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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

UNITED STATES ARMY 

DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FOR 

AIRSPACE AND GROUND-BASED CHANGES AT  

FORT EISENHOWER, GEORGIA  

Fort Eisenhower (formerly Fort Gordon) has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) that 

analyzes and documents the environmental consequences that could result from implementation 

of airspace and ground-based changes at Fort Eisenhower. The EA has been developed in 

accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (40 Code of Federal 

Regulations [CFR] §§ 1500-1508), implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on 

Environmental Quality (43 Federal Register 55990, Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 

Provisions of NEPA), and the U.S. Army (Army) (32 CFR 651, Environmental Analysis of Army 

Actions). This Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) herein references the attached EA 

and has been developed as the final decision document for the EA. 

The EA has been prepared to present and evaluate the proposed action and alternatives, including 

the No Action Alternative. Airspace, air quality, noise, biological resources, cultural resources, 

environmental justice, hazardous materials and waste, land use, noise, safety, socioeconomics, 

soils, water resources, and cumulative impacts are addressed in the EA. 

LEAD AND COOPERATING AGENCIES: The Army is the proponent of this proposal and is 

the lead agency for the preparation of this EA. Congress has charged the Federal Aviation 

Administration (FAA) with administering all navigable airspace in the public interest as necessary 

to ensure the safety of aircraft and the efficient use of such airspace. The FAA is the agency with 

jurisdiction by law and special expertise with respect to changes in the configuration of the 

National Airspace System. Because the Army’s Proposed Action involves the charting of airspace, 

the FAA has agreed to serve as a Cooperating Agency for this EA. This EA is being prepared to 

satisfy the procedural requirements of NEPA for both the Army and the FAA. 

PROPOSED ACTION: The Proposed Action includes changes to the lateral and vertical 

configurations of Restricted Areas (RAs) R-3004A/B/C and ground-based changes to the training 

areas and ranges on Fort Eisenhower. The ground-based changes include widening the tank trails 

on Fort Eisenhower, the construction of concrete turn pads, and the installation of two new firing 

points to better support military training requirements. 

PROJECT LOCATION: The proposed location is Fort Eisenhower, located in the 

Augusta-Richmond County area.  

PURPOSE AND NEED: The purpose of the Proposed Action is to support the capabilities of the 

Georgia National Guard, the Electronic Warfare school, and other units that propose to train at 

Fort Eisenhower. The primary need for the Proposed Action is to improve the training capacity of 

Fort Eisenhower by maximizing the use of the R-3004 RA Complex in support of a growing and 

diverse training program with various needs and capabilities. 

ALTERNATIVES: Three alternatives were considered: the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1 

and Alternative 2. Descriptions of these alternatives follow.  

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not result 

in any ground-based changes to the training areas or any changes to the airspace structure above 

and surrounding Fort Eisenhower. RAs R-3004A/B/C would remain as they are today, preventing 
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Fort Eisenhower from completing the indirect artillery fire exercises necessary for Soldiers to train 

using the realistic tactics, techniques, and procedures required for the advanced laser, targeting, 

and indirect fire systems that are currently being fielded by the Army. The existing tank trail 

network at Fort Eisenhower would not be able to accommodate the Armored Multi-Purpose 

Vehicle, and new weapons systems with longer ranges of fire could not be used at Fort Eisenhower, 

making it difficult for Soldiers to complete necessary training and preventing them from training 

as they would fight. 

Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort Eisenhower 

Proposed Airspace Changes. The proposed airspace modifications include both lateral and 

vertical changes to the RAs R-3004A/B/C. The proposed lateral changes would include expansion 

of the lateral limits of R-3004A/B/C farther north and northeast to incorporate the majority of Fort 

Eisenhower property. 

This expansion would be fully contained within the current boundaries of federally owned land 

above the Fort Eisenhower range complex. In addition, the southwest boundary of the proposed 

RA would be adjusted so that the boundary is fully contained within the installation property (see 

Attachment 1 for the latitude and longitude coordinates). The vertical changes would lower the 

ceiling of R-3004A from 3,500 feet mean sea level (MSL) to 2,500 feet MSL. R-3004B currently 

extends from 3,500 feet MSL up to but not including 7,000 feet MSL. The floor of R-3004B would 

be lowered to 2,500 feet MSL, in conjunction with the amended ceiling of R-3004A. The ceiling 

of R-3004B would be raised from 7,000 feet MSL to but not including 10,000 feet MSL. The floor 

of R-3004C would be raised from 7,000 feet MSL to 10,000 feet MSL, in conjunction with the 

amended ceiling of R-3004B. The ceiling of R-3004C would remain at 16,000 feet MSL 

(88 Federal Register 21146–21148). 

The time of designation for all three RAs would remain By Notice to Air Missions 24 hours in 

advance. The current descriptions of R-3004A/B/C contain certain terms and conditions that limit 

aircraft activities in the airspace as follows:  

1. Aircraft activities must not be conducted on weekends, national holidays, or from the

Sunday prior to the Masters Golf Tournament through the Monday after (and subsequent

weather days if required).

2. Aircraft activities may only be conducted from the surface to 12,000 feet above ground

level (AGL).

3. Weather conditions required for aircraft activities are 5 miles visibility and with prevailing

clouds or obscuring phenomena no greater than five-tenths coverage of the sky and bases

no lower than 3,000 feet AGL.

The proposed airspace changes would remove the restrictions on aircraft activities on weekends, 

remove the restrictions on aircraft activities above 12,000 feet AGL, and remove the overly 

restrictive weather minima. However, the following limitations would be retained: ‘‘Aircraft 

activities must not be conducted on national holidays or from the Sunday prior to the Masters 

Tournament through the Monday after (and subsequent weather days if required).’’ A Letter of 

Agreement would be established between the U.S. Department of the Air Force (DAF) and the 

Army regarding the activation of the Bulldog D Military Operations Area (MOA). The DAF no 

longer has an operational need to activate the Bulldog D MOA and the R-3004 RA Complex 

concurrently as one contiguous airspace. The DAF intent is to not change the boundaries of the 

Bulldog D MOA but to add the following statement to the altitudes portion of the administrative 

description: “…and, excluding that airspace within the R-3004 RA Complex when activated.” 
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Therefore, R-3004A/B/C would take precedence when both the Bulldog D MOA and 

R-3004A/B/C are active. 

Proposed Ground-Based Changes. The proposed ground-based changes include the construction 

of 27 concrete turn pads, the construction of two new firing points, and the widening of tank trails 

on Fort Eisenhower to 20 meters throughout the installation. The widened tank trails would be 

designed with stormwater ditches and turnouts and be properly designed and constructed to support 

the weight and repeated use of tracked vehicles. In addition to the widening of tank trails, 

construction of various creek crossings on Fort Eisenhower would be required. 

Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at Fort Eisenhower 

(Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative 2 consists of the same airspace changes as Alternative 1. Regarding the ground-based 

changes, Alternative 2 includes construction of the same number of firing points and concrete turn 

pads as Alternative 1, but all creek crossings would be single-lane crossings versus two-lane 

crossings (i.e., narrower than 10 meters wide). In addition, a portion of the tank trail would be 

widened on the opposite side of a cultural resources site and an alternate route to access the east 

side of the Small Arms Impact Area would be used to avoid protected natural resources habitat. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE ACTION: Implementation of the Preferred 

Alternative (Alternative 2) has the potential for minor impacts to airspace, biological resources, 

cultural resources, hazardous materials and waste, land use, safety, soils, and water resources, 

(Table 1). None of the impacts identified in the EA would be significant. 
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Table 1. Summary Comparison of Environmental Consequences 

Environmental 

Resources 
Alternative 1  Alternative 2 No Action 

Airspace 

Minor impacts to airspace resources would result from implementation 

of Alternative 1. Aircraft that operate at low altitudes could be affected 

when the RA is active. The lateral expansion of RA would reduce the 

transition area between the R-3004A/B/C complex and the Augusta 

Class D airspace (about a 3.5-mile gap) for those Visual Flight Rules 

(VFR) pilots typically flying through this area wanting to avoid the Class 

D area when transiting to/from the Daniel Field or other airports in this 

Region of Influence. When the RA is active, the lateral expansion would 

affect use of the Runway 5 RNAV approach procedures and Runway 23 

departure procedures at Daniel Field. Increased R-3004 weekend use 

could limit the increased VFR operations (including student flights) that 

generally occur within this area on weekends. To minimize impacts to 

civil and commercial airspace users, various mitigation measures would 

be implemented as part of the Proposed Action. These include 

minimizing RA activation on weekends, publication of Notice to Air 

Missions and Air Traffic Control advisories, development of a Letter of 

Procedure between the Army and the FAA and the creation of a new 

corridor (X-Ray) to accommodate air traffic at Daniel Field. In addition, 

the Army and the FAA are in the process of upgrading communications 

systems to provide both primary and alternate communication systems 

for redundancy and will cross-train with the FAA for future management 

and coordination of the airspace. With implementation of the proposed 

mitigation measures, impacts to airspace would not be significant. 

Implementation of Alternative 2 

would have the same airspace uses, 

effects, and mitigations as addressed 

for Alternative 1. Therefore, 

implementation of Alternative 2 

would also minimize the potential 

for any significant impacts on 

nonparticipating commercial and 

general aviation flight activities in 

the affected area. 

No significant impacts to airspace 

would result from implementation 

of the No Action Alternative. 

Air Quality  

Emissions estimated to result from both the airspace and ground-based 

changes under Alternative 1 would remain below all insignificance 

indicators and, therefore, result in insignificant air quality impacts within 

the project region. 

Emissions estimated to result from 

implementation of Alternative 2 

would be like those from 

Alternative 1 and would not be 

significant. 

No significant impacts to air 

quality would result from 

implementation of the No Action 

Alternative. 
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Environmental 

Resources 
Alternative 1  Alternative 2 No Action 

Biological 

Resources 

Minor impacts to biological resources are anticipated to result from 

implementation of Alternative 1. Impacts to biological resources would 

not be significant and would not result in long-term effects on population 

viability of biological resources. 

Minor impacts to biological 

resources are anticipated to result 

from implementation of Alternative 

2. Ground-based impacts to 

biological resources would be the 

same type as those described for 

Alternative 1 but with slightly less 

impacts to habitat. Alternative 2 

would impact 5 fewer acres of red-

cockaded woodpecker habitat and 

5 fewer acres of gopher tortoise 

habitat as compared to Alternative 1.  

No significant impacts to 

biological resources would result 

from implementation of the No 

Action Alternative.  

Cultural 

Resources 

Implementation of Alternative 1 would have an adverse effect on an 

NRHP-eligible property. Additional consultation with the SHPO and 

Tribes and mitigation would be required should this alternative be 

implemented.  

No historic properties would be 

affected from implementation of 

Alternative 2 and there would be no 

significant impacts to cultural 

resources. 

No historic properties would be 

impacted with implementation of 

the No Action Alternative. 

Environmental 

Justice 

No disproportionate and adverse impacts are expected to off-installation 

communities as the noise levels would still be compatible with existing 

land uses and noise impacts are not anticipated to be significant. 

No disproportionate and adverse 

impacts are expected to off-

installation communities as the noise 

levels would still be compatible with 

existing land uses and noise impacts 

are not anticipated to be significant. 

No disproportionate and adverse 

impacts are anticipated as a result 

of implementing the No Action 

Alternative. 

Hazardous 

Materials and 

Waste 

No significant impact to hazardous materials and waste would result 

from implementation of the Alternative 1. Although the use of hazardous 

materials and the generation of hazardous wastes could temporarily 

increase during construction, implementation of Alternative 1 would not 

affect the generator status or negatively affect the hazardous materials 

and waste program. Proposed airspace changes would have no impacts 

on the generation or use of hazardous materials and waste. 

Impacts to hazardous materials and 

waste resulting from implementation 

of Alternative 2 would be the same 

as those resulting from Alternative 1 

and would not be significant. 

No significant impacts to 

hazardous materials and waste are 

anticipated with implementation 

of the No Action Alternative. 

Land Use The proposed airspace and ground-based changes are consistent with 

existing land use plans and policies and would not create off-installation 

changes that are incompatible with existing land uses. No significant 

impacts to land use would result from implementation of Alternative 1.  

Impacts to land use resulting from 

implementation of Alternative 2 

would be the same as those resulting 

from Alternative 1 and would not be 

significant. 

No significant land use impacts 

would result from implementation 

of the No Action Alternative and 

all land use plans would remain as 

they are today. 
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Environmental 

Resources 
Alternative 1  Alternative 2 No Action 

Noise Although large arms firing noise at off-installation locations may be 

disturbing at times, Noise Zone II and III would not affect noise-sensitive 

locations and all land uses would remain compatible. There would be no 

change in small arms usage, and small arms noise would not change 

relative to baseline conditions. Munitions noise impacts would not be 

significant. Aircraft operations would remain relatively infrequent, as 

reflected by the low calculated time-averaged noise level, and noise 

impacts would not be significant. 

Noise impacts resulting from 

implementation of Alternative 2 

would be the same as those resulting 

from implementation of Alternative 

1 and would not be significant. 

No significant noise impacts 

would result from the No Action 

Alternative and noise levels would 

remain consistent with baseline 

conditions. 

Safety Significant impacts to safety would not result from implementation of 

Alternative 1 because the creation and use of the proposed RAs would 

segregate air traffic and hazardous activities. All ground-based safety 

measures would remain in place and Fort Eisenhower range control 

would continue to implement all of the Army safety requirements.  

Impacts to safety would be the same 

as those resulting from 

implementation of Alternative 1 and 

would not be significant.  

No significant impacts to safety 

are anticipated with 

implementation of the No Action 

Alternative. 

Socioeconomic No significant impacts to socioeconomics are anticipated as a result of 

implementing the airspace and ground-based changes associated with 

Alternative 1. 

Impacts to socioeconomics would be 

the same as those resulting from 

implementation of Alternative 1 and 

would not be significant.  

Significant impacts to 

socioeconomics would not result 

with implementation of the No 

Action Alternative.  

Soils  Short-term, direct soil compaction and disturbances are anticipated from 

vehicles, foot traffic, and large equipment. Erosion impacts would be 

temporary and would be minimized through continued adherence to the 

Integrated Training Area Management program and by employing BMPs 

for soil erosion and sedimentation. Ground-based changes and training 

activities would not result in significant soil impacts. 

Impacts to soils would be the same 

type as those described for 

Alternative 1 with slightly less 

impact in terms of area.  Impacts 

would not be significant.  

Significant impacts to soil would 

not result from implementation of 

the No Action Alternative. 

Traffic and 

Transportation 

Impacts to traffic and transportation resulting from implementation of 

Alternative 1 would not be significant. This alternative would not result 

in and long-term additional vehicle use of transportation resources. The 

only adverse impacts to transportation resources that would result from 

implementation of Alternative 1 would be temporary short-term traffic 

delays during the tank trail widening and firing point and concrete turn 

pad construction. During construction, appropriate signage and potential 

flaggers would be used to safely direct traffic around construction zones. 

In advance of tank trail widening or construction of the firing points and 

concrete turn pads, Fort Eisenhower would develop specific traffic and 

transportation plans to safely redirect traffic during the construction 

timeframe. The traffic and transportation plan would be designed to 

minimize impacts to traffic and transportation resources on Fort 

Eisenhower. 

Impacts to traffic and transportation 

would be from the same as those 

resulting from implementation of 

Alternative 1 and would not be 

significant. 

Implementation of the No Action 

Alternative would not result in any 

changes to traffic and 

transportation resources on or 

around Fort Eisenhower and 

impacts would not be significant.  
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Environmental 

Resources 
Alternative 1  Alternative 2 No Action 

Water Resources Implementation of the ground-based changes associated with Alternative 

1 would result in short- and long-term, direct effects on water resources 

at Fort Eisenhower. Surface waters could be impacted by sedimentation 

during construction. BMPs would be implemented to reduce impacts to 

surface waters. Although project designs for tank trails and creek 

crossings are not finalized, preliminary estimates indicate that up to 

1.7 acres of wetlands could be adversely affected. Preliminary estimates 

indicate that up to 2.9 acres of 100-year floodplain and 0.1 additional 

acres of 500-year floodplain (outside of the 100-year floodplain) could 

be disturbed under Alternative 1. None of the ground-based changes 

would be expected to affect flood hydrology and would not increase the 

level of flood risk to any existing facilities or activities. All work would 

be conducted in accordance with permits and would incorporate 

measures to minimize or offset adverse effects to water resources and 

impacts would not be significant. 

Implementation of the ground-based 

changes associated with Alternative 2 

would result in short- and long-term, 

direct effects on water resources at 

Fort Eisenhower. Surface waters 

could be impacted by sedimentation 

during construction. BMPs would be 

implemented to reduce impacts to 

surface waters. Although project 

designs for tank trails and creek 

crossings are not finalized, 

preliminary estimates indicate that up 

to 1.4 acres of wetlands could be 

adversely affected. Preliminary 

estimates indicate that up to 2.3 acres 

of 100-year floodplain and 

0.1 additional acres of 500-year 

floodplain (outside of the 100-year 

floodplain) could be disturbed under 

Alternative 2. None of the 

ground-based changes would be 

expected to affect flood hydrology 

and would not increase the level of 

flood risk to any existing facilities or 

activities. All work would be 

conducted in accordance with permits 

and would incorporate measures to 

minimize or offset adverse effects to 

water resources and impacts would 

not be significant. 

Implementation of the No Action 

Alternative would not result in any 

activities on or around Fort 

Eisenhower that could impact 

water resources and impacts 

would not be significant. 

Cumulative 

Impacts 

Cumulative impacts resulting from implementation of Alternative 1 in 

conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 

at Fort Eisenhower would not be significant. 

Cumulative impacts resulting from 

implementation of Alternative 2 in 

conjunction with past, present, and 

reasonably foreseeable future 

actions at Fort Eisenhower would 

not be significant. 

No significant cumulative impacts 

would occur with implementation 

of the No Action Alternative.  

Key: BMPs = best management practices; NRHP = National Register of  Historic Places; SHPO = State Historic Preservation Officer 
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PUBLIC OUTREACH: As part of the planning process for this EA on November 29, 2023, Fort 

Eisenhower mailed introductory project scoping letters to local, state, and federal elected officials, 

Native American Tribes, agencies, commissioners, and members of the public. Fort Eisenhower 

received responses from the Georgia State Historic Preservation Officer, the Georgia Department 

of Transportation, the Georgia Department of Natural Resources, the City of Augusta, the Aircraft 

Owners and Pilots Association, the Chickasaw Nation and a member of the public concerned about 

airspace. Information related to each of these letters is contained in the EA.  

Due to the potential impacts to wetlands and floodplains, the Army published an early notice of 

potential impacts to wetlands and floodplains in the Augusta Chronicle on December 3 and 4, 2023. 

As part of the notification for the Draft FONSI/Finding of No Practicable Alternative (FONPA) and 

EA, the Army mailed postcards to those that received introductory letters, informing them of the 

availability of the EA and Draft FONSI/FONPA. The public notice advertised to the public the 

availability of the EA and Draft FONSI/FONPA at the Main Augusta Public Library and the Public 

Affairs Office at Fort Eisenhower and via the Fort Eisenhower website during the 30-day public review 

and comment period from August 20, 2024 through September 20, 2024. 

FINDING: I conclude that, based upon the results of the EA, implementation of the Alternative 2 

would not result in significant impacts per 40 CFR 1501.3(a)(2) and that an environmental impact 

statement is not required and will not be prepared. My decision is based on the analysis contained 

within the EA. This decision complies with legal requirements and has been made after taking into 

account all submitted information and considering a full range of reasonable alternatives and all 

environmental impacts. 

______________________ 

     Date 

___________________________________ 

ANTHONY J. KAZOR
Colonel, CM 

Commanding 



Draft Finding of No Practicable Alternative for 
Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

Fort Eisenhower, Georgia Page 1 of 3 August 2024 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

UNITED STATES ARMY 

DRAFT FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE FOR 
AIRSPACE AND GROUND-BASED CHANGES AT FORT 

EISENHOWER, GEORGIA  

1.0 Introduction 

Fort Eisenhower is proposing airspace and ground-based changes to support the capabilities of the 

Georgia National Guard, the Electronic Warfare school, and other units that propose to train at the 

garrison.  

To support mission requirements, the Department of the Army (Army) proposes to change the 

lateral and vertical configurations of Restricted Areas (RAs) R-3004A/B/C and make 

ground-based changes to the training areas and ranges on Fort Eisenhower. The ground-based 

changes include widening the tank trails on Fort Eisenhower, the construction of concrete turn 

pads, and the installation of two new firing points to better support military training requirements. 

Floodplains and wetlands have been identified in the Proposed Action area. Executive Order (EO) 

11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies to determine whether a proposed action 

will occur within a floodplain and to avoid floodplains to the maximum extent possible when there 

is a practicable alternative. The 100-year floodplain is defined as an area adjacent to a water body 

that has a 1 percent or greater chance of inundation in any given year. EO 11990, Protection of 

Wetlands, requires that each federal agency, to the extent permitted by law, "shall avoid 

undertaking or providing assistance for new construction located in wetlands unless the head of 

the agency finds: (1) that there is no practicable alternative to such construction and (2) that the 

proposed action includes all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands which may result 

from such use." The term "wetlands" means "those areas that are inundated by surface or ground 

water with a frequency sufficient to support and under normal circumstances does or would 

support a prevalence of vegetative or aquatic life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated 

soil conditions for growth and reproduction." 

The Fort Eisenhower tank trail network crosses several streams and their associated floodplains 

and wetlands. Proposed improvements to the trail network could result in wetlands impacts. 

Construction of firing points or turn pads would not impact wetlands or floodplains.  

Due to the potential impacts to wetlands and floodplains, the Army published an early notice of 

potential impacts to wetlands and floodplains in the Augusta Chronicle on December 3 and 4, 2023. 

This draft finding was made available for public review and comment for 30 days. It was published 

in Augusta Chronicle on [date] which is hereby incorporated by reference. [Description of 

comments if received] 

This draft finding incorporates the analysis in the Environmental Assessment (EA) for Airspace 

and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia. Three alternatives were evaluated in the 

EA. Alternative 2 was identified as the Preferred Alternative to minimize impacts to wetlands, 

floodplains and cultural resources.
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2.0 Preferred Alternative; Alternative 2 

The Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2) includes changes to the lateral and vertical configurations 

of RAs R-3004A/B/C and ground-based changes to the training areas and ranges on Fort 

Eisenhower. The ground-based changes include widening the tank trails on Fort Eisenhower, the 

construction of concrete turn pads, and the installation of two new firing points to better support 

military training requirements. Wetland and floodplain impacts would occur from tank trail 

widening and are estimated to include 1.4 acres of wetlands and up to 2.3 acres of 100-year 

floodplain and 0.1 additional acres of 500-year floodplain impacts. In addition to these impacts, 

up to 3.4 acres of land within the 25-foot stream buffer could be impacted by the tank trail widening 

and construction of the firing points.  

3.0 Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

3.1 100-Year Floodplain 

EO 11988 states that if the only practicable alternative requires siting in a floodplain, the agency 

shall, prior to taking action, design or modify its action to minimize potential harm to or within 

the floodplain. 

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in the Army impacting 2.3 acres of 100-

year floodplain. Impacts consist of grading and clearing activities within the floodplains but no 

additional fill material is anticipated to be placed in the floodplains.  

Under the Preferred Alternative, the Army would implement Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

and Low-Impact-Development (LID) measures to reduce the potential for adverse impacts on the 

100-year floodplain. BMPs and LID measures are incorporated into the Preferred Alternative to

avoid or minimize impacts on floodplains and are collectively described, as follows:

• Realignment of tank trail routes to avoid floodplains to the extent possible

• Only grading and clearing would occur in the floodplain; no additional fill material or

construction is planned for these areas.

Taken together, these and other BMPs and mitigation measures would avoid or minimize the loss 

of and impacts on floodplains at Fort Eisenhower. These measures represent all practicable 

measures to minimize harm to floodplains. 

3.2 Wetlands 

EO 11990 states that if the only practicable alternative requires siting in a wetland, the agency 

shall, prior to taking action, design or modify its action to minimize potential harm to or within 

the wetland. 

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative would result in the Army impacting up to 1.4 acres of 

wetland. Impacts would include disturbance related to clearing and grading as well as a conversion 

of forested wetland to emergent wetland.  

Under the Preferred Alternative, the Army would implement BMPs and LID measures to reduce 

the potential for adverse impacts on the wetlands. BMPs and LID measures are incorporated into 

the Preferred Alternative to avoid or minimize impacts on wetlands and are collectively described 

as follows:  

• Realignment of tank trail routes to avoid wetlands to the extent possible
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• Only grading and clearing would occur in the wetland areas; no additional fill material or

construction is planned for these areas.

Taken together, these and other BMPs and mitigation measures would avoid or minimize the loss 

of and impacts on wetlands at Fort Eisenhower. These measures represent all practicable measures 

to minimize harm to wetlands. 

4.0 Finding of No Practicable Alternative 

During development of the Preferred Alternative, the Fort Eisenhower Environmental Office 

worked proactively to ensure the purpose and need of the Preferred Alternative was met while also 

avoiding as many potential impacts to floodplains and wetlands as practicable. Due to operational 

requirements, it was determined that complete avoidance of floodplains and/or wetlands was not 

feasible; however, the Preferred Alternative minimizes potential impacts to the greatest degree 

practicable while also achieving the required results. 

___________________________________ ______________________ 

Carla K. Coulson [Date] 

Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army 

Installations, Housing, and Partnerships 
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (Title 42 of the United States [U.S.] Code [USC] 
Section 4321 et seq) and implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ). Federal agencies have developed “agency-specific” procedures for 
implementing the NEPA. The U.S. Department of the Army (Army) is the proponent for this EA 
and is the lead agency for preparation of the EA. Congress has assigned the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) with administering all navigable airspace in the public interest as necessary 
to ensure the safety of aircraft and the efficient use of such airspace. The FAA is the agency with 
jurisdiction by law and special expertise with respect to changes in the configuration of the 
National Airspace System (NAS). In accordance with CEQ regulations at 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) Sections 1501.6 and 1508.5, and the Memorandum of Understanding between 
the FAA and Department of Defense (DoD), Concerning Environmental Review of Special Use 
Airspace (SUA) Actions, included as Appendix 7 of FAA Order Job Order 7400.2P, the FAA is 
serving as a Cooperating Agency for this EA (see Appendix A for the Cooperating Agency letter). 
This EA is being prepared to satisfy the procedural requirements of NEPA for both the Army and 
the FAA. The FAA’s federal actions are dependent upon the SUA proposal. 

NEPA procedures for the Army are described in 32 CFR Part 651, Environmental Analysis of Army 
Actions (AR [Army Regulation] 200-2). This EA analyzes and documents the potential 
environmental consequences resulting from modifications to the airspace and training 
infrastructure at Fort Eisenhower in Georgia. The FAA procedures for implementing NEPA are 
included in FAA Order 1050.1F, Environmental Impacts: Policies and Procedures. 

Army installations are also guided by other relevant statutes (and their implementing regulations) 
and Executive Orders (EOs) that establish standards and provide guidance on environmental 
compliance, to include natural and cultural resources management and planning. Many of these 
authorities are addressed in various sections throughout this EA when relevant to particular 
environmental resources and conditions. Environmental resources are hereafter referred to as 
“resources.” 

1.2 BACKGROUND 

Fort Eisenhower is located approximately 145 miles east of Atlanta, Georgia. The majority of the 

55,550-acre installation is located in the Augusta-Richmond County area, with portions of the 

installation located in Jefferson, Columbia, and McDuffie Counties (Figure 1-1).  

The installation is home to the U.S. Army Cyber Center of Excellence, which includes the Signal 

School and Cyber School. Numerous Army Reserve and Army National Guard units from Georgia 

and South Carolina use the weapons ranges and training areas on Fort Eisenhower.  

Approximately 90 percent (50,000 acres) of land use at Fort Eisenhower is dedicated to the training 

missions. The installation is subdivided into 49 training areas (37,000 acres), two restricted small 

arms and artillery impact areas (13,000 acres), and two cantonment areas (5,500 acres) (Fort 

Gordon, 2019a). To support training, the installation operates 19 live-fire ranges; one dudded 

impact area; one demolition pit; one indoor shoot house; one convoy live-fire familiarization 

course; two Military Operations On Urban Terrain site/building clearings; one drop zone; and one 

nuclear, biological, and chemical chamber.  
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Figure 1-1. Regional Map of Fort Eisenhower
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Training primarily consists of advanced individual signal training and unit employment of tactical 

communications/electronics operations. Additionally, artillery demolition, aerial gunnery load 

master drop zone, and airborne troop training are conducted on Fort Eisenhower (Fort Gordon, 

2019a). Maneuver training at Fort Eisenhower occurs in Light Forces Maneuver Training Areas. 

Training in these areas is restricted to small units or units having only wheeled vehicles. Tracked 

or heavy vehicles are restricted to suitable roads or trails. Fort Eisenhower maintains a system of 

tank trails throughout the installation. Tank trails provide access to established firing points for 

use in artillery maneuver training (Figure 1-2). 

Several types of airspace are located above and around Fort Eisenhower. The airspace above and 

around Fort Eisenhower supports the training mission. The airspace includes, but is not limited to, 

Restricted Areas (RAs) (areas within which the flight of aircraft, while not wholly prohibited, is 

subject to restriction) and Military Operations Areas (MOAs). MOAs consist of areas with defined 

boundaries established to segregate certain military training activities from instrument flight 

traffic. Additional airspace details are included in Section 3.1. 

The R-3004 RA Complex is primarily located over the western portion of Fort Eisenhower. The 

R-3004 RA Complex is currently divided into three vertical divisions identified by the FAA as 

R-3004A, R-3004B, and R-3004C. Table 1-1 describes the SUA near Fort Eisenhower.  

Table 1-1. Existing Special Use Airspace Near Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

SUA Altitudes Time of Use 
Controlling 

Agency 

R-3004A Surface to but not including 3,500 feet MSL By NOTAM 24 hours in 

advance 

FAA, Atlanta 

ARTCC 

R-3004B 3,500 feet MSL to but not including 7,000 

feet MSL 

By NOTAM 24 hours in 

advance 

FAA, Atlanta 

ARTCC 

R-3004C 7,000 feet MSL to 16,000 feet MSL By NOTAM 24 hours in 

advance 

FAA, Atlanta 

ARTCC 

Bulldog D 

MOA 

500 feet AGL to and including 17,000 feet 

MSL; excluding certain areas west of 

R-3004, 1,500 feet AGL and below 

Intermittent, 0800–1800 

Monday–Friday, in 

conjunction with R-3004 

FAA, Atlanta 

ARTCC 

AGL = above ground level; ARTCC = Air Route Traffic Control Center; FAA = Federal Aviation Administration;  

MOA = Military Operations Area; MSL = mean sea level; NOTAM = Notice to Air Missions; SUA = Special Use Airspace 

 

Prior to 2017, the R-3004 RA Complex only consisted of R-3004A and R-3004B. In October 2017, 

the FAA published a rule that vertically segregated the R-3004 RA Complex. The rule amended 

R-3004A and R-3004B and established R-3004C above R-3004B (Appendix C). The Bulldog D 

MOA currently adjoins the R-3004 RA Complex to the south Figure 1-3. 

The 2017 FAA rule also amended the terms and conditions for use of the R-3004 RA Complex 

and the Bulldog D MOA. These included: 

• Aircraft activities must not be conducted on weekends, national holidays, or from the 

Sunday prior to the Masters Golf Tournament through the Monday after (and subsequent 

weather days, if required). 

• Aircraft activities may only be conducted from the surface to 12,000 feet above ground 

level (AGL). 

• Weather conditions required for aircraft activities are 5 miles visibility and, with prevailing 

clouds or obscuring phenomena, no greater than five-tenths coverage of the sky and bases 

no lower than 3,000 feet AGL. 
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Figure 1-2. Fort Eisenhower Training Areas and Tank Trails 
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Figure 1-3. Existing Airspace Above and Near Fort Eisenhower

Not to Scale 
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These terms and conditions for aircraft activity were originally implemented in 1984 when the 

R-3004 RA Complex was amended to support U.S. Department of the Air Force (DAF) training 

requirements by adding the use of air-to-surface inert and practice ordnance delivery into the 

record. The DAF use of the R-3004 RA Complex was in addition to the previous use by the Army 

for artillery fire. Due to interested parties submitting 27 written objections during circulation of 

the airspace proposal, most in response to the associated Bulldog D MOA, the DAF altered the 

proposal by agreeing to include the aforementioned operational terms and conditions to resolve 

the objections over concerns about impacts to local airports and agricultural operations. The 

restrictions on national holidays and during the Masters Golf Tournament were included to address 

Air Traffic Control (ATC) interests. A copy of the 1984 amendment is included in Appendix C.  

1.3 PURPOSE OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 

Fort Eisenhower is in the process of expanding indirect live-fire capabilities in support of the 

Georgia National Guard (214th Field Artillery) and in support of the establishment of the 

Electronic Warfare (EW) school at Fort Eisenhower. As part of this expansion and in addition to 

the airspace changes, Fort Eisenhower proposes to widen tank trails, establish new firing points, 

and construct concrete turn pads. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to support the capabilities 

of the Georgia National Guard, the EW school, and other units that propose to train at Fort 

Eisenhower. 

Fort Eisenhower is proposing to change the configuration and operational parameters of the 

R-3004 RA Complex to better support military training requirements and improve the scheduling, 

activation, and utilization efficiency of the airspace (Fort Gordon, 2023). This change would 

include a lateral expansion of the boundaries of the R-3004 RA Complex, as well as vertical 

changes to R-3004A, R-3004B, and R-3004C and modifications to the existing use limitations 

(88 Federal Register 21146–21148). The purpose of the lateral expansion and changes to the 

vertical dimensions of the airspace are to support the firing of all the different configurations that 

artillery units are required to accomplish, including high-altitude artillery. 

The purpose of the new firing points, the concrete turn pads, and the widened tank trails is to 

support the use of new and emerging artillery training requirements on Fort Eisenhower (Fort 

Gordon, 2023). Since maneuver training areas at Fort Eisenhower are classified as Light Forces 

Maneuver Training Areas, tracked vehicles are restricted to tank trails and authorized firing points. 

The Army is in process of replacing the M113 armored personnel carrier vehicle with the Armored 

Multi-Purpose Vehicle (AMPV) (Product Manager (PdM) AMPV, 2020). The M113 is 

approximately 10 feet wide and the AMPV is approximately 13 feet wide, necessitating wider tank 

trails on Fort Eisenhower. In addition, the M113 weighs approximately 22,000 to 27,000 pounds, 

whereas the AMPV weighs 75,000 to 80,000 pounds.  

1.4 NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

The primary need for the Proposed Action is to improve the training capacity of Fort Eisenhower 

by maximizing the use of the R-3004 RA Complex in support of a growing and diverse training 

program with various needs and capabilities. The current surface area and configuration of firing 

points are not sufficient to allow for realistic tactics, techniques, and procedures using advanced 

laser, targeting, and indirect fire systems (88 Federal Register 21146–21148). The Proposed 

Action is needed to support emerging indirect artillery fire military training requirements and 

improve the scheduling, activation, and utilization efficiency of the airspace and ranges on Fort 

Eisenhower (Fort Gordon, 2023).  
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In its current configuration, the R-3004 RA Complex is not large enough to support the firing of 

all combat qualification tables that artillery units are required to accomplish (88 Federal Register 

21146–21148). This deficiency primarily occurs in the RA above a portion of Fort Eisenhower but 

also includes deficiencies in range configurations (firing points and tank trails). Specifically, 

Artillery Tables VI and XIII through XVII require more firing points and tank trails than Fort 

Eisenhower’s current airspace allows both laterally and vertically. The additional distance from 

the artillery impact area to the firing points would reduce the elevational requirements and contain 

all munitions below 16,000 feet mean sea level (MSL). The airspace expansion would also ensure 

that all elements of the firing battery are clear of artillery Surface Danger Zones (SDZs). 

An expansion of the RA to the northeast would enable a host of military training requirements 

while greatly reducing the risk of contact between hazardous military training activities and 

nonparticipating commercial, general aviation, and privately owned aircraft (Fort Gordon, 2023). 

