
:tsiation lagistics School 

Kccomnienclation: Realign Fort Euslis by relocating the Aviation 1-ogistics School and 
consolidating i t  with the Aviation Center and Scliool at Fort liuckcr. 

Justification: This recarnr~icndrttion consolidates Aviation training and doctrine development at 
a single location. Consolidating Aviation 1-ogistics training ~vith thc Aviation C'entcr and School 
fosters consistuncy, standardixation and training proficiency. It  consolidates both Aviation skill 
l e ~ e l  I producing courses at one locaticm. which allows the A m y  to reduce the total nurnbcr of 
hlilitary Occupational Skills (hlOS) training locations (lessening the TRADOC footprint). 
Additiolially, ~t enhanccs military \due. supports thc rlnny's h c e  structure plan. and maintains 
sufficient surge capability to aclclress futurc unforeseen requircmcnts. It iniprtwes training 
capabilities 1% hile eliminating cvccss capilcity at institutional training installations, This provides 
the same or better level of sewice at 3 rctiuccd cost. This recornmetidntion supports Army 
Trans formation by collocating institutional training, MTOE units, RDTE organizations and other 
TDA units in large nurnbers on singlo installations to support fimx stabili~ation and engage 
training. 

Payback: Thc total cstiinatctl one-tinic cost to tlw Departmen! of Lkfense to irnplcmcnt this 
reco~nlncndation is S402.3M. The net of all costs und savings to the Department of Dcfcnse 
cfuring the i~iiplcrnuitation period is a cilst of SM8.l XI. Annual recurring savings to the 
L)epar-trnent after implcmcntation are S42.9b1 with a paqhack cnpcctd in 13 years. The net 
prcsc~lt value of the costs and satings to the Departnicnt o \ a  20 years is a savings ofS77.3M. 

E:conomic Impact on Communities: Assuming tio economic recovery, this recommcudation 
could rcsult In a maximum potential retluction of5000 jobs (24 10 direct jobs and 2590 indirect 
jobs) oier the 2006-201 1 period in the Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Sctvpi>rt Neivs. V.4. 
mctropolitan statistical arca, which is 0.5 percent of economic area employment. Thc aggregate 
uco~icmic impact of all rcco~n~nended actions on this ecimumic rcgion of influcncc was 
condcred.  

Community Infrastructure: A rci icw of'comniuiiity attributes rciwled 110 significant issues 
rcg;:rding the ability of the infrastn~cturc ot'tlie comniunitics to support missions, tbrccs, and 
personnel. 7'licre are no k~ioit n conirnun~ty intimtructure impediments to irnplt.mcntation of all 
recctmmentltlt icms affecting the installations In t h s  rccornmendatiori. 

kh~vironmental Impact: This recornrncntlatiim has no  impact oil air quality: culturul, 
,~rclicologicul. or trihal ruvwrccs: dredging: Innd u\e constraints or sensitit c rcsourcc arcas: 
niariiie manirnals, resnurccs, itr sanctuaries: now:  tlircatencd :~nd endangered species or critical 
habitat; t\,iustc mmagernent: water resources: or wetlantls. 7 111s rccc~rnrnrncl;iticltl L+ i l l  rcquirc 
spcnding approximately S0.4hI fbr cnt'ircrl~tncntal compliance i~ctivitics. l ' h ~ s  cost was iticluclod 
i l l  the pqbnck c;ilculatioii. This reconimondatiori does not otlicruisc impact tho costs of  
cni~tronrnenta1 restoration, UMC: mnn;~genlent, and en\ ironmcnt:~l compliance acti~itics. The 
aggregate cni lrcinmentd impact of all rcconirnencted BR,.IC actions affecting the bases in this 
rcctmriiendatitm has bccn rot ict~cil. I'hcre are no knwrn environmental impediments to 
iniplun~ciit~iticln o f  this rcco~iirncnilatio~i. 

DCN: 1567



Rcconlrnendiition Supporting information 
Aviation Log to Kucker 

Competing Recomniendations and Other Information: 
'1"hcrc arc no competing rccom~i~end:itions. 

Force Structure Capabilities: 
rhis sc.col~~mc~~ilation ensures thar the 1)cpartment \i il! retain the nccessar) e:pbilities 
to suppcm tlic I'orcc St~~ucrure Plan. lietait~c'tf cap:lcit> the Fort fiucker fix institutional 
training licilitics is 998.000 SF. This incluilcs: (icncral purpose Instructiontii. Applied 
lnsrructinnnl and Cicnwal Adntinistratiw Ruildings. The addition of the Air Ikfensc 
h-tillcrq C'cnrzr and School d> this rectmrncildation proposes isoiild require h111 CON 01' 
7.-3-X.000 SF: additionall?. tlia-t. are 1.1 1 7  acrus a~ailnhlc. fix lie\\ construction cvhich is 
uiticicnt to mcct the rdqiiircmcr~ts ofthis candidate rcconnticndation. 

RIC'A Results: 
i'liis c:indihtc re~~m~iicr i~l ; t t ion  cnhanccs the rnililalu kali~c ol'rhc A r m  hq imprming 
force structure training and rt.dinc.ss. 11 mwes :tctivi~ic.s Srom a lolvcr M ilirar~ \:due 
installdon (Fort Euhtis -3.3) to cl higher r3nAt.d one (Fort Iiuckcr ::78) on Ztni>'s 
niilirar? i alue t.\ alulttion for (n crall capabilil?. Scc. attached .+inn> installxion\ llilitar) 
Value r a r i h ~ n ~ s .  

It uses esccsb training capneit) at 1:ort Ruchcr \ i l i i l t .  crcati~ig Sl3ilCt' Sor additional 'i"D.4 
x t i ~  itics at Fort IJusris (hctrcr utilizing each i~istallations qmbili t ies) .  nhich improi cs 
the cursenr and f~rrurt. 1 n i 4 o n  eapabilitics anti the impact on opcratiunal rcdiness  of thc 
T)epurtrnc.nt ol ' ikfi .nx' \  total tircc. including tlir in~pacr on>ioint nar-fighting. mining 
and re:ndinebs. 

Ottler installations nt'rc consittered. but not Ibund cost cf'kctivc. I'his rccrtrnmcndation 
in~pro\.cs the Artn>.'s training and sccdincss capabilit> by pro\- icting AL iation trainin3 at 
one lucation. i\hicli ti)stcrs ccwsisttnq. scandardi/ation and trrtining proi ic icr~q.  It also 
facilitotct\ rash Ii)rcc \tahili/31iotl. 



