 
respective publication. Commenters were asked to send comments via email, regular mail, 
and/or telephone. Comments by the public, government agencies, other appropriate entities, 
and stakeholders were fully considered in the drafting of the Final EA and FNSI.  

4.2 Final EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact 
The Final EA and the Draft FNSI were made available for public comment during a second 30-
day public comment period ending on June 14, 2012. The public was invited to send comments 
by e-mail to USARMY.JBSA.AEC.MBX@mail.mil or mail to: Public Comments USAEC, Attn: 
IMPA – AE (Kropp), 2450 Connell Road (Building 2264), Fort Sam Houston, Texas 78234-7664. 
For questions regarding comment submittals, interested parties were invited to call (210) 466-
1590.  

4.3 Agency Consultations  
In addition to encouraging involvement by the general public, the Installation coordinated and/or 
consulted with, and received input from, various Federal, state, and county agencies and 
entities, as well as Tribes. Correspondence with interested governmental agencies is contained 
in Appendix B of the Final EA. As noted in Section 4.8 of the Final EA, while consultation on 
proposed construction activities is complete, Section 106 consultation with the Colorado State 
Historic Preservation Officer (COSHPO), Tribes, and other consulting parties on CAB training 
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operations is ongoing. However, the areas of concern have been sufficiently narrowed as to 
anticipate that cultural and historic impacts will be less than significant, and will be adequately 
addressed through continuing consultation. One of the concerns raised by the COSHPO at the 
start of consultation on CAB training operations was the potential impact of helicopter rotor 
downwash (the "wind" generated at ground level by a helicopter's rotors during overflight) on 
known and unknown cultural resource sites located both on and off of the Installation. The Army 
has recently provided rotor downwash data to the COSHPO which will enable objective 
assessment of potential impacts and help identify appropriate safeguards. The Army anticipates 
that such impacts will be extremely minor and readily mitigated, especially considering the lack 
of observable negative impacts on cultural resources from historic helicopter operations.  We 
have already proposed a modification to Route Hawk, the long-established low-level training 
route, in order to diminish potential impacts where it crosses the Santa Fe Trail. Additional 
adjustments and mitigation techniques will be considered, based on continued consultation, 
observation, assessment and feedback from interested and potentially impacted parties. The 
Army will continue its consultation with the COSHPO, Tribes, and the other consulting parties on 
CAB training operations. 

5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
Potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the proposed action and No Action 
Alternative were identified in the analysis and public comment process during the development 
and finalization of the EA. The Final EA analyzed the effects of the proposed action and 
alternatives on the following Valued Environmental Components (VECs): land use, air quality 
and greenhouse gas (GHG), noise, geology and soils, water resources, biological resources 
(including special status species and wetlands), cultural resources, socioeconomics, traffic and 
transportation, airspace, utilities, and hazardous and toxic substances. The Final EA also 
identified mitigation measures to address potential adverse impacts from implementation of the 
proposed action.  

Impacts to air quality and soils at Fort Carson and to soils at PCMS are expected to be 
significant, but mitigable to less than significant. Cumulative impacts of implementing the 
proposed action along with other past, present, and foreseeable future actions are expected to 
be significant, but mitigable to less than significant, for air quality, soils, and biological resources 
at Fort Carson, and for soils, water resources, and biological resources at PCMS. Potential 
impacts of the proposed action could include the generation of fugitive dust and other pollutants 
during construction and training, increase in soil erosion and stormwater runoff during 
construction and training, loss of or harm to vegetation and a reduction in the acreage of native 
plant communities, and loss of or harm to wildlife and wildlife habitat as a result of construction 
and training.  

6 MITIGATION MEASURES 
The Army is committed to sustaining and preserving the environment at all of its installations. In 
keeping with that commitment, the Installation has an active environmental management 
program for both Fort Carson and PCMS that employs a full array of best management 
practices (BMPs) and environmental management programs to ensure environmental 
compliance, stewardship, and sustainability of those areas potentially impacted by CAB 
stationing implementation. BMPs include, for example, Army aviators abiding by noise 
abatement and minimum altitude restrictions in noise sensitive areas, as outlined in applicable 
Federal and Army aviation regulations. The Installation would continue to implement and 
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monitor all existing mitigation measures, BMPs, and environmental management programs to 
minimize the impacts of CAB stationing implementation.  