An example is the semi-fixed artillery ammunition that has increased trajectories and ranges that 

are used with current and emerging laser systems. These systems would be used by units and 

organizations that have been identified to train at Fort Eisenhower, such as the EW school. The 

R-3004 RA Complex, in the current configuration, does not allow for multiple simultaneous 

operations to be safely conducted, which is a requirement for the newly established EW school at 

Fort Eisenhower (Fort Gordon, 2023). These changes would also support training requirements of 

the Georgia National Guard (214th Field Artillery).  

In addition to airspace requirements, emerging artillery systems require established locations at 

Fort Eisenhower to fire the various weapons systems. These firing points require greater distances 

and altitudes and different configurations from the existing firing points at the installation. The 

concrete turn pads are needed because the heavier and wider AMPV vehicles tend to cause erosion 

and sedimentation of soils due to the friction of the vehicle during turns on loose soils. The concrete 

turn pads would provide a stabilized structure for the vehicles to make turns without disrupting 

soils. 

The proposed lateral expansion of the R-3004 RA Complex, the new firing points, concrete turn 

pads, and widened tank trails would not only allow artillery units to conduct the required training 

but would also allow other DoD units with indirect fire systems from Georgia, South Carolina, and 

other neighboring states to conduct advanced artillery training at Fort Eisenhower. The ability to 

shoot the required firing tables at Fort Eisenhower would substantially reduce the cost, in time and 

expense, for units that currently transport their vehicles and equipment to installations that are 

farther away (Fort Gordon, 2023). 

A secondary benefit/need for this action is that it would simplify and improve the scheduling and 

utilization efficiency of the airspace. Per the Fort Eisenhower Air Traffic and Airspace Officer, 

Fort Eisenhower typically requires the activation of RA up to 10,000 feet MSL to support the 

majority of day-to-day training requirements and a variety of other aviation training, small arms, 

and indirect fire operations. Indirect fire (artillery) requires RA up to 16,000 feet MSL. The 

proposed changes to the vertical and lateral configurations of R-3004A, R-3004B, and R-3004C 

would allow Fort Eisenhower to activate R-3004A only for the majority of training activities. 

R-3004B and R-3004C would then only need to be activated on those occasions when higher 

altitudes are necessary. The change in the lateral boundaries would allow for a larger RA above 

Fort Eisenhower for hazardous activities, such as artillery and rockets. The request is to change 

the vertical configuration of R-3004A from the surface, up to but not including 3,500 feet MSL, 

to surface, up to but not including 2,500 feet MSL; the vertical configuration of R-3004B from 

3,500 feet MSL, up to but not including 7,000 feet MSL, to 2,500 MSL, up to but not including 

10,000 feet MSL; and the vertical configuration of R-3004C from 7,000 feet MSL, up to but not 
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including 16,000 feet MSL, to 10,000 feet MSL, up to but not including 16,000 feet MSL. These 

changes are based on Fort Eisenhower’s typical RA requirement, which currently requires that 

R-3004A, R-3004B, and R-3004C be simultaneously activated. Once implemented, only R-3004A 

would need to be activated on a regular basis (Fort Gordon, 2023).  

In addition, 10,000 feet MSL also corresponds to the upper boundary of Augusta Approach Control 

(AGS) airspace. AGS is the designated ATC liaison station between Fort Eisenhower, the Using 

Agency, and the Atlanta Air Route Traffic Control Center (hereinafter referred to as “Atlanta 

Center”), the Controlling Agency for the R-3004 RA Complex. Since AGS’s airspace ceiling is 

10,000 feet MSL, the activation of RA above 10,000 feet MSL also requires coordination with 

Atlanta Center. The proposed vertical ceiling boundary change between R-3004B and R-3004C 

from 7,000 feet MSL to 10,000 feet MSL would preclude having to coordinate with both AGS and 

Atlanta Center on a daily basis unless R-3004C requires activation for activities above 10,000 feet 

MSL. The end result would be a simpler and more efficient scheduling process for activation of 

the airspace (Fort Gordon, 2023).  

There is also a need to change the use limitations on the R-3004 RA Complex. Use limitations 

were included in the charting of the R-3004 RA Complex and the Bulldog D MOA in 1984. The 

DAF no longer uses the R-3004 RA Complex for the delivery of aerial munitions, and these terms 

and conditions on the R-3004 RA Complex, which were originally intended in part to facilitate 

Army training, now restrict combined arms and joint service training opportunities (involving 

aircraft) for not only tenant units but for a variety of military units from all services across the 

DoD that consistently train at Fort Eisenhower (88 Federal Register 21146–21148).  

The removal of the aircraft weather restriction, altitude restriction, and lateral extension would 

increase aviation-related training opportunities and provide additional aviation maneuver space as 

well as provide additional indirect fire training capability and support other surface-to-air 

operations (88 Federal Register 21146–21148). The removal of the weekend restrictions would 

provide new training opportunities for National Guard and Reserve units who are required to 

conduct air operations and airborne training on weekends (Fort Gordon, 2023). 

1.5 SCOPE OF THE ANALYSIS 

This EA evaluates potential direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Proposed Action and 

alternatives, to include the No Action Alternative. This EA has been prepared in compliance with 

NEPA, the CEQ NEPA-implementing regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), and the Army’s 

NEPA-implementing regulations (32 CFR Part 651, Environmental Analysis of Army Actions  

(AR 200-2)). The information in this EA is intended to determine whether potential impacts to the 

human environment would be significant and to determine whether mitigation would be 

appropriate for the potential impacts. Per the Army’s NEPA regulations, the environmental 

analysis in this EA is proportionate to the nature and scope of the action, the complexity and level 

of anticipated effects on important resources, and the capacity of Army decisions to influence those 

effects in a productive and meaningful way from the standpoint of environmental quality. 

This EA was written with the best data and information available at the time of its development. 

Any changes to the project scope or its potential impacts require that the project proponent 

responsible for this project coordinate with the Fort Eisenhower NEPA team to re-evaluate this 

document for consistency and applicability to the revised project. This re-evaluation shall be 

performed based on the new information and shall result in either a finding of sufficiency between 

this EA and the new project scope or the completion of supplemental NEPA analysis to assess the 

potential impacts of the new project scope. All work on the action exceeding that described in the 

EA shall not begin until the new assessment is completed. 
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As described in Section 1.1, federal agencies have developed “agency-specific” procedures for 

implementing NEPA. As part of those procedures, agencies have different terminology for 

environmental resources. As described in Section 1.1, for this EA, environmental resources are 

referred to as resources. The FAA refers to environmental resources as Environmental Impact 

Categories. Table 1-2 provides a cross-reference of resources between the Army and FAA 

categories. Environmental resources are referred to as resources throughout this EA. 

Table 1-2. Resource Area Cross-Reference 

Army Resources FAA EIC Resources for this EA 

Aesthetics Visual Effects Aesthetics and Visual 

Resources 

Airspace Resources (included as a separate section when applicable) Airspace Resources 

Air Quality Air Quality Air Quality 

Climate 

Cultural Resources Historical, Architectural, Archeological, and 

Cultural Resources 

Cultural Resources 

Energy Natural Resources and Energy Supply Energy 

Facilities (included as a separate section when applicable) Infrastructure 

Hazardous 

Materials/Hazardous Wastes 

Hazardous Materials, Solid Waste, and Pollution 

Prevention 

Hazardous Materials and 

Waste 

Land Use Land Use Land Use 

Noise Effects Noise and Noise-Compatible Land Use Noise 

Safety (included as a separate section when applicable) Safety 

Socioeconomics Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice and 

Children’s Environmental Health and Safety 

Risks 

Socioeconomics and 

Environmental Justice 

Soils Farmlands Soils 

Threatened and Endangered 

Species 

Biological Resources (including fish, wildlife, 

and plants) 

Biological Resources 

Traffic and Transportation 

Systems 

Department of Transportation Act, Section 4(f) Traffic and Transportation  

Water Resources 

Management 

Coastal Resources Water Resources 

Floodplains 

Groundwater 

Surface Waters 

Wetlands 

Wild and Scenic Rivers 

EA = Environmental Assessment; EIC = Environmental Impact Category; FAA = Federal Aviation Administration 

1.6 RESOURCE AREAS NOT CARRIED FORWARD FOR DETAILED ANALYSIS 

Several resource areas were considered but were not carried forward for detailed analysis in this 

EA because potential impacts from the Proposed Action are not expected to occur or would be 

considered broadly negligible. Consistent with CEQ regulations (40 CFR Section 1501.7) for 

determining the scope of issues to be addressed, Fort Eisenhower has identified and eliminated 

from detailed study the resources that would not be affected by the proposed ground-based or 

airspace changes or those where impacts are not reasonably expected (i.e., no measurable effects) 

or would be less than significant. Resources not analyzed further in this EA and the reasons for 

their dismissal are described below. 

1.6.1 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

Because no construction activities would occur as part of the Proposed Action, no changes to 

aesthetics, visual resources, or the visual character of Fort Eisenhower or the surrounding areas 

would occur with implementation of the Proposed Action. Neither the ground-based changes nor 
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the proposed changes to and use of the RAs would produce any light emissions that would be in 

the human visual spectrum and have the potential to annoy people or create situations in which 

visual sight of light emissions would be intrusive. Therefore, detailed analysis of aesthetics, visual 

resources/visual character, and light emissions is not required, and this resource area is not carried 

forward. 

1.6.2 Energy 

Implementation of the ground-based and airspace changes at Fort Eisenhower would not impact 

utilities or require the use of any resources (water, energy [natural gas and electricity], wastewater 

treatment, solid waste management) on Fort Eisenhower in addition to those resources currently 

used on a day-to-day basis. Because no energy resources would be required to implement the 

ground-based and airspace changes and no additional energy would be needed, detailed analysis 

of energy is not required, and this resource area is not carried forward.  

1.6.3 Infrastructure 

No new buildings or other vertical (buildings) or horizontal (parking lots, etc.) construction would 

be constructed as part of the Proposed Action. Potential impacts to Fort Eisenhower road and trail 

networks will be analyzed as part of the traffic and transportation resource area. Therefore, detailed 

analysis of infrastructure is not required, and this resource area is not carried forward. 

1.7 PUBLIC AND AGENCY INVOLVEMENT 

In accordance with 32 CFR Part 651, the Army provides opportunities for the public, Native 

American Tribes, and agencies to participate in the NEPA process to promote open communication 

and improve the decision-making process. Consideration of the views and information of all 

interested persons promotes open communication and enables better decision-making. All 

agencies, organizations, and members of the public with a potential interest in the Proposed Action 

are urged to participate in the decision-making process. 

Because widening the tank trails has the potential to impact floodplains and/or wetlands, this 

document is subject to the early notification requirements and objectives of EO 11990, Protection 

of Wetlands, and EO 11988, Floodplain Management, as amended by EO 13690, Establishing a 

Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering 

Stakeholder Input. The Army published an early public notice that the Proposed Action would 

occur in a floodplain/wetland in the Augusta Chronicle on December 3 and 4, 2023 (Appendix A). 

The notice identified state and federal regulatory agencies with special expertise that had been 

contacted and solicited public comment on the Proposed Action and any practicable alternatives.  

An introductory scoping letter was sent out on November 29, 2023, to the general public, state, 

and federal agencies, and Native American Tribes. The purpose of this letter was to inform the 

agencies and Tribes of the study effort and request: 

• Any information the agencies/Tribes had on file that might be pertinent to the analysis 

• Information on issues that the agencies/Tribes felt should be considered in the EA process 

• Assistance in identifying additional interested parties that should be contacted 

Fort Eisenhower received responses from the Georgia State Historic Preservation Officer, the 

Georgia Department of Transportation, the Georgia Department of Natural Resources, the City of 

Augusta, the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, the Chickasaw Nation and a member of the 

public concerned about airspace. The comments received during scoping were addressed in the 
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respective resource area sections of this EA, where applicable. The scoping response letters are 

included in Appendix A. 

The EA and draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI)/Finding of No Practicable Alternative 

(FONPA) will be made available to federal, state, and local agencies and the public for review and 

comment for 30 days. During the 30-day public review and comment period, copies of the EA and 

draft FONSI/FONPA will be made available at the Fort Eisenhower Public Affairs Office, Darling 

Hall (Building 33720); Woodworth Library (Building 33500) on Fort Eisenhower; and the 

Richmond County Main (Headquarters) Public Library, 823 Telfair Street, Augusta, Georgia. A 

Notice of Availability will be published in the Augusta Chronicle. During the public review and 

comment period, copies of the EA and draft FONSI/FONPA will be made available on Fort 

Eisenhower’s Environmental Division web page: 

https://home.army.mil/eisenhower/index.php/environmental. Additionally, copies could be 

obtained by contacting Robert Drumm, Directorate of Public Works (DPW), Environmental 

Division, 515 15th Street, Building 14600, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 30905-5040 or by phone at 

706-791-6374. During and immediately following this public comment period, the Army will 

collect, log, and incorporate any substantive comments received into the EA and FONSI/FONPA 

as necessary. The Army will prepare and release a final FONSI/FONPA and EA to the appropriate 

local, state, and federal repositories after receiving all comments. The signed FONSI/FONPA and 

EA will remain on record with the Fort Eisenhower DPW, Environmental Division Office.  

1.7.1 Cooperating Agency 

NEPA mandates that federal agencies responsible for preparing NEPA analyses and 

documentation must do so “in cooperation with state and local governments and other concerned 

public and private organizations” and other agencies with jurisdiction by law or special expertise 

(42 USC Sections 4331[a] and 4332[c] and 32 CFR Section 651.49). The CEQ regulations 

addressing cooperating agencies’ status (40 CFR Sections 1501.6 and 1508.5) allow federal 

agencies (as lead agencies) to invite Tribal, state, and local governments, as well as other federal 

agencies, to serve as cooperating agencies in the preparation of an EA. 

The Army is the proponent of this proposal and is the lead agency for the preparation of this EA. 

Congress has charged the FAA with administering all navigable airspace in the public interest as 

necessary to ensure the safety of aircraft and the efficient use of such airspace. The FAA is the 

agency with jurisdiction by law and special expertise with respect to changes in the configuration 

of the NAS. Because the Army’s Proposed Action involves the charting of airspace, the FAA has 

agreed to serve as a Cooperating Agency for this EA (see Appendix A). This EA is being prepared 

to satisfy the procedural requirements of NEPA for both the Army and the FAA.  

1.7.2 Government-to-Government Consultations 

In accordance with 36 CFR Section 800.3, the Army coordinates and consults with Native 
American Tribal governments whose interests might be directly and substantially affected by 
activities on federally administered lands. To comply with legal mandates, federally recognized 
Tribes that are historically affiliated with the geographic region of Fort Eisenhower are invited to 
consult on proposed undertakings that have a potential to affect properties of cultural, historical, 
or religious significance to the Tribes. The Tribal coordination process is distinct from NEPA 
consultation or interagency coordination processes and requires separate notification of all relevant 
Tribes. The timelines for Tribal consultation are also distinct from those of intergovernmental 
consultations. The Fort Eisenhower point of contact for Native American Tribes is the Garrison 
Commander (GC).  

https://home.army.mil/eisenhower/index.php/environmental
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The letters to Native American Tribal governments that have been coordinated or consulted with 
regarding these actions, their responses, and follow-up logs are included in Appendix A. As 
described in Section 3.4, Fort Eisenhower has conducted Section 106 consultation with the Tribes 
as described herein. 

1.7.3 Other Agency Consultations 

Because widening the tank trails would involve “construction” in floodplains and or wetlands, per 
EO 11988, Floodplain Management, as amended by EO 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk 
Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, a 
FONPA would be prepared in conjunction with the FONSI. 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies to consult with the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) when a proposed action may affect a federally listed plant or 
animal species or designated critical habitat. The Army submitted an interagency letter to the 
USFWS during the early stages of this project. In addition, a data pull from the Information for 
Planning and Consultation (IPaC) System was conducted on December 7, 2023. Fort Eisenhower 
has determined that the Proposed Action may affect but is not likely to adversely affect the 
red-cockaded woodpecker. Consultation with the USFWS is ongoing. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and its implementing regulations 
at 36 CFR Part 800 require federal agencies to consult with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
when a proposed action is a type of activity that has the potential to cause effects on historic 
properties. Fort Eisenhower is in Section 106 Consultation with the Georgia SHPO. 

On November 9, 2023, the FAA signed a Categorical Exclusion (see Appendix C) to modify the 

operational parameters of the Letter of Agreement between the DAF for the Bulldog D MOA and 

the U.S. Army for the R-3004 Complex. The DAF agreed that use of the R-3004 Complex would 

take priority over the Bulldog D MOA when they are activated (see Appendix C).   

1.8 DECISION TO BE MADE 

This NEPA process will end with an Army decision documented in a FONSI/FONPA or a Notice 
of Intent (NOI) to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement. Prior to making a final decision, 
the decision-maker will consider environmental and socioeconomic impacts, along with any 
required mitigation measures and all other relevant information, such as public issues of concern 
identified during the comment period. If the decision-maker determines that there are no 
significant environmental impacts the result from implementation of the Proposed Action, the 
decision will be documented in the final FONSI/FONPA, which will be signed no earlier than 
30 days from the publication of the Notice of Availability for this EA and draft FONSI/FONPA. 
The Army may initiate an NOI for an Environmental Impact Statement if new information 
warrants the need for additional analysis of potentially significant environmental impacts. The 
Army decision-maker for this EA is the GC of Fort Eisenhower. It is the responsibility of the GC 
to review the information and analyses in this EA and decide which alternative to execute.
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2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 

ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the process that the Army used to identify alternatives that meet the purpose 

and need for the Proposed Action, as described in Sections 1.3 and 1.4, respectively. 

2.2 SCREENING CRITERIA 

Based on the purpose and need for the Proposed Action, the following screening criteria were used 

to assess reasonable alternatives to consider in this EA. Reasonable alternatives must meet the 

following four screening criteria: 

1. Airspace Size. This criterion includes possessing or having access to sufficient airspace to 

safely support the use of new weapons systems. These weapon systems require airspace 

with higher vertical limits as well as longer lateral distances than the current RA provides. 

2. Provides for Mission Capability. Alternative sites should maximize opportunities for 

training capability. Capability would be enhanced by the ability to schedule and perform 

training without undue requirements for scheduling the RA.  

3. Provides Efficient Implementation. Alternatives should provide a training location that 

minimizes the initial startup costs and requirements for training. The site should be 

available for training without extensive requirements for the purchase of land, leases, 

easements, or other agreements that would delay the implementation of training. Due to 

current FAA requirements for lands under RAs, the Army is required to lease or own all 

property underlying RAs. In order to avoid the long-term process to acquire lease rights to 

private land, the alternative should only include RA over DoD-owned property.  

4. Provides Accessible Training. Training should be located at Fort Eisenhower (or in close 

proximity) to limit mobilization and travel costs while maximizing time available for 

training. The EW school at Fort Eisenhower has a need for accessible training areas. 

Having the ability to train these students as well as other units that currently train at Fort 

Eisenhower maximizes time available for training and enables the efficient use of training 

budgets.  

Alternatives (except the No Action Alternative) were eliminated from further consideration if they 

failed to meet any of these selection criteria. Table 2-1 summarizes the results of the alternative 

screening process. Based on the screening process, Alternatives 1 and 2 were carried through for 

full assessment in this EA and various alternative airspace configurations were eliminated from 

consideration. 

Table 2-1. Alternatives Evaluated through Screening Criteria 

Alternative 

Screening Criteria Carried 

Forward in 

this EA 
Airspace 

Size 

Mission 

Capability 

Efficient 

Implementation 

Accessible 

Training 

Alternative 1. Airspace and 

Ground-Based Changes at Fort 

Eisenhower 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Alternative 2. Airspace and 

Minimized Ground-Based 

Changes at Fort Eisenhower 

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Alternate Airspace 

Configurations 
Yes Yes No Yes No 
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Table 2-1. Alternatives Evaluated through Screening Criteria 

Alternative 

Screening Criteria Carried 

Forward in 

this EA 
Airspace 

Size 

Mission 

Capability 

Efficient 

Implementation 

Accessible 

Training 

No Action Alternative No No No No Yes 
EA = Environmental Assessment 

2.3 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action includes changes to the lateral and vertical configurations of RAs 

R-3004A/B/C and ground-based changes to the training areas and ranges on Fort Eisenhower. The 

ground-based changes include widening the tank trails on Fort Eisenhower, the construction of 

concrete turn pads, and the installation of two new firing points to better support military training 

requirements. 

2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THIS EA 

The following alternatives are considered in this EA and are described in detail in the sections that 

follow: 

• Alternative 1 – consists of both vertical and lateral changes to R-3004A/B/C, the 

construction of 27 concrete turn pads, the construction of two new firing points, and the 

widening of tank trails to 20 meters wide. 

• Alternative 2 – consists of the same airspace changes to R-3004 A/B/C and ground-based 

changes as Alternative 1, with the exception that all creek crossings would be limited to 

10 meters wide and the tank trail widening would be routed to avoid sensitive natural and 

cultural resources. 

• No Action Alternative – consists of no changes to the existing RA and no ground-based 

changes. The missions at Fort Eisenhower would continue as they are performed today. 

2.4.1 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort Eisenhower 

2.4.1.1 Proposed Airspace Changes 

The proposed airspace modifications include both lateral and vertical changes to the RAs 

R-3004A/B/C (see Appendix C for coordinates). The proposed lateral changes would include 

expansion of the lateral limits of R-3004A/B/C farther north and northeast to incorporate the 

majority of Fort Eisenhower property (Figure 2-1).  

This expansion would be fully contained within the current boundaries of federally owned land 

above the Fort Eisenhower range complex. In addition, the southwest boundary of the proposed 

RA would be adjusted so that the boundary is fully contained within the installation property (see 

Appendix C for the latitude and longitude coordinates). The vertical changes would lower the 

ceiling of R-3004A from 3,500 feet MSL to 2,500 feet MSL. R-3004B currently extends from 

3,500 feet MSL up to but not including 7,000 feet MSL. The floor of R-3004B would be lowered 

to 2,500 feet MSL, in conjunction with the amended ceiling of R-3004A. The ceiling of R-3004B 

would be raised from 7,000 feet MSL to but not including 10,000 feet MSL. The floor of R-3004C 

would be raised from 7,000 feet MSL to 10,000 feet MSL, in conjunction with the amended ceiling 

of R-3004B. The ceiling of R-3004C would remain at 16,000 feet MSL (88 Federal Register 

21146–21148). 



Environmental Assessment for Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

  2-3 August 2024 

 

Figure 2-1. Proposed Lateral Airspace Changes on Fort Eisenhower 
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The time of designation for all three RAs would remain ‘‘By Notice to Air Missions (NOTAM) 

24 hours in advance.’’ The current descriptions of R-3004A/B/C contain certain terms and 

conditions that limit aircraft activities in the airspace as follows:  

1. Aircraft activities must not be conducted on weekends, national holidays, or from the 

Sunday prior to the Masters Golf Tournament through the Monday after (and subsequent 

weather days if required).  

2. Aircraft activities may only be conducted from the surface to 12,000 feet AGL.  

3. Weather conditions required for aircraft activities are 5 miles visibility and with prevailing 

clouds or obscuring phenomena no greater than five-tenths coverage of the sky and bases 

no lower than 3,000 feet AGL. 

The proposed airspace changes would remove the restrictions on aircraft activities on weekends, 

remove the restrictions on aircraft activities above 12,000 feet AGL, and remove the overly 

restrictive weather minima. However, the following limitations would be retained: ‘‘Aircraft 

activities must not be conducted on national holidays or from the Sunday prior to the Masters 

Tournament through the Monday after (and subsequent weather days if required).’’ A Letter of 

Agreement would be established between the DAF and the Army regarding the activation of the 

Bulldog D MOA. The DAF no longer has an operational need to activate the Bulldog D MOA and 

the R-3004 RA Complex concurrently as one contiguous airspace. The DAF intent is to not change 

the boundaries of Bulldog D MOA but to add the following statement to the altitudes portion of 

the administrative description: “…and, excluding that airspace within the R-3004 RA Complex 

when activated.” Therefore, R-3004A/B/C would take precedence when both the Bulldog D MOA 

and R-3004A/B/C are active.  

2.4.1.2 Proposed Ground-Based Changes 

The proposed ground-based changes include the construction of 27 concrete turn pads, the 

construction of two new firing points, and the widening of tank trails on Fort Eisenhower to 

20 meters throughout the installation. The widened tank trails would be designed with stormwater 

ditches and turnouts and be properly designed and constructed to support the weight and repeated 

use of tracked vehicles. The ground-based changes proposed for Fort Eisenhower are shown on 

Figure 2-2. In addition to the widening of tank trails, construction of various creek crossings on 

Fort Eisenhower would be required. 

2.4.2 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at Fort 

Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Alternative 2 consists of the same airspace changes as Alternative 1. Regarding the ground-based 

changes, Alternative 2 includes construction of the same number of concrete turn pads and firing 

points as Alternative 1, but all creek crossings would be single-lane crossings versus two-lane 

crossings (i.e., narrower than 10 meters wide) (Figure 2-3). In addition, a portion of the tank trail 

would be widened on the opposite side of a cultural resources site and an alternate route to access 

the east side of the Small Arms Impact Area (SAIA) would be used to avoid protected natural 

resources habitat. 
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Figure 2-2. Alternative 1. Proposed Ground-Based Changes on Fort Eisenhower 
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Figure 2-3. Alternative 2. Proposed Minimized Ground-Based Changes on Fort Eisenhower
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2.4.3 No Action Alternative  

Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not result in any ground-based changes to the 

training areas or any changes to the airspace structure above and surrounding Fort Eisenhower. 

RAs R-3004A/B/C would remain as they are today, preventing Fort Eisenhower from completing 

the indirect artillery fire exercises necessary for Soldiers to train using the realistic tactics, 

techniques, and procedures required for the advanced laser, targeting, and indirect fire systems that 

are currently being fielded by the Army. The existing tank trail network at Fort Eisenhower would 

not be able to accommodate the AMPV, and new weapons systems with longer ranges of fire could 

not be used at Fort Eisenhower, making it harder for Soldiers to complete necessary training and 

preventing them from training as they would fight. 

2.5 ALTERNATIVES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 

During the planning and development process, various alternative configurations of airspace were 

considered. These included alterations to the Bulldog MOA, expanding the RA outside the 

boundaries of Fort Eisenhower, and removing all terms and conditions for the use of the RA. These 

alternatives would have had greater impacts to airspace than the two alternatives being carried 

forward or did not comply with FAA regulations.  
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3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSEQUENCES  

3.1 AIRSPACE RESOURCES 

Airspace management and ATC consists of the direction, control, and coordination of flight 

operations in the “navigable airspace” that overlies the geopolitical borders of the United States 

and its territories. Navigable airspace consists of airspace above the minimum altitudes of flight 

prescribed by regulations under USC Title 49, Subtitle VII, Part A, and includes airspace needed 

to ensure safety in the takeoff and landing of aircraft (49 USC Section 40102). The U.S. 

government has exclusive sovereignty of airspace of the United States (49 USC Section 

40103(a)(1)). 

Congress has assigned the FAA the responsibility to develop plans and policy for the use of the 

navigable airspace and to assign by regulation or order the use of the airspace necessary to ensure 

the safety of aircraft and its efficient use (49 USC Section 40103(b)). SUA identified by the FAA 

for military and other governmental activities is charted and published by the National 

Aeronautical Charting Office in accordance with FAA Order Job Order 7400.2P, Procedures for 

Handling Airspace Matters, and other applicable regulations and orders. Airspace management 

considers how airspace is designated, used, and administered to best accommodate the individual 

and common needs of military, commercial, and general aviation. The FAA considers multiple, 

and sometimes competing, demands for aviation airspace relative to airport operations, federal 

airways, jet routes, military flight training activities, and other special needs to determine how the 

NAS can best be structured to address all user requirements.  

3.1.1 Airspace Categories 

The FAA defines two categories of airspace—regulatory and nonregulatory—that consist of four 

types of airspace: (1) Controlled, (2) Special Use, (3) Other, and (4) Uncontrolled. Controlled 

airspace is airspace of defined dimensions within which ATC service is provided to Instrument 

Flight Rules (IFR) and Visual Flight Rules (VFR) flights in accordance with the airspace 

classification as described in the FAA Aeronautical Information Manual (FAA, 2023a). 

Controlled airspace is categorized into five separate classes─Classes A through E. The airspace 

classes are graphically shown on Figure 3-1. Classes A through E identify airspace that supports 

airport operations and those airways/routes on which IFR air traffic operates while enroute 

between airports. These classes also dictate pilot qualification requirements, rules of flight that 

must be followed, and the type of equipment necessary to operate within that airspace. The FAA 

Aeronautical Information Manual (FAA, 2023a) describes each class as follows:  

Class A airspace generally extends from 18,000 feet MSL up to and including Flight Level 600, 

which is equal to approximately 60,000 feet MSL. Flight operations within Class A is generally 

conducted by IFR higher performance aircraft. The Proposed Action does not include Class A 

airspace that overlies the affected airspace environment. 

Class B airspace generally extends from the surface to 10,000 feet MSL around the nation’s busiest 

airports where it is tailored to meet the individual needs of the airport air traffic environment. All 

IFR and VFR aircraft are required to obtain ATC clearance to operate within this airspace. No 

Class B airspace is located within the affected airspace environment.  
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Source: (FAA, 2023a) 

Figure 3-1. Controlled/Uncontrolled Airspace Schematic 

Class C airspace generally extends from the surface up to 4,000 feet above the airport elevation 

(charted in MSL) within a 5-nautical-mile radius surrounding those airports not having the density 

of Class B airports. Communications with an ATC facility is required prior to entering this 

airspace. There are no Class C airports in the affected region.  

Class D airspace generally extends from the surface to 2,500 feet above the airport elevation 

(charted in MSL) surrounding those airports that have an operational control tower, such as the 

Augusta Regional airport. Two-way communications must be made with the control tower prior 

to entering this airspace. Class D airspace exists within the affected airspace environment. 

Class E airspace is controlled airspace that is not Class A, B, C, or D. Areas in which Class E 

airspace begins is at either the surface or 700 feet AGL. Class E airspace is used to transition to or 

from the terminal or enroute environment (around non-towered airports). In most areas of the 

United States, Class E airspace extends from 1,200 feet AGL up to but not including 18,000 feet 

MSL, the lower limit of Class A airspace. No ATC clearance or radio communication is required 

for VFR flights in Class E airspace. Class E airspace exists within the affected airspace 

environment. 

Class G airspace is the portion of airspace that has not been designated as Class A, B, C, D, or E 

and extends from the surface to the base of the overlying Class E airspace. Class G airspace is 

essentially uncontrolled by ATC except when associated with a temporary control tower. Although 

ATC has no authority or responsibility to control air traffic, pilots should remember there are VFR 

minimums that apply to Class G airspace. Class G airspace also exists within the affected region. 

Those classes established within the region of influence (ROI) are addressed as relevant to the 

existing R-3004A/B/C and Bulldog D MOA areas/uses and the airspace modifications proposed 

for Alternatives 1 and 2.  

3.1.1.1 Special Activity and Special Use Airspace 

Special Activity Airspace is any airspace with defined dimensions within the NAS wherein 

limitations may be imposed upon aircraft operations. This airspace could include Prohibited Areas, 

MOAs, Military Training Routes (Instrument Routes/Visual Routes), aerial refueling 
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track/anchors, slow routes, low-altitude tactical navigation areas, Air Traffic Control Assigned 

Airspace, and any other FAA-designated airspace areas. 

SUA is defined airspace wherein activities must be confined because of their nature or wherein 

limitations may be imposed upon aircraft operations that are not a part of those activities. SUA 

includes Prohibited Areas, RAs, MOAs, Warning Areas, Alert Areas, Controlled Firing Areas, and 

National Security Areas. The SUA types relevant to the proposed airspace modifications include a 

MOA (Bulldog D) and RAs (R-3004A/B/C).  

MOAs are established to separate or segregate certain nonhazardous military activities from IFR 

aircraft traffic and to identify to VFR aircraft traffic where these military activities are conducted. 

MOAs are considered “joint use” airspace and are also used for training missions not associated 

with use of an RA. Nonparticipating VFR aircraft are not restricted from entering an active MOA 

where both military and VFR pilots are required to follow see-and-avoid procedures to remain a 

safe distance from other aircraft. Aircraft operating under IFR must remain clear of an active MOA 

unless approved by the responsible ATC, in which case that portion of the MOA used for this IFR 

aircraft would be deactivated. 

RAs are regulated under 14 CFR Part 73 as designated airspace that supports ground or flight 

activities that could be hazardous to nonparticipating aircraft. Therefore, an RA separates and 

segregates those hazardous activities and military training operations, including air-to-ground and 

ground-to-ground ordnance training, from all nonparticipating IFR and VFR aircraft during 

scheduled hours of use. Most RAs are designated “joint use” so that IFR/VFR operations may be 

authorized by the controlling Air Route Traffic Control Center when the RA is not being utilized 

by the Using Agency. If necessary to route an IFR aircraft through an active RA for emergency, 

weather, or other conditions, ATC would coordinate this with the controlling agency to separate 

this transiting aircraft from military operations. 

The airspace analysis considers compliance of the Proposed Action with the airspace modification 

procedures established in FAA Order Job Order 7400.2P, Procedures for Handling Airspace 

Matters. Regulatory procedures are designed to ensure that the airspace environment is structured 

and managed in a safe, efficient, and secure manner while also meeting both nonmilitary and 

military operational needs in the shared NAS. This analysis and the FAA aeronautical study 

examine the potential for any adverse effects on the safety of all civil and military aircraft operating 

within the airspace ROI. The analysis accounts for airspace structural and/or procedural measures 

that are incorporated into the Proposed Action to minimize or eliminate potential impacts.  

3.1.2 Affected Environment 

ATC, airfield/heliport, and airspace operations are regulated by the Army under AR 95-2, 

Department of Defense Notice to Airmen System. The affected ROI includes the airspace directly 

above Fort Eisenhower (R-3004A/B/C, the Bulldog D MOA) and the surrounding controlled 

airspace serving airport and transient air traffic within this region. This ROI is also inclusive of the 

area where the proposed airspace expansion would be located. Also considered are those 

facilities/agencies that are responsible for scheduling, managing, and controlling the different 

airspace uses.  

The Fort Eisenhower Commanding Officer is the designated Using Agency for R-3004A/B/C, 

while Fort Eisenhower Range Operations manages the ground and air training activities conducted 

within this range/restricted airspace complex. The Shaw Air Force Base 20th Fighter Wing is the 

Using Agency for the Bulldog D MOA. FAA Atlanta Center is the controlling agency for all IFR 

air traffic within this region, including the Bulldog MOAs and R-3004 RAs. Scheduled use of the 

Bulldog D and R-3004 RAs is coordinated between the using and controlling agencies as outlined 
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in the Local Operating Procedures and Letters of Procedure. Published restrictions for the current 

scheduled use of this training airspace are identified in Section 2.4.1.1. 

One of the primary controlled airspace areas in this region is the charted Terminal Radar Service 

Area (TRSA) that Atlanta Center has delegated to the Augusta ATC Radar Approach Control 

facility for controlling airport and transient air traffic within this assigned airspace. The TRSA 

boundary is shown in Figure 1-3 and Figure 2-1 as the circular gray line that surrounds the Augusta 

airport by a 10-NM radius and encompasses eastern portions of the R-3004 RAs and the Bulldog 

D MOA. The TRSA extends from 1,700 to 10,000 feet MSL, where activation of R-3004A/B/C 

airspace above 10,000 feet MSL requires coordination with Atlanta Center. ATC provides SUA 

status information and traffic advisories to nonparticipating pilots.  

Table 3-1 identifies those public and private airports within approximately a 20-NM radius of 

R-3004A/B/C and the Bulldog D MOA. Aircraft operating at these airports and others in the 

broader ROI may routinely transit this RA/MOA airspace when not active. The Wrens Memorial 

Airport is located beneath the Bulldog D MOA where an exclusion area surrounds this airport at 

1,500 feet AGL and below within a 3-NM radius.  