I 

ttccommendation Sripporting Information 

Aviation Log to Rucker 

Set. a~tachcd :21-ni\ installations capacir) art:il~sis chan. 
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Economic Impact Report 

This report depicts ihe economic impact of the following Scenarios: 

E T-0062: Moves AVLOG 

The data in this report is rolled up by Region of Influence 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT DATA 

Scenario: All Selected (see title page) 
Economic Region of Influence(R0I): Enterprise-Ozark, AL Micropolitan Statistical Area 
Base: All Bases 
Action: All Actions 

Overall Economic Impact of P r o ~ o s e d  B m c - 0 5  Action; 
ROI Population (2002): 
ROI Employment (2002): 
Authorized Manpower (2005): 
Authorized Manpower(2005) 1 ROI Employment(2002): 
Total Estimated Job Change: 
Total Estimated Job Change I ROI Employment(2002): 

Cumulative Job Chanae IGainlLoss) Over Time: 
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Enterprise-Ozark, AL Micropolitan Statistical Area Trend Data 

Emplovment Trend (1988-2002) 

::: I - - - - : -  - . - + - - - . - -  

0 I ~ m ~ l W ~ W ~ m ~ B 7 W w W  W K 2  
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
Indax: 1 1.01 1 0.98 1.01 1.01 1 0 1  1 0.99 0.99 1.02 1.03 1.02 1 1.02 

Unemplovment Percentaae Trend !1990-2003) 

12% 

0 I 
81 ! 4 2 8 9 g r ) € K i g t l I f  8 8 5 U W O l  02 09 

YEAR: 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
ROI: 6.02% 6.41% 6.37% 7.86% 6.13% 5.85% 5.07% 4.82% 3.91% 4.81% 5.74% 5.98% 4.75% 4.55% 
USA: 5.6% 6.83% 7.5% 6.91% 6.09% 5.19% 5.4% 4.94% 4.51% 4.21% 3.90% 4.74% 5.79% 5,0% 

Per _Capita Income x $1 ,0-00B88-20021 

": f 

0 l a m w a & m s m s w m t m m  u ~ m  
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
ROI: $20.4 521.09 121.51 $21.83 522.24 521.92 $21.52 $21.6 121.58 $21.89 123.22 $23.53 123.25 $23.88 $24.4 
USA: 126.96 $27.48 $27.42 $28.87 127.35 127.18 $27.53 $27.86 $28.35 S29.04 $30.35 $30.86 531.89 131.72 131.61 

~ ~ $ p ! y  hnes are dashed 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT DATA 

Scenario: All Selected (see title page) 
Economic Region of Influence(RO1): Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News. VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area 
Base: All Bases 
Action: All Act~ons 

Overall Economic lmgact of  Promsed BRAC-05 Action: 
ROI Population (2002): 
ROI Employment (2002): 
Authorized Manpower (2005): 
Authorized Manpower(2005) I ROI Employment(2002): 
Total Estimated Job Change: 
Total Estimated Job Change I ROI Employment(2002): 

Cumulative Job Chanae (GainlLoss) Over Time: 
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V~rgin~a Beach-Norfolk-Newport News. VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area Trend Data 

Emplovment Trend (1988-20021 

0 1 s s m o r a z s o a r w s i r w & o b  o i &  
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
I*: 1 1.W 1.03 1-02 1.03 1.04 t.04 1 . 0  1.01 1 t.1l 1.12 1.14 1.15 1.17 
Rnptaenls ths ROl's lnderw ernploymen! mange smce 7988 

Unem~lovm_e-n_t Percentaae Trend (1990-2003) 

1% I 

0 
W W I W Z S S ~ U ~ ~ Y ~ W W O ~ ] ~ ~ ~  & 

YEAR: 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 
ROI: 4.56% 5.#% 6.34% 5.41% 5.75% 4.85% 4.65% 4.8% 3.4% 3.3% 2.62% 3.61% 4.18% 4.42% 
USA. 5.6% 6.83% 7.5% 6.91% 6.09% 5.59% 5.4% 4.94% 1.51% 1.21% 3.99% 4.74% 5.79% 539% 

Per C a ~ i t a  Income x $1 . a 0  (1 988-2002] 

s60.00 T 

0 1 
U W W W W Z ~ W ~ J ~ ~ H E & ~  u i &  

YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 
ROi: $25.9 $26.04 S2S.47 S25.31 325.43 S2531 $28.31 US.18 Sf5,U $26.14 (27.12 S27.51 $28.16 $28.63 W.01 
USA: $26.96 S27.M S27.42 $2657 $27.35 $27.18 127.53 127.86 528.35 529.04 $30.35 $30.66 U1.W 531.72 S31.61 
Note niaf~onel trend I ~ n e  are dashed 
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FORT EUSTIS, VA 

Demographics 
The Sollowing taklcs lxovidc a short description of thc iircil ncur thc i~istnllation/acti\~i~y. 
FOK'I' I:L1S7'IS is within Newport New, VA. the nears t  city with it population of 
100.000 or mosc. Thc rlcarcst mcrropolitan statistici~l iirca (MSA) is 

The lollon ing enrltlc\ colnpnse thc m~lit i i~y hous~nc ilsen (>!HA): 

Poquoson 1 11566 
Willinnisburc 1 11998 

C O L I I I ~ ~ I C I [ I  
Gloucehtcl. 
Hampron 
Janics City 
blur hcn s 

Child Care 
'Illis attribute capuscs the numbcr of' nationally acc~wlitcd child-care ccntcrs within thc 
local conlmunit!;: I5 

Populdtion 
34780 
146437 
48 102 
9207 

Cost of Living 
Cost 01' l.i\,irig pro\ iclcs il ~.clati\'e n1e:isurc o f  cost 01' l iv~ng in the local community. 
Gcncrd ScheduIe (GS) Locality Pay providcs a sclativc scale to c o m p ~ c  local sa l i~ ics  
with govcrnrncnt sal;~rics and Basic Allow~lnce for Housing (BAH) is iln indicator 01' the 
local rcntal markct. In-state tuition is an indicator of  thc support provided by the statc 1'01- 

a c t i ~ c  duly filmily mc~nhcrs to pal-ticipatc in higher-lc\cl cducation opportunities. 

I -- I 

GS Locality P ; I ~  ("Kcst of LiS" 10.Y"‘ ) 10.9% 1 I 

( U S  Avg $4 1.994) 
(CIS Avg $1 19.600) 

- -- $42,448 
$1 10.100 

I In-state Tuition Continues i f  Mcmhcr PCSs Out of State ( 

I 1 3 

I 0 - 3  with Dcpcnrlcnts BAH K ; I I ~  5 1,074 



FORT EUS TIS, VA 

Demographics 
The following tables provide a short description of the area near the installation/activity. 
FORT'  EIiS'I'IS is n,ithin Seuport Neus. VA. the nearest city with a population o f  
100.000 or more. 'I'hc nearest metropolitan statistical area ( M S A )  is 

M S A  , Population 
\;orlblk-VA Reach-Newport Kews MSA , 1.569.54 1 I. 