Mitigation measures and BMPs identified as an Army requirement in the 2011 CAB Stationing 
ROD were carried forward in the Final EA for CAB Stationing Implementation and are included 
in Tables 3.3-1 and 3.3-2 of the EA. I adopt and incorporate those measures in my decision 
here. Many of those measures are ongoing in nature. Completed measures are detailed below.  

• Fort Carson Utilities. The measure was “Conduct a study evaluating the capacity of 
sanitary sewer lines and lift stations providing service for CAB infrastructure.” This study 
was completed in February 2011 and appropriate recommendations were incorporated 
into the CAB Stationing Implementation EA.  

• Fort Carson Utilities. The measure was “Continue to implement recommendations of 
the 2006 Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) Capacity Evaluation, which includes 
aeration system and equalization basin channel improvements.” The recommended 
upgrades from the 2006 WWTP Capacity Evaluation have been completed.  

• Fort Carson and PCMS Biological Resources. The measure was: “Study the impacts 
of aircraft training on breeding raptor populations and develop and implement mitigation 
strategies based on results, as appropriate.” After further review, it was determined 
additional studies were in fact not necessary. The Installation has a current process in 
place by which eagle nesting areas are tracked and active nests (eyries) are identified. 
Active nests are protected within a 0.5-mile (0.8-kilometer) radius in which aviation 
operations are prohibited. Also prohibited are contractor, construction, and recreation 
activities.  

The Installation also proposes to adopt and monitor the following specific, additional measures 
at Fort Carson listed in Table 1 below.  

Table 1. New Mitigation and Best Management Practices Commitments for CAB 
Stationing Implementation at the Installation 

Impact by Resource  Proposed Additional Mitigation and BMPs 
Air Quality and GHG at Fort Carson 
• Operation of additional combustion sources 
has the potential to result in impacts to air 
quality emissions from proposed stationary 
sources.  

 

• Ensure internal combustion units (e.g., 
emergency generators) purchased for CAB 
facilities and equipment meet the Emission Limit 
Tier Standard as defined by New Source 
Performance Standards IIII, specifically Subpart 
JJJJ for newly purchased spark ignition and 
Subpart Dc for newly purchased boilers.  

Utilities at Fort Carson 
• Increased energy consumption due to 
construction of additional facilities.  

 

• Develop a central energy plant to replace 
individual heating and cooling units at every CAB 
facility structure with a centrally controlled and 
balanced plant. If economically feasible, develop 
the central energy plant, which would initially use 
natural gas for fuel, so that it could be transitioned 
to run alternate fuels in the future.  
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Appendix C 
Public Comments on the January 2012 Draft EA 

and Army Responses 
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Appendix D 
Public Comments on the May 2012 Final EA/Draft 

FNSI and Army Responses 
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Army Responses D-1 

D-1. Army Response to Comments Received on the Final EA/Draft FNSI 
The Army thanks commenters for participating in this National Environmental Policy Act 
process. An earlier stage of this process included the publication of a Draft Environmental 
Assessment in January 2012, for which the Army received numerous comments that enabled 
the development of an improved analysis document. The second and final 30-day public 
comment period resulted in three additional public comments received on the May 2012 Final 
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI). 

No new issues of substance were raised during the second public comment period. 

After a careful review of the three public comments received on the Final EA / Draft FNSI, the 
Army stands by the responses made to similar comments received on the Draft EA and the 
analysis contained in the Final EA, to include analysis contained in other documents 
incorporated by reference therein. 

With respect to comment #3, as was the case for comment #281 submitted against the Draft EA 
(see Appendix C), the Army disagrees with many of the assertions and conclusions put forth in 
the comment letter. No new issues of substance pertaining to the proposed action were raised 
in the June 2012 comment letter. Most of the comments raised in the comment letter pertained 
to matters other than CAB stationing implementation. Comments received on matters other than 
those pertaining to the CAB stationing implementation are not addressed herein; and the Army’s 
lack of comment on any other matter is not intended to indicate the Army’s agreement or 
accession to the commenters’ point of view. Included among these other matters are 
environmental impacts from heavy maneuver training at PCMS and the stationing and use of 
unmanned aerial systems which, as explained in the Army’s responses to Draft EA comments, 
are not part of the proposed action. 

Section 2.3.3.5 was edited; however, to clarify that the rest and recovery of PCMS land does not 
call for the closure of PCMS for a continuous 7 months. Additionally, we corrected an earlier 
response to comment #281 which had erroneously identified the INRMP as a “voluntary” plan. 
This correction aligns with other Army responses which clearly recognize the requirements of 
the Sikes Act. 