Table 3-1. Public and Private Airports in Local Area 

Airport/FAA Identifier Ownership 
Instrument 

Procedures 
Aircraft 

Airfield 

Operations1 

Wrens Memorial, GA (65J) Public None 4 38/week 

Pea Patch Aerodrome, GA (61GA) Private None 27 Not Reported 

Sandy Hill, GA (GE30) Private None 1 46/year 

Vanguard Landing, GA (5GA1) Private None 1 Not Reported 

Augusta Regional, GA (KAGS) Public Yes 18 102/day 

Daniels Field, GA (KDNL) Public Yes 44 82/day 

AU Medical Center Children’s Hospital 

(4GA2) 
Private None 0 Not Reported 

Carpenter Airport, GA (0GE7) Private None 0 Not Reported 

Thomson-McDuffie County, GA (KHQU) Public Yes 35 55/day 

Louisville Municipal Airport, GA (2J3) Public Yes 12 20/day 

Critter Creek, GA (GE20) Private None 4 Not Reported 

Burke County Public Yes 11 57/week 
AU = Augusta University; FAA = Federal Aviation Administration; GA = Georgia 

Note: 

1.  Source: https://www.airnav.com/ 

 

The Augusta Regional, Thomson-McDuffie County, Louisville Municipal, Daniels Field, and 

Burke County airports have published instrument/area navigation (RNAV) procedures that IFR 

aircraft use to navigate to/from the respective airport runways. None of these procedural segments 

are located within the R-3004A/B/C or Bulldog D MOA airspace boundaries. Likewise, the 

Federal Airways or RNAV routes established for enroute IFR air traffic through this region are 

sufficiently distant from the RA/MOA areas, where that traffic is not currently affected by the 

training airspace uses. As noted previously, ATC may route IFR air traffic through the R-3004 

RAs and/or the Bulldog D MOA as necessary during active periods where coordination provides 

separation from military activities. VFR aircraft may operate within the Bulldog D MOA, 

following see-and-avoid procedures in accordance with 14 CFR Section 91.113. 

3.1.3 Environmental Consequences 

Implementation of either alternative would change both the lateral and vertical extents of 

R-3004A/B/C. Although there would be no geographical changes to the Bulldog D MOA, the 

R-3004A/B/C portions that overlap the Bulldog D MOA would take precedence over the Bulldog 

https://www.airnav.com/
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D MOA when both are active. Table 3-2 identifies the existing and proposed altitudes for the SUA 

analyzed in this section. 

Table 3-2. Existing and Proposed Special Use Airspace Near Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

SUA 
Existing Altitudes and  

Times of Use 

Proposed Altitudes and  

Times of Use 

Controlling 

Agency 

R-3004A Surface to but not including 3,500 

feet MSL. By NOTAM 24 hours in 

advance. 

Surface to but not including 2,500 

feet MSL. By NOTAM 24 hours in 

advance. 

FAA, Atlanta 

ARTCC 

R-3004B 3,500 feet MSL to but not 

including 7,000 feet MSL. By 

NOTAM 24 hours in advance. 

2,500 feet MSL to but not 

including 10,000 feet MSL. By 

NOTAM 24 hours in advance. 

FAA, Atlanta 

ARTCC 

R-3004C 7,000 feet MSL to 16,000 feet 

MSL. By NOTAM 24 hours in 

advance. 

10,000 feet MSL to 16,000 feet 

MSL. By NOTAM 24 hours in 

advance. 

FAA, Atlanta 

ARTCC 

Bulldog D 

MOA 

500 feet AGL to and including 

17,000 feet MSL; excluding certain 

areas west of R-3004, 1,500 feet 

AGL and below. 

No Change. Same as existing. FAA, Atlanta 

ARTCC 

AGL = above ground level; ARTCC = Air Route Traffic Control Center; FAA = Federal Aviation Administration; MOA = 

MSL = mean sea level; NOTAM = Notice to Air Missions; SUA = Special Use Airspace 

3.1.3.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on the existing R-3004A/B/C and Bulldog D 

MOA airspace structure, and the current uses of this training airspace would remain unchanged. 

This airspace would continue to be scheduled and managed to meet current training needs while 

having no additional effects on civilian VFR and IFR air traffic operations in this airspace 

environment.  

3.1.3.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

The proposed airspace modifications include both the lateral and vertical modifications to the 

existing R-3004A/B/C described in Section 2.4.1.1 and shown on Figure 2-1. The lateral 

modification would extend this RA complex approximately 5 nautical miles to the north/northeast, 

where this expansion, coupled with the altitude modification, would better accommodate more 

extensive military training activities. The times of use for these RAs would be established and 

published through a NOTAM 24 hours in advance.  

The proposed lateral R-3004 modification would extend the restricted airspace into an area that is 

routinely used by IFR and VFR aircraft transiting to/from the different airports in this region. Since 

this proposal would not increase the current R-3004A/B/C ceiling altitude (16,000 feet MSL), 

those aircraft that would typically operate above that altitude may not be adversely affected by this 

lateral expansion. However, those aircraft that normally operate at lower altitudes may be affected 

when this airspace is active. The potential effects and means being considered to mitigate those 

effects are as discussed below. 

The Bulldog D MOA and R-3004A/B/C would not require concurrent activation as one contiguous 

airspace. This would provide for more efficient scheduling and coordination of this airspace 

between Fort Eisenhower Range Operations, Atlanta Center, Augusta ATC, and the using 

agencies. This alternative would change the current scheduling of the individual R-3004A, B, and 

C areas to support the different training activities and their respective altitude requirements. As 
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previously discussed, modification of the current altitude structure for each RA would result in the 

less frequent need to activate the higher R-3004B and C altitudes, being most activities would be 

conducted within R-3004A. Therefore, the less frequent use of the higher R-3004B and R-3004C 

altitudes would make this overall restricted airspace more available for nonparticipating air traffic 

at 2,500 feet MSL and above than what currently occurs. When R-3004A/B are activated, the 

10,000 feet MSL ceiling would be aligned with the TRSA ceiling where coordination with Atlanta 

Center may not be required. This would help minimize the potential effects the existing RA and 

expanded lateral area would have on IFR and VFR air traffic transiting above 10,000 feet MSL 

within this airspace area. 

As noted by the FAA’s review of this Proposed Action (88 Federal Register 21146–21148), this 

lateral expansion would reduce the transition area between the R-3004A/B/C complex and the 

Augusta Class D airspace (about a 3.5-mile gap) for those VFR pilots typically flying through this 

area who want to avoid the Class D area when transiting to/from the Daniels Field or other airports 

in this ROI. However, with only R-3004A being activated the majority of the time, the reduced 

transition area would have little effect on those VFR aircraft that typically operate above 2,500 feet 

MSL. If necessary for a VFR pilot to transit the Class D airspace, they would be required to contact 

Augusta ATC prior to entering this airspace to increase awareness of this traffic relative to airport 

arrivals/departures. 

The Proposed Action would have minimal direct effects on public/private airports in this general 

region. The R-3004A/B/C modifications would not affect the existing Wren Airport exclusion area 

that helps protect aircraft operations at this airport. The lateral expansion would affect use of the 

Runway 5 RNAV approach procedures and Runway 23 departure procedures at Daniel Field when 

the R-3004 is active. This issue has been addressed by the FAA with mitigations to minimize 

impacts, as described below. 

The R-3004A/B/C weekend restrictions noted in Section 2.4.1.1 would be changed where 

(1) training activities would be permitted, (2) flight training could be conducted above 12,000 feet 

AGL, and (3) overly restrictive weather minima would be removed. The other restrictions 

described in Section 2.4.1.1 currently in place would remain in place. Increased R-3004 weekend 

use could limit the increased VFR operations (including student flights) that generally occur within 

this area on weekends. For that reason, Fort Eisenhower and the using agencies would minimize 

this weekend use to the extent necessary to complete the required training activities. Status updates 

would be provided on the activation/deactivation times via NOTAMs and other available 

resources. Attention to the status updates would help minimize weekend impacts on general 

aviation to include any incidental incursions into the active restricted airspace. 

Overall, implementation of this alternative with the proposed FAA mitigation measures discussed 

below would minimize the potential for any significant impacts on nonparticipating commercial 

and general aviation flight activities in the affected area. 

FAA Proposed Mitigations  

Per regulatory requirements, the FAA has completed a preliminary formal review of this airspace 

proposal through an Aeronautical Study and Safety Risk Management panel review, as well as 

from reviewing comments from the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association and other public 

comments received following the Federal Register Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for this 

proposal. The FAA study/review processes recognized the potential effects the modified 

R-3004A/B/C floors, lateral extension, and scheduled uses could have on existing IFR/VFR 

operations in this area. Based on these concerns/observations, the FAA, U.S. Army, Fort 
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Eisenhower, and other interests developed mitigation measures to minimize potential impacts 

pending any additional concerns received following public review of this document. 

As previously discussed, a Letter of Procedure defines Fort Eisenhower, Augusta ATC, and 

Atlanta Center responsibilities for scheduling, coordinating, and controlling the R-3004 RAs. 

These assigned tasks would be modified to further define the specific practices required to provide 

for the safe, efficient implementation of the airspace modifications. NOTAMs, ATC advisories, 

and other means would continue to be used to keep nonparticipating air traffic informed of the 

real-time active status of the SUA to further minimize any adverse effects on other airspace users 

in this area.  

The Letter of Procedure would also define more specific procedures for coordinating/approving 

the transit of IFR and authorized VFR traffic through this active airspace, when necessary, in which 

case Fort Eisenhower would cease operations for transiting air traffic. To facilitate IFR arrivals at 

Daniel Field and other air traffic needs, ATC would coordinate release of a new corridor (X-Ray) 

as depicted on Figure 3-2 to accommodate these aircraft. This corridor would be returned as SUA 

after completion of this IFR transit to continue Fort Eisenhower training operations. Such 

coordinated use of this corridor for such essential transiting aircraft would further help minimize 

impacts on overall airspace uses in this area.  

This alternative would have the potential to increase ATC workload in coordinating and 

controlling IFR air traffic within this airspace/airport environment when the R-3004A/B/C is 

active. However, the real-time activation/deactivation procedures incorporated into the Letter of 

Procedure and the more limited use of the R-3004B/C higher altitudes would minimize effects on 

both ATC workload and nonparticipating aircraft. In addition, Fort Eisenhower Range Control and 

the FAA are in the process of upgrading communication systems to provide both primary and 

alternate communication systems for redundancy and will cross-train with the FAA for future 

management and coordination of the airspace. Additional mitigations would be considered as 

needed in response to any further concerns that are raised following public review of this 

document. 

Ground-Based Changes 

The ground-based changes proposed as part of Alternative 1 would not result in any changes or 

impacts to airspace.  

3.1.3.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes  

Implementation of Alternative 2 would have the same airspace uses, effects, and mitigations as 

addressed for Alternative 1. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2 would also minimize the 

potential for any significant impacts on nonparticipating commercial and general aviation flight 

activities in the affected area. 

Ground-Based Changes 

The ground-based changes proposed as part of Alternative 2 would not result in any changes or 

impacts to airspace.  
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Figure 3-2. Proposed Airspace Changes with the X-Ray Corridor 
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3.2 AIR QUALITY 

Air quality is determined by the type and amount of pollutants emitted into the atmosphere, the 

size and topography of the air basin, and the prevailing meteorological conditions. The levels of 

pollutants are generally expressed on a concentration basis in units of parts per million or 

micrograms per cubic meter. The significance of a pollutant concentration often is determined by 

comparing its concentration to an appropriate national or state ambient air quality standard. These 

standards represent the allowable atmospheric concentrations at which the public health and 

welfare are protected and include a reasonable margin of safety to protect the more sensitive 

individuals in the population. Under the authority of the Clean Air Act (CAA), the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) establishes the National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards (NAAQS) to regulate air quality. The CAA designates standards for the following 

criteria pollutants: ozone, carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, respirable particulate 

matter (particulate matter less than or equal to 10 micrometers in diameter [PM10]), fine particulate 

matter (particulate matter less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers in diameter [PM2.5]), and lead 

(USEPA, 2023). The Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GA DNR) has adopted the 

NAAQS for purposes of regulating criteria pollutant levels within the state of Georgia.  

The USEPA designates all areas of the United States as having air quality better than (attainment) 

or worse than (nonattainment) the NAAQS. Areas where there are insufficient air quality data for 

the USEPA to form a basis for attainment status are unclassifiable. Thus, such areas are treated as 

attainment areas until proven otherwise. Former nonattainment areas that have attained NAAQS 

are designated as maintenance areas.  

3.2.1 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are air pollutants that trap heat in the atmosphere. These emissions 

occur from natural processes and human activities. The natural balance of GHGs in the atmosphere 

regulates the Earth’s temperature. Scientific evidence indicates a correlation between the 

worldwide proliferation of GHG emissions from human activities and increasing global 

temperatures over the past century. Climate change associated with this global warming is 

predicted to produce negative environmental, economic, and social consequences across the globe 

(USGCRP, 2018; IPCC, 2021).  

Examples of GHGs from human activities include carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, and 

fluorinated gases. These emissions mainly occur from burning fossil fuels (coal, oil, and gas), with 

contributions from forest clearing, agricultural practices, and other activities. Each GHG has a 

global warming potential, which is its ability to trap heat in the atmosphere. To account for the 

global warming potentials of various pollutants, GHG emissions are reported as a carbon dioxide 

equivalent (CO2e). CO2e emissions are commonly expressed in units of metric tons. 

Federal agencies address emissions of GHGs by reporting and meeting reductions mandated in 

federal laws, EOs, and agency policies. On January 9, 2023, the CEQ released interim guidance 

that describes how federal agencies should consider the effects of GHGs and climate change in 

their NEPA reviews (CEQ, 2023). The interim guidance explains that agencies should (1) consider 

the potential effects of project alternatives on climate change, as indicated by its estimated GHG 

emissions; (2) determine the social cost of project GHGs; (3) determine project consistency with 

GHG plans and goals; (4) consider mitigations that will reduce project GHGs; (6) consider impacts 

to environmental justice communities; and (7) consider adaptation measures that would make the 

actions and affected communities more resilient to the effects of climate change. The air quality 

analysis for this EA considers aspects of the CEQ 2023 interim guidance.  
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Atmospheric levels of GHGs and their resulting effects on climate change are due to innumerable 

sources of GHGs across the globe. Therefore, the ROI and effects of GHG emissions from the 

project alternatives essentially are global and cumulative. Section 4.2.2 presents the cumulative 

impact analysis of project GHGs. 

3.2.2 Affected Environment 

Fort Eisenhower is within the Augusta (Georgia)–Aiken (South Carolina) Interstate Air Quality 

Control Region (40 CFR Section 81.114). This region is in attainment for all NAAQS. The project 

ROI for air quality is Richmond County and. because it attains all NAAQS, the General 

Conformity Rule does not apply to the project alternatives. The General Conformity Rule only 

applies to actions within regions that are in nonattainment or maintenance of NAAQS.  

Army operations at Fort Eisenhower are covered under a Georgia Part 70 Operating Permit 

(9711-245- 0021-V-04-1) for air emissions. The permit includes requirements for stationary 

sources of air emissions, which cover emission caps and operating limits, monitoring, 

record-keeping, and reporting. 

The 2022 Air Quality Report for Georgia shows that the air monitoring station nearest to Fort 

Eisenhower (Augusta) has recorded pollutant levels in recent years that are at least 5 percent below 

all NAAQS (Air Protection Branch, 2023).  

3.2.3 Environmental Consequences 

Implementation of the project alternatives would result in air quality impacts from construction 

and operation activities. Air quality impacts that could result from the proposed construction 

activities would result from (1) combustive emissions due to the use of fossil-fuel-powered 

construction equipment and (2) fugitive dust (PM10/PM2.5) due to the operation of construction 

equipment on exposed soil.  

The analysis does not include emissions from military tactical vehicles and other mobile sources 

as they are generally exempt from CAA emissions reporting and permitting requirements per the 

mobile sources versus stationary source rules and the military/national security exemptions. The 

analysis of proposed aircraft operations is limited to operations that would occur within the lowest 

part of the atmosphere known as the mixing layer, because this is where the release of aircraft 

emissions would affect ground-level pollutant concentrations. In general, aircraft emissions 

released above the mixing layer would not appreciably affect ground-level air quality. In 

accordance with the General Conformity Rule, where the applicable State Implementation Plan or 

Transportation Implementation Plan does not specify a mixing height, the federal agency can use 

3,000 feet AGL as a default mixing height. Since the Georgia State Implementation Plan do not 

specify mixing heights, the analysis used 3,000 feet AGL as a default mixing height.  

The air quality analysis estimated the magnitude of emissions that would result from proposed 

construction and operation activities with the use of the DAF Air Conformity Applicability Model 

(ACAM) (Version 5.0.18a) (Solutio Environmental, 2022). The ACAM uses widely accepted air 

emission calculation methods combined with default data that can be used if site-specific 

information is not available. The estimation of aircraft emissions is based on the net change in 

operations that would occur below 3,000 feet AGL due to the proposed airspace changes. Specific 

emission sources evaluated for the project alternatives can be viewed in the ACAM detail report 

located in Appendix B of this EA. 

Insignificance indicators were used in the analysis to provide an indication of the significance of 

potential impacts to air quality, based on current ambient air quality relative to the NAAQS. The 

insignificance indicator used to evaluate actions in areas that are clearly in attainment (not within 
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5 percent of exceeding NAAQS) is the USEPA Prevention of Significant Deterioration permitting 

threshold of 250 tons per year of a criteria pollutant besides lead. Areas where an air pollutant is 

within 5 percent of NAAQS are considered near nonattainment, and the insignificance indicator 

used to evaluate actions in these areas is 100 tons per year for all criteria pollutants besides lead. 

The insignificance indicator for lead in both areas is 25 tons per year. These indicators do not 

denote a significant impact; however, they do provide a threshold to identify actions that have 

insignificant impacts to air quality. Any action with net emissions below the insignificance 

indicators is considered so insignificant that the action would not cause or contribute to an 

exceedance of any NAAQS. 

3.2.3.1 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

Airspace changes proposed for Alternative 1 would result in minor increases in aircraft operations 

below 3,000 feet AGL compared to existing operations. Table 3-3 presents the net increase in 

aircraft emissions below 3,000 feet AGL that would occur from Alternative 1. These data show 

that emissions estimated for airspace changes under Alternative 1 would remain well below all 

insignificance indicators and, therefore, result in insignificant air quality impacts within the project 

region. 

Table 3-3. Annual Net Change in Emissions from Alternative 1 - Fort Eisenhower 

Year (Activity) 
Annual Air Polluant Emissions (tons) 

VOCs CO NOx SOx PM10 PM2.5 CO2e (mt) 

2024 (Construction) 1.50 8.68 8.77 0.03 148.81 0.13 2,334 

2025 (Aircraft operations) <0.005 0.02 0.39 0.02 0.03 0.02 64 

Insignificance Indicator 250 250 250 250 250 250 None 

Exceed Insignificance Indicator? No No No No No No NA 

< = less than; CO = carbon monoxide; CO2e (mt) = carbon dioxide equivalent in metric tons; NA = not applicable; NOx = 

nitrogen oxides; PM10 = particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter; PM2.5 = particulate matter less than or 

equal to 2.5 microns in diameter; SOx = sulfur oxides; VOC = volatile organic compound 

Note:  

1.  Annual emissions of lead would be less than 0.005 tons per year for each activity. 

 

Ground-Based Changes 

The air quality analysis assumed that all ground-based changes proposed for Alternative 1 would 

occur in one calendar year. In addition, ground-disturbing activities associated with the proposed 

ground-based changes would implement best management practices (BMPs) to minimize fugitive 

dust emissions. The analysis assumed that these BMPs would reduce PM10/PM2.5 by 61 percent 

from uncontrolled levels (Countess Environmental, 2006). Ground-disturbing activities under 

Alternative 1 also would comply with GA DNR Rule 391-3-1-.02(2)(n), Fugitive Dust. 

Table 3-3 presents estimates of emissions that would occur from ground-based changes proposed 

for Alternative 1. The data in Table 3-3 show that emissions estimated for ground-based changes 

under Alternative 1 would remain well below all insignificance indicators and, therefore, result in 

insignificant air quality impacts within the project region. 
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3.2.3.2 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

Alternative 2 would require the same airspace changes as Alternative 1. Therefore, like 

Alternative 1 and as shown in Table 3-3, emissions estimated for airspace changes under 

Alternative 2 would remain well below all insignificance indicators and result in insignificant air 

quality impacts within the project region. 

Ground-Based Changes 

Alternative 2 would include slightly fewer ground-based changes, which would require slightly 

lower construction equipment usages and ground-disturbing activities compared to Alternative 1. 

Therefore, emissions from ground-based changes under Alternative 2 would be slightly less than 

those estimated for Alternative 1. Like Alternative 1 and as shown in Table 3-3, emissions 

estimated for ground-based changes under Alternative 2 would remain below all insignificance 

indicators and result in insignificant air quality impacts within the project region. 

3.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Biological resources include sensitive and protected plant and animal species and associated 

habitats that are federally (USFWS) listed or state- (GA DNR) listed for protection. Identifying 

which species occur in an area affected by an action is accomplished through literature reviews 

and coordination with appropriate federal and state regulatory agency representatives, resource 

managers, and other knowledgeable experts. The ROI for biological resources includes the areas 

proposed for ground-based changes on Fort Eisenhower and areas underlying the proposed 

airspace changes. The ROI corresponds to the action area, which is defined by federal regulation 

(50 CFR Section 402.02) as all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the federal action.  

3.3.1 Affected Environment 

3.3.1.1 Vegetation 

Fort Eisenhower is located in the Upper Coastal Plain and Lower Piedmont Plateau physiographic 

provinces, and vegetation is characteristic of communities within the transition zone between these 

provinces. Nearly 78 percent of the installation is in forest cover. Common plant species on the 

installation include, but are not limited to, longleaf pine (Pinus palustris), loblolly pine (Pinus 

taeda), wiregrass (Aristida spp.), white oak (Quercus alba), hickory (Carya spp.), flowering 

dogwood (Cornus florida), blueberry (Vaccinium spp.), water oak (Quercus nigra), and 

broomsedge (Andropogon virginicus) (Fort Gordon, 2019a). Fort Eisenhower’s policy for tree 

removal is to avoid removal of live trees with a diameter at breast height of 4 inches or greater. If 

the removal of live trees with a diameter at breast height of 4 inches or greater cannot be avoided, 

then the Forestry point of contact is to be contacted prior to removal for coordination. Any 

“merchantable” timber designated for removal will be considered real property and disposal will 

be in the form of a timber sale. All “non-merchantable” dropped vegetation remaining on site 

would be mulched/chipped small enough to mitigate the accrual of potential fuels for wildfires. 

The forested and other habitats at Fort Eisenhower provide suitable habitat for approximately 31 

species of mammals. One hundred and thirty-six species of birds have been identified on the 

installation along with numerous amphibian and reptiles species. Aquatic species include at least 

4 species of stocked fish and an additional 56 species of both native and non-native fish. Additional 
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descriptions of wildlife common to Fort Eisenhower are included in the Integrated Natural 

Resources Management Plan (INRMP) (Fort Gordon, 2019a).  

3.3.1.2 Special Status Species 

Special status plant and wildlife species are subject to regulations under the authority of federal 

and state agencies. The Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1532 et seq.) of 1973, as amended, was 

enacted to protect and recover imperiled species and the ecosystems upon which they depend. The 

USFWS maintains a list of special status species considered endangered, threatened, or candidate. 

Special status animal species are those that are of special interest due to such reasons as being 

state-listed, formerly rare, rare elsewhere, potentially rare, or possessing some unusual trait that 

arouses the interest of some people. 

“Endangered” means a species is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of 

its range. “Threatened” means a species is likely to become endangered within the foreseeable 

future. Candidate species include plants and animals that have been studied and proposed for 

addition by the USFWS to the federal endangered and threatened species list. All federal agencies 

are required to implement protection programs for endangered and threatened species and to use 

their authority to further the purposes of the Act.  

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act prohibits actions resulting in the pursuit, capture, killing, and/or 

possession of any protected migratory bird, nest, egg, or parts thereof. The USFWS maintains a 

list of designated migratory birds occurring in various regions of the United States. The USFWS 

regulations allow for the incidental take of migratory birds for military readiness activities. 

A USFWS IPaC species lists was obtained to identify federally listed species with the potential to 

occur within the ROI (Table 3-4). The IPaC pull, dated December 7, 2023 (Appendix A), identified 

three federally listed species: (1) red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis), (2) monarch 

butterfly (Danaus plexippus), and (3) relict trillium (Trillium reliquum). One proposed threatened 

species, the Ocmulgee skullcap (Scutellaria ocmulgee), was also identified by the USFWS. 

Additional species and status information is shown in Table 3-4. The Fort Eisenhower INRMP 

identified one additional federally listed species (wood stork [Mycteria americana]) and included 

state-listed species that are known to occur on Fort Eisenhower. These species are shown in  

Table 3-4. In addition to these species, the GA DNR provided a response to scoping comments 

that listed natural communities, plants, and animals of highest priority in the vicinity of the project 

(see Appendix A). This list included two state-listed species that historically occurred at Fort 

Eisenhower; they have also been added to Table 3-4.  

Of the three federally threatened or endangered species shown in Table 3-4, two have been 

identified as occurring at Fort Eisenhower—the red-cockaded woodpecker and the wood stork. 

The Ocmulgee skullcap (proposed threatened) was identified by the USFWS as potentially 

occurring in the ROI, but no known occurrences of that species occur at Fort Eisenhower. One 

proposed endangered species, the tricolored bat, is known to occur at Fort Eisenhower, and one 

federal candidate, the monarch butterfly, is also known to occur at Fort Eisenhower. Additional 

information on the species known to occur at Fort Eisenhower is included below. In addition to 

the federally listed species, a number of state-listed species occur at Fort Eisenhower. These 

species are listed in Table 3-4 and in Appendix A.  
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Table 3-4. Special Status Species with Potential to Occur in the ROI 

Common Name Scientific Name Protection Status1 Habitat  

Potential to Occur within ROI 

Known to Occur 

on Fort 

Eisenhower 

Potentially 

Occurring under 

Airspace 

Mammals 

Rafinesque’s 

big-eared bat 

Corynorhinus 

rafinesquii 

State rare Pine forests, hardwood forests, caves, 

abandoned buildings, bridges, bottomland 

hardwood forests, and cypress-gum 

swamps 

Yes Yes 

Tricolored bat Perimytois 

subflavus 

Proposed endangered Winter habitat: caves and mines and 

roadside culverts 

Spring, summer, and fall roosting habitat: 

hardwood forests 

Yes Yes 

Birds 

Red-cockaded 

woodpecker 

Picoides borealis Federally endangered Open pine woods and pine savannas Yes Yes 

Bachman’s sparrow Peucaea 

aestivalis 

State rare Open pine or oak woods, old fields, brushy 

areas, and young large grassy pine 

regeneration areas 

Yes Yes 

Southeastern 

American kestrel 

Falco sparverius 

paulus 

State rare Open pine grasslands with snags, 

hayfields, and pasture lands 

Yes Yes 

Bald eagle1 Haliaeetus 

leucocephalus 

State threatened Edges of lakes and large rivers, and 

seacoasts 

Yes Yes 

Wood stork1 Mycteria 

americana 

Federally threatened Cypress/gum ponds, impounded wetlands 

with islands or emergent cypress, marshes, 

river swamps, and bays 

Yes Yes 

Reptiles and Amphibians 

Gopher tortoise Gopherus 

polyphemus 

State threatened Sandhills, dry hammocks, longleaf 

pine-turkey oak woods, and old fields 
Yes Yes 

Southern hognose 

snake 

Heterodon simus State threatened Sandhills, fallow fields, and longleaf 

pine-turkey oak woods 

Yes Yes 

Fish 

Bluebarred pygmy 

sunfish 

Elassoma okatie State endangered Temporary ponds and stream backwaters 

with dense aquatic vegetation 

Yes Yes 
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Table 3-4. Special Status Species with Potential to Occur in the ROI 

Common Name Scientific Name Protection Status1 Habitat  

Potential to Occur within ROI 

Known to Occur 

on Fort 

Eisenhower 

Potentially 

Occurring under 

Airspace 

Insects 

Monarch butterfly Danaus plexippus Federal candidate Open areas with milkweed and flowering 

plants 

Yes Yes 

Plants 

Ocmulgee skullcap Scutellaria 

ocmulgee 

Proposed threatened Bluff forests with calcium-rich soils in the 

Ocmulgee and Savannah watersheds 

No No 

Relict trillium Trillium reliquum Federally endangered Mesic hardwood forests and lime sink 

forests, usually with beech and basswood 

No No 

Sandhill rosemary Ceratiola 

ericoides 

State threatened Ohoopee Dunes and deep sandridges Yes Yes 

Atlantic white cedar Chamaecyparis 

thyoides 

State rare Clearwater stream swamps in fall line 

sandhills 

Yes Yes 

Pink lady’s slipper Cypripedium 

acaule 

State unusual Upland oak-hickory-pine forests and piney 

woods 

Yes Yes 

Carolina bogmint Macbridea 

caroliniana 

State rare Bogs, marshes, and alluvial woods Yes Yes 

Indian olive Nestronia 

umbellula 

State rare Mixed with dwarf shrubby heaths in 

oak-hickory-pine woods, often in 

transition areas between flatwoods and 

uplands 

Yes Yes 

Sweet pitcher plant Sarracenia rubra State endangered Seepage bogs and Atlantic Coastal Plain Yes Yes 

Pickering’s morning 

glory 

Stylisma 

pickeringii var. 

pickeringii 

State threatened Open, dry, oak scrub of sandhills Yes Yes 

Silky camelia Stewartia 

malacodendron 

State rare Along streams on lower slopes of 

beech-magnolia or beech-basswood-

Florida maple forests 

Yes Yes 

Georgia aster Symphyotrichum 

georgianum 

State threatened Open sunny areas such as prairies or 

woodland edges 

No No 

Sources: (Fort Gordon, 2019a; USFWS, 2023; GA DNR Wildlife Resources Division, 2024) 

ROI = region of influence 

Note: 

1.  Transient presence on Fort Eisenhower 
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The wood stork has been documented as a transient species; no nesting has been documented at 

Fort Eisenhower. Red-cockaded woodpeckers were once common throughout open, 

fire-maintained pine ecosystems, particularly longleaf pine that covered approximately 92 million 

acres before European settlement. The species requires large old pines for nesting and roosting 

habitat. Fire suppression and lack of cavity trees, along with habitat fragmentation, have led to the 

decline of the species (87 Federal Register 6118). Red-cockaded woodpeckers are actively 

managed at Fort Eisenhower in accordance with the Revised Army-Wide Guidelines for the 

Management of the Red-Cockaded Woodpecker on Army Installations (61 Federal Register 33102) 

and the USFWS 2003 revised Red-cockaded Woodpecker Recovery Plan (Fort Gordon, 2019a). 

Management includes but is not limited to establishment of habitat management units (HMUs), 

timber management, restoration and construction of cavities, protection of red-cockaded 

woodpecker clusters, and population monitoring. 

The tricolored bat was proposed for listing on September 14, 2022, and a final listing determination 

may occur in 2024. During the spring, summer, and fall months, tricolored bats utilize the leaves 

of hardwood trees for roosting habitat. The tricolored bat is known to use forested habitat at Fort 

Eisenhower. The primary threats to the species is white-nose syndrome, which has led to dramatic 

declines in the population of the species.  

In a December 17, 2020, 12-month finding (85 Federal Register 81813), the USFWS determined 

that the monarch butterfly warranted listing as an endangered or threatened species under the 

Endangered Species Act. However, that listing was precluded by higher priority listing actions 

(i.e., species then determined to be at greater or more immediate risk). The primary threats to the 

monarch’s biological status include habitat loss and degradation, herbicide use, drought, exposure 

to insecticides, and various effects of climate change (85 Federal Register 81813). 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

To determine the potential impacts to biological resources under each alternative, the methodology 

used focused on the location of species or habitats in proximity to the lands beneath the airspace 

and within the proposed footprint of new firing points and tank trail improvements. Habitats that 

could be impacted were quantified, and each was evaluated in the context of importance, species 

likely to be present, habitat function, sensitivity, and the availability of regionally similar 

resources. Habitat was considered in the context of the importance (legal, commercial, ecological, 

or scientific) of the resource where the Proposed Action would occur.  

The analysis focused specifically on those animal species that could occur in the airspace and 

within the lands under the airspace proposed for use at Fort Eisenhower. Animal species that may 

be affected by changes in aircraft operations, flight patterns, and flight elevations (specifically 

areas between the Earth and aircraft flying between 500 AGL and 30,000 feet MSL) include avian 

species (i.e., birds and bats) subject to aircraft strikes. Animal species potentially impacted include 

those that occur within the habitats proposed for loss due to tank trail improvements.  

Effects determinations for wildlife and special status species were concluded based on the 

projected conditions under each alternative compared against baseline conditions. Per FAA Order 

1050.1F, the significance threshold for biological resources is a determination from the USFWS 

that the Proposed Action “would be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a federally 

listed threatened or endangered species or would result in the destruction or adverse modification 

of federally designated critical habitat.” Significant impacts are defined as follows: 

• Adverse impacts to state-listed species, migratory birds, eagles, and species proposed for 

listing and their habitats  

• Long-term or permanent loss of unlisted species 
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• Substantial reduction, disturbance, degradation, fragmentation, or loss of native species’ 

habitat or their populations  

• Adverse impacts on a species’ natural mortality rates, non-natural mortality, reproductive 

success rates, or ability to sustain the minimum population levels necessary for population 

maintenance 

3.3.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, no impacts to biological resources at Fort Eisenhower or the 

areas under the proposed airspace would occur. Baseline biological resources conditions at Fort 

Eisenhower would continue. 

3.3.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

The potential for impacts to biological resources from the implementation of Alternative 1 would 

primarily be associated with habitat loss during the widening of tank trails. Minor impacts could 

also occur during operations within the ROI.  

Airspace Changes 

Vegetation and Wildlife. Implementation of Alternative 1 would include an increase in munitions 

use and an increase in aircraft operations. These changes would have no impact to vegetation and 

only minimal impacts to wildlife. While there could be a slight risk to mid-air collisions with 

wildlife, the chances of such impacts are considered minimal due to the slight increase in 

operations. In addition, pilots typically do not fly at dawn and dusk due the increased Bird/Animal 

Aircraft Strike Hazard potential during these time periods. Operational planning for Bird/Animal 

Aircraft Strike Hazard at Fort Eisenhower would incorporate procedures to minimize the potential 

for bird strikes. Direct impacts to birds due to aircraft strikes is considered negligible. Most birds 

spend the majority of their time below 500 feet AGL, except during migration when they typically 

occur at 500 to 2,000 feet AGL. Most bird strikes occur at altitudes below 3,000 feet AGL, 

although strikes at higher altitudes (up to about 7,000 feet AGL) can occur during migration (FAA, 

2023b). The incidental take of migratory bird species is covered under 50 CFR Section 21.42, 

Authorization of take incidental to military readiness activities. 

Potential indirect impacts to wildlife related to the airspace changes would primarily be associated 

with increases in noise related to increased flight operations and use of ordnance. Section 3.8 

describes the impacts associated with the increase in large arms usage and the increase in the 

number of aircraft sorties in the airspace. Munitions noise impacts would not be significant. 

Aircraft operations would remain relatively infrequent, as reflected by the low calculated 

time-averaged noise level, and noise impacts would not be significant. 

Special Status Species. Impacts to special status species (including migratory birds, bald and 

golden eagles, and threatened and endangered species protected by the GA DNR) would be the 

same as those described above for wildlife. The only special status species potentially impacted 

by Alternative 1 airspace changes would be bird and bat species. There have been no known 

aircraft strikes in the proposed airspace of the red-cockaded woodpecker, the wood stork, or the 

listed bat species, and the potential for a direct impact on this species due to an aircraft strike is 

considered negligible.  
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Ground-Based Changes 

Vegetation and Wildlife. Existing tank trails on Fort Eisenhower range from 3.66 to 7.32 meters 

in width. Under Alternative 1, trails would be widened to 20 meters and two new firing points 

would be installed. Concrete turn pad would be constructed at various locations along the trails. 

Vegetation impacted would primarily consist of forested habitat. Table 3-5 includes the types of 

forest and acres of impact for each alternative. Noise effects related to construction would be short 

term and could temporarily affect wildlife in the immediate vicinity. Impacts to biological 

resources are not anticipated to be significant and would not result in long-term effects on 

population viability of biological resources.  