'l'hc follo\\inf entities comprise the militarq housing area (MHA): 
('aunt) iC'it) 1 Population 
Gloucester 34780 
Hamp~on 1 146437 
.lames Cit) j 48102 
J 4 a t h e ~ s  j 9207 
\c\\port hc \ \ s  1 180150 
Poquoson 1 1566 
Williamsburg 1 1998 
Y ork , 56297 

, Total / 398.537 

Child Care 
I his auributc c a p t u r ~ ' ~  the numbcr of nationally accredited child-care centers \\ ithin thc 
local communit> : I5 

Cost of Living 
Cost of Li\ ing provides a rclativc measure of cost of living in thc local cornmunit). 
(<enel-al Schedule (GS) 1,ocality Pa> procides a relative scale to compare local salaries 
\\ ith go\wnmcnt salaric\ and Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) is an indicator ol'thc 
local rental market. In-state tuition is an indicator of the support provided by the state for 
active duty farnil) members to participate in higher-lcvcl education opponunitics. 

1 In-stiw Tuition Continues if Mcrnber PCSs Out of State 1 I \ 

( I J S  Avg $41,994) 
( ( IS  Avy $I 19,600) 

GS Locality Pay (..Rest of L'S" 1 0.9%) 

$42.448 
$ 1  10.100 

1 0.9% 

I ~ \ J \  I L14A 1 
I 

I 



Education 
' I  his attribute dcfines the population in local school districts and idcntifies capacit~,.  The 
pupil!tcachcr ratio. graduation rate, percentage of certified teachers and composite SAT 
IIACT scores pro1 idc a relative qualit) indicator of education. This attribute also 
attempts to give communities credit for the potential intellectual capital the> provide. 

NO I ' t :  '-MFK" m a n s  a  memorandum For Record is on file at the 
installationlactii itylagency to document problems in obtaining the required information. 
Rcasoris for not being able to obtain information may be that the school district refused to 
pro\ idc thc information or thc school district docs not usc or track the information. 

I f thc  installatio~llacti\litylagcncy has incomplete information tiom the local school 
s} stern in ordcr to accurutcly compute a score in this area, the number of school districts 
reporting information bill bc capt~ircd in addition to the computed answer. 

h i s  

School IIistrict(s) Capacity 292.26 1 1 2  01' 1 2  
dis~r ic tx  

Studcnrs Lnrollcd 275.446 12of12 

A c  erage Pupi l/T'eachcr Ratio 15.6: 1 
--- 

.. . . . . . . 

-CT ~ c o r c  (US Avg 20.8) 1 1  ] 1 2 d  1 2  
; disrricrz 

i l inr icts 
1~cr1.12 
dis~r ic ts  

. 

Available GraduateIPhD Proprams 14 j 
A\ailablc Collcgcs andlor Univcrsitics 6 1 - - 
Available Vocational and/or Technical Schools I I 

High School Students Enrollcd 76.159 

Average High School Graduation Rate (US Avg 67.3%) 87.4% 

Average Composite SAT I Scorc (US Avg 1026) 889 

Employment 

I ~ O ~ I ?  
dihrricts 
1 2  01' 1 2  
d i s ~ r ~ c l s  
12 01' 12 
dis t r ic~s  

I .nemplq  ment and job growth rates provide a relative merit of'job availability in the 
local comnrunitk. National ratcs from the Burcau of'1,abor Statistics arc also pro\ idcd. 

The unc~nploq~iicnt ratcs for thc last five-years: 

c 1999 
! l.oca1 Data j 3.4% 
1 National 1 3.2% 
1 Ihs is :  I h4 S .A 

2000 1 2001 2002 2003 
-. 1 6% 3.5% 4.2% 
4.U% 3.7% 5.8% 
\IS!\ MSA \4 S A  

4.4% ! 
6.0% 
MSh 



Housing 

. .  L - - -  ---- 
7.856 lia>i \ :  Vacant Sale I ;nits 

a- ,.. \IS:\ 
Vacant ~ - Kcntal I :nits 13.560 . 

Medical Providers 

Transportation 



I)ocb rhc I i ~ l  con~munir! ' b  \\:11cr h!brcrn Ii:l\c' the abilir! to meet an cspandcd nerd ot' 
an additional I .OOO pcoplc mo\ in; in the local cornmunit! ? Yes 

I)ocs the 1c)cal co~ntiiuni~!'s he~ \e r  \! \1c11i ha\ c 11ic abilil! LO Inccl ;III expanded need of 
.in addilion~l I .OOO people mo\ ing in lhc loc:~l conim~~nit!'? Yes 



FORT RUCKER, AL 

Demographics 
Ihc ti,llo\\ing tables prc>\.iJc a hart dcscriprion ol'thc area near the insrallarion/acti\ ir!. 
F O R T  RI ' ( 'Kl . .R i5 93.8 mile3 ti-om blontgnmcr!. Al.. thc nearcst city H-it11 a population 
<)I' IOO.000 or more. I'hc nearest ~nctropolitan statistical area ( M S A )  is 

I he !i>llo\\ 11iz_c.nt1tic3 conipriw tlic ~iiiIit;ir> l l o~~a i~ ig  area ( \ I t1  A ) :  

Child Care 
I'his attriburc caprurcs the number ol'narionally accrcditcd child-care centers within rhc 
local comrn~rnir! : 0 

Count! 'C i r~  
CO f h  
1)alc 

1 I lcnr! - 

1 I lolmch 
l~ouston 

Cost of Living 
('ost ol'I.iving provide5 ii rclarivc l ~ ~ ~ i i s l ~ r c  ol'cost ol'living in the local community. 
General Schedule ((is) I.ocalit~ Pay pwvidcs ii relative scale to compare local salaries 
with govcrnlncnt siilnrics and h s i c  Allowance fir I lo~ising ( B A f i )  is an indicator of tho 
local rental market. In-state tuition is an  indicator ol'thc support provided by the state for 
:ict i \  c tlut! I:imil! mcmhcrs to p:rnicipatc in  higher-le\'el education opportunities. 

Pop~ilat ion 
-1 3 6 I 5 

I 

49 129 

I03 I0 
1856-1 

- - 
, 88787 

I'otal -- - - - - . 1-11. 1 69 



Education 
I'liis attribute dclincs rhc population in local xhool  districts and identities capacit). 'l'hc 
pupil/teachcr ratio. gradustion rate. percentage ol'ccrtilicd tcachcrs and composite SAT 
I/AC'T scores provide ;i relative quality indicator ol'cducation. This attribute also 
attcnipts to gi\,c conimunitic's credit for the potential intcllcctual capital [lie> providc. 