The Army reconsidered whether an environmental impact statement (EIS) is warranted for the 
proposed action in light of comments received on the Final EA/Draft FNSI. This review did not 
result in any new information that would warrant an EIS; therefore, the Army has determined 
that an EA for the proposed action is sufficient. Please see the Army’s response to Draft EA 
comment #105 for a more detailed explanation as to why an EA is sufficient for the proposed 
action, and an EIS is unnecessary. 
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Fort Carson Combat Aviation Brigade 
Stationing Implementation EA 

Public Comments on the May 2012 Final EA/Draft FNSI 
ID:  1 Date: 6/2/12  Name: M. Clark Method: Email Other Notes: N/A 
Comment Response 
To whom it may concern,  
 
This message is in regards to the statement that the helicopter unit 
moving to Ft Carson would not have any significant impact on the 
natural and human environment.   
 
As a resident of the Crystal Park community in western El Paso 
County I can tell you unequivocally that there has been, and unless 
things change, will continue to be significant impact on the natural 
and human environment in this area.  Helicopters have been flying 
over both lower and upper Crystal Park and helicopter training has 
taken place outside of the prescribed landing zones much to the 
detriment of our community.  
 
The Garrison Commander has said that the helicopter pilots are told 
not to fly over our community, and are supposed to fly around it as 
prescribed by their flight plan, instead they fly directly overhead.  
The explanation for this is that the pilots will do what they will, by 
saying this the Commander is implying that he can't control his 
troops or those training at the base, if they decide not to follow 
directives given them.  I have no doubt that if not corrected this 
activity will increase as the unit becomes fully functional.  
 
Here is another example of the local impact these units are having.  
Last summer on labor day weekend, training exercises were carried 
out over upper Crystal Park at 0230 and 1430 that literally woke me 
from a dead sleep.  The sights and sounds of these helicopters 
flying over and echoing off the surrounding hillsides destroys our 
viewshed and soundscape.  These units have also been sighted 

Thank you for your comment. Please see page D-1 of this appendix.  
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and videotaped training outside of their designated landing zones, 
which are located in the Pike National Forest adjacent to our 
community.  
 
I can't stress enough the impact the helicopters have had on our 
community, especially when you factor in the training from 
helicopter units from other Army posts, National Guard units, etc.   
When we call to complain we are told to be sure to identify the 
helicopters since they are not all from Fort Carson.  I find it difficult 
to clearly identify all helicopters as they fly over but since they are 
all from the same Army Post, it shouldn't matter; we are being 
assaulted on a regular basis and what we are hearing is that it's 
up to us to identify not only the time and place but the type of 
helicopter as well, sort of like the Commander has no control over 
what is happening under his command.   To me a military helicopter 
flying overhead is a military helicopter flying overhead, whether it's 
from Fort Carson or any other military unit using Fort Carson as a 
training ground.  
 
To close I will say that the finding of no significant impact to be 
absolutely incorrect as far as our community is concerned.  We see, 
hear and even feel the helicopters flying over and landing near our 
community, which significantly affects our quality of life.  Many of 
the people living here do so because of the peace and quiet such a 
location provides and to have that disturbed in such a manner is 
definitely a significant impact on the natural and human 
environment.  
 
Thank you for considering my comments and please confirm that 
you have received this email.  
ID:  2 Date: 6/8/12  Name: Michael Adams Method: Mail  Other Notes: N/A 
Comment Response 
 This Colorado native respectfully requests the Garrison 
Commander file a Notice of Intent for an environmental impact 
statement. This region has provided the military with adequate 
training grounds. I hope the statement will show that a majority of 

Thank you for your comment. Please see page D-1 of this appendix. 
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citizens don’t want 113 more helicopters in the air. I ask that you put 
the good of the citizens 1st & do what is best for them, not the 
military. 
 
Please.  
ID:  3 Date:  6/13/12 Name: Stephen Harris, Alpern 

Myers Stuart LLC on behalf of Not 
1 More Acre! 

Method: Email Other Notes: N/A 

Comment Response 
See next page for start of comment letter. The full comments are 
contained on pages D-5 through D-40. Copies of the exhibits 
provided with the letter are not included within this Appendix. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see page D-1 of this appendix.  
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