Table 3-5. Estimated Acres of Forest Impacts 

Forest 

Stand 

Alternative 1 Alternative 2 

Concrete 

Turn Pad 

Firing 

Site 

Tank 

Trail  

Tank Trail 

Water 

Crossing 

Concrete 

Turn Pad 

Firing 

Site 

Tank 

Trail  

Tank Trail 

Water 

Crossing 

Bottomland 

Hardwood 
0.0 0.0 2.6 0.5 0.0 0.0 2.5 0.2 

Loblolly 

Pine 
1.0 6.3 54.4 0.1 1.0 6.3 54.6 0.0 

Longleaf 

Pine 
1.0 4.7 49.2 0.3 1.0 4.7 44.4 0.1 

Pond Pine 0.2 0.0 3.6 0.0 0.2 0.0 3.6 0.0 

Sand Pine 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 

Slash Pine 0.2 17.5 6.3 0.0 0.2 17.5 6.8 0.0 

Southern 

Scrub Oak 
0.2 0.0 1.9 0.0 0.2 0.0 1.9 0.0 

Unknown 0.3 0.0 9.5 0.1 0.3 0.0 9.5 0.1 

Upland 

Hardwood 
0.0 0.0 13.1 0.7 0.0 0.0 13.1 0.4 

Special Status Species. The only federally listed species potentially impacted by Alternative 1 

ground-based changes would be the red-cockaded woodpecker. Implementation of Alternative 1 

would impact approximately 145 acres of red-cockaded woodpecker HMU. These impacts would 

primarily occur in edge habitat along existing trails or within the areas proposed for new firing 

points. Under the Alternative 1 configuration, one portion of proposed widened trails to the east 

of the small arms impacts area would go through the middle of a red-cockaded woodpecker HMU. 

The trail in that location is less than 35 feet from the nearest nesting tree. Informal consultation 

with the USFWS is ongoing and it is anticipated that the implementation of Alternative 1 may 

affect but would not adversely affect the red-cockaded woodpecker.  

Implementation of Alternative 1 would also have the potential to impact tricolored bat roosting 

habitat. Removal of deciduous trees, which could provide non-winter roosting habitat for the 

tricolored bat, would occur prior to the roosting season. It is anticipated that the implementation 

of Alternative 1 may affect but would not adversely affect the tricolored bat.  

In addition to impacting habitat associated with federal species, the project has the potential to 

impact state-listed species. For example, approximately 138 acres of gopher tortoise HMU would 

be impacted by the tank trail improvements and construction of firing points. In addition, the 

construction of tank trails through streams at Fort Eisenhower has the potential to impact aquatic 

species, such as the bluebarred pygmy sunfish. Management considerations for terrestrial species 

such as those described in the Fort Eisenhower INRMP would be followed to minimize impacts to 

state-listed species. Species-specific surveys would be completed as feasible. BMPs as described 

in Section 3.13 would be implemented to minimize impacts to aquatic species.  
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Bald eagles are known to nest within the boundaries of Fort Eisenhower. No nests are anticipated 

to be impacted during the implementation of Alternative 1. Implementation of Alternative 1 would 

not have a significant impact to on any special status species. 

3.3.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 

Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

Airspace impacts to biological resources would be the same as those described for Alternative 1.  

Ground-Based Changes 

Ground-based impacts to biological resources would be the same as those described for Alternative 

1 but with less impact to habitat. Alternative 2 was selected as the Preferred Alternative to avoid 

impacts to the red-cockaded woodpecker HMU to the east of the small arms impacts area. This 

alternative avoids trail improvement in close proximity to a nesting tree. Implementation of 

Alternative 2 would impact 5 less acres of red-cockaded woodpecker habitat and 5 less acres of 

gopher tortoise habitat as compared to Alternative 1.  

3.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

The NHPA was passed into law in 1966 to help stop the inadvertent loss of historic properties 

significant to our heritage. The NHPA includes provisions for the Department of the Interior (DOI) 

to maintain the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR Part 60). The NRHP is 

composed of districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects significant in American history, 

architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. The DOI is responsible for designating the 

“Keeper of the Register” (Keeper). Per 36 CFR Section 60.3(f), the Keeper is the individual who 

has been delegated the authority by the DOI to list properties and determine their eligibility for the 

NRHP. The current Keeper is the National Park Service, National Register Chief.  

The management of cultural resources is guided by Chapter 6 of AR 200-1. As outlined in 

AR 200-1, the cultural resources management program at Fort Eisenhower has responsibility for 

compliance with Sections 106 and 110 of the NHPA, as well as the Archaeological Resources 

Protection Act; Archeological and Historic Preservation Act; Native American Graves Protection 

and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA); American Indian Religious Freedom Act; EO 13007, Indian 

Sacred Sites; and EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments. 

Responsibilities of the Fort Eisenhower cultural resources management program are outlined in 

the Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP), which covers a wide diversity of 

cultural resources on the installation in compliance with ARs, federal legislation, and applicable 

guidelines. 

Impact analysis for cultural resources focuses on assessing whether implementation of an 

alternative would have the potential to affect cultural resources that are eligible for listing in the 

NRHP or have traditional significance for Tribes. For this EA, impact analysis for cultural 

resources focuses on, but is not limited to, guidelines and standards set forth in the implementing 

regulations (36 CFR Part 800) of NHPA Section 106. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, the 

proponent of the action is responsible for determining whether any historic properties are located 

in the area, assessing whether the proposed undertaking would adversely affect the resources, and 

notifying the State Historic Preservation Officer of any adverse effects. An adverse effect is any 

action that may directly or indirectly change the characteristics that make the historic property 

eligible for listing in the NRHP. If an adverse effect is identified, the federal agency consults with 
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the State Historic Preservation Officer and federally recognized Tribes to develop measures to 

avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects of the undertaking.  

Analysis of potential impacts to cultural resources considers both direct and indirect impacts. 

Impacts could occur through the following:  

• Physically altering, damaging, or destroying all or part of a resource 

• Altering characteristics of the surrounding environment that contribute to the resource’s 

significance 

• Introducing visual or audible elements that are out of character with the property or alter 

its setting 

• Neglecting the resource to the extent that it deteriorates or is destroyed  

Direct impacts are assessed by (1) identifying the nature and location of all elements of 

implementing the alternative; (2) comparing the sites relative to identified historic properties, 

sensitive areas, and surveyed locations; (3) determining the known or potential significance of 

historic properties that could be affected; and (4) assessing the extent and intensity of the effects. 

Indirect impacts occur later in time or farther from the proposed action.  

A key component of this analysis is defining the Area of Potential Effect (APE), defined as “the 

geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations 

in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist” (36 CFR Section 

800.16(d)). The APE for direct construction impacts is the disturbance area associated with tank 

trail improvements and new firing points. The APE, primarily associated with potential noise 

impacts, also includes the areas underlying the proposed airspace. 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 

Cultural resources at Fort Eisenhower include archaeological sites and historic 

structures/buildings. Surveys for these resources have documented 155 archaeological sites that 

are eligible or potentially eligible for NRHP listing. Historical building surveys have also 

documented a number of buildings eligible for NRHP listing. Fort Eisenhower has completed 

archaeological survey of the majority of its property, with the exception of portions of the disturbed 

cantonment area, impact areas that contain or are likely to contain unexploded ordnance (UXO), 

and lake bottoms. The Fort Eisenhower ICRMP contains a full list of all cultural resources 

documented at Fort Eisenhower (Fort Gordon, 2020a). 

Fort Eisenhower has a Memorandum of Understanding with the Chickasaw Nation and continues 

to consult with other Tribes on a project-by-project basis.  

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.4.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no new activities associated with tank trail 

improvements, firing points, or airspace. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not 

result in significant impacts to cultural resources at Fort Eisenhower or the areas under the 

proposed airspace. 
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3.4.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

Implementation of the airspace changes would not result in any direct or indirect impacts to 

cultural resources. No construction is associated with the proposed vertical and lateral changes to 

R-3004A/B/C and, as described in Section 3.8, the proposed operations would not produce noise 

levels sufficient to damage cultural resources. No Tribal lands are located beneath the proposed 

RAs.  

Ground-Based Changes 

Implementation of the ground-based changes would impact one NRHP-eligible site (9Ri618), 

located on the border of the tank trail. This site is an artifact scatter site in the 

woodland/Mississippian period. Adverse impacts to this resource could be anticipated should 

Alternative 1 be implemented. Prior to implementing this alternative, Fort Eisenhower would 

consult with the SHPO to make a determination of effect for this property. Should there be an 

adverse effect, Fort Eisenhower would consult with the SHPO and the Tribes. If mitigation is 

needed to resolve adverse effects, innovative mitigation measures should be considered when 

appropriate. Standard mitigations for archaeological sites would be the funding and execution of 

a Phase III data recovery survey. The decision for appropriate mitigation would be coordinated 

between the SHPO, Fort Eisenhower and the Tribes, where applicable through the negotiations of 

developing a Memorandum of Agreement. All negotiations and mitigations would need to be 

completed before any construction or land disturbance could begin.  

Although the potential for undiscovered resources is low, inadvertent discoveries would be 

protected and maintained in accordance with the NHPA, Archaeological Resources Protection Act, 

and NAGPRA. Should cultural resources be discovered during military training or other activities, 

all work with the potential to impact the discovery would immediately stop, reasonable effort 

would be taken to protect cultural resources from further impact, and the Fort Eisenhower Cultural 

Resources Manager would be immediately contacted. Depending on the nature of the find, the 

Cultural Resources Office would implement ICRMP Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) 4, 

Inadvertent or Emergency Discovery of Archaeological Deposits, and/or SOP 7, NAGPRA 

Compliance. 

This alternative is not the Preferred Alternative for this action and, should it become the Preferred 

Alternative, Fort Eisenhower would reinitiate consultation with the Georgia SHPO and the Tribes.  

3.4.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

There are no changes within the Proposed Action for the airspace between Alternative 1 and 

Alternative 2. Therefore, there would be no impacts to cultural resources, as previously described 

for Alternative 1. 

Ground-Based Changes 

The Fort Eisenhower training areas have all been surveyed for archaeological sites at the Phase I 

level and there are no facilities within the APE. Shifting the trail improvements to the opposite 

side of site 9Ri618 would avoid potential impacts to the resource that were described under 

Alternative 1. In compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA, Fort Eisenhower has initiated 

consultation with the Georgia SHPO for concurrence on a finding of no effect to cultural resources 
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as a result of implementing the Preferred Alternative. In a letter dated January 2, 2024, the Georgia 

SHPO acknowledged receipt of the early coordination letter. In compliance with NEPA, Fort 

Eisenhower is also consulting with nine Native American Tribes. An initial response was received 

from the Chickasaw Nation and is included in Appendix A.  

Although the potential for undiscovered resources is low, inadvertent discoveries would be 

protected and maintained in accordance with the NHPA, Archaeological Resources Protection Act, 

and NAGPRA. Procedures implemented upon such a discovery would be the same as those 

described under Alternative 1.   

3.5 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

Environmental justice is defined as the just treatment and meaningful involvement of all people, 

regardless of income, race, color, national origin, Tribal affiliation, or disability, in agency 

decision-making and other federal activities that affect human health and the environment. While 

not specifically part of environmental justice analysis, this section also considers impacts to youth 

and elderly populations. 

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 

Low-Income Populations, directs federal agencies to address environmental and human health 

conditions in minority and low-income communities. In addition to environmental justice issues 

are concerns pursuant to EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and 

Safety Risks, which directs federal agencies to identify and assess environmental health and safety 

risks that may disproportionately affect children. 

EO 14096, Revitalizing Our Nation’s Commitment to Environmental Justice for All, updated the 

definition of environmental justice and modified terminology from EO 12898, changing 

“disproportionately high and adverse” to “disproportionate and adverse.”  

The terms “minority” and “low income” are defined below for purposes of this analysis. 

• Minority: The term “minority” for purposes of environmental justice analysis includes 

those individuals who have identified themselves as having one of the following origins: 

“Hispanic,” “Asian-American,” “Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander,” “Black or 

African-American,” “American Indian or Alaskan Native,” or “Some Other Race” (which 

does not include “White,” “Black or African-American,” “American Indian or Alaska 

Native,” “Asian,” and “Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander” race categories). 

• Low Income: the U.S. Census Bureau defines the term “poverty” (also referred to as “low 

income”) as “a set of money income thresholds that vary by family size and composition 

to determine who is in poverty” (USCB, 2023a). A family and each individual in the family 

is considered in poverty if the total family income is less than the family’s threshold or the 

dollar amount calculated by the U.S. Census Bureau to determine poverty status. 

Although youth (under 18) and the elderly (65 and over) are not specifically included as 

environmental justice populations, children are identified by EO 12898 for assessment for 

environmental health and safety risks. For purposes of this analysis, the term “children” refers to 

any person under 18. The USEPA identifies the importance of considering an elderly person as a 

sensitive receptor to potential environmental impacts. The term “elderly” refers to any person aged 

65 or over (USEPA, 2014). 
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EO 12898 also directs agencies to analyze populations that principally subsist on fish and wildlife. 

This is because any actions that may impact the population of fish or wildlife in the area could 

threaten the survival of any groups subsisting off of these food sources. CEQ’s Environmental 

Justice Guidance (CEQ, 1997a) defines subsistence on fish and wildlife as “dependence by a 

minority population, low-income population, Indian Tribe or subgroup of such populations on 

indigenous fish, vegetation and/or wildlife, as the principal portion of their diet.”. 

The ROI for environmental justice consists of the census tracts located under the proposed airspace 

and those tracts potentially impacted by noise (Figure 3-3). 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 

Within the ROI, there are three block groups that have a disproportionate minority population 

(Census Tract 305.07, Block Group 2; Census Tract 102.07, Block Group 2; and Census Tract 

107.11, Block Group 1) and four block groups that are disproportionately low income (Census 

Tract 305.03, Block Group 2; Census Tract 305.07, Block Group 1; Census Tract 9505, Block 

Group 1; and Census Tract 109.04, Block Group 1) (Table 3-6). No schools are located within the 

noise planning zones at Fort Eisenhower, and only one public school (Blythe Elementary) is 

located within the peak noise level contours for unfavorable weather conditions. There are no 

known subsistence populations located in the ROI.  

Table 3-6. Environmental Justice Communities and Sensitive Populations 

Area Name 
Total 

Population 
% Minority 

Population for 

whom Poverty 

is Calculated 

% Low 

Income 

% Elderly 

(Over 65) 

% Youth 

(Under 18) 

Census Tract 9502, 

Block Group 2 
1,647 30.5 1,647 9.2 15.2 19.4 

Census Tract 305.03, 

Block Group 2 
2,347 50.7 2,347 33.7 17.7 23.5 

Census Tract 305.07, 

Block Group 1 
669 41.7 669 18.1 20.9 23.9 

Census Tract 305.07, 

Block Group 2 
1,747 68.7 1,747 7.8 9.0 23.7 

Census Tract 9601, 

Block Group 1 
993 28.2 993 11.0 10.6 12.0 

Census Tract 9505, 

Block Group 1 
1,027 17.0 1,027 20.5 6.8 25.6 

Census Tract 102.07, 

Block Group 2 
4,614 82.4 3,611 1.6 1.8 27.2 

Census Tract 107.11, 

Block Group 1 
2,282 89.8 2,282 10.3 8.5 38.8 

Census Tract 109.03, 

Block Group 1 
1,657 35.1 1,657 13.5 15.3 25.1 

Census Tract 109.04, 

Block Group 1 
1,173 28.0 1,173 27.9 10.9 29.6 

Burke, Columbia, 

Jefferson, 

McDuffie, and 

Richmond Counties 

(COC) 

421,712 52.3 409,288 15.6 14.4 24.1 

Source: (USCB, 2023b) 

% = percent; COC = Community of Comparison 

Shading indicates disproportionate impacts. 
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Figure 3-3. Low-Income and Minority Populations within the ROI
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3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

Analysis of environmental justice is conducted pursuant to EO 12898 and EO 13045. For 

environmental justice minority and low-income populations, and for the youth and elderly 

populations, the most recent American Community Survey 2017–2021 data for block groups were 

used to calculate the populations in the affected area. The percentage of minority and low-income 

populations within each block group were compared to the Community of Comparison population 

(total population of the four-county region). Block groups with a higher percentage of minority or 

low-income populations than the Community of Comparison were considered disproportionately 

minority or low income. The presence of environmental justice communities and the potential for 

impacts to disproportionally impact these communities was assessed for each resource area carried 

forward for analysis in the EA. Noise was the only resource area determined to have off-installation 

impacts with the potential to impact minority and low-income populations.  

3.5.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, no changes in airspace would occur, no ground-based changes 

would occur, and there would be no interaction to environmental justice communities from 

implementing the Proposed Action. Therefore, no adverse impacts to environmental justice 

communities would occur. 

3.5.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

Operations for artillery are anticipated to increase with the implementation of the airspace changes, 

with a resulting increase in noise zones off installation. Off-installation areas newly affected by 

Noise Zone II are agricultural, open space, or wooded. No residential areas are located within these 

zones, and therefore there would be no impact to environmental justice or sensitive populations. 

Peak sound levels between 115 and 130 single event peak level (dBP) generated by artillery firing 

from the two proposed new firing points would extend approximately 0.3 mile beyond the 

installation boundary. Noise generated by artillery firing would result in additional off-installation 

land beyond the western installation boundary and a strip of land beyond the southern boundary 

being exposed to peak sound levels between 115 and 130 dBP. Land use in areas newly affected 

by peak noise levels exceeding 115 dBP are primarily agricultural, open space, or wooded with 

some scattered residences. Operations from additional aircraft operations would have negligible 

impacts on noise. Section 3.8 includes additional details on noise impacts. One block group 

(Census Tract 102.07, Block Group 2) identified as a minority community is located within the 

area affected by peak noise. The portion of the block group within the peak noise contours was 

previously a small mobile home park but, as of 2022, those homes were no longer occupied. A 

portion of Census Tract 305.07, Block Group 1, identified as a low-income community, is also 

located within the new peak noise contours. No disproportionate and adverse impacts are expected 

to this community, as the noise levels would still be compatible with existing land uses and noise 

impacts in this region are not significant (see Section 3.8). 

Ground-Based Changes 

Construction noise would be localized and temporary, affecting areas near the construction site 

while construction is underway. Proposed construction would occur near training ranges, which 

generate loud noises on a regular basis in areas that are not noise sensitive. In addition, there are 

no environmental justice or sensitive populations within range of construction noise. Therefore, 
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there are no significant impacts to environmental justice or sensitive populations as a result of 

implementing the Proposed Action. 

3.5.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

Airspace impacts to environmental justice and sensitive populations would be the same as those 

described for Alternative 1. 

Ground-Based Changes 

Ground-based impacts to environmental justice and sensitive populations would be the same as 

those described for Alternative 1. 

3.6 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE 

The terms “hazardous materials” and “hazardous waste” refer to substances that, because of their 

quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristic, could present 

substantial danger to public health or the environment when released into the environment. 

Products containing hazardous materials that could result in the generation of hazardous waste 

include fuel, adhesives, sealants, corrosion prevention compounds, hydraulic fluids, lubricants, 

oils, paints, polishes, thinners, and cleaners. 

The key federal regulatory requirements related to hazardous materials and waste include: 

• Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 (42 USC Section 6901 et seq.) 

• Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act (EPCRA) of 1986 

(42 USC Sections 11001–11050) 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 

1980, as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 

1986 (42 USC Sections 9601–-9675); 

• Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act of 1992 (42 USC Section 9620) 

• Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (15 USC Section 2651) 

• Oil Pollution Prevention (40 CFR Part 112) 

• Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR Part 261) 

• Standards for the Management of Used Oil (40 CFR Part 279) 

• Designation, Reportable Quantities, and Notification (40 CFR Part 302) 

• EO 14057, Catalyzing Clean Energy Industries and Jobs Through Federal Sustainability 

• Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976 (40 CFR Parts 700–799) 

• CAA of 1970, including the 1990 CAA Amendments (42 USC Section 7401 et seq) 

The Army policy for hazardous material and waste management is contained in AR 200-1, 

Environmental Protection and Enhancement.  

For the purposes of this hazardous materials and waste analysis, the ROI for the Proposed Action 

and the No Action Alternative includes Fort Eisenhower, where these substances are used, stored, 

transported, or disposed. 
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3.6.1 Affected Environment 

Fort Eisenhower is a Large Quantity Generator, as defined by the USEPA, with USEPA 

identification number of GA0210020368. Hazardous materials and waste on Fort Eisenhower are 

managed according to the Fort Eisenhower Hazardous Waste Management Plan (Fort Gordon, 

2018). This plan describes the responsibilities, policies, and procedures for managing hazardous 

materials and waste on the installation and ensures compliance with applicable federal, state, and 

local laws and regulations. The Hazardous Material and Waste Management Plan applies to all 

organizations and activities located on or occurring at Fort Eisenhower. All hazardous materials 

and waste generated or purchased by units and activities should be processed through the 

Hazardous Material Control Point (HMCP), which receives, tracks, and monitors the use and 

generation of all hazardous materials and waste at Fort Eisenhower. The HMCP also assists with 

hazardous materials reutilization and promotes pollution prevention (P2) and hazardous materials 

and hazardous waste minimization (Fort Gordon, 2018). 

Fort Eisenhower manages hazardous substance spills and releases through the implementation of 

its Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan (Fort Gordon, 2022) and Facility 

Response Plan (FRP) (Fort Gordon, 2019b). The SPCC Plan and FRP serve to minimize the 

impacts to human health and the environment, including water resources and wildlife, caused by 

spills of hazardous materials and waste at Fort Eisenhower. The SPCC Plan (Fort Gordon, 2022) 

and FRP (Fort Gordon, 2019b) establish the responsibilities, duties, procedures, and resources to 

be used to contain, mitigate, and clean up oil products and hazardous material or waste spills on 

the installation. 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

The qualitative assessment of impacts from hazardous materials and waste management focuses 

on how (context) and to what degree (intensity) each alternative could affect hazardous materials 

usage and management, hazardous waste generation and management, and hazardous waste 

disposal. Potential impacts related to hazardous materials and waste were analyzed for the 

following five effects:  

1. Generation of hazardous material/waste types or quantities that could not be 

accommodated by the current management system 

2. Increased likelihood of an uncontrolled release of hazardous materials that could 

contaminate the soil, surface water, groundwater, or air 

3. Non-compliance with applicable federal and state regulations as a result of the Proposed 

Action 

4. Disturbance or creation of contaminated sites, resulting in adverse effects on human health 

and/or the environment 

5. Established management policies, procedures, and handling capacities that could not 

accommodate the Proposed Action 

3.6.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed ground-based changes to the training areas and 

changes to the airspace structure above and surrounding would not occur. Fort Eisenhower would 

continue to use, manage, and dispose of hazardous materials and waste as described in  

Section 3.6.1. No impacts to management, use, or generation of hazardous materials and waste 

would occur. 
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3.6.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

Under Alternative 1, R-3004A/B/C would be expanded vertically and laterally to incorporate the 

majority of Fort Eisenhower and improve the training capacity in support of a growing and diverse 

training program with various needs and capabilities. The proposed expansion of R-3004A/B/C 

would not generate any new hazardous waste or use new hazardous materials and would not affect 

the generator status or negatively affect the hazardous materials and waste program. Therefore, no 

significant impacts to hazardous materials and waste management would result from the expansion 

and modification of R-3004A/B/C.  

Ground-Based Changes 

No asbestos-containing materials, polychlorinated biphenyls, lead-based paint, radon, and site 

contamination, including per-and polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) areas of potential interest, 

would be used and/or are anticipated to be encountered during the construction associated with 

Alternative 1. The use of potentially hazardous materials (fuels, oils, lubricants, etc.) and the 

generation of associated hazardous waste is anticipated. No new hazardous materials would be 

used, and no new potentially hazardous waste would be generated from the construction. All 

potential hazardous materials and waste would be managed, handled, stored, transported, and 

disposed of in accordance with the Hazardous Waste Management Plan (Fort Gordon, 2018) and 

applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations. Hazardous materials and waste would 

continue to be processed through the HMCP, with an emphasis on P2.  

Petroleum products would be used to refuel and lubricate vehicles during construction-related 

activities, refueling, and maintenance. Refueling would occur in accordance with existing Fort 

Eisenhower regulations to minimize the potential for petroleum spills. This would include using 

designated refueling areas with secondary containment systems for refueling trucks or bladders. 

In accordance with U.S. Army Cyber Center of Excellence and Fort Gordon (USACCoE&FG) 

Regulation 350-19, Installation Range and Training Area Operations, designated fueling areas are 

prohibited in areas with a shallow water table (within 2.3 feet of the soil surface), within well head 

protection zones, or within 100 feet of a potable drinking well and would not be established in 

these zones. In the event of an accidental petroleum or other hazardous material release during 

construction, proper notifications and actions would be taken in accordance with the Fort 

Eisenhower SPCC Plan (Fort Gordon, 2022) and FRP (Fort Gordon, 2019b). Spill kits would be 

available and accessible during refueling. 

The proposed tank trail improvements, firing point, and turn pad construction within the SAIA 

(Figure 2-2) have the potential to encounter UXO. These areas would be cleared of UXO prior to 

construction. UXO support would also be available during construction activities in these areas. 

UXO is further discussed in Section 3.9. 

3.6.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

The airspace changes from the implementation of Alternative 2 are the same as those for 

Alternative 1. As described in Section 3.6.2.2, no significant impacts to hazardous materials and 

waste management would result from the expansion and modification of R-3004A/B/C. 
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Ground-Based Changes 

The ground-based changes from the implementation of Alternative 2 are the same as those for 

Alternative 1, except with narrower creek crossings and the alternate routing of a tank trail to avoid 

protected natural resources habitat. The potential impacts from the implementation of Alternative 

2 are the same as those described for Alternative 1 in Section 3.6.2.2. No significant impacts to 

hazardous materials and waste management would occur from the implementation of 

Alternative 2. 

3.7 LAND USE 

Land use generally refers to the management and use of the land. Examples of land uses include 

residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, military, and recreation. Management plans, 

policies, ordinances, and regulations determine the types of uses permitted in specific land areas. 

Certain types of military training generate conditions that may be incompatible with sensitive land 

uses. As described in Section 3.8, areas where noise levels exceed thresholds established in AR 

200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement, are designated as Noise Zone II or Noise Zone 

III. Noise-sensitive land uses, such as housing, schools, and medical facilities, are normally not 

recommended in Noise Zone II and are never recommended in Noise Zone III. The Fort Gordon / 

Central Savannah Area Compatible Use Study describes areas in which the predominant land use 

is agriculture as “agricultural-residential” and treats them as compatible with Noise Zone II, even 

if some low-density single-family housing is included (Central Savannah River Area Regional 

Commission, 2019).  

The ROI for the land use resource area includes lands within and immediately surrounding the 

Fort Eisenhower ranges and training areas. Land use impacts would be considered potentially 

significant if an action would (1) deviate substantially from existing plans and policies, (2) would 

displace existing land uses, or (3) would create conditions off installation (e.g., high noise levels) 

that are incompatible with current land uses. 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 

As described in Section 1.2, approximately 90 percent of the land on Fort Eisenhower (50,000 

acres) is dedicated to field training, and the remaining 10 percent of the installation (approximately 

5,500 acres) is the cantonment area. Field training is supported by 49 training areas totaling 

approximately 37,000 acres and 2 restricted munitions impact areas comprising approximately 

13,000 acres (Fort Gordon, 2019a). 

Training on Fort Eisenhower is conducted in accordance with USACCoE&FG Regulation 350-19, 

Installation Range and Training Area Operations. This regulation establishes uniform procedures 

to maximize the availability of training assets while minimizing safety hazards. It also lays out 

procedures to minimize environmental damage and/or to address environmental issues that arise 

during training. Restrictions imposed by the regulation assist in the prevention of uncontrolled 

fires, conservation of protected species, and minimization of training environment degradation. 

Activities other than military training, such as range infrastructure maintenance, forest resource 

harvests, prescribed burns, and public recreation, are also conducted in the training areas (Fort 

Gordon, 2019a). These activities are managed in accordance with plans, such as the INRMP, in a 

manner that supports military training while also advancing environmental goals, such as habitat 

restoration. 
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The Range Complex Management Plan (RCMP) provides a coordinated road map for future range 

development. Projects described in the RCMP enhance current training and/or support new 

mission training requirements (Fort Gordon, 2020b).  

Off-installation land uses adjacent to Fort Eisenhower training areas are mostly agricultural and 

residential (Central Savannah River Area Regional Commission, 2019). As described in 

Section 3.8, Noise Zone II resulting from demolition and large caliber munitions firing affects 

35 off-installation acres that are categorized as “agricultural-residential” (i.e., the predominate 

land use is agriculture/open space) and are considered compatible with the military training noise 

(see Appendix E). Aircraft noise levels beneath military training airspace are well below land use 

compatibility thresholds. 

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.7.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no airspace or ground-based changes, and 

training operations would continue as they are currently conducted. Noise and other planning 

factors associated with training would remain the same as baseline conditions. There would be no 

impacts to land use under the No Action Alternative. 

3.7.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

As described in Section 1.3, the proposed airspace changes would increase the utility of the range 

complex for military training—i.e., the current land use. The airspace changes are included in the 

RCMP and fully comply with coordinated plans for development of Fort Eisenhower range 

complex capabilities.  

Additional munitions firing would increase off-installation Noise Zone II from 35 to 45 acres, but 

Noise Zone III would remain entirely within installation boundaries (see Table 3-9 in Noise 

section). All off-installation areas within Noise Zone II are categorized as 

“agricultural-residential” (i.e., the predominate land use is agriculture/open space), which is 

considered a compatible land use.  

After the proposed airspace changes, the R-3004 RA Complex would be entirely within the 

boundaries of Fort Eisenhower (see Figure 2-1). Aircraft noise levels would remain well below 

land use compatibility thresholds beneath the RAs and in adjacent off-installation areas.  

In summary, the proposed airspace changes are consistent with existing plans and policies, would 

support existing land uses (i.e., military training), and would not create conditions off installation 

that are incompatible with existing land uses. Land use impacts would not be significant. 

Ground-Based Changes 

As stated in Section 1.3, the new firing points and concrete turn pads, as well as the widened tank 

trails, would support new and emerging training requirements on Fort Eisenhower (Fort Gordon, 

2023). In accordance with USACCoE&FG Regulation 350-19, Installation Range and Training 

Area Operations, tracked vehicles would continue to operate on tank trails and authorized firing 

points. The proposed improved creek crossings and turn pads would reduce rutting and erosion, 

thereby minimizing degradation of the training environment associated with maneuvers training. 

The proposed ground-based changes would comply with all applicable plans and policies and 
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would not displace any current land uses or activities within the Fort Eisenhower training areas. 

The ground-based changes are distant from the installation boundary (see Figure 2-2) and would 

have no effect on off-installation land uses. Land use impacts associated with ground-based 

changes would be minimal and not significant. 

3.7.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

The proposed airspace changes and subsequent operational changes would be the same under 

Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. Therefore, land use impacts associated with Alternative 2 airspace 

changes would be identical to those described in Section 3.7.2.2 and would not be significant.  

Ground-Based Changes 

Differences in ground-based changes under Alternative 2 relative to Alternative 1 would not result 

in additional or substantively different land use impacts. The single-lane creek crossings proposed 

under Alternative 2 are considered sufficient to meet training requirements and would therefore 

support the current land use. Different routings for certain tank trail segments under Alternative 2 

would provide the same level of support to mission training as routings proposed under Alternative 

1. Ground-based changes under Alternative 2 would comply with all applicable Fort Eisenhower 

plans and policies. The ground-based changes would occur relatively far from the installation 

boundary and would have no effect on off-installation areas. 

3.8 NOISE 

Noise is considered unwanted sound that interferes with normal activities or otherwise diminishes 

the quality of the environment. Sound levels in this document are stated in decibels (dB), a 

logarithmic scale used to simplify communication of a very wide range of audible sound pressure 

levels. At distances of about 3 feet, normal human speech ranges from 63 to 65 dB, loud kitchen 

appliances (e.g., blender) range from about 83 to 88 dB, and rock bands can approach 110 dB. 

The frequency (i.e., pitch) of a sound is also important in determining how the sound will be 

perceived. Sound levels that have been adjusted to emphasize frequencies heard best by humans 

are described as “A-weighted.” Firing of large arms munitions generates sounds that are felt as 

well as heard. To fully account for potential impacts, large arms munitions noise levels are often 

“C-weighted,” an adjustment that de-emphasizes extremely low- and high-frequency sounds to a 

lesser extent than A-weighting. Small and large arms single-firing-event noise levels are 

sometimes described using peak sound levels that are “flat-weighted” (i.e., no adjustment for 

frequency sensitivity). Because A-weighted, C-weighted and flat-weighted dB values quantify 

noise differently, dB values with different weighting types cannot be summed.  

Several metrics (i.e., systems of measure) have been created to describe aspects of a noise source 

that are relevant to particular categories of impacts. Noise metrics used in this EA are listed in 

Table 3-7. 

Chapter 14 of AR 200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement, outlines the noise 

management policy for the Army, defining land use compatibility recommendations for 

noise-sensitive land uses in four noise zones (Table 3-8). AR 200-1 identifies housing, schools, 

and medical facilities as examples of noise-sensitive land uses. The Land Use Planning Zone and 

Zone I are generally compatible with sensitive land uses. Noise Zone II is generally not compatible 

with sensitive land uses, and Noise Zone III is never compatible with sensitive land uses. The Fort 

Gordon / Central Savannah Area Compatible Use Study categorizes areas where the predominant 
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land use is agriculture as “agricultural-residential” and treats them as compatible with Noise Zone 

II, even if some low-density single-family housing is included (Central Savannah River Area 

Regional Commission, 2019). 

Table 3-7. Noise Metrics Used in this Document 

Metric Description 

ADNL ADNL is the 24-hour average A-weighted sound level obtained after addition of 10 dB to 

noises occurring between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The 10-dB adjustment accounts for 

increased sensitivity and lower ambient sound levels during the late night and early morning. 

CDNL CDNL is equivalent to ADNL except applied to C-weighted sound levels. 

PK15(met) PK15(met) is a single event sound level metric that is not frequency weighted; it reflects the 

highest instantaneous level of an event. This metric accounts for the statistical variation caused 

by weather, stating that the sound level is expected to be exceeded by 15% of all events that 

might occur. A PK15(met) level of greater than 130 dB has a high risk of complaints, 115–130 

dB has a moderate risk of complaints, and a level below 115 dB has a low risk of complaints. 

In this EA, the abbreviation for peak level “dBP” can be assumed to refer to PK15(met). 
% = percent; a.m. = ante meridiem; ADNL = A-weighted day-night-level; CDNL = C-weighted day-night-level; dB = 

decibels; dBP = single event peak level; EA = Environmental Assessment; p.m. = post meridiem; PK15(met) = single event 

peak level exceeded by 15% of events 

 

Table 3-8. Land Use Planning Guidelines Stated in AR 200-1 

Noise Zone 
Aviation ADNL 

(dB) 

Impulsive CDNL 

(dB) 

Small Arms  

(dBP) 
Noise-Sensitive Land Use 

LUPZ 60–65 57–62 NA Generally Compatible 

Zone I <65 <62 <87 Generally Compatible 

Zone II 65–75 62–70 87–104 Generally Not Compatible 

Zone III >75 >70 >104 Not Compatible 
> = greater than; < = less than; ADNL = A-weighted day-night-level; AR = Army Regulation; CDNL = C-weighted day-night 

level; db = decibels; dBP = single event peak level; LUPZ = Land Use Planning Zone; NA = not applicable 

 

Because the FAA is a Cooperating Agency, FAA regulations relating to noise impacts assessment 

are also applicable. In accordance with criteria established in FAA Order 1050.1F, increases in 

noise levels by more than 1.5 dB A-weighted day-night-level (ADNL) in a noise-sensitive area 

exposed to noise above 65 dB ADNL would be considered significant. Increases at noise-sensitive 

locations of 3 dB ADNL or greater to between 60 and 65 dB ADNL, as well as increases of 5 dB 

or greater to between 45 and 60 dB ADNL, are categorized as “reportable” in FAA Order 1050.1F. 

Reportable increases do not imply significant impacts but warrant close attention. 