0 "\ll:IZ" means a ~~lemorandum I:or Kccord is on tile at the 
in~tallarion a u i \  it! 'at,cric> to document prohlcrns i n  obtaining the required inlimnation. 
IZcasons fur ni)t being able 10 obtain inform:lrion Ins! he that rhc school districr rcl'~~scd to 
p t w  ide rhc iliform:ition OI- the school district docs 1101 use or track the informarion. 

Il'rhc inbrnllation/ac'ti\ i ~ / agcnc !  has incomplctc infimnation from the loc;~l school 
\ j  \tern in  order to :iccur:ircl compute a score in this m a .  the number ol'scliool d i h c t s  
rcpcr t in  inli~rm:irion \ \ i l l  bc cnpturcd in addi~ion to the computed an\uer.  

, ~ 

- - - - -. -- - - - . . - .- -. -- - -. Il;tri\ --- 
School I)isrricr(b) ( ' a p a c i ~  41.1 12 I I I  01' I 1 1  

- --- -- -- -- ,lirlricl\ - ,  

S t u d c n ~  linrolled 35.j 10 I I I  , t i  I O  

/ Hich School Students 1:nrolled I 7.553 , I O O I . I O  1 

1 Average I liyh Schcx~l (iraduation Rare ( l i S  .Ayg 67.3%) 93.7% 1 1 0  01' 1 0  
- districh 

A\ e r a s  C'o~iipo>itc S.4'1' I Score 

-- -- --. 

:I\ nilnblc Graduate I'hD Programs 
- 

2 
A~ailablc. ('ollecc\ and or l Jni\trsiries 6 ... - - -- 

.4\ailahlt. Vocational and/or fcchnical School\ 7 > 

Employment 
I 'nemplq tncnt arid j o b  g r o ~ ~ t h  rates pro\ idc a rclarivc mcrit ofjob rtvailabilir in the 
local c o r n ~ n u n i ~ .  hatiolial rate5 t'rom thc Bureau 01 '1  nhsr Statistic?, are also pro\ idcd. 



Housing 
I hi5 attribute pro\ idch an indication ol'n\ailabilit! ot'housing. both sales and rental. i n  
[tic local c o ~ n n ~ u n i t ~ .  \otc: according to thc 2000 C~IISLIS.  Vacant Sale ;ind V;IC:III~ 
Kcnral I 'nits ~10 not q u a 1  I'otal Vacant 1 lousing [:nits: Total Vacant t-louhing I nits ma! 
also include units that arc vac3nt but not 011 the n~arkct !'or sale or rent. 

'I t )~a l  Vacant I lou\inc [ ;n i l \  I -. - - 6.638 
I 

94 -3 I 11'1\1* 
LV>~ganr SaIc [Inits \ I \ , \  i 

Vacant Rental (;nits I - . -. . . . 
I 2.655 

Medical Providers 
'1-his attribute pro\.iJcs an indicator ol'availability of'tncdical care tiw military and I)ol) 
ci\.ilimis in the local con~~iiunit!. 'I 'l~r table reflects thc raw nu~nbcr ol'ph>sicians/bcds 
and ratio o l ' p l ~ ~  siciansihcds to population. 

- - - + ;t Physicians 1 3 Bcds I I'opulation 
I .ocal C'tr~nmuni~\ .. .. .... c 323 I 672 1-37.0 10 

SafetylCrime 
I Iic local coiii t i i~~tiit~ ' 4  I 11iti)r-~n Crimc Rcpnns ( I  C'li)  Indcl for 3001 per 100.000 
pcoplc .mi rlic narional I C'K based on infi)rrnation from r he Fcdcral I3urca~1 01' 
In\ c\tig;~tion ( I 131 ) liw 2002: 

Transportation 
Dihtancc to an airport ~ I i o \ \ ~ s  comeniencc and availabilit~ ol'airlinc transportation. 
I'ublic lrL~naportalion \Iio\rs polenlial li)r member5 and 1)ol) civilians lo LI\C i t  10 

commulc lo!liom ~ o r h  u~idcr normal circumstances and li)r leisure. 

1)islancc liom !:OK I '  KIlCKl~K to nearest commercial airport: 20.0 n~ilcs  
Is I:OK I' KI;('Kl.:K 5cr\:c.tl by regularly sclieduled public transportation? KO 

Utilities 
1 his attributc idcn~ilics ;I local C ~ I I I I ~ I L I I I ~ ~ ~ ~ ' S  natcr dnd s w r r  s!,stems' ahilit! to rccci\ c 
I .OOO addi1ion:ll pcoplc. 



[)ocs the Ioc;tl cornrnunir!'~ sc.\\cr s!?;lem ha\e  the abilitj. to rncct an expanded need ol' 
an adtii~ional 1.000 people 1110t ing in  the loc;ll c o r n m ~ ~ n i t ~ ' ?  Yes 



11. LOCAL AREA INFRASTRUCTURE .MODEL, CRITERION #7 
(L!II) 

R l .  I INTRODUCTION 

'I'llc Local Area Inliastructurc ( I A I )  model fulfills Criterion 7 rcquircments, specifically 
it  csamines "the ability of existing :ind potential receiving communities' infrastructure to 
support 'fforces. missions. and pcrsonncl." LA1 analysis supports the scenario 
i t c \dop~ i~cn t  proccss by helping to deline possiblc risks thc Anny would take if it 
assignccl a imit to a11 installatio~~ with o givcn Icvcl of infrastn~cturc ability. 

1..;\1 analysis is part 01 '  the 'I'A13S :~~i;ilytical fsame\vork, as depicted in Figure M- I .  

-- Analysis b . I ' ,  

Figure ill-1. TABS Process 

I'llc I3KAC' statute rcquircs rlint the fi)undation for BKAC rccomnicndarions be "the forcc 
btnlcturc plrin and inliastn~cturc In\cntury pscpared by thc Secretary under section 2912 
:~nd the final selection criteria prcparcd by thc Secretary under section 2913." As such. 
the JC'SGs and MILDEPs need to ensure that all eight select~on criteria arc cons~dered in 
dc\doping recommendations that will be fonvarded to thc Secretary 01' Defense. 

I'scrcising authority providcti by thc 13MC 2005 Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG). 
thc OSI) I3RAC Director and the h.IILI)I:P Dcputy Assistant Sccrctarics responsible for 
tI1c IIIIAC' process (known as the "I3KAC DASs") established a Soinr Proccss Action 
-l'c;~rn (SPAT) for Critcrio~i 7. 'l'hc Ai r  I : o ~ c  was dcsign:~tcd ns the lead MII-IIEP for the 
c lli)rt. 