3.8.1 Affected Environment 

The acoustic environment at Fort Eisenhower includes noise generated by munitions firing, aircraft 

operations, occasional construction activities, and military ground vehicle maneuvers. The noise 

ROI includes Fort Eisenhower and surrounding areas where potential noise impacts associated 

with these noise-generating activities occur. Fort Eisenhower has an active noise program which is 

described in the Cyber Center of Excellence, Fort Gordon, 2015 Installation Compatible Use Zone 

Plan (U.S. Army Public Health Command, 2015). The 2015 Installation Compatible Use Zone 

(ICUZ) Plan describes munitions noise levels at and near Fort Eisenhower prior to the temporary 

cessation of artillery firing due to airspace size constraints. The ICUZ program promotes land use 

that is compatible with the military noise environment through communication, cooperation, and 

collaboration between Fort Eisenhower and the surrounding community. Fort Eisenhower has a 

responsive noise complaint program, which is managed by the Public Affairs Office. 

Munitions Firing. Noise associated with current munitions usage noise was assessed by U.S. 

Army Public Health Center. The assessment report is included in Appendix E.  
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Large arms (i.e., rounds larger than .50 caliber and explosive charges) munitions usage on Fort 

Eisenhower is currently limited due to constraints imposed by the existing airspace configuration, 

as described in Section 1.4. Noise Zone III, associated with ongoing large arms munitions usage, 

does not extend beyond installation boundaries. Noise Zone II affects 35 off-installation acres that 

are primarily agricultural, open space, or wooded, although some scattered residences are included. 

This mixed land use, which is denoted as “agricultural-residential” in the 2019 Compatible Use 

Study, is considered compatible with Noise Zone II (Central Savannah River Area Regional 

Commission, 2019).  

Under unfavorable weather conditions, large arms peak levels above 130 dBP extend beyond the 

southern installation boundary by approximately 0.6 miles. Peak levels between 115 and 130 dBP 

extend beyond the installation boundary towards the south by up to approximately 2.9 miles and 

towards the north by up to approximately 1.25 miles. Areas exposed to peak levels of 115 to 130 

dBP and above 130 dBP are primarily open/agricultural land but also include some scattered 

residential land uses. 

Small arms firing noise is also heard and may be disturbing to people off installation in certain 

areas.  

Aircraft Operations. Baseline aircraft operations noise in R-3004A/B/C was assessed in a report 

by the U.S. Army Public Health Center, which is included in Appendix F. R-3004A/B/C supports 

approximately 286 fixed- and rotary-wing military aircraft sorties annually. R-3004A/B/C is 

located almost entirely over DoD-owned land. Although flight operations are sometimes heard off 

installation, they are relatively infrequent with less than one sortie occurring per average annual 

day. The highest predicted ADNL beneath R-3004A/B/C is 36 dB. As described in Section 2.4.1.1, 

there are currently several restrictions on times during which aircraft operations are permitted to 

occur in R-3004A/B/C.  

Construction Activities. Construction and maintenance activities that involve heavy equipment 

occur on an occasional basis throughout Fort Eisenhower as needed to support the mission. When 

they occur, these activities generate localized, temporary increases in noise levels. Construction 

equipment often generates approximately 85 dB at 50 feet (Federal Highway Administration, 

2006).  

Military Ground Vehicle Maneuvers. Ground vehicles, which include heavy, armored vehicles, 

generate localized, temporary increases in noise levels primarily on the tank trails and roads. Noise 

levels generated by these vehicles are comparable to levels generated by heavy construction 

equipment. Noise generated by military ground vehicles decrease with increasing distances, 

particularly when vegetation or topographic relief (e.g., hills) are present along the sound 

transmission path. 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.8.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no airspace or ground-based changes. Training 

operations that occur currently on Fort Eisenhower would continue to occur. Implementation of 

the No Action Alternative would not change noise levels relative to baseline conditions, and there 

would be no significant noise impacts.  
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3.8.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

As described in Section 1.4, the proposed modifications to the R-3004 RA Complex would allow 

current and emerging munitions training needs to be met while simultaneously increasing 

aviation-related training opportunities. The U. S. Army Public Health Center assessments of noise 

impacts associated with proposed changes to munitions usage and aircraft operations are included in 

Appendix E and Appendix F, respectively. These assessments include operational details used in 

noise modeling, such as the specific number of rounds of each type proposed to be fired or the specific 

numbers of sorties proposed to be flown by each aircraft type. In accordance with DoD Instruction 

(DoDI) 4715.13, DoD Operational Noise Program, noise levels associated with large arms munitions 

usage were calculated using the program BNOISE2. Aircraft noise levels were calculated using the 

model MRNmap, as prescribed by DoDI 4715.13 and the FAA Order 1050.1F Desk Reference. It is 

worth noting that the Alternative 1 munitions usage scenario reflects both airspace modifications (i.e., 

airspace changes) and the proposed establishment of new firing points (i.e., a ground-based changes). 

Munitions Firing. As described in Appendix E, large arms usage would increase from approximately 

739 to approximately 3,239 expenditures per year. The resumption of artillery firing, which has been 

paused for the past several years due to airspace size constraints, would increase the extent of large 

arms Noise Zones II and III (Figure 3-4). Off-installation acreage would increase by 10 acres from 35 

to 45 acres, and Noise Zone III would remain entirely within installation boundaries (Table 3-9). 

Off-installation areas newly affected by Noise Zone II are agricultural, open space, or wooded and 

are considered compatible (see Appendix E). This land use, which is denoted as 

“agricultural-residential” in the 2019 Compatible Use Study, is considered compatible with Noise 

Zone II (Central Savannah River Area Regional Commission, 2019).  

Table 3-9. Demolition and Large Caliber Noise Zone Acreage 

Noise 

Zone 

Baseline Conditions Proposed Action Change 

Total 

Acreage 

Off-Installation 

Acreage 

Total 

Acreage 

Off-Installation 

Acreage 

Total 

Acreage 

Off-Installation 

Acreage 

LUPZ 2,382 98 8,943 143 6,561 45 

Zone II 2,091 35 5,618 45 3,527 10 

Zone III 862 0 2,772 0 1,910 0 
LUPZ = Land Use Planning Zone 

 

Single event peak noise levels under baseline and proposed conditions are shown in Figure 3-5. The 
loudest peak noise levels experienced in most areas near Fort Eisenhower under baseline conditions 
are generated by demolition charge detonations, which would continue unchanged under Alternative 
1. Peak sound levels between 115 and 130 dBP generated by artillery firing from the two proposed 
new firing points would extend approximately 0.3 mile beyond the installation boundary. Noise 
generated by artillery firing would result in an additional 0.25-mile-wide strip of off-installation land 
beyond the western installation boundary and an additional 0.3-mile-wide strip of land beyond the 
southern boundary being exposed to peak sound levels between 115 and 130 dBP. Land use in areas 
newly affected by peak noise levels exceeding 115 dBP are primarily agricultural, open space, or 
wooded, with some scattered residences (see Appendix E). Peak levels between 115 and 130 dB are 
associated with a moderate risk of complaints. As noted previously, the dBP metric used in this 
analysis accounts for the effects of weather, stating that the sound level is expected to be exceeded by 
only 15 percent of all events that might occur. Most events experienced would occur in more favorable 
weather conditions and would be less loud. 
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Figure 3-4. Baseline and Proposed Large Caliber Noise Zones
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Figure 3-5. Baseline and Proposed Single Event Peak Noise Levels Under Unfavorable Weather Conditions
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In conclusion, although large arms firing noise at off-installation locations may be disturbing at 

times, and all land uses would remain compatible. There would be no change in small arms usage, 

and small arms noise would not change relative to baseline conditions. Fort Eisenhower would 

continue its responsive noise complaint program. Fort Eisenhower would also continue its ICUZ 

program, updating the ICUZ Study as necessary, to communicate with and help guide development 

in surrounding communities. The Army Public Health Command recommends providing prior 

public notice of artillery training events, including date(s) and approximate start and stop times 

(see Appendix E). Munitions noise impacts would not be significant. 

Aircraft Operations. The number of sorties conducted annually in R-3004A/B/C would increase 

by 20 percent, from 286 to 343, and the boundaries of R-3004A/B/C would change as depicted in 

Figure 2-1. Areas newly beneath R-3004A/B/C are entirely within the boundaries of Fort 

Eisenhower. Operational parameters are described in greater detail in Appendix F. The highest 

predicted ADNL within R-3004A/B/C would increase from 36 to 38 dB. Aircraft noise levels 

would remain well below criteria for significant or reportable impacts established in FAA Order 

1050.1F and criteria levels for Noise Zone II or III established in AR 200-1. Removal of 

restrictions on flying in R-3004A/B/C during weekends and national holidays would result in 

aircraft being heard during times in which they are not currently heard (e.g., weekends), potentially 

causing annoyance for some of the people hearing the aircraft. Aircraft operations would remain 

relatively infrequent, as reflected by the low calculated time-averaged noise level, and noise 

impacts would not be significant. 

Ground-Based Changes 

Construction Activities. Construction and associated noise would occur at proposed concrete turn 

pads and new firing points, as well as along tank trails proposed to be widened. As noted in Section 

3.8.1, heavy equipment is used on Fort Eisenhower under baseline conditions as part of 

construction and maintenance activities that are conducted as needed to support the mission. 

Construction equipment often generates approximately 85 dBA at 50 feet (Federal Highway 

Administration, 2006). Construction noise would be localized and temporary, affecting areas near 

the construction site while construction is underway. Proposed construction would occur near 

training ranges, which generate loud noises on a regular basis in areas that are not noise sensitive. 

Noise impacts associated with proposed construction would not be significant. 

Military Ground Vehicle Maneuvers. Under Alternative 1, all tank trails would remain in their 

current alignments. Certain segments of existing tank trails are close to sensitive cultural resources 

and protected natural resource habitat. Ground vehicle maneuver noise levels would not change 

relative to baseline conditions, and there would be no additional noise impacts. 

3.8.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

Alternative 2 is identical to Alternative 1 in terms of airspace changes. Noise impacts associated 

with airspace changes would be the same as those described for Alternative 1. Noise impacts would 

not be significant. 

Ground-Based Changes 

Construction Activities. Under Alternative 2, the same number of concrete turn pads and firing 

points would be constructed as under Alternative 1, generating the same temporary and localized 

noise impacts. Creek crossings would be single lane under Alternative 2, requiring less 

construction equipment activity and noise than the dual-lane crossings proposed under Alternative 
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1. Noise generated during construction would be localized and temporary. Construction noise 

would occur in the context of an active military installation where loud sounds are experienced 

regularly and with no noise-sensitive land uses nearby. Noise impacts would not be significant. 

Military Ground Vehicle Maneuvers. Widening of a tank trail on the opposite side of a cultural 

resources site and establishment of an alternate route to avoid protected natural resource habitat 

would move ground vehicle maneuvers further from sensitive locations than they are currently. 

Noise impacts would not be significant. 

3.9 SAFETY 

This section addresses ground and flight safety for activities and operations on the ground, in the 

air, and in space that have the potential to affect members of the public and Fort Eisenhower 

personnel. Protection of human health and the environment has and continues to be an integral part 

of the Army’s mission at Fort Eisenhower. Activities on Fort Eisenhower comply with all 

applicable federal and state and DoD-, Army-, and installation-level occupational health, safety, 

and environmental requirements to ensure that activities are conducted with no or minimal risk to 

persons or the environment, both on and off of Fort Eisenhower.  

The Fort Eisenhower Installation Safety Office mission is “to fully support the command’s mission 

while providing the best possible accident and injury prevention programs for all of Team 

Eisenhower personnel.” This mission is fully supported by the Army Installation Management 

Command safety mission. 

3.9.1 Affected Environment 

All ranges on Fort Eisenhower are managed in accordance with USACCoE&FG Regulation 

385-10, Safety, and Regulation 350-19, Installation Range and Training Area Operations. These 

regulations cover all activities on Fort Eisenhower and apply to Soldiers, Airmen, Sailors, Marines, 

DoD Civilians, dependents, contractors, and tenant personnel assigned or attached to Fort 

Eisenhower. Further, these regulations establish risk management as the Army’s principal risk 

reduction methodology and ensure regulatory and statutory compliance. They provide for public 

safety relative to Army operations and activities. USACCoE&FG Regulation 420-5, Hunting, 

Fishing, Bicycling, and Training Area Recreation Regulation, governs the recreational use of 

training areas on Fort Eisenhower. 

The ROI for safety is Fort Eisenhower and surrounding areas, including the associated airspace. 

Range Operations is responsible for the safe management and operation of ranges on Fort 

Eisenhower. Range management involves the development and implementation of those processes 

and procedures required to ensure that Army ranges are planned, operated, and managed safely. 

The focus of range management is on ensuring the safe, effective, and efficient operation of ranges 

and safe and efficient use of RAs. The overall purpose of range management is to balance the 

military need to accomplish realistic testing and training with the need to minimize potential 

impacts of such activities on human health, the environment, and surrounding communities. 

3.9.1.1 Army Health and Safety Regulations 

The Army’s policies, responsibilities, and procedures to protect Army personnel and property are 

contained in AR 385-10, The Army Safety and Occupational Health Program. AR 385-10 provides 

for operational safety and safe and healthy work places and assures compliance with applicable 

laws and regulations. Regulations and guidance pertaining to the safe use of ranges on Army 

installations is contained in AR 385-63, Range Safety. AR 385-63 covers range use from live firing 

of small arms to rockets, guided missiles, and lasers and provides guidance for minimizing the risk 

of using these weapons. 
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3.9.1.2 Fort Eisenhower Health and Safety Regulations 

Fort Eisenhower also has its own health and safety regulations, which are contained in 

USACCoE&FG Regulation 385-10. This regulation implements requirements of the Occupational 

Safety and Health Act of 1970 as implemented in EO 12196, Occupational Safety and Health 

Programs for Federal Employees; DoDI 6055 Series; and AR 385-10. USACCoE&FG Regulation 

385-10 establishes responsibilities, procedures, and rules for all personnel utilizing the installation 

range complex. Fort Eisenhower Range Operations is responsible for range safety, controls 

weapons firing and the use of training facilities, and is responsible for the management of aerial 

operations within the range complex at Fort Eisenhower. Fort Eisenhower Range Operations also 

provides clearance for aircraft overflights of the RA.  

Wide varieties of different weapon systems are currently used at Fort Eisenhower or have been 

used in the past. These systems range from small arms (e.g., 12-gauge shotgun, M-16, M203, 

50-caliber) to anti-tank guns (e.g., the AT4) to larger Field Artillery/Air Defense Artillery systems 

(e.g., the 155 mm Howitzer, the Avenger missile system, and the High Mobility Artillery Rocket 

System). Fort Eisenhower Range Operations is responsible for the management and operation of 

all the ranges to prevent conflicting uses and provides a safe training environment for Soldiers and 

the public. 

Ground Safety. Range Operations requires that the surface area encompassing the weapon safety 

footprints be protected by purchase, lease, or other restriction to ensure the safety of personnel, 

structures, and the public from expended rockets, missiles, or target debris and hazardous operations. 

The lands associated with the Fort Eisenhower training ranges meet these requirements. 

Range Operations continually assesses the risks associated with weapons use and establishes 

mission parameters that minimize the potential safety hazards. Specific weapon safety footprints 

must be assessed against each intended target to ensure that they can be safely used. Range 

Operations develops range management plans for the training ranges used and transient aircraft. 

In addition, Range Operations assigns responsibilities and provides direction regarding range 

scheduling, maintenance, explosive ordnance disposal, range decontamination, and debris 

disposal.  

SDZs are a key aspect of providing safe ranges. SDZs are designed to minimize the probability of 

hazardous fragment or round escapement from installation boundaries and to minimize the danger 

to the public, installation personnel, facilities/equipment, and property. SDZs and associated 

exclusion areas are off-limits to nonparticipating personnel during active range use (Department 

of the Army Pamphlet 385-63, Range Safety). 

Wildfires are a growing natural hazard in most regions of Georgia and throughout the Southeast, 

posing a threat to life and property, particularly where native ecosystems meet developed areas. 

Fort Eisenhower maintains a Fire Mitigation Plan and actively maintains firebreaks to help prevent 

and manage wildfires at the installation. Range Operations personnel monitor weather and fire 

conditions from resources available for fire intelligence information, including the National Fire 

Danger Rating System website, and then provide recommendations to operations personnel. These 

recommendations address the need to alter flight or ground operations and if the risk is excessive 

as determined on a situational basis.  

Flight Safety. ATC, airfield/heliport, and airspace operations are regulated by the Army under 

AR 95-2, Department of Defense Notice to Airmen System. As indicated in Section 3.1.1, FAA 

Atlanta Center is the controlling agency for all IFR air traffic within this region. R-3004A/B/C are 

administered by Fort Eisenhower Range Control, and all aircraft scheduling for operations within 

R-3004A/B/C is done through the Range Facility Management Support System or by contacting 
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Range Control. There are open lines of communication between Fort Eisenhower Range Control 

and the FAA (both AGS and Atlanta Center), as they regularly communicate the activation and 

deactivation of R-3004A/B/C. The FAA (AGS and/or Atlanta Center) will advise Fort Eisenhower 

Range Control if a nonparticipating aircraft is observed to be on a trajectory to enter, or actually 

enters, R-3004 when active. When AGS or Atlanta Center inform Fort Eisenhower Range Control 

of an anticipated or actual penetration of R-3004, Fort Eisenhower Range Control will immediately 

suspend all live-fire operations through the Range Control safety net. In addition, if there is any 

observation of a nonparticipating aircraft entering an active range within R-3004, the officer in 

charge of the range will immediately call a cease fire and contact Fort Eisenhower Range Control. 

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.9.2.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on the existing R-3004A/B/C and Bulldog D 

MOA airspace structure or operations at Fort Eisenhower. There would be no change to the current 

flight and ground safety environment.  

3.9.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

Flight Safety. The creation and use of the proposed RAs would segregate all air traffic from the 

hazardous activities. The Army would implement a multi-tiered safety program to maintain flight 

safety during these activities and training. The times of use for these RAs would be established 

and published through a NOTAM 24 hours in advance. Strict control of RAs, restricted access to 

range areas, and use of established safety procedures would minimize the potential for safety risks 

and ensure the separation of range operations from nonparticipants. Significant impacts to aviation 

safety would not result from the creation and use of the proposed RAs. 

Ground-Based Changes 

Ground Safety. All safety actions that are in place for existing training ranges would continue to 

be in place for the proposed operations. Fort Eisenhower maintains detailed emergency and mishap 

response plans to react to an accident, should one occur. These plans assign agency responsibilities 

and prescribe functional activities necessary to react to major mishaps, whether on or off the range. 

The range safety personnel and all other range personnel would continually watch for hazardous 

conditions such as trespassers, fires, bird activity conditions, etc. Range users would be 

immediately notified of any hazardous conditions on the range. If safety is in question, the range 

safety officer or other appropriate authority would immediately stop range operations until the 

situation is remedied. Widening of tank trails would occur within the boundaries of the SAIA. 

Applicable regulations would be followed should areas require clearing of UXO prior to 

construction activities. No unauthorized personal would be allowed access to areas with potential 

UXO hazards until clearing has occurred. Construction personnel would be accompanied by 

qualified personnel if required.  

3.9.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

Airspace impacts to safety would be the same as those described for Alternative 1. 
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Ground-Based Changes 

Ground-based impacts to safety would be the same as those described for Alternative 1. 

3.10 SOCIOECONOMICS 

Socioeconomics refers to features or characteristics of the social and economic environment. This 

analysis focuses on the potential impacts that could result from the improvement to tank trails and 

the creation and modification of airspace. Because socioeconomic impacts are more widespread 

than within the installation boundaries, the following section provides a regional perspective of 

where the majority of impacts would be anticipated to occur in addition to on Fort Eisenhower. 

The ROI for this socioeconomic analysis is defined as Fort Eisenhower and areas of 

Augusta-Richmond County along with portions of Jefferson, Columbia, and McDuffie Counties 

that could be affected (directly or indirectly) by the two action alternatives.  

Since the Proposed Action does not include changes in personnel or the direct creation or loss of 

employment opportunities, the socioeconomic analysis will focus on direct (construction) and 

indirect changes to economic activity and community services. The socioeconomic analysis in this 

EA also addresses other noise-sensitive social or economic activities and impacts to airports and 

aviation. The analysis will not include detailed discussions of population and housing availability 

since there are no personnel changes associated with the Proposed Action. 

3.10.1 Affected Environment 

3.10.1.1 Economic Activity 

In 2022, employment in the Augusta-Richmond County statistical area totaled 348,245 jobs 

(USBEA 2023). The largest employment sector (by income) in the statistical area was government 

and government enterprises (17 percent), followed by healthcare and social assistance 

(7.1 percent) and manufacturing (6.9 percent) (USBEA 2023). In general, the average annual 

unemployment rate in the statistical area has been declining from a high of 9.7 percent in 2012 to 

a low of 3.5 percent in 2022 (Federal Reserve, 2023). During this same time, the state average 

annual unemployment rate also declined annually but generally has been slightly higher than the 

statistical area. In 2022, per capita personal income in the area was $49,496, which is less than per 

capita personal income in the state which is estimated at $56,589 (USBEA, 2023). 

Fort Eisenhower is the largest employer in the region. As the largest single-site employer in the 

region, Fort Eisenhower contributes approximately $2.4 billion annually in economic impact to 

the local economy. According to Realtor.com, year-over-year median list price values have 

decreased 1 percent in the statistical area (Realtor.com, 2023). Most residential land use is located 

within Augusta-Richmond County along the northeast, east, and southeast boundaries of the 

installation. Large areas of residential land use also occur in Columbian County to the north and 

Burke County to the south. Smaller residential areas are located in McDuffie and Jefferson County 

(Central Savannah River Area Regional Commission, 2019).  

3.10.1.2 Airports 

Table 3-1 lists the 12 public and private airports that have been identified in the ROI (see 

Section 3.1). One notable annual event that has positive economic impacts on the region and on 

airports in the ROI includes the large number of people as well as private jets that fly into the 

Master Tournament at Augusta. Augusta Regional airport estimates that 30,000 to 35,000 people 

pass through the airport during the 10 days of the tournament. Over 1,500 private jets will land at 

the airport in that same time period. Other airports in the region also see a substantial increase in 

traffic during the tournament.  
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3.10.1.3 Community Services 

Fort Eisenhower has its own police and fire departments, which are a part of the Directorate of 

Emergency Services. The police department provides law enforcement and property protection 

and the fire department provides emergency firefighting and rescue services. The fire department 

also provides fire prevention services. Fort Eisenhower has its own 911 call center and mutual aid 

agreements with Richmond and Columbia Counties. 

The Dwight D. Eisenhower Army Medical Center, located on post, provides healthcare services 

for military personnel, military dependents, and to military retirees and their dependents. Dental 

services are available on post and Fort Eisenhower maintains a contract for additional services at 

the Trinity Hospital in Augusta.  

3.10.2 Environmental Consequences 

Socioeconomic resources could be impacted in the ROI if the following were to occur: 

• Implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives causes local business volumes, 

employment, or population changes that exceed the ROI’s historical annual change. 

•  Implementation of the action results in extensive relocation of community businesses that 

would create severe economic hardship for the affected communities. 

• Implementation of the action results in any known effects on private and public airport 

services and the surrounding communities.  

3.10.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no new construction and no changes in the 

airspace. The No Action Alternative would not result in significant impacts to socioeconomics at 

Fort Eisenhower. 

3.10.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

No changes in personnel are anticipated with the implementation of the Proposed Action. 

Therefore changes related to employment, population, school enrollment, or housing availability 

are not anticipated.  

Peak noise levels would extend beyond the installation boundary in unincorporated areas of 

Columbia County located north of Fort Eisenhower. Low-density residential area and farmland 

south of Fort Eisenhower near the city of Blythe would also see a potential for an increase in peak 

noise levels. The complex nature of property valuation makes any estimation of the potential 

effects of airspace modifications on land values highly speculative. Socioeconomic factors, such 

as business activity, employment, interest rates, and land scarcity (or availability), are much more 

likely to affect property values than training airspace. Given the expected noise levels, it would be 

anticipated that the Proposed Action would have minimal impacts to existing housing values 

within the ROI compared to the No Action Alternative. 

As described in Section 3.1, there would be no impacts to airports in the region, and therefore there 

would be no economic impacts associated with airports. Some minor, individual economic impacts 

could occur to aircraft operators due to increased fuel usage to divert outside of the larger area of 

the Proposed Action. No significant impacts to socioeconomics are anticipated as a result of 

implementing the airspace changes associated with Alternative 1. 
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Ground-Based Changes 

Construction activities associated with trail improvements and the construction of new firing 

points would have minimal, short-term, positive economic impacts due to the purchasing of 

supplies and some minor labor requirements.  

3.10.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

Airspace impacts to socioeconomics would be the same as those described for Alternative 1. 

Ground-Based Changes 

Ground-based impacts to socioeconomics would be the same as those described for Alternative 1. 

3.11 SOILS 

The term “soils” refers to unconsolidated materials formed from the underlying bedrock or other 

parent material. Soils play a critical role in both the natural and human environment. Impacts to 

soils result from earth disturbance that would expose soil to wind or water erosion. Analysis of 

impacts on soils and surface water examines the potential for such erosion and describes typical 

measures employed to minimize erosion.  

Criteria for evaluating impacts related to soil resources resulting from implementation of the 

Proposed Action are impacts on unique soil resources, minimization of soil erosion, and the siting 

of facilities relative to potential soil limitations. If development proposed in the EA were to 

substantially affect any of these features, impacts would be considered significant.  

For the purposes of this soils analysis, the ROI for the Proposed Action and the No Action 

Alternative includes the land within and immediately surrounding Fort Eisenhower. 

3.11.1 Affected Environment 

The soils on Fort Eisenhower are predominantly sandy in character, strongly acidic, and low in 

organic matter and moisture holding capacity (Fort Gordon, 2019a). 

Twenty-six soil classes have been identified on the installation. The upland areas of Fort 

Eisenhower usually host deep, well-drained, medium-to-fine sandy soils, and the low areas host 

mostly poorly drained hydric soils. The Troup-Lakeland, Orangeburg-Lucy-Dothan, and Troup-

Vaucluse-Ailey series are the predominant soil series on the installation (USDA, 1981). To a lesser 

extent, the Bibb-Osier series occurs along the creeks and floodplains throughout the installation. 

Although 12 of the soil types on Fort Eisenhower are identified as prime farmland and 6 soil types 

are considered Farmland of Statewide Importance, land used for national defense purposes such 

as that on Fort Eisenhower is not subject to the Farmland Protection Policy Act, and therefore these 

soils do not require special consideration. Fort Eisenhower operates under a number of different 

plans, permits, and programs that in conjunction form the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control 

Component. Approximately 67 miles of improved graded roads are maintained by DPW on Fort 

Eisenhower. Various culvert crossings are installed on firebreaks and woodland roads to facilitate 

travel.  

3.11.1.1 Fort Eisenhower Land and Rehabilitation and Maintenance 

The Fort Eisenhower Land Rehabilitation and Maintenance (LRAM) program is a component of 

the Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM) program within Range Control 

(USACCoE&FG Regulation 350-19). USACCoE&FG Regulation 350-19 provides specific 
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details regarding the responsibilities of various units to minimize soil erosion and sediment impacts 

from training activities on Fort Eisenhower. The intent of the LRAM program is to sustain a 

realistic field training environment for continuous and diverse training events and to mitigate 

environmental impacts caused by realistic training. 

The ITAM is an Army-wide core program of the Sustainable Range Program (SRP) designed to 

provide quality training lands to support the Army’s military mission and to help ensure no net 

loss of training capability (a Sikes Act requirement). The ITAM program is responsible for 

maintaining the outdoor classroom to help the Army meet its training requirements. The 

Army-wide goal for ITAM is to “achieve optimum, sustainable use of training lands by 

inventorying and monitoring land condition, integrating training requirements with land capacity, 

educating land users to minimize adverse impacts, and providing for land rehabilitation and 

maintenance.” 

The ITAM program is governed by AR 350-19, The Army Sustainable Range Program, and 

includes the following:  

• The Training Requirements Integration component provides trainers and range managers 

with technical information to balance training needs with land constraints.  

• The LRAM component improves and enhances training capacity through repair, 

maintenance, and reconfiguration of training lands.  

• The Range and Training Land Assessment component (formerly Land Condition Trend 

Analysis) collects data to determine training land conditions, identifies areas needing repair 

or reconfiguration, and supports range operations and modernization planning. 

• The Sustainable Range Awareness component develops and distributes educational 

materials to reduce avoidable impacts on range and training land assets and to improve the 

understanding of land use constraints and training requirements for training land users and 

managers.  

• The Sustainable Range Program Geographic Information Systems program is the 

foundational support element of the SRP. The SRP Geographic Information Systems 

Program is comprised of people, SOPs, data, hardware, and software. It provides standard 

mapping and spatial analysis capabilities for ITAM, Range Operations, Range 

Modernization, and Installation military training. 

The LRAM program conducts preventive and corrective LRAM projects within the training areas 

(i.e., smooth out excessive ruts, repair washed out trails, revegetate heavily disturbed sites). While 

LRAM efforts are in progress, the Range Officer may temporarily restrict vehicle maneuver on 

specific tracts of land to minimize safety hazards and ensure the fastest recovery possible for the 

land. Once the land recovers, the Range Officer will lift the restriction. 

3.11.1.2 Erosion Management 

Soil is formed over many years. When uncovered or disturbed, soil particles can become detached 

from the soil column and transported in the air or in water. When detached by rain, soil particles 

are transported by water in the form of overland flow to surface waters. Once soil particles become 

suspended in runoff, they change from being natural resources that support plant growth to 

pollutants in the form of sediment. Soil erosion can be a problem anywhere disturbance occurs. 

On Fort Eisenhower, soil erosion can result from past clearing activities, establishment of 

firebreaks, agricultural practices, and maneuver training.  
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Erosion resulting from both natural and man-made disturbance can take many forms. Fort 

Eisenhower recognizes the importance of keeping its soils in place to support plant growth, since 

a variety of vegetation communities are important for training exercises and are mediums for the 

construction of ranges, maneuvering trails, buildings, etc.  

Fort Eisenhower operates under a number of plans, permits, and programs that form the Soil 

Erosion and Sediment Control Component of the INRMP (Fort Gordon, 2019a). In 2012, Fort 

Eisenhower conducted soil erosion and depositional geographic information system modeling. 

This modeling identified potential erosion and sediment deposition hotspots on non-developed 

lands, and Fort Eisenhower uses the geographic information system database as a tool to track 

erosion, perform restoration, and maintain BMPs.  

Fort Eisenhower recognizes that sedimentation is the number one pollutant of Fort Eisenhower 

waterways. Sedimentation has also led to indirect impacts to other resources. For these reasons, 

Fort Eisenhower has adopted an aggressive soil erosion management policy.  

The Directorate of Plans, Training, Mobilization and Security via its Range Control Division is a 

vital component in the implementation of erosion control on the installation. The Fort Eisenhower 

DPW cooperates with the Directorate of Plans, Training, Mobilization and Security through the 

ITAM program to ensure the sustainability of land use for the military mission and protection of 

the environment. 

The effects of military training and vegetation management on soil erosion vary widely, depending 

on the type and intensity of the activity and the location of the activity with respect to soil types 

and slopes. The two most common types of training conducted at Fort Eisenhower are maneuvers 

and live-firing exercises. Maneuvering heavy-wheeled or tracked vehicles can cause a high level 

of disturbance to soils and vegetation, which can cause accelerated soil erosion. In particular, 

repeated maneuvering in a small area greatly disturbs soils, and compacted soils can be difficult 

to rehabilitate. 

Prior to training, proposed training activities and training site locations are coordinated with the 

Fort Eisenhower DPW-Environmental Division through Range Control to avoid sensitive areas. 

Vegetation management (clearing and prescribed burns) within the training areas also impacts soil 

stability. When the soils become void of vegetation after clearing or prescribed burning, they are 

very susceptible to erosion until vegetation is reestablished. Disturbance from firing exercises also 

increases erosion. 

3.11.1.3 Environmental Stewardship Guidelines 

In an effort to comprehensively manage and protect soil resources on Fort Eisenhower, the INRMP 

(Fort Gordon, 2019a) contains soil management goals and objectives designed to protect soil 

resources and prevent soil destabilization and erosion. The impact of training exercises to soil 

resources is reduced through implementation of the existing soil resource environmental 

stewardship guidelines contained within the INRMP and the ITAM environmental stewardship 

guidelines. After training, land evaluations determine the required remediation measures and if 

training must be rotated to another area while the land recovers. 

3.11.2 Environmental Consequences 

A significant impact to soils from training activities would occur if one or more of the following 

occurs: 

• substantial soil loss or compaction precluding the reestablishment of vegetation 

• erosion causing detrimental effects to aquatic life in adjacent waters 

• a violation of applicable federal or state law, regulation, or permit 
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3.11.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, training operations at Fort Eisenhower would continue as they 

are currently being conducted. None of the tank trails on Fort Eisenhower would be widened, there 

would be no concrete turn pads or firing points constructed, and there would be no impacts to soils 

at Fort Eisenhower from any of the Proposed Actions. In addition, there would be no changes to 

any of the airspace above Fort Eisenhower and range operations would remain unchanged. 

3.11.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

Implementation of the airspace changes associated with Alternative 1 would not result in any 

impacts to soils. 

Ground-Based Changes 

Implementation of the ground-based changes associated with Alternative 1 would result in short- 

and long-term, direct effects on soils at Fort Eisenhower. The current tank trail network on Fort 

Eisenhower varies from 3.5 to 7 meters wide. As part of this alternative, the tank trails would all 

be widened to approximately 20 meters wide, which would include a total of 16 creek crossings. 

This alternative also includes the construction of 27 concrete turn pads to prevent soil erosion at 

locations where tracked vehicles would turn to change direction. The concrete turn pads would be 

approximately 82 feet long by 82 feet wide. In addition, this alternative requires the construction 

of two firing points. The firing points would be approximately 675 feet wide by 1,175 feet long. 

Approximately 20 miles of tank trail would be widened to 20 meters throughout Fort Eisenhower. 

In total, approximately 156.6 acres would be disturbed as part of this alternative. At Fort 

Eisenhower, the DPW evaluates creek crossings and determines the appropriate types of 

construction. The solution for creek crossings where there is intermittent flow, such as some of 

those on Fort Eisenhower, is to construct a swale with a riprap-bearing surface underlain with filter 

fabric. 

As part of the construction planning for this project, Fort Eisenhower would obtain a National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction Stormwater General Permit from 

the State of Georgia. As part of the compliance with this permit, Fort Eisenhower would implement 

an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, as well as BMPs, during trail widening and concrete turn 

pad or firing point construction, which would prevent or mitigate soil erosion. The BMPs that 

would be constructed to reduce soil erosion are explained in detail in the INRMP (Fort Gordon, 

2019a). Additionally, a land disturbance permit would also be required from Augusta-Richmond 

County before any of the ground-based changes would be implemented. Clearing vegetation would 

disturb limited areas of soil; however, because surrounding areas would be vegetated, these 

maintenance activities are not expected to substantially increase the risk of erosion. Clearing 

vegetation by hand or using other methods that avoid tilling could further reduce the risk of 

erosion. 

As part of the Erosion and Sediment Control Plan, Fort Eisenhower would identify a qualified 

person to conduct the required stormwater inspections. Qualified personnel (a person with 

knowledge of the principles and practice of erosion and sediment control and P2 with the ability 

to assess conditions that could impact water quality and the capacity to evaluate stormwater 

controls) would conduct inspections of disturbed areas at least once every 14 calendar days and 

within 24 hours of the end of a storm event of 0.5 inch or greater of precipitation.  
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Summary reports of each inspection would be developed per the required guidelines. Any 

deficiencies noted in an inspection would be corrected within 7 days and documented in a 

corrective action report. Inspection and corrective action reports would be retained as part of the 

Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for at least 3 years from the date the site is permanently 

stabilized. BMPs could include but are not limited to establishment of temporary vegetation, 

establishment of permanent vegetation, mulching, geotextiles, sod stabilization, vegetative buffer 

strips, protection of trees, preservation of mature vegetation, and other appropriate measures. 

Permanent stabilization is a perennial vegetative cover equal to 70 percent of the native 

background vegetation. Within 30 days of final site stabilization, Fort Eisenhower would file the 

Notice of Termination with the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (EPD) to terminate 

coverage under the General Permit. 