I'hc .IP/\T \\'as tnskctl to dc \dop  ; ~ n t l  cxccutc an approach to t1cli11c C'ritcrio~i 7 arid 
~dcntify attributes. mctrica. m d  yucst~ons tlml \vould appropriately xscss  a community's 
ability 1 0  suppo11 ~ i i i s s i ~ ~ i s .  hrccs. and pcr~0111ic1. The JPAT \vas also tasked to produce 
:I report on thc data gathered in support of'thc analysis. for use by thc Military 
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I)cp"~iic~~~s (MILD1:P.s) and Jomt Cross S e n  ~ c c  Groups (JC'SGs). The JPAT d d  not. 
houlc\cr. cstabl~sh a mctliod to analyze or combme the LA1 data. The Army Bn.s~~ig 
Study (TABS) Group developed a LA1 modcl to assist In analyfing LA1 data. 

The TAUS LA1 model allows the analyst to compare the value of selected attributes at 
the gaining i~nd losing installations, dctcrminc whether thc move improvcs or worsens the 
attribute Icvcl, and makc a n  ovcrall risk assessment of the gaining community's abilit)' 
r c l i~ t i \ , ~  lo thc losing commnnity's ability to absorb additional units. The modcl groups 
the Jl'AT' data into ten diffcrcnt attributcs and then compares the gaining and losing 
illstallations using these attributes in order to dctcrminc a comparative local area 
inliastn~cturc, \\,hicli TAl3S then uses in a comparative assessment. 

T A M  consdidntcd Criterion 7 metrics into the following 10 soldier- issucs-based 
attributcs: 

('hild Care: 'I'hc total number ofaccrcditcd facilities \tithin the designated 
cowltics around tlic installation. 

Cost of Living: l 'hc basic allownncc Ibr housing (BAI I). The JPAT collected 
h t a  for mccliL~n Iio~~schoki incomc. mcdian value of owner-occupied housing. 
13AI 1. and GS loc,dity pay rate. Since there itah a strong c o ~ r e l a t ~ o ~ i  bctnccn 
I3Al I and ~ n e d ~ a n  110uxhold IIICC)IIIC. I'AlH used the BAH In the final 
;14~4s111cnt. 

Kducation: Iktcrmined by exanlining lhc state policy on in-state t u i l i o~~  Sor 
lnilitn~y dcpcncicnts, the avcragc S A T  scorc for the school districts in the 
surrc~inding counties, the student-tcachcr ratio. and the numbcr of post- 
sccu1idarpedi1c31io11 institutions witli~n thc area. Some school districts reported 
:IC'T scorcs instcact 01' SAT scorcs. \Vhcn this happcned. the scores \vcrc 
converted to SAT scorc?; using a fomluln developed by Ihc California Ilcpartmcnt 
ol' I'ducation. 

Klnployment: The region's uncmploy~ncnl rate. 

Ilousing: Detcrn~incd based on tlic vx :~~ic ies  available and the median home 
price. 

\lcdical Hcalth: 'l'llc number of'hosp~tal beds ava~lablc. The JPAT also 
collcctcd data on the number oftloctors a\  ailable but since there was a strong and 
con~istcnt correlation bet\veen the numbcr of hospital beds and the numbcr ol' 
doctola. only t l ~ c  liospital bcd factor ~iccdcd to be considered within thc lin;il 
.i.ssc's.slncrlt 

Population Centcr: Iktcrmincd by li~iding the distance to thc nearest city with a 
population that cscccds 100.000 persons. 
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Safety: Tlie community L'nifonn Crirne Reports ( U C R )  lndcs per 100,000 
persons. If community cannot be determincd. thcn thc state average is considered. 

'Transportation: 'I'hc distance to the closest airport that provides regularly 
scheduled commcrclil I a ~ r l ~ n c  w r v w  and checking to scc whether the publ~c 
tranbportat~on systcm provdcs transportation to or near the installation 

Utilities: The local co~nmun~ty ' s  abil~ty to pro\wlc nxtcr and acwage d~sposal for 
1.000 additional pcoplc. 

The assessment dctern~incs if thc local area infrastructure at a unit's proposcd location 
has thc same. bettcr. or ntorsc ability to suppon Army units when compared to another 
locilt11)n. The assessment is based o n  a scale that allows TABS to compare installations: 
. -  1 A13S assumes that more o f 3  mctric is better and all metr ic~ arc valued equally. Thus, if 
the IICW installation has highcr (bctter) values in all nietrics, thcn the Anny has little risk 
in relocating thc unit as far as the local area's ability to support i t .  

I<(' scenarios were not subjcct to thc LA1 model. These scenarios consisted of relocating 
units. but usually Ivithin c o ~ n n ~ i ~ t i n g  distance. Since few relocated their rcsidcnces, thcrc 
will not be a change in the htatus ofthcir local area infrastnicturc. rcndcring Critcrion 7 
inhign~licant. Tlie RC approach to C'sitcrion 7 is described in the RC appcndix of the 
I-At.'. 

11.3.1 Data Analysis 

For each metric. TABS conducted data analysis lo deteniiine the variability and grouping 
ofthe installation data. TABS used scatter plots to look for natural brcaks in the data 
and, when thcsc brcaks \ \we  discwercd. grouped data according to thcsc breaks (sce 
tiguru below). If there wcre no obvious natural breaks but significrmt variation in the 
data csisted, then thc data was broken into thirds. The top group (all points above thc 
grccn linc), or most dcsirablc. was given a va lue of I ,  while tlic bottom group (all points 
below tlic rcd line), the Icxt dcsirablc. \vas g i \ w  a value 01.3. The value of 2 was gven 
11) tlic \slues in the middle group (points bct\i.ecn the grccn and red line). 
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MEDIAN INCOME 

Il'thc nictric was based on a binary ans\vcr (ycs or no). thcn a ')lcsV was assigned 1 while 
"no" \vns assigned -3. If thcrc was Inore th;in one ~iietric assigned to an attribute. then the 
attributc \ d u e  \vns dctcrniincd by averaging the tnciric values and rounding the result off 
to th. ncxcst integer. 'The Critcnon 7 livaluation Modcl thcn used these l'actors to 
comparc rhc gaining installation's capability with the losing installation. 

M.4 ANALYSIS 

To usc the C'ritcrion 7 liv:~luation Modcl, the analyst chooses for analysis the potcntial 
losing installation and the potcntial gaining installation fi-om a drop-down Incnu. After 
the installations arc chosen. the model displays cithcr a rcd (lowcr group), amber (middle 
group), or ;I green (upper group) rcctanglc undcr thc installation colunm for each 
attribute. For instance, the bclow graphic shows that Foil H is amber, or is in the middlc 
group ofall  installations, Lbr the C'hilil C:;~rc attributc. I t  also shows that Fort A is red, 
i.e.. in the lower group ol'all installatioris, Ibr the same attribute. Further to the right 
undcr Attributc C'liangc. thc tool indicates that there is a "Decline" in child care 
capability if an  activity is movcd Sroni 1:ort L3 to I:ort A. Attribute Change also indicates 
:In "lmprovc" in ('ost of Liking and a "Sustain" i n  Iklucativn. Therc is also an overall 
"Kisk livalu:~tion" box that dctcrniincs thc o\fcrall c w ~ ~ n u n i l y  impact for the relocation to 
Fort A. In this case thcrc is a "lligh" bccausc thcrc arc six "Dccline"~ in the "Attributc 
Change" colu~nn. 

Drati rlcl~bcrali\c 1)oculnm For Ilixuss~on Purl)oscs Only 110 Nor Kclcase Under FOIA 4 
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CRITERIA 7 EVALUATION TOOL 

Medical Health 

If an andyst is considering such :I Inow, thea in the C'ritcrion 7 portion of tht: Proposal 
Information Management System (I'IMS), hc or shc would chcck the box of cach 
critcnon that indicates a "Dcclinc." In this case the analyst would check thc Child ('arc. 
Employment, btcdical Hcalth, Safety, Population Center. and Transportation boscs. 
Also. on thc PIblS "Risk to Move" drop-down menu. thc analyst \muld choose "I Iigh" 
based on thc risk evaluation. II'thcrc arc multiple stationing actions in 111s sccnario. then 
the analyst must compose each origin and destination pair. If thcrc is a decline in any of 
the installntiw pairs, then that box should bc checkcd in PIMS. Also, the risk evaluation 
should indicate the liighust lcvcl of all of the pairs. For instance, if one installation pair 
has a "High" and all of the others have a "Low," thc analyst should still choosc an ovcrall 
"I ligh" risk c\*aluation. 

A quality control (QC') rc\.ic\v will be pcrf'ormed oncnch sccnario. An assigned anrilyst 
~ v i l l  \vriKy C'ritcrion 7 nmdcl rcsults Ihr cnch sccnario to cnsure accurate results. Analysts 
can comment on thc outcome of'thc analysis. None of the Criterion 7 attributcs arc 
"show-stoppers" i l l  the sense that a sccnario should not go fo~~vard .  but QC must cnsure 
that metrics \\4h comparati\dy lowcr rnnkings arc propcrly rccordcd, so that they arc 
fillly considcrcd within the sccnario assessment pmccss. 

Thc ma  lysis is compnrati\'c in nature, and a "High" risk docs not automatically nullify il 

proposal. I t  p o ~ ~ r a y s  that the gaining installation is not as robust as the losing installation 
in scvcral ot'lllc clioscn metrics. I t  outlincs factors that may nccd to be i~nprovcd or 
construclcd 1xlbr.c the gaining installation's population can incrcasc. 

Cntcrion 7 cnsurcs that MILDEPs and JC'SC;?; ana lyx  the abillty of a gaining 
~nstallat~on's community and its inli~structurc to suppon forces, nmsions. and pcrso~u~cl  
In comparlwn to other ~nstallatlun\ The JPAT wll tssuc a report to the MILDF.P\ and 
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J('SGs our lining tllc installation answcrs ro thc Criterion 7 questions I .  The report will 
contam an entry for cach installation and cach installation will have a data sumnary 
table. The d m  supporting production of these reports will bc ~naintaincd in a single 
datahasc that allows the MILDEPs and JC'SGs to analy7c thc data furthcr during scenario 
dcvclopment. The MlLDLPs, Joint Cross Scrvicc Groups, and Defense Agencies are 
rcsponsiblc lor linal review and editing of thc output rcports for thcir scenarios. 

TAl3S uses thc C'ritcrion 7 report to conduct comparative assessments. TABS built a 
spreadsheet model to help analysts compare data bctwccn installatiorrj and rate the 
Inovclnclit ol'a unit from one installation to anothcr as high, nicdium, or low risk. The 
intent is to relocat(: units to installations that havc thc capacity to absorb additional unit 
~nissions ; I I ~  xscss whethcr Army installations ~-cquirc additional support to attain a 
certain Icvcl of loc:ll-arcn inliastructurc support. ,' 

' INCLUDE LOCATION OF THIS REPORT WHEK COMPLETED. 

I r a  c 1 l  i n n  - For Discuss~on Purposcs Only 1)o Not Rc.lcasc Undcr FOIA 6 



Draft Deliberative Document-For Discussion Purposes Only-Do Not Release Under FOIA page 1 of 4 
SUMMARY OF SCENARIO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS [TABS FINAL VERSION] 

SCENARIO # E & T - 0 0 6 2 ~ 3  TITLE: E & T - 0 0 6 2 ~ 3  AVN LOG TO RUCKER 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION: Moves the Aviation Log School from Fort Eustis to Fort Rucker. Fort Eustis loses 
approximately 2,500 personnel. Proposal moves approximately 1,500 personnel and constructs approximately 
2,500,000 SF new MILCON to Ft Rucker. 

Env Resource 
Area 

Gaining Installation Assessment 
Inst Name: Fort Rucker 

No Impact. Installation is in attainment for all 
criteria pollutants. Additional operations 
appear to be within operating permit buffers. 

I0 arch/cultural resources, but no restrictions 
to tng/operations/construction. 

Due to interest from Native American tribes, a 
potential impact may occur as a result of . 
increased time delays and negotiated 
restrictions. Also resources must be evaluated 
on a case-by-case basis, thereby causing 
increased delays and costs since there is no 
Programmatic Agreement in place. Likely no 
impact due to sufficient buildable acres to 
accommodate new construction. 
No lmpact 

No Impact 

No lmpact 

No lmpact 

No Impact. TES include American Alligator, 
bur no restrictions in place. 

No lmpact 

Analyst Comments 
(& data source(s) that drive assessment) 

#213 - Installation is in attainment area for 
all criteria pollutants. 
#211 -Major Source thresholds not 
projected to be exceeded (based on 20% of 
emissions at Ft Eustis). 
#220 -Major Operating Permit held 
#218/ISR2 - No mission impact indicated. 
#229- No limitations to fee simple 
ownership 
#230, I0 arch resources (pre-historic 
Indian camp sites). but no restrictions to 
trainingloperations reported 
23 1 -No Native People sites 
232 - No areas with high potential for 
archaeological resources identified. 
#233, 100% surveyed 
#234 - No tribes assert interest 
#236 - No programmatic agreement 
ISR2 - no adverse impact to mission. 
#228 - No impacts to dredging expected 
w/ proposal. 