Short-term, direct soil compaction and disturbances are anticipated from vegetation clearing, 

vehicles, foot traffic, and large construction equipment used for trail widening. Long-term 

maintenance efforts could result in additional soil disturbances from mechanized excavation near 

the proposed firing sites, concrete turn pads, and widened tank trails. Soil from these areas would 

not be removed from the site but rather used for site restoration after construction is complete. 

Therefore, no off-site fill material would be required for site restoration. Erosion impacts would 

be temporary and would be minimized through continued adherence to the LRAM program and 

by employing BMPs for soil erosion and sedimentation. Once vegetation has been reestablished, 

impacts from trail widening would be reduced to negligible. 

Fort Eisenhower is committed to maintaining the sustainability of its ranges through the LRAM 

program to both minimize erosion impacts and repair areas that could experience erosion during 

training activities. Areas experiencing non-sustainable use would be evaluated and BMPs would 

be applied for sustainable soil uses as funding is available. The selection of and use of BMPs 

depends upon specific soil types and ground conditions in the areas disturbed by training but could 

include stabilization of stream crossings, trail stabilizations, revegetation, sediment retention 

structures, gully repairs, and repairing areas of compacted soil.  

In addition to adherence to the LRAM program and the implementation of BMPs, Fort Eisenhower 

would employ the following training restrictions to minimize erosion and sedimentation issues: 

• Tree and vegetation clearing along the tank trails would be confined to an approximately 

20-meter corridor.  

• Vehicles using the tank trail system would be confined to the tank trails and existing low 

water crossings. 

• The terrain profile shall be restored to its original condition after training completion. 

Soils would be temporarily impacted when the tank trails are being widened and the turn pads and 

firing points are being constructed; but, after construction, the sites would be regraded to 

pre-activity conditions and vegetation would be reestablished per the INRMP. Training restrictions 

would be instituted by Range Operations to minimize erosion and sedimentation issues. Therefore, 

with the use of appropriate BMPs and soil conservation methods described above, implementation 

of Alternative 1 would not result in significant impacts to soil resources. 
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3.11.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

Implementation of the airspace changes associated with Alternative 2 would not result in any 

impacts to soils. 

Ground-Based Changes 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in the same types of impacts to soil resources as 

described under Alternative 1. However, implementation of Alternative 2 would result in less 

impacts to soils when compared to Alternative 1 because the width of the tank trails at creek 

crossings would be minimized to single-lane crossings versus two-lane crossings (i.e., narrower 

than 10 meters wide). 

Soils would be temporarily impacted when the tank trails are being widened and the turn pads and 

firing points are being constructed; but, after construction, the sites would be regraded to 

pre-activity conditions and vegetation would be reestablished per the INRMP (Fort Gordon, 

2019a). Training restrictions would be instituted by Range Operations to minimize erosion and 

sedimentation issues. Therefore, with the use of appropriate BMPs and soil conservation methods 

described above, implementation of Alternative 2 would not result in significant impacts to soil 

resources. 

3.12 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 

Traffic and transportation infrastructure includes the installation access points and the installation 

roadway network. The Proposed Action has the potential to impact transportation resources on the 

installation. For the transportation analysis, the impact analysis consisted of a qualitative 

assessment based on available information. Impacts could arise from physical changes to the 

existing road network and construction-related traffic delays from the widening of tank trails and 

the construction of turn pads and firing points.  

The ROI for the traffic and transportation resource area is limited to the tank trail network and the 

roads and other trails that would be crossed by vehicles using the tank trails on Fort Eisenhower. 

Transportation resources located throughout the cantonment areas on Fort Eisenhower would not 

be affected by implementation of either of the two action alternatives and, therefore, are not part 

of the ROI. 

3.12.1 Affected Environment 

This section describes the general traffic and transportation conditions on Fort Eisenhower relative 

to access and traffic circulation. U.S. Highway 78/State Highway 10 (Eisenhower Highway) bound 

Fort Eisenhower to the north, and U.S. Highway 221 bounds Fort Eisenhower to the west. On the 

south, Fort Eisenhower is bounded by U.S. Highway 1. Interstate 20, located 2 miles north of the 

installation, and Interstate 520 (Bobby Jones Expressway), located 2 miles east of Gate 1, provide 

access to the installation. The main entrance for Fort Eisenhower is located at Gate 6 off of U.S. 

Highway 78. 

Combat vehicles on Fort Eisenhower must move regularly between the maintenance areas, training 

areas, and ranges. Tracked vehicles must be provided a separate system of tank trails. These trails 

have different design characteristics: wider lanes, stronger structure, and harder materials to 

accommodate wider and heavier vehicles and different traction systems. The use of tank trails and 

range roads on Fort Eisenhower is scheduled according to priority and safety requirements. Tank 
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trails and range roads are used for essential personnel only, and traffic on these roads is not 

anticipated to significantly increase.  

The maneuver training and range areas are accessed via 

the existing road and tank trail network located 

throughout this area. The current tank trail network on 

Fort Eisenhower varies from 3.5 to 7 meters wide. The 

existing tank trails are too narrow to accommodate two 

vehicles passing in opposite directions. The existing 

tank trails are primarily comprised of sand. An example 

of a typical tank (tracked vehicle) trail is shown in 

Figure 3-6. 

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.12.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no 

new activities associated with tank trail improvements, 

firing points, or airspace. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not result in 

significant impacts to traffic and transportation resources at Fort Eisenhower or the areas under 

the proposed airspace. 

3.12.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 

Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

Implementation of the airspace changes would not result in any direct or indirect impacts to traffic 

and transportation resources on Fort Eisenhower. No construction is associated with the airspace 

changes.  

Ground-Based Changes 

Implementation of either of the action alternatives would not result in additional personnel or 

government or personal vehicles using transportation resources on Fort Eisenhower. 

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in the widening of all tank trails on Fort Eisenhower 

to 20 meters wide. Tank trails would cross the main road leading onto the installation from Gate 6. 

To prevent further damage to the tank trail network, 27 concrete turn pads would be constructed 

at locations where tracked vehicles would be required to make turns to change directions. Two 

new firing points would also be constructed in the SAIA. Once completed, all tactical combat 

vehicles would be required to use the tank trail network. This could decrease the wear and tear on 

primary roads and secondary trails, resulting in beneficial impacts. The only adverse impacts to 

transportation resources that would result from implementation of Alternative 1 would be 

temporary short-term traffic delays during the tank trail widening and firing point and concrete 

turn pad construction. During construction, appropriate signage and potential flaggers would be 

used to safely direct traffic around construction zones. In advance of tank trail widening or 

construction of the firing points and concrete turn pads, Fort Eisenhower would develop specific 

traffic and transportation plans to safely redirect traffic during the construction timeframe. The 

traffic and transportation plan would be designed to minimize impacts to traffic and transportation 

resources on Fort Eisenhower. 

 

Figure 3-6. Typical Tracked Vehicle 

Trail on Fort Eisenhower 
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3.12.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

As with Alternative 1, there would be no impacts to transportation resources resulting from the 

proposed airspace changes. 

Ground-Based Changes 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in the widening of all tank trails on Fort Eisenhower 

to 20 meters wide, with the exception of creek crossings where the width would be reduced to 

10 meters and the widening of tank trails would be routed to avoid sensitive natural and cultural 

resources. The same number of concrete turn pads and firing points as Alternative 1 would be 

constructed. Once completed, all tactical combat vehicles would be required to use the tank trail 

network. This would decrease the wear and tear on roads and secondary trails, resulting in 

beneficial impacts. The only adverse impacts to transportation resources that would result from 

implementation of Alternative 2 would be temporary short-term traffic delays during the tank trail 

widening and firing point and concrete turn pad construction. During construction, appropriate 

signage and potential flaggers would be used to safely direct traffic around construction zones. In 

advance of tank trail widening or construction of the firing points and concrete turn pads, Fort 

Eisenhower would develop specific traffic and transportation plans to safely redirect traffic during 

the construction timeframe. The traffic and transportation plan would be designed to minimize 

impacts to traffic and transportation resources on Fort Eisenhower. 

3.13 WATER RESOURCES 

Water resources on Fort Eisenhower include surface water, floodplains, wetlands, and 

groundwater. The ROI for water resources includes portions of the Fort Eisenhower range complex 

in the vicinity of infrastructure (e.g., tank trails) that would be modified under the Proposed Action. 

3.13.1 Affected Environment 

Surface water. Streams in the ROI include Spirit, South Prong, Sandy Run, and Boggy Gut Creeks, 
as well as their tributaries (Figure 3-7). Several lakes and ponds ranging in size from 3 to 32 acres 
have been created along these streams (Fort Gordon, 2019a).  

The Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes federal limits through the NPDES program on the amounts 
of specific pollutants that can be discharged into waters of the United States to restore and maintain 
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the water. The NPDES program regulates the 
discharge of point (i.e., end of pipe) and non-point sources (i.e., stormwater) of water pollution. The 
Georgia EPD administers the NPDES program within the state of Georgia and has general permitting 
authority. Segments of Spirit Creek and Sandy Run Creek are impaired waterways under Section 
303(d) of the CWA and do not support their designated uses (i.e., fishing) (USEPA, 2022a; USEPA, 
2022b). Probable sources contributing to the Spirit Creek impairment include non-point sources and 
urban runoff/storm sewers, as indicated by fish bioassessments and the finding of thallium in fish 
tissue. A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) evaluation conducted by the GA DNR established a 
target reduction of 1.1 percent in total sediment load. The TMDL evaluation suggests the use of 
management practices including forestry BMPs, improved unpaved roads maintenance, erosion 
controls for land-disturbing activities, and measures to minimize stream bank erosion (GA DNR, 
2016b). In Sandy Run Creek, the probable source of impairment is a non-point source as indicated 
by fish bioassessments; no plan has yet been established to restore water quality in Sandy Run Creek 
(USEPA, 2022b). Activities on Fort Eisenhower are conducted in accordance with applicable 
permits (e.g., Georgia NPDES permits), plans (e.g., INRMP), and regulations (e.g., USACCoE&FG 
Regulation 350-19), which minimize impacts to water resources such as erosion. 
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Figure 3-7. Surface Water, Wetlands, and Floodplains on Fort Eisenhower
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The Boggy Gut Creek watershed has been designated as high priority for protecting aquatic 
biodiversity by the GA DNR. These water resources are prioritized for a broad array of conservation 
activities, including watershed-level protection efforts, riparian restoration, protection or restoration 
of natural flow regimes, and other conservation activities (GA DNR, 2015). None of the potentially 
affected streams are designated trout streams as defined in Georgia Rules and Regulations 
391-3-6-.03. Georgia’s waterways are protected by a 25-foot buffer under the Georgia Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Act (Official Code of Georgia Annotated Section 12-7-1), and a buffer 
variance is required if that buffer cannot be maintained. 

Wetlands. Wetlands on Fort Eisenhower are also primarily located along streams, as shown in 
Figure 3-7. EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires that new construction in wetlands be avoided 
to the extent possible and that all practicable measures be taken to minimize or mitigate impacts on 
wetlands. Section 404 of the CWA requires additional evaluation, protection, and mitigation of 
impacts for wetlands that are considered waters of the United States.  

Floodplains. The 100-year and 500-year floodplains on Fort Eisenhower that have been delineated 
by the Federal Emergency Management Agency to date are shown in Figure 3-7. The floodplains 
are primarily located along streams. EO 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal agencies 
to avoid (to the extent possible) the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the 
occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain 
development unless it is the only practicable alternative. Flood potential of a site is usually 
determined by the 100-year floodplain. EO 13690, Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management 
Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input, amends EO 
11988, Floodplain Management, and establishes the Federal Flood Risk Management Standard to 
improve the nation’s resilience to current and future flood risks, which are anticipated to increase 
over time due climate change. EO 13690 requires consideration of potential future flood risk relative 

to several potential criteria including the 500-year floodplain. 

Groundwater. Fort Eisenhower is located in the Coastal Plain hydrogeologic province of Georgia, 

and the principal groundwater source in this province is the Southeastern Coastal Plain aquifer 

system. Depth to groundwater ranges from approximately 56 feet to 0 feet below ground surface 

(Fort Gordon, 2020c). Six drilled potable water wells are located in the Fort Eisenhower training 

areas (Fort Gordon, 2019a). The wells provide water to facilities such as the Leitner Recreation 

Area and Fort Eisenhower Natural Resources Management Division facilities. 

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences 

Water quality impacts would be considered significant if the action would result in the following: 

• Violation of any water quality standard or contribution to existing surface water 

impairments 

• Substantial alteration of existing drainage patterns in a manner that would result in 

increased frequency or severity of flooding 

• Non-compliance with the requirements of EO 11988 or EO 13690 regarding actions in 

floodplains 

• A substantial adverse impact on federally protected wetlands that could not be mitigated  

• Substantial depletion of groundwater supplies or substantial interference with groundwater 

recharge 



Environmental Assessment for Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

  3-53 August 2024 

3.13.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no airspace or ground-based changes at Fort 

Eisenhower, and training operations would continue to occur as they do currently. The 

ground-disturbing activities that are included in the Proposed Action would not occur, and there 

would be no activities in floodplains or wetlands. Maneuvers training within the training areas 

would continue to result in adverse effects to water quality in the form of increased erosion and 

sediment transport in surface waters. Because implementation of the No Action Alternative would 

result in no changes to the current activities and conditions, water resources impacts would not be 

significant. 

3.13.2.2 Alternative 1. Airspace and Ground-Based Changes at Fort 
Eisenhower 

Airspace Changes 

The airspace changes proposed under Alternative 1 would not result in any impacts to water 

resources.  

Ground-Based Changes 

Implementation of the ground-based changes associated with Alternative 1 would result in short- 

and long-term, direct effects on water resources at Fort Eisenhower. Potential impacts are 

described for surface water, wetlands, floodplains, and groundwater. 

Surface Water. The proposed trail widening, turn pad construction, and firing point construction 

would be conducted in compliance with plans and permits mandating measures that minimize 

potential impacts to water resources. A pre-construction planning process would be followed as 

spelled out in the Fort Gordon Storm Water Quality Construction Site Permitting Guidance and 

Requirements (Fort Gordon, 2020d). Prior to initiation of construction, Fort Eisenhower would 

develop a project-specific Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plan (ESPCP) designed 

in accordance with the Manual for Erosion and Sediment Control in Georgia (GA DNR, 2016a). 

The ESPCP would include BMPs to address sediment load reduction in Spirit Creek as per the 

applicable TMDL Implementation Plan (GA DNR, 2016b). The ESPCP would also be developed 

to include BMPs from and to comply with the Fort Eisenhower Stormwater Management Program 

(General NPDES Permit GAG480000). In accordance with the requirements of the Energy 

Independence and Security Act, projects larger than 5,000 square feet would incorporate measures 

to “maintain or restore, to the maximum extent technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology 

of the property with regard to the temperature, rate, volume, and duration of flow.” The ESPCP 

would require stormwater inspections be conducted while construction is under way. Fort 

Eisenhower would submit an NOI under the GA DNR general NPDES permit for stormwater 

discharges associated with stand-alone construction projects. Because the Proposed Action would 

disturb more than 50 acres, Georgia EPD project justification and approval would be required. A 

land disturbance permit would also be required from Augusta-Richmond County before any of the 

ground-based changes could occur. Once construction and site stabilization are complete, a Notice 

of Termination would be filed to terminate coverage under the general permit. 

Training for military maneuvers involves effectively moving Soldiers and equipment across Fort 

Eisenhower, and this sometimes involves crossing streams. Disturbances of land areas within 

25 feet of streams as part of tank trail improvements at creek crossings would require a stream 

buffer variance approved by the Georgia EPD in accordance with the Georgia Erosion and 

Sedimentation Act (Official Code of Georgia Annotated Section 12-7-1). A representative of 

Richmond-Augusta County would visit the sites to confirm the presence of state water, which 

requires a buffer variance. The variance would specify which state waters would be impacted, 
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precisely quantify the area impacted, explain why the buffer intrusion cannot be avoided or 

reduced, and describe measures taken to avoid and/or repair damage within the buffer such that 

downstream water quality would be maintained or improved (GA DNR Environmental Protection 

Division, 2016). Under the series of assumptions described in Appendix D, it was estimated that 

4.7 acres of land within the 25-foot stream buffer could be affected. Impacts are associated with 

clearing and grading for trail widening and at the firing point locations. Variances for buffer 

intrusions upstream and within 10 linear miles of impaired segments of Spirit Creek or Sandy Run 

Creek would also need to show that the project has no adverse impact relative to the pollutants of 

concern.  

During scoping, the GA DNR indicated concern about streams and other sensitive habitats that 

could be impacted by the proposed project (see Appendix A). The GA DNR scoping response 

recommended that the following BMPs, which are endorsed by the State of Georgia, be 

implemented throughout the construction site at a minimum:  

• Design tank trails in such a way that streams do not serve as stormwater or sediment 

detention areas during project construction or operation (i.e., no scupper or open drains on 

bridges/arch spans; divert stormwater from the project away from the stream). Off-channel 

maintained detention ponds or diversion of stormwater across a wide slope are noted as 

acceptable diversion methods.  

• Locate staging areas and equipment maintenance areas at least 200 feet from stream banks 

to minimize the potential for wash water, petroleum products, or other contaminants from 

construction equipment entering the watershed. 

• Inspect and maintain silt fences and other erosion control devices until soil is stabilized by 

vegetation. 

• Use natural vegetation and grading techniques (e.g., vegetated swale turn-offs, vegetated 

buffer strips) that will ensure that the road or right-of-way does not serve as a conduit for 

stormwater or pollutants into the watershed during or after construction. 

• If practicable, use erosion control products made of natural, biodegradable materials such 

as “jute” or “coir” rather than plastic, and ensure that mesh strands are movable as opposed 

to fixed.  

Fort Eisenhower would consider incorporation of the BMPs listed above, which are similar to 

and/or overlap with BMPs regularly implemented on other Fort Eisenhower construction projects, 

into the project ESPCP. 

Widened tank trails would be designed with stormwater ditches and turnouts to manage water flow 

and would be designed to support use by heavy tracked vehicles. Creek crossings would be 

similarly designed to minimize water quality impacts associated with training. At Fort Riley, which 

also conducts maneuvers training, stream crossings designed with erosion prevention in mind have 

been shown to reduce water resources impacts relative to unimproved and unplanned crossings 

(Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program, no date). The improved 

infrastructure would be used in accordance with applicable regulations (e.g., USACCoE&FG 

Regulation 350-19) that minimize infrastructure degradation and associated environmental 

impacts. The Fort Eisenhower LRAM program would continue to take steps to repair any damage 

incurred through usage, such that water resources impacts associate with use of the improved 

infrastructure would be minimal. 

Wetlands. The Fort Eisenhower tank trail network crosses several streams and their associated 

wetlands (see Figure 3-7), and proposed improvement to the trail network could result in wetlands 
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impacts. Prior to construction, a wetlands delineation would be completed in areas where wetlands 

impacts are possible. Where practicable, trail alignments would be adjusted to avoid the delineated 

wetlands. If wetlands impacts associated with the Proposed Action cannot be avoided, a CWA 

Section 404 permit would be obtained. Fort Eisenhower would carry out all mitigation actions 

required by the permit, such that impacts to wetlands would either be avoided or offset. Although 

project designs for tank trails and creek crossings are not finalized, preliminary estimates indicate 

that up to 1.7 acres of wetlands could be adversely affected. Impacts are associated with trail 

widening. No wetlands are located in areas proposed for firing points or turn pads. The methods 

used to estimate affected wetland areas are described in Appendix D.  

Floodplains. Because the tank trail network crosses floodplains, the proposed improvement to the 

tank trails would unavoidably affect floodplain areas. Preliminary estimates indicate that up to 

2.9 acres of 100-year floodplain and 0.1 additional acres of 500-year floodplain (outside of the 

100-year floodplain) could be disturbed under Alternative 1. Tank trail widening would involve 

clearing vegetation and some grading but would not involve import of fill materials to raise the 

tank trail elevation. Because no vertical structures would be added and no ground elevations would 

be changed, tank trail widening would not be expected to have any effect on the movement of 

floodwaters during a flood event. Creek crossing designs are not yet available but would generally 

be designed to maintain current hydrology and the capacity for the movement of floodwaters. 

Neither the proposed turn pads nor the firing points would be in floodplains. None of the 

ground-based changes would be expected to affect flood hydrology and would not increase the 

level of flood risk to any existing facilities or activities. Moreover, tank trails and fire breaks are 

generally resilient to flooding (i.e., floods do not cause permanent damage to tank trails). As such, 

tank trails are not “critical facilities” as defined in EO 13690, and occasional flooding would 

typically result only in temporary cessations of certain range activities. Because the proposed 

improvement of existing facilities (i.e., tank trails and creek crossings) in floodplains would not 

result in additional flood-related risks, the proposed construction in the floodplains would have 

limited impacts. 

Groundwater. The potential for groundwater contamination (e.g., by accidental spills of 

hazardous materials or hazardous waste) from construction or subsequent use of improved 

infrastructure would be prevented through implementation of the installation’s existing hazardous 

waste management procedures (e.g., spill prevention, control, and countermeasures). The 

Proposed Action would not require the extraction of groundwater or interfere with groundwater 

supply at the existing wells in the training areas. The construction of 27 concrete turn pads would 

add approximately 4 acres of impervious surface resulting in localized reductions in the rate of 

groundwater recharge. Stormwater flow control devices would be installed where required, in 

accordance with the Energy Independence and Security Act and applicable permits, minimizing 

or offsetting effects to hydrology. In the context of the 50,000 acres of training area, which consist 

almost entirely of permeable surfaces, impacts to groundwater recharge associated with the 

proposed ground-based changes would be minimal. 

In summary, impacts to water resources associated with ground-disturbing activities would be 

minimized through the use of BMPs and low-impacts design in accordance with all applicable 

laws, regulations, and permits. Water quality standards would not be violated, and existing surface 

water impairments would not be made worse. Project design would incorporate measures, as 

needed, to avoid changes in drainage patterns that would increase the frequency or duration of 

flooding. Ground-based change would be conducted in accordance with EOs 11988, 13690, and 

11990 such that impacts to floodplains and wetlands would be minimized to the extent practicable 

or else mitigated through offset. Effects on groundwater recharge associated with new 

impermeable surfaces would be minimal due to implementation of stormwater control devices, 
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where required. Development of creek crossings would result in temporary negative impacts to 

surface waters while construction is under way but would reduce impacts associated with training 

activities (i.e., vehicles crossing streams) in the long term. Because all components of the Proposed 

Action would be conducted in accordance with permits and would incorporate measures to 

minimize or offset adverse effects, impacts to water resources associated with Alternative 1 would 

be minimal and not significant. 

3.13.2.3 Alternative 2. Airspace and Minimized Ground-Based Changes at 
Fort Eisenhower (Preferred Alternative) 

Airspace Changes 

The airspace changes proposed under Alternative 2 would not result in any impacts to water 

resources.  

Ground-Based Changes 

Because creek crossings would be single lane under Alternative 2, slightly less land area would 

need to be disturbed. Water resources impacts under Alternative 2 would be similar to, but slightly 

less than, impacts under Alternative 1. 

Surface Water. The planning and permitting process followed under Alternative 2 would be the 

same as under Alternative 1. Under the series of assumptions described in Appendix D, it was 

estimated that 3.4 acres of land within the 25-foot stream buffer (38 percent less than under 

Alternative 1) could be affected. Improvements design requirements would incorporate BMPs, as 

needed, to minimize impacts to water quality goals including specific requirements of the TMDL 

Implementation Plan for Spirit Creek. Because the proposed ground-based changes would be 

conducted in accordance with permits and regulations, impacts would be minimal and 

nonsignificant in nature. 

Wetlands. Based on preliminary estimates (see Appendix D for estimation methods), up to 

1.4 acres of wetland could be affected under Alternative 2, which is 21 percent less than the 

1.7 acres potentially affected under Alternative 1. If, after wetland delineation and subsequent 

project adjustments are complete, wetland impacts are found to be unavoidable, a CWA  

Section 404 permit would be obtained. Fort Eisenhower would comply with all requirements of 

the permit, ensuring that there would be no net loss of wetlands or wetland function. Given the 

presence of streams and associated wetlands along the existing trails, there are no viable 

alternatives that would completely avoid wetland impacts.  

Floodplain. Preliminary estimates indicate that up to 2.3 acres of 100-year floodplain and 

0.1 additional acres of 500-year floodplain would be affected by tank trail widening and creek 

crossings under Alternative 2 (see Appendix D). Approximately 26 percent less floodplain area 

would be affected than under Alternative 2 than under Alternative 1. Similar to Alternative 1, the 

improved tank trails would not be “critical facilities,” and impacts of occasional flooding on trails 

or trail users would typically consist of be temporary cessation of activities. Because the proposed 

tank trail improvements would not add structures or substantially change ground elevation, no 

substantive changes to the movements of flood waters would be expected. Because the 

implementation of Alternative 2 would not result in increased flood risk, impacts would be limited 

and nonsignificant in nature. Given the presence of streams and associated floodplains along the 

existing trails there are no viable alternatives that would completely avoid floodplain impacts.  

Groundwater. Impacts to groundwater under Alternative 2 would be the same as described for 

Alternative 1. Impacts would be minimal and nonsignificant in nature. 
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In conclusion, impacts to water resources under Alternative 2 would be less than under Alternative 

1. Because actions would incorporate BMPs and low-impacts design in accordance with permits, 

plans, and regulations, impacts would be minimal and not significant. 
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4. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

CEQ regulations stipulate that the cumulative effects analysis in an EA should consider the 

potential environmental consequences resulting from “the incremental impact of the action when 

added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency 

(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7).  

Actions that have a potential to interact with the Proposed Action at Fort Eisenhower are included 

in this cumulative effects analysis. This approach enables decision-makers to have the most current 

information available so that they can evaluate the range of environmental consequences that 

would result from implementation of the Proposed Action at Fort Eisenhower.  

The assessment of cumulative effects begins with defining the scope of other project actions and 

the potential interrelationship with the proposed action (CEQ, 1997b). The scope of the analysis 

must consider other projects that coincide with the location and timetable of implementation of the 

Proposed Action at Fort Eisenhower. Cumulative effects can arise from single or multiple actions 

and through additive or interactive processes acting individually or in combination with each other. 

Actions that are not part of the proposal, but that could be considered as actions connected in time 

or space (40 CFR Section 1508.25) (CEQ, 1997b), could include projects that affect areas on or 

near Fort Eisenhower. This analysis addresses three questions to identify cumulative effects: 

1. Does a relationship exist such that elements of the Proposed Action might interact with 

elements of past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions? 

2. If one or more of the elements of the Proposed Action and another action could be expected 

to interact, would the Proposed Action affect or be affected by impacts of the other action? 

3. If such a relationship exists, does an assessment reveal any potentially significant impacts 

not identified when the Proposed Action is considered alone? 

In the following sections, the cumulative significance is based on the context, intensity, and timing 

of the Proposed Action relative to the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions. A summary 

of the cumulative effects is provided, followed by a discussion of the resource areas that have 

potentially significant cumulative effects based on the evaluation criteria described herein. 

4.1 PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIONS 

This section provides decision-makers with the cumulative effects of the Proposed Action at 

Fort Eisenhower, as well as the incremental contribution of past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable actions.  

Table 4-1 summarizes past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions within the region that 

could interact with implementation of the Proposed Action at Fort Eisenhower. Table 4-1 briefly 

describes each identified action, presents the proponent or jurisdiction of the action and the 

timeframe (e.g., past, present/ongoing, future), and indicates which resources could potentially 

interact with the Proposed Action at Fort Eisenhower. No other actions were identified for this EA 

during the data gathering and field survey phases at Fort Eisenhower.  

Past activities are those actions that occurred within the geographic scope of cumulative effects 

that have shaped the current environmental conditions of the project area. For most environmental 

resources (e.g., soils, water resources, and biological resources), the impacts of past actions are 

now part of the existing environment and are incorporated in the description of the affected 

environment. 
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Table 4-1. Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions at Fort Eisenhower and Associated Region 

Action 
Proponent/ 

Location 
Timeframe Description Resource Interaction 

Military Actions 

Satellite Communications 

Ground Terminal Facility 

Fort 

Eisenhower 

Present, 

future 

Project involves construction of a satellite communications ground 

terminal facility on a 15-acre site in the northeast portion of Fort 

Eisenhower. The facility would consist of three antennas with an 

associated equipment shelter, two permanent emergency 

generators, perimeter fencing, a sensor equipment tower, and 

utilities. 

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

Cyber Growth Fort 

Eisenhower 

Future Construct or reuse facilities for the main operations building, 

support facilities for active-duty military personnel, and associated 

temporary structures associated with the Cyber Warfare Support 

Battalion. The Proposed Action could include a maximum increase 

of personnel by up to 5,000 and would require the renovation 

and/or construction of up to 850,000 square feet of facilities on up 

to 1,700 acres of land. 

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

Construct Gate 6 and 

Access Road 

Fort 

Eisenhower 

Past, present Gate 6 is a recently completed access control point and provides 

the primary means of entry to and exit from the western part of the 

installation. This construction project, completed in 2021, included 

a combined command and control center/search office, visitor 

control center, gatehouse, inspection canopies, bidirectional 

privately owned vehicle holding area, and a search truck holding 

area. The project also included construction of an extension of 

107th Avenue to the new gate. Gate 6 is located approximately 

1,200 feet east of the satellite communications ground terminal 

facility site. 

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

Cyber Protection 

Operations Facility 

Fort 

Eisenhower 

Past, present Project involves construction of a 133,079-square-foot 

Consolidated Brigade Headquarters to support 24-hour remote 

cyber operations. The headquarters facility will house 

administrative areas divided into specific security zones and 

operations areas that include an accredited sensitive 

compartmented information facility, brigade operations center, 

network operations center, and data storage center. 

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

Child Development Center Fort 

Eisenhower 

Past, present Projects consists of construction of a large child development 

center at the corner of 15th Street and 110th Avenue; the project 

involves a daycare facility and playground area. The child 

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 
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Table 4-1. Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions at Fort Eisenhower and Associated Region 

Action 
Proponent/ 

Location 
Timeframe Description Resource Interaction 

development center is designed to serve up to approximately 330 

children between the ages of 6 weeks and 5 years. 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

Western Sanitary Sewer 

Trunk 

Fort 

Eisenhower 

Past, present The Army is planning to repair a Western Sanitary Sewer Trunk 

west of the Gordon West District cantonment area extending from 

Barnes Avenue south to the installation’s wastewater treatment 

plant. This sanitary sewer line crosses undeveloped areas west of 

the cantonment area. The line increases the capacity of the 

wastewater collection system in the Gordon West District. 

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

Air Force Comprehensive 

Airspace Initiative Moody 

Air Force Base Airspace  

Southern 

Georgia 

Past, 

present, 

future 

The DAF is creating new Military Operations Areas with a 

1,000-foot floor with modified lateral boundaries, creating a New 

Grand Bay Military Operations Area and lowering the floor of 

Moody 2 North Military Operations Area. The new airspace is 

located in the vicinity of Moody AFB in south-central Georgia. 

Airspace 

Fielding of The Armored 

Multi-Purpose Vehicle 

(AMPV) 

Fort 

Eisenhower 

Future Field the AMPV to replace five mission roles currently provided by 

the M113, to include associated operational activities, soldier 

training, and AMPV maintenance activities. The AMPV is an 

armored, tracked vehicle, which will provide a platform with 

sufficient protection, mobility, and network-enabled function to 

maneuver with and support combat vehicles throughout the range of 

military operations.  

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

Construction of Additional 

Family Housing and 

Unaccompanied Personnel 

Housing along Brainard 

Avenue 

Fort 

Eisenhower 

Present, 

future 

Construct approximately 375 new homes (94 buildings) designed to 

house 1,140 people. Homes would be constructed on three parcels 

(76 acres) along Brainard Avenue to include: (1) a 42-acre parcel 

between 36th Street and 40th Street of 215 units, housing roughly 

860 people (3 bedroom, 4 residents); (2) a 19.8-acre parcel between 

38th Street and 41st Street of 100 unaccompanied housing units; and 

(3) a 14-acre parcel between 36th Street and 38th Street of 

approximately 60 units, housing 180 people (2 bedroom, 3 

residents). The Cyber Growth PEA identifies these areas as having 

no constraints or minor environmental or other constraints on 

development. All new access roads would be constructed off 

Brainard Avenue, 36th Street, 38th Street, 39th Street, or 41st Street. 

Accompanying infrastructure such as parking, sidewalks, and 

stormwater conveyances will be constructed within the project 

footprint. 

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 
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Table 4-1. Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions at Fort Eisenhower and Associated Region 

Action 
Proponent/ 

Location 
Timeframe Description Resource Interaction 

Gordon Highway Widening Fort 

Eisenhower 

Past, present Improvements include 2.4 miles of widening and reconstruction on 

Gordon Highway from the future site of USAGFG’s new Gate 6 to 

Robinson Avenue. This project will create a new signalized 

intersection to accommodate anticipated increased traffic volume 

and changes to USAGFG’s access plan. 

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

Electronic Warfare Training Fort 

Eisenhower 

Past, present The project would consolidate the U.S. Army Cyber School at 

USAGFG, utilize existing USAGFG facilities for classroom space, 

and create a 35-acre outdoor training area on the installation.  

Noise, Air Quality, Biological 

Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

INRMP Projected 

Management Actions 

Fort 

Eisenhower 

Past, 

present, 

future 

Project includes, but is not limited to, marking and harvesting 

timber, implementing prescribed burns, red-cockaded woodpecker 

translocation, and installing red-cockaded woodpecker recruitment 

clusters.  

Land Use, Biological 

Resources, Soils, and Water 

Resources 

State and Local Actions 

Branch Springs 

Development 

Grovetown – 

Columbia 

County 

Present, 

future 

Project includes proposed housing development with 500+ homes 

on 338 acres, located just north of Grovetown between Horizon 

South Parkway and Chamblin Road. Development would also 

include commercial and light and general industrial use.  

Noise, Air Quality, Land Use, 

Traffic and Transportation, 

Soils, and Water Resources 

Various Highway 

Improvement Projects 

Richmond Present, 

future 

Project includes Bath Edie Road and Highway 88 intersection 

improvements, Whiskey Road Improvements from Wrightsboro 

Road to Guy Drive, and interchange and direct connector off of 

I-20 and into the new Gate 6 (main entrance to the installation).  

Noise, Air Quality, Safety, 

Biological Resources, Cultural 

Resources, Land Use, Traffic 

and Transportation, Soils, and 

Water Resources 

+ = plus; AFB = Air Force Base; AMPV = Armored Multi-Purpose Vehicle; DAF = Department of the Air Force; I- = Interstate; INRMP = Integrated Natural Resources 

Management Plan; PEA = Programmatic Environmental Assessment; U.S. = United States; USAGFG = United States Army Garrison, Fort Gordon 
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4.2 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 

This section evaluates the cumulative effects from the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 

future actions (see Table 4-1) relative to the implementation of the Proposed Action and 

alternatives. Cultural resources, environmental justice, hazardous materials and waste, land use, 

safety, traffic and transportation, would not negatively contribute to cumulative effects and are not 

discussed further. Cumulative effects are discussed for airspace resources, air quality, biological 

resources, noise, socioeconomics, soils, and water resources. 

4.2.1 Airspace Resources 

There are no known plans or proposals to change any airspace structure or uses in the affected area 

that would cumulatively impact this airspace environment. Any such plans/proposals that may 

arise would be examined by the FAA and all concerned for any cumulative effects that could occur 

with this Proposed Action. 

4.2.2 Air Quality 

Criteria Pollutants  

As shown in Table 3-3, airspace changes under Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in nominal 

increases in criteria pollutant emissions below 3,000 feet AGL. These air emissions, in 

combination with emissions from cumulative projects, would not contribute to an exceedance of 

NAAQS. As a result, airspace changes under Alternatives 1 and 2 would produce insignificant 

cumulative impacts. 

Activities from ground-based changes under Alternatives 1 and 2 would generate emissions that 

would remain below all insignificance thresholds. The transport of these intermittent emissions 

off-site would result in dispersed ambient pollutant concentrations at all locations. In combination 

with emissions from cumulative projects, these cumulative impacts would not contribute to an 

exceedance of NAAQS. Implementation of BMPs for fugitive dust control by the Army would 

ensure that PM10/PM2.5 emissions would remain below NAAQS levels. As a result, ground-based 

changes under Alternatives 1 and 2 would produce insignificant cumulative impacts. 