Buildable Acres -approximately 800 req'd, 
(based on 1 large school) approx 1.14 1 
acres available. 
#201,254,256 - no restr., no SRAs 

#239 - No noise contours off-installation. 
ISR 11 -No impacts to missions due to 
noise restrictions 
#259 lists American Alligator as TES but 
no restrictions 
#260-264 - No critical habitat/ no 
biological opinions/candidate species 
1 ~ ~ 2 s h o w s - n o  impact. 
#269 No RCRA Subpart X Permit, none 
needed since AV Log school does not 
need to manage waste munitions 
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No impact. 

4 
Wetlands already restrict operations. 
Additional operations may impact wetlands, 
which may lead to operations that are 
restricted. Likely no impact due to sufficient 
buildable acres to accommodate new 
construction. 

#276 - Not over sole source aquifer 
#279 -No discharges to imp waterways 
#276,278 - No restrictions 
lREM - infrastructure can support 20,000 
additional personnel 
#822 - Don1 & Ind ww treatment plant 
#29l-l On Military Installation Gov't 
Owned Plant for potable water 
#297-2 On Military Installation Gov't 
Owned Plants for sewage treatment 
#282- 2 On Military Installation Gov't 
Owned Plants for industrial wastewater 
#25 1 -survey completed 12/95 
#257 - 5.9% wetland restricted acres, with 
normal restrictions (constr, dredging, tng). 
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Env Resource 
Area 

Losing Installation Assessment 
Inst Name: Ft Eustis 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

-- 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

None. 

Page 3 of 4 

Analyst Comments 
(& data source@) that drive assessment) 

Impacts to losing installations are 
considered neutral or positive for all 
environmental areas. 
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SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF SCENARIO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (CONTINUED); 
SCENARIO # E& T-0062~3 

Env 
Resource 

Area 

COBRA 
Costs: 

Gaining Installation 
lnst Name: Ft Rucker 

None. 

None. 

-Conduct Tribal gov't-to-gov't meetings$500- 
$2,000 per meeting 
-Develop PA -$I OK 
-Endangered Species Management (includes 
monitoring) $20K-$2M 
-Re-alignment NEPA (EA) - $400K. 

NEPA (EA) - $400K. 

Page 4 of 4 

Losing Installation 
lnst Name: Ft Eustis 

None. installation is not closing. 

None. 

None. 

None. 
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Profile generaled on I ?  30'2004 w ~ t h  data as of 1?t30~2UU4 

INSTALLATION ENVIRONMENTAL PROFILE 

FORT RUCKER 

1. Air Quality (DoD Question #210-225): 

a. The Clean Air Act (CAA) estabhshes health-based standards for alr quallty and all areas of the country 
are mon~tored to determme i f  they meet the standards. A major limitlng factor IS whether the installat~on 
is in an area designated nonattamment or maintenance (alr quality IS not meetlng the standard) and is 
therefore subject to more stringent requ~rements, includ~ng the CAA General Conformity Rule. 
Conform~ty requires that any new emissions from military sources brought into the area must be offset 
by cred~ts or accounted for in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) emissions budget. The cr~terla 
pollutants of concern Include: CO, 0 3  (1 hour & 8 Hour), and PM (PMIO, and PM2.5) Installations in 
attainment areas are not restricted, whlle actlvlties for installations in non-attainment areas may be 
restricted. Non-attainment areas are classified as to the degree of non-attainment: Marginal. 
Moderate, Serious, and in the case of 0 3 ,  Severe and Extreme. SIP Growth Allowances and Emission 
Reduction Cred~ts are tools that can be used to accommodate Increased emissions in a manner that 
conforms to a slate's SIP. All areas of the country require operating permits i f  emissions from 
stationary sources exceed certain threshold amounts Major sources already exceed the amount and 
are subject to permit requirements. Synthetic minor means the base has accepted legal limits to its 
emlsslons to stay under the major source threshold. Natural or true mlnor means the actual and 
potentla1 emlssrons are below the threshold. 

2. CulturallArcheologicallTribal Resources (DoD Question #229-237): 

a Many ~nstallat~ons have h~stor~cal, archeolog~cal, cultural and Trlbal sltes of Interest These s~tes and 
access to them often must be ma~ntarned, or consultation IS typically requ~red before changes can be 
made The s~tes and any buffers surround~ng them may reduce the quantlty or quahty of land or 
airspace avadable for t ra~n~ng and maneuvers or even construction of new facllltles The presence of 
such sites needs to be recogn~zed but the fact that restrlctlons actually occur IS the overr~d~ng factor the 
data call IS  tryng to ~dent~fy  A programmat~c agreement w ~ t h  the State H~stor~c Preservat~on Office 
(SHPO) facilitates management of these s~tes 

b No t i ~ s t o r i ~  ;xoprJrlv lias beer1 ldentlf~ed url FOl iT HUCKER There 1s no programmat~c agreement for 
h~stor~c property 1r1 place w ~ t h  the SHPO It r1nc.s rlol hsve sltes wlth h ~ g h  archeolog~cal potent~al 
ldent~fled 

3 .  Dredging (DoD Question # 226-228): 

a Dredglng allows for free navigation of vessels through ports, channels, and rivers, ldentlflcation of s~tes 
w ~ t h  remarnlng capacity for the proper d~sposal of dredge spoil is the prlmary focus of the profile. 
However, the presence of unexploded ordnance or any other impediment that restricts the abil~ty to 
dredge IS also a consideration. 

b. FORT RlJCKEt? has no ~mpediments to dredging 

4. Land Use ConstraintslSensitive Resource Areas (DoD Question #198-201, 238, 240-247, 254-256, 
273): 

a Land use can be encroached from both Internal and external pressures T h ~ s  resource area comb~nes 
several d~fferent types of possrble constra~nts It captures the var~ety of constra~nts not otherw~se 
covered by other areas that could restr~ct operat~ons or development The areas rnclude 
 electromagnet^^ radrat~on or emlsslons, env~ronmental restorat~on s~tes (on and o f  ~nstallatlon), m~htary 
mun~t~ons response areas, explos~ve safety quant~ly drstance arcs treat~es, underground storage tanks. 
sensltlve resource areas, as well as po l~c~es,  rules regulations, and actlvltles of other federal, state. 
trlbal and local agencies Thls area also captures other constralnmg factors from an~mals and wrldhfe 
that are not endangered but cause operat~onal restr~ct~ons T h ~ s  resource area speclflcally mcludes 
~nformat~on on known env~ronmental restorat~on costs through FY03 and the projected cost-to-complete 
the restoratlor1 
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Profile generaled on 1?~30!2004 w ~ t h  data as of 12/301?004 

u FORT RUCKER  doc^^ not tiave a permitted RCRA Treatment Storage and Dlsposal Facll~ty (TSDF) 
FORT RULKEK tiot~\ not tiave an Interim or f~nal RCRA Part X faclllly FORT RUCKER doc5 not 
have an on-t),15e w i l d  waste d~sposd  faclllly 