GHGs 

The potential effects of GHG emissions are by nature global and cumulative impacts because 

worldwide sources of GHGs contribute to climate change. Table 3-3 shows that airspace and 

ground-based activities proposed under Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in nominal increases of 

CO2e emissions. Therefore, Alternatives 1 and 2 would result in an imperceptible contribution to 

future climate change.  

Climate change could impact implementation of Alternatives 1 and 2 at Fort Eisenhower and the 

adaptation strategies needed to respond to future conditions. For the Central Georgia region, the 

main effect of climate change is increased temperature and precipitation, as documented in the 

Fourth National Climate Assessment - Volume II - Impacts, Risks, and Adaptation in the United 

States (USGCRP, 2018). Central Georgia has not experienced the same increase in temperature as 

other states in the nation. However, the U.S. Global Change Research Program predicts that annual 

average temperatures will increase from 3 to 6 degrees Fahrenheit by 2100, based on both low and 

high global GHG emission scenarios (USGCRP, 2018). In addition, average precipitation for each 

season will increase over the long term, with the highest increase of 10 to 20 percent occurring in 

winter (USGCRP 2017). Predictions of climate change impacts to Central Georgia include (1) an 

increase in extreme rainfall events, which will increase flood risks in low-lying regions; (2) an 

increase in urban heat and vector-borne disease; and (3) more frequent extreme heat episodes and 



Environmental Assessment for Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

  4-6 August 2024 

changing seasonal climates, which are expected to increase wildfires and exposure-linked health 

impacts and economic vulnerabilities in the agricultural, timber, and manufacturing sectors 

(USGCRP, 2018). Current operations at Fort Eisenhower have adapted to their changing climates. 

However, exacerbation of these conditions in the future could impede proposed activities during 

extreme events.  

4.2.3 Biological Resources 

The additional activities and construction projects described in Table 4-1 are anticipated to have 

similar types of impacts to vegetation, wildlife, and special status species as those impacts 

described for the Proposed Action. Cumulative impacts to biological resources resulting from 

implementation of the Proposed Action in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions at Fort Eisenhower would not be significant. 

4.2.4 Noise 

Construction and operation of a satellite communications ground terminal facility at Fort 

Eisenhower are occurring approximately 1 mile north of one of the new firing points that are part 

of the Proposed Action. Because the satellite communications facility will be unmanned, 

munitions noise would not result in disturbances at the facility. 

If construction and renovation activities associated with Cyber Growth were to occur in the same 

times and places as construction activities or ground vehicle maneuvers proposed in this Airspace 

and Ground-Based Changes EA, combined noise levels would be temporary and localized and 

would not result in significant noise impacts. Military installations are not considered to be noise 

sensitive. Therefore, the increases in munitions usage and aircraft operations noise expected as a 

result of the Proposed Action (see Section 3.8.2) would not be expected to cause noise-related 

concerns for the additional personnel analyzed in the Cyber Growth Programmatic Environmental 

Assessment. Cumulative noise impacts would not be significant. 

Equipment use as part of the new cyber school, EW Training, and timber harvesting, included as 

part of INRMP projected management actions, would generate temporary, localized noise 

increases. These increases would not result in significant noise impacts if they were to occur at the 

same times and places as activities described in this Airspace and Ground-Based Changes EA.  

The Programmatic Environmental Assessment for Fielding of the AMPV is expected to generate 

noise levels similar to existing systems. Replacement of M113 vehicles with AMPVs at Fort 

Eisenhower would not be expected to result in significant cumulative impacts with the activities 

described in this Airspace and Ground-Based Changes EA. 

4.2.5 Socioeconomics 

Analysis for projects such as the EW Training, Cyber Growth, and the satellite communications 

ground terminal facility were previously analyzed for socioeconomic impacts and determined to 

have no impacts, beneficial impacts, or minor adverse impacts to socioeconomics in the region. 

Implementation of both alternatives for this action would result in beneficial socioeconomic 

impacts; therefore, no adverse cumulative impacts are anticipated to socioeconomics resulting 

from implementation of the Proposed Action in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably 

foreseeable future actions at Fort Eisenhower. 

4.2.6 Soils 

Construction-related activities associated with the Proposed Action would occur near other 

construction projects such as the EW Training, Cyber Growth, and the satellite communications 

ground terminal facility. These projects were previously analyzed for soil impacts and determined 
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to have no or negligible impacts to these resources. Impacts related to these and other past, present, 

and reasonably foreseeable actions would continue to have the potential to impact soils through 

increased potential for erosion. These impacts would be minimized through the use of soil 

stabilization and BMPs. Cumulative impacts to soils resulting from implementation of the 

Proposed Action in conjunction with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at 

Fort Eisenhower would not be significant, because BMPs would be implemented and erosion 

controls would be established. 

4.2.7 Water Resources 

Construction-related activities associated with the Proposed Action would occur near other 

construction projects such as the EW Training, Cyber Growth, and the satellite communications 

ground terminal facility. These projects were previously analyzed for impacts to water resources 

and determined to have no or negligible impacts to this resources. Impacts related to these and 

other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would continue to have the potential to 

impact water resources through increased potential for erosion and sedimentation. Cumulative 

impacts to water resources resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action in conjunction 

with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions at Fort Eisenhower would not be 

significant, because BMPs would be implemented and erosion controls would be established. 

4.2.8 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable 

resources and the impacts that use of these resources would have on future generations. Irreversible 

impacts primarily result from use or destruction of a specific resource that cannot be replaced 

within a reasonable timeframe (e.g., energy and minerals). Irretrievable resource commitments 

also involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot be restored as a result of the 

action.  

No irreversible or irretrievable environmental changes are anticipated to result from the creation 

and utilization of the proposed RA at Fort Eisenhower. Most impacts would be short term and 

temporary. Those limited resources that could involve a possible irreversible or irretrievable 

commitment would be used in a beneficial manner. 

Activities would continue to involve the consumption of nonrenewable resources (e.g., gasoline 

used in vehicles and equipment). None of these activities would significantly decrease the 

availability of minerals or petroleum resources. Although the amount of these materials used are 

anticipated to increase slightly, this additional use is not expected to significantly affect the 

availability of the resources in the Augusta-Richmond region or the nation. 
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6. LIST OF PREPARERS 

Government Agency Development Team 

Name/Title Role 

Fort Eisenhower Environmental Division, 

DPW 

Rob Drumm, Chief, Environmental Division 

Renee Lewis, NEPA Coordinator 

Environmental Planning/Lead EA Development 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Rick Darnell 
Contract and Document Oversight 

Defense Centers for Public Health - 

Aberdeen 

Kristy Broska 

Operational Noise 

Contractor Development Team 

Name/Title Project Role Subject Area Qualifications 

Jay Austin, Leidos 

Noise Analyst 

M.S. Environmental 

Science 

B.A. Biology 

Section Author 
Land Use, Noise, Water 

Resources 

24 years 

environmental 

science 

Chris Crabtree, Leidos 

Air Quality 

Meteorologist 

B.A. Environmental 

Studies 

Section Author Air Quality 

29 years 

environmental 

science 

Tom Daues, PMP, 

Leidos 

Biologist 

M.S. Natural Resources 

B.S. Biology 

Project 

Manager, 

Editor 

Soils, Traffic, Cumulative 

Impacts  

30 years 

environmental science 

Jennifer Wallin, Leidos 

Environmental Scientist 

M.S. Environmental 

Toxicology 

B.S. Biology 

Document 

Production 
Document Production 

23 years 

environmental science; 

document production 

Heather Stepp, Leidos 

Environmental Scientist 

B.S. Environmental 

Engineering Technology 

Document 

Production 
Document Production 

26 years 

environmental science; 

document production 

Heather Gordon, 

Leidos 

GIS Specialist 

M.S. Geography 

B.A. Environmental 

Studies 

Figures 

Geographic Information 

System (GIS), Environmental 

Justice 

22 years  

environmental science; 

GIS applications 

Nathan Gross, CHMM, 

Leidos 

Environmental Scientist 

B.S. Wildlife and 

Fisheries Management  

Section Author Hazardous Materials and Waste 

19 years 

environmental 

science 

Brian Tutterow, Leidos 

Environmental Scientist 

B.S. Biology 

Section Author 
Cultural, Biological, 

Cumulative Resources 

25 years 

environmental 

science 

Bob Thompson, Leidos 

Airspace Specialist Section Author Airspace 
30 years 

airspace 
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A.1  Cooperating Agency Letters  
The United States (U.S.) Department of the Army (Army) cooperating agency request letter to the 

Federal Aviation Administration and the response letter from the Federal Aviation Administration 

are listed below.  

A.1.1 U.S. Army Cooperating Agency Request Letter to the Federal Aviation Administration 



Environmental Assessment for Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

  A-2 August 2024 

A.1.2 Federal Aviation Administration Cooperating Agency Response Letter to the U.S. Army 
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A.2 Early Notice Newspaper Display Ad 
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A.3 General Stakeholder Involvement 
Table A-1 includes the list of agencies, elected officials, interested organizations, and others who 

received notification from the U.S. Army regarding the Proposed Action.  
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Table A-1. General Stakeholder Contact List 
Title/Department Name Agency/Organization/Tribe City State 

Deputy Field Supervisor, Georgia Ecological 

Services Field Offices 

John Doresky USFWS-West Georgia Sub Office Fort Moore GA 

Director, Planning and Development Carla Delaney Augusta-Richmond County Planning and 

Development Department 

Augusta GA 

Planning and Development Ronnie Kurtz City of Grovetown  Grovetown GA 

  David Jenkins City of Harlem Harlem GA 

Department of Planning Scott Sterling Columbia County Government Center Evans GA 

Director of Planning Regina Pyles CSRA Regional Commission Augusta GA 

Wildlife Conservation Kevin Lowry Georgia Department of Natural Resources  Social Circle GA 

Office of Environmental Services Amber Phillips Georgia Department of Transportation Atlanta GA 

Executive Director Lillian Easterlin Jefferson County Chamber of Commerce Louisville GA 

County Manager David Crawley McDuffie County Planning Commission  Thomson GA 

ATTN: CESAS-OP-F, Regulatory Division Jade Bilyeu U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Savannah GA 

NEPA Program Office, Atlanta Federal Center Ntale Kajumba USEPA Atlanta GA 

Chair, Feral Swine Committee Tom Mims Briar Creek Soil and Water Conservation District Waynesboro GA 

Director of Airspace, Air Traffic and Security Jim McClay Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association Washington DC 

ATC Manager Maurice Nelson Augusta ATC Tower Augusta GA 

ATC Manager Torrance L Branch Atlanta ARTC Center Hampton GA 

Airport Manager Ken Warnock Emanuel County Airport Swainsboro GA 

City Administrator Richard Sapp Louisville Municipal Airport Louisville GA 

Airport Manager Ray Lawrence Kaolin Field Airport Sandersville GA 

City Manager Artie Thrift Wrens Municipal Airport Wrens GA 

Owners Dennis Allen Pea Patch Aerodome Inc. Augusta GA 

Owners Don and Virginia Bush Sandy Hill Private Field Hephzibah GA 

Airport Manager Merv Waldrop Burke County Airport Waynesboro GA 

Airport Manager Grady Saxon Millen-Jenkins County Airport Millen GA 

Owner Ralph Sandeford Midville International Airport Midville GA 

Owner Don Gay Sr. Hacienda de Gay Airstrip Garfield GA 

Airport Manager Keith Claxton Paces South Farms Airport Swainsboro GA 

Chief Wilson Yargee Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town Wetumka OK 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  Rovena Yargee Alabama-Quassarte Tribal Town Wetumka OK 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  Wenonah Haire Catawba Indian Nation Rock Hill SC 
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Table A-1. General Stakeholder Contact List 
Title/Department Name Agency/Organization/Tribe City State 

Chief Bill Harris Catawba Indian Nation Rock Hill SC 

Chief Chuck Hoskin Jr. Cherokee Nation Talequa OK 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  Elizabeth Toombs Cherokee Nation Talequa OK 

Governor Bill Anoatubby  The Chickasaw Nation Ada OK 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  Karen Brunso The Chickasaw Nation Ada OK 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  David Cook Kialegee Tribal Town Wetumka OK 

Mekko Brian Givens Kialegee Tribal Town Wetumka OK 

Principal Chief David Hill Muscogee (Creek) Nation Okmulgee OK 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  Corain Lowe-Zepeda Muscogee (Creek) Nation Okmulgee OK 

Tribal Chair Stephanie Bryan Poarch Band of Creek Indians Atmore AL 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  Larry Haikey Poarch Band of Creek Indians Atmore AL 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  Gaylen Cloud Thlopthlocco Tribal Town Okema OK 

Town King Ryan Morrow Thlopthlocco Tribal Town Okema OK 

Chief Joe Bunch United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians Tahlequah OK 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer  Whitney Warrior United Keetoowah Band of Cherokee Indians Tahlequah OK 

Deputy Jennifer Dixon Historic Preservation Division Atlanta GA 

AL = Alabama; ATC = Air Traffic Control; CSRA = Central Savannah River Area; DC = District of Columbia; GA = Georgia; NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act; 

OK = Oklahoma; SC = South Carolina; U.S. = United States; USEPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency; USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
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A.3.1 General Stakeholder Involvement Letter 
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A.3.2 Stakeholder Responses 
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A.4 Tribal Consultation  
To support this Environmental Assessment, the Army is consulting on a 

government-to-government basis with potentially affected federally recognized Native American 

Tribes with historic cultural association to Fort Eisenhower. Section A.4.1 provides an example of 

the letter and attachments sent to the Native American Tribes identified on Table A-2. 

Table A-2. Native American Tribes Consultation Record 

Tribe 

NEPA 

Notification 

Letter 

Summary 

Response 

Section 106 

Letter 

Follow-Up Correspondence 

(email/phone calls) 

Alabama-Quassarte Tribal 

Town 
12/5/23    

Catawba Indian Nation 12/5/23    

Cherokee Nation 12/5/23    

The Chickasaw Nation 12/5/23 

No further 

correspondence 

necessary 

  

Kialegee Tribal Town 12/5/23    

Muscogee (Creek) Nation 12/5/23    

Poarch Band of Creek 

Indians 
12/5/23    

Thlopthlocco Tribal Town 12/5/23    

United Keetoowah Band of 

Cherokee Indians 
12/5/23    

NEPA = National Environmental Policy Act 
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A.4.1 Tribal Notification Letter (Example Letter and Attachments) 
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A.4.2 Tribal Responses  
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A.5 State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) Section 106 
Consultation  

Consultation with the Georgia SHPO is being completed in accordance with Section 106 of the 

National Historic Preservation Act. Listed below is the Section 106 letter and associated 

attachments sent to the SHPO. 
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A.5.1 Section 106 SHPO Notification Letter 
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A.5.2 Section 106 SHPO Response Letter 
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A.6 Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 Consultation 

A.6.1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Information for Planning and Consultation (IPaC) Report for Fort 
Eisenhower 
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B.1 Air Conformity Applicability Model Report Record of Air 
Analysis (ROAA) 

1. General Information:  The Air Force’s Air Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM) was used to perform 

an analysis to assess the potential air quality impact/s associated with the action in accordance with the Air Force 

Manual 32-7002, Environmental Compliance and Pollution Prevention; the Environmental Impact Analysis Process 

(EIAP, 32 CFR 989); and the General Conformity Rule (GCR, 40 CFR 93 Subpart B).  This report provides a 

summary of the ACAM analysis. 
 

a. Action Location: 

 Base: AF PLANT 6 

 State: Georgia 

 County(s): Cobb (Surrogate) 

 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

 

b. Action Title: Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

 

c. Project Number/s (if applicable):  

 

d. Projected Action Start Date: 7 / 2024 

 

e. Action Description: 

 

 Fort Eisenhower would expand indirect live-fire capabilities in support of the Georgia National Guard (214th 

Field Artillery) and in support of the establishment of the Electronic Warfare (EW) school at Fort Eisenhower.  

This action would expand airspaces, widen tank trails, establish new firing points, and construct concrete turn 

pads. 

 

f. Point of Contact: 

 Name: Chris Crabtree 

 Title: Air Quality Meteorologist 

 Organization: Leidos Corp 

 Email: crabtreec@leidos.com 

 Phone Number: 805-566-6422 

 

 

2. Air Impact Analysis:  Based on the attainment status at the action location, the requirements of the General 

Conformity Rule are: 
 

 _____ applicable 

 __X__ not applicable 

 

Total net direct and indirect emissions associated with the action were estimated through ACAM on a calendar-year 

basis for the start of the action through achieving “steady state” (i.e., net gain/loss upon action fully implemented) 

emissions.  The ACAM analysis used the latest and most accurate emission estimation techniques available; all 

algorithms, emission factors, and methodologies used are described in detail in the USAF Air Emissions Guide for 

Air Force Stationary Sources, the USAF Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, and the USAF Air 

Emissions Guide for Air Force Transitory Sources. 

 

“Insignificance Indicators” were used in the analysis to provide an indication of the significance of potential impacts 

to air quality based on current ambient air quality relative to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  

These insignificance indicators are the 250 ton/yr Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) major source 

threshold for actions occurring in areas that are “Clearly Attainment” (i.e., not within 5% of any NAAQS) and the 

GCR de minimis values (25 ton/yr for lead and 100 ton/yr for all other criteria pollutants) for actions occurring in 

areas that are “Near Nonattainment” (i.e., within 5% of any NAAQS).  These indicators do not define a significant 

impact; however, they do provide a threshold to identify actions that are insignificant.  Any action with net 

emissions below the insignificance indicators for all criteria pollutant is considered so insignificant that the action 
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will not cause or contribute to an exceedance on one or more NAAQS.  For further detail on insignificance 

indicators see Chapter 4 of the Air Force Air Quality Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP) Guide, 

Volume II - Advanced Assessments. 

 

The action’s net emissions for every year through achieving steady state were compared against the Insignificance 

Indicator and are summarized below. 

 

Analysis Summary: 

2024 
Pollutant Action Emissions 

(ton/yr) 

INSIGNIFICANCE INDICATOR 

Indicator (ton/yr) Exceedance (Yes or No) 

NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

VOC 1.499 100  

NOx 8.772 100  

CO 8.683 250  

SOx 0.026 250  

PM 10 381.547 250 Yes 

PM 2.5 0.343 250  

Pb 0.000 25 No 

NH3 0.004 250  

CO2e 2592.6   

 

2025 
Pollutant Action Emissions 

(ton/yr) 

INSIGNIFICANCE INDICATOR 

Indicator (ton/yr) Exceedance (Yes or No) 

NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

VOC 0.001 100  

NOx 0.391 100  

CO 0.024 250  

SOx 0.024 250  

PM 10 0.025 250  

PM 2.5 0.022 250  

Pb 0.000 25 No 

NH3 0.000 250  

CO2e 71.0   

 

2026 - (Steady State) 
Pollutant Action Emissions 

(ton/yr) 

INSIGNIFICANCE INDICATOR 

Indicator (ton/yr) Exceedance (Yes or No) 

NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

VOC 0.001 100  

NOx 0.391 100  

CO 0.024 250  

SOx 0.024 250  

PM 10 0.025 250  

PM 2.5 0.022 250  

Pb 0.000 25 No 

NH3 0.000 250  

CO2e 71.0   

 

 The estimated annual net emissions associated with this action temporarily exceed the insignificance indicators.  

However, the steady state estimated annual net emissions are below the insignificance indicators showing no 

significant long-term impact to air quality.  Therefore, the action will not cause or contribute to an exceedance 

on one or more NAAQS.  No further air assessment is needed. 

___________________________________________________________ __________________ 

 Chris Crabtree, Air Quality Meteorologist 
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B.2 Detail Air Conformity Applicability Model Report 

1. General Information 
 

 

- Action Location 

 Base: AF PLANT 6 

 State: Georgia 

 County(s): Cobb (Surrogate) 

 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

 

- Action Title: Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

 

- Project Number/s (if applicable):  

 

- Projected Action Start Date: 7 / 2024 

 

- Action Purpose and Need: 

 The purpose of the Proposed Action is to support the capabilities of the Georgia National Guard and other units 

that propose to train at Fort Eisenhower. 

 

- Action Description: 

 Fort Eisenhower would expand indirect live-fire capabilities in support of the Georgia National Guard (214th 

Field Artillery) and in support of the establishment of the Electronic Warfare (EW) school at Fort Eisenhower.  This 

action would expand airspaces, widen tank trails, establish new firing points, and construct concrete turn pads. 

 

- Point of Contact 

 Name: Chris Crabtree 

 Title: Air Quality Meteorologist 

 Organization: Leidos Corp 

 Email: crabtreec@leidos.com 

 Phone Number: 805-566-6422 

 

- Activity List: 

Activity Type Activity Title 

2. Aircraft Aircraft Ops below 3,000' AGL 

3. Construction / Demolition Widen Tank Tracks 

4. Construction / Demolition Construct concrete turn pads 

5. Construction / Demolition Construct Firing Points 

6. Aircraft Aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL. 

7. Aircraft Aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL. 

8. Aircraft Aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL 

9. Aircraft Aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL 

 

Emission factors and air emission estimating methods come from the United States Air Force’s Air Emissions Guide 

for Air Force Stationary Sources, Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, and Air Emissions Guide for 

Air Force Transitory Sources. 

 

 

2.  Aircraft 
 

 

2.1  General Information & Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Add 

 

- Activity Location 

 County: Cobb 
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 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

 

- Activity Title: Aircraft Ops below 3,000' AGL 

 

- Activity Description: 

 MV-22 - Net increase in aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL. 

 

- Activity Start Date 

 Start Month: 1 

 Start Year: 2025 

 

- Activity End Date 

 Indefinite: Yes 

 End Month: N/A 

 End Year: N/A 

 

- Activity Emissions: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000016  PM 2.5 0.001010 

SOx 0.000761  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.005596  NH3 0.000000 

CO 0.001294  CO2e 2.3 

PM 10 0.001123    

 

- Activity Emissions  [Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) part]: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000000  PM 2.5 0.000000 

SOx 0.000000  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.000000  NH3 0.000000 

CO 0.000000  CO2e 0.0 

PM 10 0.000000    

 

2.2  Aircraft & Engines 
 

2.2.1  Aircraft & Engines Assumptions 
 

- Aircraft & Engine 

 Aircraft Designation: MV-22A 

 Engine Model: T406-AD-400 

 Primary Function: Transport - Bomber 

 Aircraft has After burn: No 

 Number of Engines: 2 

 

- Aircraft & Engine Surrogate 

 Is Aircraft & Engine a Surrogate? No 

 Original Aircraft Name:  

 Original Engine Name:  

 

2.2.2  Aircraft & Engines Emission Factor(s) 
 

- Aircraft & Engine Emissions Factors (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

Idle 362.00 0.10 1.07 4.15 8.35 1.58 1.42 3234 

Approach 663.00 0.02 1.07 6.05 3.47 1.58 1.42 3234 

Intermediate 948.00 0.02 1.07 7.87 1.82 1.58 1.42 3234 

Military 2507.00 0.01 1.07 18.03 0.29 1.58 1.42 3234 

After Burn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3234 
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2.3  Flight Operations 
 

2.3.1  Flight Operations Assumptions 
 

- Flight Operations 

 Number of Aircraft: 1 

 Flight Operation Cycle Type: LFP (Low Flight Pattern) 

 Number of Annual Flight Operation Cycles for all Aircraft: 1 

 Number of Annual Trim Test(s) per Aircraft: 0 

 

- Default Settings Used: No 

 

- Flight Operations TIMs (Time In Mode) 

 Taxi [Idle] (mins): 0 

 Approach [Approach] (mins): 0 

 Climb Out [Intermediate] (mins): 45 

 Takeoff [Military] (mins): 0 

 Takeoff [After Burn] (mins): 0 

 

Per the Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, the defaults values for military aircraft equipped with 

after burner for takeoff is 50% military power and 50% afterburner.  (Exception made for F-35 where KARNES 3.2 

flight profile was used) 

 

- Trim Test 

 Idle (mins): 0 

 Approach (mins): 0 

 Intermediate (mins): 0 

 Military (mins): 0 

 AfterBurn (mins): 0 

 

2.3.2  Flight Operations Formula(s) 
 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * FOC / 2000 

 

 AEMPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 

 TIM:  Time in Mode (min) 

 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 FOC:  Number of Flight Operation Cycles (for all aircraft) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEFOC = AEMIDLE_IN + AEMIDLE_OUT + AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF 

 

 AEFOC:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_IN:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-In Mode (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_OUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs) 

 AEMCLIMBOUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMTAKEOFF:  Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Trim per Year 

AEPSPOL = (TD / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * NA * NTT / 2000 

 

 AEPSPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Power Setting (TONs) 
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 TD:  Test Duration (min) 

 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 NA:  Number of Aircraft 

 NTT:  Number of Trim Test 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Trim per Year 

AETRIM = AEPSIDLE + AEPSAPPROACH + AEPSINTERMEDIATE + AEPSMILITARY + AEPSAFTERBURN 

 

 AETRIM:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEPSIDLE:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSINTERMEDIATE:  Aircraft Emissions for Intermediate Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSMILITARY:  Aircraft Emissions for Military Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAFTERBURN:  Aircraft Emissions for After Burner Power Setting (TONs) 

 

 

3.  Construction / Demolition 
 

 

3.1  General Information & Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Activity Location 

 County: Cobb 

 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

 

- Activity Title: Widen Tank Tracks 

 

- Activity Description: 

 The current tank trail network on Fort Eisenhower varies from 12 to 24-feet wide. As part of this alternative, the 

tank trails would be widened to approximately 66-feet wide which would include a total of 16 creek crossings. 

 Assume 20 miles of trail, average width of 18 feet and clearing to 66 feet, so 48 feet of grading.  20 x 5280 x 48 

= 5,068,800 sf.  5,068,800/43560 = 116 acres. 

  

 

- Activity Start Date 

 Start Month: 7 

 Start Month: 2024 

 

- Activity End Date 

 Indefinite: False 

 End Month: 12 

 End Month: 2024 

 

- Activity Emissions: 

Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs)  Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs) 

VOC 0.953786  PM 2.5 0.225753 

SOx 0.015795  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 5.682373  NH3 0.001433 

CO 5.074578  CO2e 1584.4 

PM 10 302.771237    

 

3.1  Site Grading Phase 
 

3.1.1  Site Grading Phase Timeline Assumptions 
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- Phase Start Date 

 Start Month: 7 

 Start Quarter: 1 

 Start Year: 2024 

 

- Phase Duration 

 Number of Month: 6 

 Number of Days: 0 

 

3.1.2  Site Grading Phase Assumptions 
 

- General Site Grading Information 

 Area of Site to be Graded (ft2): 5068800 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3): 0 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3): 0 

 

- Site Grading Default Settings 

 Default Settings Used: Yes 

 Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 

Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 

Hours Per Day 

Graders Composite 2 8 

Other Construction Equipment Composite 2 8 

Rollers Composite 1 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 3 8 

Scrapers Composite 6 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 2 8 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust 

 Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3): 20 (default) 

 Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

 

- Worker Trips 

 Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

 

3.1.3  Site Grading Phase Emission Factor(s) 
 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 

Graders Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0714 0.0014 0.3708 0.5706 0.0167 0.0167 0.0064 132.90 

Other Construction Equipment Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0461 0.0012 0.2243 0.3477 0.0079 0.0079 0.0041 122.61 

Rollers Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0434 0.0007 0.2707 0.3772 0.0139 0.0139 0.0039 67.130 
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Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.1747 0.0024 1.1695 0.6834 0.0454 0.0454 0.0157 239.47 

Scrapers Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.1564 0.0026 0.9241 0.7301 0.0368 0.0368 0.0141 262.83 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0348 0.0007 0.1980 0.3589 0.0068 0.0068 0.0031 66.875 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.207 000.002 000.115 003.375 000.004 000.003  000.024 00312.832 

LDGT 000.223 000.003 000.205 003.816 000.005 000.005  000.026 00404.718 

HDGV 000.903 000.006 000.915 014.342 000.024 000.021  000.052 00909.962 

LDDV 000.067 000.001 000.085 003.347 000.002 000.002  000.008 00320.895 

LDDT 000.073 000.001 000.128 002.305 000.003 000.003  000.009 00365.624 

HDDV 000.120 000.004 002.515 001.601 000.050 000.046  000.032 01269.343 

MC 002.725 000.003 000.642 012.977 000.024 000.021  000.053 00388.700 

 

3.1.4  Site Grading Phase Formula(s) 
 

- Fugitive Dust Emissions per Phase 

PM10FD = (20 * ACRE * WD) / 2000 

 

 PM10FD:  Fugitive Dust PM 10 Emissions (TONs) 

 20:  Conversion Factor Acre Day to pounds (20 lb / 1 Acre Day) 

 ACRE:  Total acres (acres) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000 

 

 CEEPOL:  Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 

 NE:  Number of Equipment 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours) 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

VMTVE = (HAOnSite + HAOffSite) * (1 / HC) * HT 

 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 HAOnSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3) 

 HAOffSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3) 

 HC:  Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3) 

 (1 / HC):  Conversion Factor cubic yards to trips (1 trip / HC yd3) 

 HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Vehicle Exhaust On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 
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 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 

VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE 

 

 VMTWT:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 

 1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 

 NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTWT:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

 

4.  Construction / Demolition 
 

 

4.1  General Information & Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Activity Location 

 County: Cobb 

 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

 

- Activity Title: Construct concrete turn pads 

 

- Activity Description: 

 Construct 27 concrete turn pads to prevent soil erosion at locations where tanks would turn to change direction. 

The concrete turn pads would be approximately 82 feet long by 82 feet wide. 

  

 Grading of turn pads = 82' x 82' X 27 = 181,548 sq feet or 4.16 acres. 

  

 Trenching of turn pads for concrete = 181,548 sq feet x 1’ = 6,724 cy / 27 cf/cy = 337 truck trips. 

  

 Concrete for turn pads = 181,548 sq feet x 1’ = 6,724 cy / 27 cf/cy = 337 truck trips. 

  

 

- Activity Start Date 

 Start Month: 7 

 Start Month: 2024 

 

- Activity End Date 

 Indefinite: False 

 End Month: 10 

 End Month: 2024 

 

- Activity Emissions: 

Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs)  Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs) 

VOC 0.156852  PM 2.5 0.032935 

SOx 0.002992  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.884842  NH3 0.000878 

CO 1.135017  CO2e 303.0 

PM 10 10.869200    
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4.1  Site Grading Phase 
 

4.1.1  Site Grading Phase Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Phase Start Date 

 Start Month: 7 

 Start Quarter: 1 

 Start Year: 2024 

 

- Phase Duration 

 Number of Month: 3 

 Number of Days: 0 

 

4.1.2  Site Grading Phase Assumptions 
 

- General Site Grading Information 

 Area of Site to be Graded (ft2): 181548 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3): 0 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3): 0 

 

- Site Grading Default Settings 

 Default Settings Used: Yes 

 Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 

Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 

Hours Per Day 

Graders Composite 1 8 

Other Construction Equipment Composite 1 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 2 7 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust 

 Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3): 20 (default) 

 Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

 

- Worker Trips 

 Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

 

4.1.3  Site Grading Phase Emission Factor(s) 
 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 

Graders Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0714 0.0014 0.3708 0.5706 0.0167 0.0167 0.0064 132.90 

Other Construction Equipment Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0461 0.0012 0.2243 0.3477 0.0079 0.0079 0.0041 122.61 

Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 
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 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.1747 0.0024 1.1695 0.6834 0.0454 0.0454 0.0157 239.47 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0348 0.0007 0.1980 0.3589 0.0068 0.0068 0.0031 66.875 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.207 000.002 000.115 003.375 000.004 000.003  000.024 00312.832 

LDGT 000.223 000.003 000.205 003.816 000.005 000.005  000.026 00404.718 

HDGV 000.903 000.006 000.915 014.342 000.024 000.021  000.052 00909.962 

LDDV 000.067 000.001 000.085 003.347 000.002 000.002  000.008 00320.895 

LDDT 000.073 000.001 000.128 002.305 000.003 000.003  000.009 00365.624 

HDDV 000.120 000.004 002.515 001.601 000.050 000.046  000.032 01269.343 

MC 002.725 000.003 000.642 012.977 000.024 000.021  000.053 00388.700 

 

4.1.4  Site Grading Phase Formula(s) 
 

- Fugitive Dust Emissions per Phase 

PM10FD = (20 * ACRE * WD) / 2000 

 

 PM10FD:  Fugitive Dust PM 10 Emissions (TONs) 

 20:  Conversion Factor Acre Day to pounds (20 lb / 1 Acre Day) 

 ACRE:  Total acres (acres) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000 

 

 CEEPOL:  Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 

 NE:  Number of Equipment 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours) 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

VMTVE = (HAOnSite + HAOffSite) * (1 / HC) * HT 

 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 HAOnSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3) 

 HAOffSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3) 

 HC:  Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3) 

 (1 / HC):  Conversion Factor cubic yards to trips (1 trip / HC yd3) 

 HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Vehicle Exhaust On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 

VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE 



Environmental Assessment for Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

  B-12 August 2024 

 

 VMTWT:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 

 1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 

 NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTWT:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

4.2  Trenching/Excavating Phase 
 

4.2.1  Trenching / Excavating Phase Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Phase Start Date 

 Start Month: 8 

 Start Quarter: 1 

 Start Year: 2024 

 

- Phase Duration 

 Number of Month: 3 

 Number of Days: 0 

 

4.2.2  Trenching / Excavating Phase Assumptions 
 

- General Trenching/Excavating Information 

 Area of Site to be Trenched/Excavated (ft2): 181548 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3): 6724 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3): 6724 

 

- Trenching Default Settings 

 Default Settings Used: Yes 

 Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 

Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 

Hours Per Day 

Excavators Composite 2 8 

Other General Industrial Equipmen Composite 1 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 1 8 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust 

 Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3): 20 (default) 

 Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

 

- Worker Trips 

 Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 
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- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

 

4.2.3  Trenching / Excavating Phase Emission Factor(s) 
 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 

Graders Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0714 0.0014 0.3708 0.5706 0.0167 0.0167 0.0064 132.90 

Other Construction Equipment Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0461 0.0012 0.2243 0.3477 0.0079 0.0079 0.0041 122.61 

Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.1747 0.0024 1.1695 0.6834 0.0454 0.0454 0.0157 239.47 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0348 0.0007 0.1980 0.3589 0.0068 0.0068 0.0031 66.875 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.207 000.002 000.115 003.375 000.004 000.003  000.024 00312.832 

LDGT 000.223 000.003 000.205 003.816 000.005 000.005  000.026 00404.718 

HDGV 000.903 000.006 000.915 014.342 000.024 000.021  000.052 00909.962 

LDDV 000.067 000.001 000.085 003.347 000.002 000.002  000.008 00320.895 

LDDT 000.073 000.001 000.128 002.305 000.003 000.003  000.009 00365.624 

HDDV 000.120 000.004 002.515 001.601 000.050 000.046  000.032 01269.343 

MC 002.725 000.003 000.642 012.977 000.024 000.021  000.053 00388.700 

 

4.2.4  Trenching / Excavating Phase Formula(s) 
 

- Fugitive Dust Emissions per Phase 

PM10FD = (20 * ACRE * WD) / 2000 

 

 PM10FD:  Fugitive Dust PM 10 Emissions (TONs) 

 20:  Conversion Factor Acre Day to pounds (20 lb / 1 Acre Day) 

 ACRE:  Total acres (acres) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000 

 

 CEEPOL:  Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 

 NE:  Number of Equipment 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours) 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

VMTVE = (HAOnSite + HAOffSite) * (1 / HC) * HT 

 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 HAOnSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3) 

 HAOffSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3) 

 HC:  Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3) 
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 (1 / HC):  Conversion Factor cubic yards to trips (1 trip / HC yd3) 

 HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Vehicle Exhaust On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 

VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE 

 

 VMTWT:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 

 1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 

 NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTVE:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

 

5.  Construction / Demolition 
 

 

5.1  General Information & Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Activity Location 

 County: Cobb 

 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

 

- Activity Title: Construct Firing Points 

 

- Activity Description: 

 Grading of firing points = 675’ x 1175’ x 2 = 1,568,250 sq feet or 36.4 acres. 

  

 Trenching of firing points for concrete = 181,548 sf. 

  

 Concrete = 181,548 sq feet x 1’ = 6,724 cy / 20 cy/ truck trip = 337 truck trips. 

 

- Activity Start Date 

 Start Month: 7 

 Start Month: 2024 

 

- Activity End Date 

 Indefinite: False 

 End Month: 12 

 End Month: 2024 

 

- Activity Emissions: 
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Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs)  Pollutant Total Emissions (TONs) 

VOC 0.388645  PM 2.5 0.084778 

SOx 0.007027  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 2.204521  NH3 0.001251 

CO 2.473224  CO2e 705.2 

PM 10 67.906533    

 

5.1  Site Grading Phase 
 

5.1.1  Site Grading Phase Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Phase Start Date 

 Start Month: 7 

 Start Quarter: 1 

 Start Year: 2024 

 

- Phase Duration 

 Number of Month: 4 

 Number of Days: 0 

 

5.1.2  Site Grading Phase Assumptions 
 

- General Site Grading Information 

 Area of Site to be Graded (ft2): 1568250 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3): 0 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3): 0 

 

- Site Grading Default Settings 

 Default Settings Used: Yes 

 Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 

Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 

Hours Per Day 

Excavators Composite 1 8 

Graders Composite 1 8 

Other Construction Equipment Composite 1 8 

Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 1 8 

Scrapers Composite 3 8 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 3 8 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust 

 Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3): 20 (default) 

 Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

 

- Worker Trips 

 Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

 

5.1.3  Site Grading Phase Emission Factor(s) 
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- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 

Excavators Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0584 0.0013 0.2523 0.5090 0.0100 0.0100 0.0052 119.71 

Graders Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0714 0.0014 0.3708 0.5706 0.0167 0.0167 0.0064 132.90 

Other Construction Equipment Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0461 0.0012 0.2243 0.3477 0.0079 0.0079 0.0041 122.61 

Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.1747 0.0024 1.1695 0.6834 0.0454 0.0454 0.0157 239.47 

Scrapers Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.1564 0.0026 0.9241 0.7301 0.0368 0.0368 0.0141 262.83 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0348 0.0007 0.1980 0.3589 0.0068 0.0068 0.0031 66.875 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.207 000.002 000.115 003.375 000.004 000.003  000.024 00312.832 

LDGT 000.223 000.003 000.205 003.816 000.005 000.005  000.026 00404.718 

HDGV 000.903 000.006 000.915 014.342 000.024 000.021  000.052 00909.962 

LDDV 000.067 000.001 000.085 003.347 000.002 000.002  000.008 00320.895 

LDDT 000.073 000.001 000.128 002.305 000.003 000.003  000.009 00365.624 

HDDV 000.120 000.004 002.515 001.601 000.050 000.046  000.032 01269.343 

MC 002.725 000.003 000.642 012.977 000.024 000.021  000.053 00388.700 

 

5.1.4  Site Grading Phase Formula(s) 
 

- Fugitive Dust Emissions per Phase 

PM10FD = (20 * ACRE * WD) / 2000 

 

 PM10FD:  Fugitive Dust PM 10 Emissions (TONs) 

 20:  Conversion Factor Acre Day to pounds (20 lb / 1 Acre Day) 

 ACRE:  Total acres (acres) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000 

 

 CEEPOL:  Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 

 NE:  Number of Equipment 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours) 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

VMTVE = (HAOnSite + HAOffSite) * (1 / HC) * HT 

 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 HAOnSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3) 

 HAOffSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3) 

 HC:  Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3) 
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 (1 / HC):  Conversion Factor cubic yards to trips (1 trip / HC yd3) 

 HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Vehicle Exhaust On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 

VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE 

 

 VMTWT:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 

 1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 

 NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTWT:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

5.2  Trenching/Excavating Phase 
 

5.2.1  Trenching / Excavating Phase Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Phase Start Date 

 Start Month: 10 

 Start Quarter: 1 

 Start Year: 2024 

 

- Phase Duration 

 Number of Month: 3 

 Number of Days: 0 

 

5.2.2  Trenching / Excavating Phase Assumptions 
 

- General Trenching/Excavating Information 

 Area of Site to be Trenched/Excavated (ft2): 181548 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3): 6724 

 Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3): 6724 

 

- Trenching Default Settings 

 Default Settings Used: Yes 

 Average Day(s) worked per week: 5 (default) 

 

- Construction Exhaust (default) 

Equipment Name Number Of 

Equipment 

Hours Per Day 

Excavators Composite 2 8 

Other General Industrial Equipmen Composite 1 8 
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Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 1 8 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust 

 Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3): 20 (default) 

 Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 0 0 0 0 0 100.00 0 

 

- Worker Trips 

 Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile): 20 (default) 

- Worker Trips Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 LDGV LDGT HDGV LDDV LDDT HDDV MC 

POVs 50.00 50.00 0 0 0 0 0 

 

5.2.3  Trenching / Excavating Phase Emission Factor(s) 
 

- Construction Exhaust Emission Factors (lb/hour) (default) 

Excavators Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0584 0.0013 0.2523 0.5090 0.0100 0.0100 0.0052 119.71 

Graders Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0714 0.0014 0.3708 0.5706 0.0167 0.0167 0.0064 132.90 

Other Construction Equipment Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0461 0.0012 0.2243 0.3477 0.0079 0.0079 0.0041 122.61 

Rubber Tired Dozers Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.1747 0.0024 1.1695 0.6834 0.0454 0.0454 0.0157 239.47 

Scrapers Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.1564 0.0026 0.9241 0.7301 0.0368 0.0368 0.0141 262.83 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes Composite 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CH4 CO2e 

Emission Factors 0.0348 0.0007 0.1980 0.3589 0.0068 0.0068 0.0031 66.875 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust & Worker Trips Emission Factors (grams/mile) 

 VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 Pb NH3 CO2e 

LDGV 000.207 000.002 000.115 003.375 000.004 000.003  000.024 00312.832 

LDGT 000.223 000.003 000.205 003.816 000.005 000.005  000.026 00404.718 

HDGV 000.903 000.006 000.915 014.342 000.024 000.021  000.052 00909.962 

LDDV 000.067 000.001 000.085 003.347 000.002 000.002  000.008 00320.895 

LDDT 000.073 000.001 000.128 002.305 000.003 000.003  000.009 00365.624 

HDDV 000.120 000.004 002.515 001.601 000.050 000.046  000.032 01269.343 

MC 002.725 000.003 000.642 012.977 000.024 000.021  000.053 00388.700 

 

5.2.4  Trenching / Excavating Phase Formula(s) 
 

- Fugitive Dust Emissions per Phase 

PM10FD = (20 * ACRE * WD) / 2000 

 

 PM10FD:  Fugitive Dust PM 10 Emissions (TONs) 

 20:  Conversion Factor Acre Day to pounds (20 lb / 1 Acre Day) 

 ACRE:  Total acres (acres) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 
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- Construction Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

CEEPOL = (NE * WD * H * EFPOL) / 2000 

 

 CEEPOL:  Construction Exhaust Emissions (TONs) 

 NE:  Number of Equipment 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 H:  Hours Worked per Day (hours) 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (lb/hour) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Vehicle Exhaust Emissions per Phase 

VMTVE = (HAOnSite + HAOffSite) * (1 / HC) * HT 

 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 HAOnSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled On-Site (yd3) 

 HAOffSite:  Amount of Material to be Hauled Off-Site (yd3) 

 HC:  Average Hauling Truck Capacity (yd3) 

 (1 / HC):  Conversion Factor cubic yards to trips (1 trip / HC yd3) 

 HT:  Average Hauling Truck Round Trip Commute (mile/trip) 

 

VPOL = (VMTVE * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTVE:  Vehicle Exhaust Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Vehicle Exhaust On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

- Worker Trips Emissions per Phase 

VMTWT = WD * WT * 1.25 * NE 

 

 VMTWT:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 WD:  Number of Total Work Days (days) 

 WT:  Average Worker Round Trip Commute (mile) 

 1.25:  Conversion Factor Number of Construction Equipment to Number of Works 

 NE:  Number of Construction Equipment 

 

VPOL = (VMTWT * 0.002205 * EFPOL * VM) / 2000 

 

 VPOL:  Vehicle Emissions (TONs) 

 VMTVE:  Worker Trips Vehicle Miles Travel (miles) 

 0.002205:  Conversion Factor grams to pounds 

 EFPOL:  Emission Factor for Pollutant (grams/mile) 

 VM:  Worker Trips On Road Vehicle Mixture (%) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to tons 

 

 

6.  Aircraft 
 

 

6.1  General Information & Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Add 

 

- Activity Location 

 County: Cobb 

 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 
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- Activity Title: Aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL. 

 

- Activity Description: 

 C-17 - Net increase in aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL. 

 

- Activity Start Date 

 Start Month: 1 

 Start Year: 2025 

 

- Activity End Date 

 Indefinite: Yes 

 End Month: N/A 

 End Year: N/A 

 

- Activity Emissions: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000139  PM 2.5 0.007216 

SOx 0.003712  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.113517  NH3 0.000000 

CO 0.001110  CO2e 11.2 

PM 10 0.008014    

 

- Activity Emissions  [Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) part]: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000000  PM 2.5 0.000000 

SOx 0.000000  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.000000  NH3 0.000000 

CO 0.000000  CO2e 0.0 

PM 10 0.000000    

 

6.2  Aircraft & Engines 
 

6.2.1  Aircraft & Engines Assumptions 
 

- Aircraft & Engine 

 Aircraft Designation: C-17A 

 Engine Model: F117-PW-100 

 Primary Function: Transport - Bomber 

 Aircraft has After burn: No 

 Number of Engines: 4 

 

- Aircraft & Engine Surrogate 

 Is Aircraft & Engine a Surrogate? No 

 Original Aircraft Name:  

 Original Engine Name:  

 

6.2.2  Aircraft & Engines Emission Factor(s) 
 

- Aircraft & Engine Emissions Factors (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

Idle 978.00 0.37 1.07 3.76 22.70 10.67 9.60 3234 

Approach 4645.00 0.05 1.07 15.49 0.51 5.53 4.98 3234 

Intermediate 10408.00 0.04 1.07 32.72 0.32 2.31 2.08 3234 

Military 13905.00 0.01 1.07 35.04 0.32 0.06 0.05 3234 

After Burn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3234 

 

6.3  Flight Operations 
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6.3.1  Flight Operations Assumptions 
 

- Flight Operations 

 Number of Aircraft: 1 

 Flight Operation Cycle Type: LFP (Low Flight Pattern) 

 Number of Annual Flight Operation Cycles for all Aircraft: 1 

 Number of Annual Trim Test(s) per Aircraft: 0 

 

- Default Settings Used: No 

 

- Flight Operations TIMs (Time In Mode) 

 Taxi [Idle] (mins): 0 

 Approach [Approach] (mins): 0 

 Climb Out [Intermediate] (mins): 10 

 Takeoff [Military] (mins): 0 

 Takeoff [After Burn] (mins): 0 

 

Per the Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, the defaults values for military aircraft equipped with 

after burner for takeoff is 50% military power and 50% afterburner.  (Exception made for F-35 where KARNES 3.2 

flight profile was used) 

 

- Trim Test 

 Idle (mins): 0 

 Approach (mins): 0 

 Intermediate (mins): 0 

 Military (mins): 0 

 AfterBurn (mins): 0 

 

6.3.2  Flight Operations Formula(s) 
 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * FOC / 2000 

 

 AEMPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 

 TIM:  Time in Mode (min) 

 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 FOC:  Number of Flight Operation Cycles (for all aircraft) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEFOC = AEMIDLE_IN + AEMIDLE_OUT + AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF 

 

 AEFOC:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_IN:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-In Mode (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_OUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs) 

 AEMCLIMBOUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMTAKEOFF:  Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Trim per Year 

AEPSPOL = (TD / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * NA * NTT / 2000 

 

 AEPSPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Power Setting (TONs) 

 TD:  Test Duration (min) 
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 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 NA:  Number of Aircraft 

 NTT:  Number of Trim Test 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Trim per Year 

AETRIM = AEPSIDLE + AEPSAPPROACH + AEPSINTERMEDIATE + AEPSMILITARY + AEPSAFTERBURN 

 

 AETRIM:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEPSIDLE:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSINTERMEDIATE:  Aircraft Emissions for Intermediate Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSMILITARY:  Aircraft Emissions for Military Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAFTERBURN:  Aircraft Emissions for After Burner Power Setting (TONs) 

 

 

7.  Aircraft 
 

 

7.1  General Information & Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Add 

 

- Activity Location 

 County: Cobb 

 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

 

- Activity Title: Aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL. 

 

- Activity Description: 

 C-130 - Net increase in aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL. 

 

- Activity Start Date 

 Start Month: 1 

 Start Year: 2025 

 

- Activity End Date 

 Indefinite: Yes 

 End Month: N/A 

 End Year: N/A 

 

- Activity Emissions: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000012  PM 2.5 0.000761 

SOx 0.000621  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.005313  NH3 0.000000 

CO 0.001126  CO2e 1.9 

PM 10 0.000848    

 

- Activity Emissions  [Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) part]: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000000  PM 2.5 0.000000 

SOx 0.000000  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.000000  NH3 0.000000 

CO 0.000000  CO2e 0.0 
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PM 10 0.000000    

 

7.2  Aircraft & Engines 
 

7.2.1  Aircraft & Engines Assumptions 
 

- Aircraft & Engine 

 Aircraft Designation: NC-130E 

 Engine Model: T56-A-7A 

 Primary Function: Transport - Bomber 

 Aircraft has After burn: No 

 Number of Engines: 4 

 

- Aircraft & Engine Surrogate 

 Is Aircraft & Engine a Surrogate? No 

 Original Aircraft Name:  

 Original Engine Name:  

 

7.2.2  Aircraft & Engines Emission Factor(s) 
 

- Aircraft & Engine Emissions Factors (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

Idle 724.00 0.08 1.07 7.58 5.06 3.64 3.28 3234 

Approach 880.00 0.06 1.07 7.54 3.89 3.85 3.47 3234 

Intermediate 1742.00 0.02 1.07 9.15 1.94 1.46 1.31 3234 

Military 2262.00 0.01 1.07 12.46 2.30 1.22 1.10 3234 

After Burn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3234 

 

7.3  Flight Operations 
 

7.3.1  Flight Operations Assumptions 
 

- Flight Operations 

 Number of Aircraft: 1 

 Flight Operation Cycle Type: LFP (Low Flight Pattern) 

 Number of Annual Flight Operation Cycles for all Aircraft: 1 

 Number of Annual Trim Test(s) per Aircraft: 0 

 

- Default Settings Used: No 

 

- Flight Operations TIMs (Time In Mode) 

 Taxi [Idle] (mins): 0 

 Approach [Approach] (mins): 0 

 Climb Out [Intermediate] (mins): 10 

 Takeoff [Military] (mins): 0 

 Takeoff [After Burn] (mins): 0 

 

Per the Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, the defaults values for military aircraft equipped with 

after burner for takeoff is 50% military power and 50% afterburner.  (Exception made for F-35 where KARNES 3.2 

flight profile was used) 

 

- Trim Test 

 Idle (mins): 0 

 Approach (mins): 0 

 Intermediate (mins): 0 

 Military (mins): 0 

 AfterBurn (mins): 0 
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7.3.2  Flight Operations Formula(s) 
 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * FOC / 2000 

 

 AEMPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 

 TIM:  Time in Mode (min) 

 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 FOC:  Number of Flight Operation Cycles (for all aircraft) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEFOC = AEMIDLE_IN + AEMIDLE_OUT + AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF 

 

 AEFOC:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_IN:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-In Mode (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_OUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs) 

 AEMCLIMBOUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMTAKEOFF:  Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Trim per Year 

AEPSPOL = (TD / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * NA * NTT / 2000 

 

 AEPSPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Power Setting (TONs) 

 TD:  Test Duration (min) 

 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 NA:  Number of Aircraft 

 NTT:  Number of Trim Test 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Trim per Year 

AETRIM = AEPSIDLE + AEPSAPPROACH + AEPSINTERMEDIATE + AEPSMILITARY + AEPSAFTERBURN 

 

 AETRIM:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEPSIDLE:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSINTERMEDIATE:  Aircraft Emissions for Intermediate Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSMILITARY:  Aircraft Emissions for Military Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAFTERBURN:  Aircraft Emissions for After Burner Power Setting (TONs) 

 

 

8.  Aircraft 
 

 

8.1  General Information & Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Add 

 

- Activity Location 

 County: Cobb 
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 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

 

- Activity Title: Aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL 

 

- Activity Description: 

 P-8 - Net increase in aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL. 

 

- Activity Start Date 

 Start Month: 1 

 Start Year: 2025 

 

- Activity End Date 

 Indefinite: Yes 

 End Month: N/A 

 End Year: N/A 

 

- Activity Emissions: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000952  PM 2.5 0.000795 

SOx 0.008857  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.196189  NH3 0.000000 

CO 0.004139  CO2e 26.8 

PM 10 0.000886    

 

- Activity Emissions  [Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) part]: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000000  PM 2.5 0.000000 

SOx 0.000000  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.000000  NH3 0.000000 

CO 0.000000  CO2e 0.0 

PM 10 0.000000    

 

8.2  Aircraft & Engines 
 

8.2.1  Aircraft & Engines Assumptions 
 

- Aircraft & Engine 

 Aircraft Designation: C-40B 

 Engine Model: CFM56-7B27 

 Primary Function: Transport - Bomber 

 Aircraft has After burn: No 

 Number of Engines: 2 

 

- Aircraft & Engine Surrogate 

 Is Aircraft & Engine a Surrogate? No 

 Original Aircraft Name:  

 Original Engine Name:  

 

8.2.2  Aircraft & Engines Emission Factor(s) 
 

- Aircraft & Engine Emissions Factors (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

Idle 921.00 1.96 1.07 4.80 17.90 0.05 0.04 3234 

Approach 2770.00 0.12 1.07 11.00 1.40 0.04 0.04 3234 

Intermediate 8278.00 0.12 1.07 23.70 0.50 0.11 0.10 3234 

Military 10191.00 0.12 1.07 30.90 0.20 0.12 0.11 3234 

After Burn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3234 
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8.3  Flight Operations 
 

8.3.1  Flight Operations Assumptions 
 

- Flight Operations 

 Number of Aircraft: 1 

 Flight Operation Cycle Type: LFP (Low Flight Pattern) 

 Number of Annual Flight Operation Cycles for all Aircraft: 1 

 Number of Annual Trim Test(s) per Aircraft: 0 

 

- Default Settings Used: No 

 

- Flight Operations TIMs (Time In Mode) 

 Taxi [Idle] (mins): 0 

 Approach [Approach] (mins): 0 

 Climb Out [Intermediate] (mins): 60 

 Takeoff [Military] (mins): 0 

 Takeoff [After Burn] (mins): 0 

 

Per the Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, the defaults values for military aircraft equipped with 

after burner for takeoff is 50% military power and 50% afterburner.  (Exception made for F-35 where KARNES 3.2 

flight profile was used) 

 

- Trim Test 

 Idle (mins): 0 

 Approach (mins): 0 

 Intermediate (mins): 0 

 Military (mins): 0 

 AfterBurn (mins): 0 

 

8.3.2  Flight Operations Formula(s) 
 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * FOC / 2000 

 

 AEMPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 

 TIM:  Time in Mode (min) 

 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 FOC:  Number of Flight Operation Cycles (for all aircraft) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEFOC = AEMIDLE_IN + AEMIDLE_OUT + AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF 

 

 AEFOC:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_IN:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-In Mode (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_OUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs) 

 AEMCLIMBOUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMTAKEOFF:  Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Trim per Year 

AEPSPOL = (TD / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * NA * NTT / 2000 

 

 AEPSPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Power Setting (TONs) 
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 TD:  Test Duration (min) 

 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 NA:  Number of Aircraft 

 NTT:  Number of Trim Test 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Trim per Year 

AETRIM = AEPSIDLE + AEPSAPPROACH + AEPSINTERMEDIATE + AEPSMILITARY + AEPSAFTERBURN 

 

 AETRIM:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEPSIDLE:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSINTERMEDIATE:  Aircraft Emissions for Intermediate Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSMILITARY:  Aircraft Emissions for Military Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAFTERBURN:  Aircraft Emissions for After Burner Power Setting (TONs) 

 

 

9.  Aircraft 
 

 

9.1  General Information & Timeline Assumptions 
 

- Add or Remove Activity from Baseline? Add 

 

- Activity Location 

 County: Cobb 

 Regulatory Area(s): NOT IN A REGULATORY AREA 

 

- Activity Title: Aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL 

 

- Activity Description: 

 All helicopter - Net increase in aircraft ops below 3,000' AGL.  Used MV-22 as a surrogate aircraft. 

 

- Activity Start Date 

 Start Month: 1 

 Start Year: 2025 

 

- Activity End Date 

 Indefinite: Yes 

 End Month: N/A 

 End Year: N/A 

 

- Activity Emissions: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000205  PM 2.5 0.012676 

SOx 0.009552  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.070255  NH3 0.000000 

CO 0.016247  CO2e 28.9 

PM 10 0.014105    

 

- Activity Emissions  [Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE) part]: 

Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs)  Pollutant Emissions Per Year (TONs) 

VOC 0.000000  PM 2.5 0.000000 

SOx 0.000000  Pb 0.000000 

NOx 0.000000  NH3 0.000000 
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CO 0.000000  CO2e 0.0 

PM 10 0.000000    

 

9.2  Aircraft & Engines 
 

9.2.1  Aircraft & Engines Assumptions 
 

- Aircraft & Engine 

 Aircraft Designation: MV-22A 

 Engine Model: T406-AD-400 

 Primary Function: Transport - Bomber 

 Aircraft has After burn: No 

 Number of Engines: 2 

 

- Aircraft & Engine Surrogate 

 Is Aircraft & Engine a Surrogate? No 

 Original Aircraft Name:  

 Original Engine Name:  

 

9.2.2  Aircraft & Engines Emission Factor(s) 
 

- Aircraft & Engine Emissions Factors (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 Fuel Flow VOC SOx NOx CO PM 10 PM 2.5 CO2e 

Idle 362.00 0.10 1.07 4.15 8.35 1.58 1.42 3234 

Approach 663.00 0.02 1.07 6.05 3.47 1.58 1.42 3234 

Intermediate 948.00 0.02 1.07 7.87 1.82 1.58 1.42 3234 

Military 2507.00 0.01 1.07 18.03 0.29 1.58 1.42 3234 

After Burn 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 3234 

 

9.3  Flight Operations 
 

9.3.1  Flight Operations Assumptions 
 

- Flight Operations 

 Number of Aircraft: 1 

 Flight Operation Cycle Type: LFP (Low Flight Pattern) 

 Number of Annual Flight Operation Cycles for all Aircraft: 1 

 Number of Annual Trim Test(s) per Aircraft: 0 

 

- Default Settings Used: No 

 

- Flight Operations TIMs (Time In Mode) 

 Taxi [Idle] (mins): 0 

 Approach [Approach] (mins): 0 

 Climb Out [Intermediate] (mins): 565 

 Takeoff [Military] (mins): 0 

 Takeoff [After Burn] (mins): 0 

 

Per the Air Emissions Guide for Air Force Mobile Sources, the defaults values for military aircraft equipped with 

after burner for takeoff is 50% military power and 50% afterburner.  (Exception made for F-35 where KARNES 3.2 

flight profile was used) 

 

- Trim Test 

 Idle (mins): 0 

 Approach (mins): 0 

 Intermediate (mins): 0 

 Military (mins): 0 

 AfterBurn (mins): 0 
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9.3.2  Flight Operations Formula(s) 
 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEMPOL = (TIM / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * FOC / 2000 

 

 AEMPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Mode (TONs) 

 TIM:  Time in Mode (min) 

 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 FOC:  Number of Flight Operation Cycles (for all aircraft) 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Flight Operation Cycles per Year 

AEFOC = AEMIDLE_IN + AEMIDLE_OUT + AEMAPPROACH + AEMCLIMBOUT + AEMTAKEOFF 

 

 AEFOC:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_IN:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-In Mode (TONs) 

 AEMIDLE_OUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Mode (TONs) 

 AEMCLIMBOUT:  Aircraft Emissions for Climb-Out Mode (TONs) 

 AEMTAKEOFF:  Aircraft Emissions for Take-Off Mode (TONs) 

 

- Aircraft Emissions per Mode for Trim per Year 

AEPSPOL = (TD / 60) * (FC / 1000) * EF * NE * NA * NTT / 2000 

 

 AEPSPOL:  Aircraft Emissions per Pollutant & Power Setting (TONs) 

 TD:  Test Duration (min) 

 60:  Conversion Factor minutes to hours 

 FC:  Fuel Flow Rate (lb/hr) 

 1000:  Conversion Factor pounds to 1000pounds 

 EF:  Emission Factor (lb/1000lb fuel) 

 NE:  Number of Engines 

 NA:  Number of Aircraft 

 NTT:  Number of Trim Test 

 2000:  Conversion Factor pounds to TONs 

 

- Aircraft Emissions for Trim per Year 

AETRIM = AEPSIDLE + AEPSAPPROACH + AEPSINTERMEDIATE + AEPSMILITARY + AEPSAFTERBURN 

 

 AETRIM:  Aircraft Emissions (TONs) 

 AEPSIDLE:  Aircraft Emissions for Idle Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAPPROACH:  Aircraft Emissions for Approach Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSINTERMEDIATE:  Aircraft Emissions for Intermediate Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSMILITARY:  Aircraft Emissions for Military Power Setting (TONs) 

 AEPSAFTERBURN:  Aircraft Emissions for After Burner Power Setting (TONs) 
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Airspace - Legal Description and Boundaries 
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C.1 R-3004A/B/C SUA LEGAL DESCRIPTION AND BOUNDARIES 
 

The Federal Aviation Administration proposes to amend 14 CFR part 73 as follows:  

R–3004A Fort Eisenhower, GA [Amended] 

Boundaries. Beginning at lat. 332503N, long. 821215W; 

to lat. 332348N, long. 820856W; 
to lat. 332220N, long. 820833W; 
to lat. 332133N, long. 820910W; 
to lat. 332015N, long. 821057W; 
to lat. 331741N, long. 821611W; 
to lat. 331823N, long. 821617W; 
to lat. 331822N, long. 821639W; 
to lat. 331729N, long. 821652W; 
to lat. 331657N, long. 821739W; 
to lat. 331656N, long. 821850W; 
to lat. 331727N, long. 822119W; 
to lat. 331741N, long. 822235W; 
to lat. 331926N, long. 822215W; 
to lat. 332237N, long. 821658W; 
to lat. 332350N, long. 821403W; 
to the point of beginning. 

Designated Altitudes. Surface to but not including 2,500 feet MSL. 

Time of designation. By NOTAM 24 hours in advance. 

Controlling agency. FAA, Atlanta ARTCC. 

Using agency. U.S. Army, Commanding Officer, Fort Eisenhower, GA. 

Remarks. Aircraft activities must not be conducted on national holidays or from the Sunday 

prior to the Masters Golf Tournament through the Monday after (and subsequent weather days if 

required). 

R-3004B Fort Eisenhower, GA [Amended] 
Boundaries. Beginning at lat. 33°25′03″N, long. 82°12′15″W; 
to lat. 33°23′48″N, long. 82°08′56″W; 
to lat. 33°22′20″N, long. 82°08′33″W; 
to lat. 33°21′33″N, long. 82°09′10″W; 
to lat. 33°20′15″N, long. 82°10′57″W; 
to lat. 33°17′41″N, long. 82°16′11″W; 
to lat. 33°18′23″N, long. 82°16′17″W; 
to lat. 33°18′22″N, long. 82°16′39″W; 
to lat. 33°17′29″N, long. 82°16′52″W; 
to lat. 33°16′57″N, long. 82°17′39″W; 
to lat. 33°16′56″N, long. 82°18′50″W; 
to lat. 33°17′27″N, long. 82°21′19″W; 
to lat. 33°17′41″N, long. 82°22′35″W; 
to lat. 33°19′26″N, long. 82°22′15″W; 
to lat. 33°22′37″N, long. 82°16′58″W; 
to lat. 33°23′50″N, long. 82°14′03″W; 
to the point of beginning. 
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Designated Altitudes. 2,500 feet MSL to but not including 10,000 feet MSL. 

Time of designation. By NOTAM 24 hours in advance. 

Controlling agency. FAA, Atlanta ARTCC. 

Using agency. U.S. Army, Commanding Officer, Fort Gordon, GA. 

Remarks. Aircraft activities must not be conducted on national holidays or from the Sunday 

prior to the Masters Golf Tournament through the Monday after (and subsequent weather days if 

required). 

R-3004C Fort Eisenhower, GA [Amended] 

Boundaries. Beginning at lat. 33°25′03″N, long. 82°12′15″W 

to lat. 33°23′48″N, long. 82°08′56″W; 
to lat. 33°22′20″N, long. 82°08′33″W; 
to lat. 33°21′33″N, long. 82°09′10″W; 
to lat. 33°20′15″N, long. 82°10′57″W; 
to lat. 33°17′41″N, long. 82°16′11″W; 
to lat. 33°18′23″N, long. 82°16′17″W; 
to lat. 33°18′22″N, long. 82°16′39″W; 
to lat. 33°17′29″N, long. 82°16′52″W; 
to lat. 33°16′57″N, long. 82°17′39″W; 
to lat. 33°16′56″N, long. 82°18′50″W; 
to lat. 33°17′27″N, long. 82°21′19″W; 
to lat. 33°17′41″N, long. 82°22′35″W; 
to lat. 33°19′26″N, long. 82°22′15″W; 
to lat. 33°22′37″N, long. 82°16′58″W; 
to lat. 33°23′50″N, long. 82°14′03″W; 
to the point of beginning. 

Designated Altitudes. 10,000 feet MSL to 16,000 feet MSL. 

Times of designation. By NOTAM 24 hours in advance. 

Controlling agency. FAA, Atlanta ARTCC. 

Using agency. U.S. Army, Commanding Officer, Fort Gordon, GA. 

Remarks. Aircraft activities must not be conducted on national holidays or from the Sunday 

prior to the Masters Golf Tournament through the Monday after (and subsequent weather days if 

required). 
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C.2 Federal Aviation Administration Memorandum for Record 
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Wetland and Floodplain Area Estimation Method
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D.1 Purpose 
This appendix describes the method used to estimate wetland and floodplain and 25-foot stream 

buffer areas affected by ground-disturbing activities under each alternative.  

D.2 Data Sources 
Tank trails, surface water features, and wetlands geospatial datasets were provided by the Fort 

Eisenhower Directorate of Public Works (DPW) (DPW, 2021a; DPW, 2021b). Geospatial data for 

the Flood Insurance Rate Map for City of Augusta, Richmond County, Georgia (DFIRM ID 

13245C), was downloaded from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) website. 

The FEMA data downloaded, which is the latest information available from FEMA for the region 

of influence (ROI), included 1 percent annual chance flood hazard zones for the entire ROI but 

only included 0.2 percent annual chance flood hazard zones within the eastern portion of the range 

complex. Specifically, the Middle Savannah River watershed included 500-year floodplain 

delineation, while the Briar Creek watershed did not. 

D.3 Process and Assumptions 
In this analysis, the term “affected” only implies that some changes are made and does not imply 

that the ground elevation or hydrologic regime of the ground area would be altered. Widening of 

the tank trails would, for the most part, be limited to clearing vegetation (including the grubbing 

of stumps) along with minor grading. The “affected” area would not necessarily lose any wetlands 

or floodplain or vegetated buffer ecosystem functionality. 

Tank Trails and Creek Crossings. Because tank trail and creek crossing design has not been 

finalized at the time of this analysis, assumptions need to be made to allow estimation of acreage 

of wetlands and floodplain affected. The tank trails would be widened to 20 meters under 

Alternative 1. Under Alternative 2, the trails would be widened to 20 meters except at stream 

crossings, where they would be widened to 10 meters. For the purposes of this analysis, the width 

of the stream crossing (perpendicular to the stream) was assumed to be 10 meters for all streams 

crossed. Because some creek crossings do not require physical alterations, this estimate provides 

a conservative estimate of surface area affected. 

Wetlands. Wetland area disturbed was calculated by overlaying tank trails, with trail widths 

described above, on wetlands polygons. 

Floodplains. The 100-year and 500-year floodplain affected was calculated by overlaying the tank 

trails with FEMA floodplain polygons. As noted previously, no 500-year floodplains have been 

defined to date within the Briar Creek watershed. The hydrologic regime is fairly homogenous 

throughout the ROI, primarily consisting of rolling hills drained by low-order streams. Based on 

this homogeneity, the following process was used to estimate the amount of 500-year floodplain 

affected in the Briar Creek watershed: 

1. Calculate the total 100-year and 500-year floodplain area in the Middle Savannah River 

watershed. These areas are 923 acres and 33 acres, respectively. 

2. Take the ratio of these two numbers, which is 0.035 acres of 500-year floodplain for every 

acre of 100-year floodplain. 

3. Apply that ratio to the calculated 100-year floodplain area in the Briar Creek watershed. 

The estimated overall 500-year floodplain area affected remains less than 0.1 acres. 

Twenty-five-foot Stream Buffer. The affected area within the 25-foot (7.6-meter) buffer was 

estimated by overlaying the tank trails with a polygon formed by buffering 50 feet (15 meters) 
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from streams. The available streams spatial data represents streams as linear features (i.e., the 

stream centerline) and does not include information on stream width. The 50-foot (15-meter) 

buffer to the left and right of the centerlines includes 25 feet (7.6 meters) for the stream buffer and 

also a 50-foot (15 meters) conservative assumed width for the stream itself. The analysis assumes 

that all streams crossed are state waters. 

Results of the 100-year floodplain, 500-year floodplain, wetland, and 25-foot (7.6-meter) stream 

buffer analyses are listed in Table D-1. The table includes a percent difference between the total 

areas (acres) affected under Alternatives 1 and 2. 

 

Table D-1. Wetland and Floodplain Areas Affected 

Area 

Designation 

Alternative 1 (acres) Alternative 2 (acres) 
Difference 

(%) 
Firing 

Site 

Tank 

Trail 

Water 

Crossing 
Total 

Firing 

Point 

Tank 

Trail 

Water 

Crossing 
Total 

100-year 

floodplain 
0 1.8 1.1 2.9 0 1.8 0.5 2.3 26% 

500-year 

floodplain1 
<0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 NA 

wetland 0 1.2 0.5 1.7 0 1.2 0.2 1.4 21% 

25-foot 

stream 

buffer 

1.9 0.3 2.5 4.7 1.9 0.2 1.3 3.4 38% 

< = less than; % = percent; NA = not applicable 

 

D.4 References 

DPW. 2021a. Personal Communication via e-mail from Ms. Reneé Lewis (Fort Eisenhower 

Environmental Division Directorate of Public Works NEPA Coordinator/ Cultural 

Resource Manager) to Tom Daues (Leidos) via e-mail on August 25, 2021. 

DPW. 2021b. Personal Communication via e-mail from Ms. Reneé Lewis (Fort Eisenhower 

Environmental Division Directorate of Public Works NEPA Coordinator/ Cultural 

Resource Manager) to Tom Daues (Leidos) via e-mail on May 7, 2021. 

FEMA. 2022. Flood Insurance Rate Map for City of Augusta, Richmond County, Georgia (DFIRM 

ID 13245C) Geospatial data. Published on: 11/15/2019; Updated on: 12/20/2022; Last 

downloaded on 12/15/2023; downloaded from: 

https://msc.fema.gov/portal/availabilitySearch?addcommunity=13245C&communityNam

e=RICHMOND%20COUNTY#searchresultsanchor 

https://msc.fema.gov/portal/availabilitySearch?addcommunity=13245C&communityName=RICHMOND%20COUNTY#searchresultsanchor
https://msc.fema.gov/portal/availabilitySearch?addcommunity=13245C&communityName=RICHMOND%20COUNTY#searchresultsanchor
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Appendix E 

Munitions Noise Assessment  



Environmental Assessment for Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

   August 2024 

 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

 



Environmental Assessment for Airspace and Ground-Based Changes, Fort Eisenhower, Georgia 

  E-1 August 2024 

The following document, which was prepared by the United States Army Public Health Center, 

assesses noise impacts associated with munitions usage under the Proposed Action. Specifically, 

demolition and large caliber munitions noise impacts are discussed in Section 8, while information 

on numbers of large arms expenditures is included in Section B.3. Munitions noise levels at a 

proposed Scout/Reconnaissance Gunnery Complex are also discussed. The Scout Reconnaissance 

Gunnery Complex is not a component of the Proposed Action, and the action is not scheduled to 

take place until at least 2029. 
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Appendix F 

Airspace Changes Flight Operations Noise Assessment 
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