9. Water Resources (DoD Question # 258,274-299): 

a. This resource area asks about the condition of ground and surface water, and the legal status of 
water rights Water is essential for ~nstallation operations and plays a vital role in the proper 
functlonlng of the surroundmg ecosystems. Contamination of ground or surface waters can result In 
restrictions on training and operations and require funding to study and remediate. Federal clean 
water laws requlre states to identify impaired waters and to restrict the discharge of certain pollutants 
into those waters Federal safe drinking water laws can require alternative sources of water and 
restrict act~vltles above groundwater supplies particularly sole source aquifers. Water resources are 
also affected by the McCarran Amendment (1952), where Congress returned substantial power to the 
states with respect to the management of water. The amendment requires that the Federal 
government wave its sovereign immunlty in cases ~nvolving the general adjudication of water rlghts. 
On the other hand existence of Federal Reserve Water Rights can provide more ability to the 
government to use water on federal lands. 

b FORT RULKER dues no1 discharge to an lrnpa~red waterway Groundwater contamlnatlon is rml 
reported Surface water contamlnatlon 15 reported The stale requlres perrnlls for t i e  wthdrawal of 
qrounowaier 
(The fol lowing water quantity data i s  f rom DoD Question # 282, 291, 297, 822, 825, 826) 
FORT HUCKEK has 4996 Acre-Feet of surplus water potentially available for expansion On 
average, rt uses 2 089532599999ti9'3C3 MGD of potable and non-potable water, wlth the capacrty to 
produce 5 18255 MGD It processed on average O MGD of domestlc wastewater In the peak month 
(past 3 years), w~ th  the capaclty to process 4 MGD It processed on average 2 100UOOOU00000001 
LIGD of rndustr~al wastewater In the peak month (past 3 years) wlth the capac~ty to process .I MGD 

10. Wetlands (DoD Question # 251, 257). 

a. The existence of jurisdictional wetlands poses restraints on the use of land for training, testing or 
operations. In the data call the mstallations were asked to report the presence of jurisdictional 
wetlands and compare the percent of restricted acres to the total acres. The presence of 
jurlsdictlonal wetlands may reduce the ability of an installation to assume new or different mlsslons, 
even ~f they do not presently pose restrictions, by lirrliting the ava~lablllty of land. 

b .  FORT RIJCKER reported 5 9% wetland restricted acres on the main installation, and no wetland 
restricted acres on ranges. 
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INSTALLATION ENVIRONMENTAL PROFILE 

FORT EUSTIS 

1. Air Quality (DoD Question #210-225): 

a. The Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes health-based standards for air quality and all areas of the country 
are monitored lo determine if they meet the standards. A major limiting factor IS whether the ~nstallatlon 
1s in an area designated nonattalnment or malntenance (air quallty is not meeting the standard) and 1s 
therefore subject to more stringent requirements, including the CAA General Conformity Rule. 
Conformity requlres that any new emissions from mllltary sources brought into the area must be offset 
by credits or accounted for in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) enilsslons budget. The cr~terla 
pollutants of concern include: CO, 0 3  (1  hour & 8 Hour), and PM (PM10, and PM2.5) Installations in 
attainment areas are not restricted, while activities for installations in non-attainment areas may be 
restricted. Non-attainment areas are class~fied as to the degree of non-attainment: Marginal, 
Moderate, Serious, and in the case of 0 3 ,  Severe and Extreme. SIP Growth Allowances and Emission 
Reduction Credlts are tools that can be used to accommodate increased emiss~ons in a manner thal 
conforms to a state's SIP. All areas of the country require operaling permits if emissions from 
stationary sources exceed certaln lhreshold amounts. Major sources already exceed the amount and 
are subject to permit requirements. Synthetic minor means the base has accepted legal hmlts to its 
emissions to stay under the major source threshold. Natural or true minor means Ihe actual and 
potential enilsslons are below the threshold. 

b.  FORT EUSTIS IS  lr1> Ptlarg~nal blainterinncc: for Ozone ( 1  hrj. FORT EUSTIS is proposed lo be In 
Nonatt.ilri~ii~~r!l foi- Ororw (8 hour) It holcis 2 CAA Synthetic M i r m  Oper'itiny Peim~ts. No ernlsslori 
cred~t pro~gi-;irri . i v~ t~ la i~ le  No SIP growlh ;illowance has been allocated lor this installation. FORT 
EUSTIS I:, i r i  ,tn iIrcl.i prqected or ~ m p c x ( x l  lo be clesignaled norw1t:rlnnienl for the &hour O ~ o r i o  or 
the Ph.12 5 NAAQ 

2. CulturallArcheologicallTribal Resources (DoD Question #229-237): 

a. Many lnstallat~ons have hlstoncal, archeological, cultural and Tribal sites of interest. These sltes and 
access to them often must be maintained, or consultation is typically required before changes can be 
made. The sites and any buffers surrounding them may reduce the quantity or quahty of land or 
airspace available for training and maneuvers or even conslrucllon of new facilities. The presence of 
such sites needs to be recognized, bul the fact that reslriclions aclually occur is the overriding factor the 
data call is lryiny lo identify. A programmalic agreement with the State Historic Preservalion Office 
(SHPO) facilitales management of these sites. 

b H I ~ ~ U ~ I L  ~ I C I ( J ~  rtv t1<1~1 bee11 ~derit~fici j  on FORT EUSTIS There I<, no programmatic agreement for 
hlstorlc property In place w~ th  Ihe SHPO It h,is sltes with hlgh archeological potentlal ldentlfied whlch 
do riot restrlct c~nst ruc t~on and do rrot restrict operations Conldct w t h  Nallve Trlbes has rarely 
!3:cldi re<! 

3. Dredging (DoD Question # 226-228). 

a. Dredglng allows for free navigation of vessels through ports, channels, and rivers. Identification of sites 
with remaining capacity for the proper disposal of dredge spoil is the primary focus of the profile. 
However, the presence of unexploded ordnance or any other Impediment that restricts the abihty to 
dredge IS also a conslderation. 

b FORT EUSTIS t ~ l s ,  rlo lmpedlments to dredglng I l  has ypo I d ~ s p o s ~ ~ l  silc(sl w t h  1300000 C Y  of 
capaclly reniarnlng 

4. Land Use Constraints/Sensitive Resource Areas (DoD Question #198-201, 238, 240-247, 254-256, 
273). 

a. Land use can be encroached from both internal and external pressures. This resource area combines 
several different types of possible constraints. It captures the variety of constraints not otherwise 
covered by other areas that could restrict operations or development. The areas include 
electromagnet~c radiation or emissions, environmental restoration siles (on and off installation), rnihtary 
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munit~ons response areas, explos~ve safety quantlty distance arcs, treatles underground storage tanks 
sens~t~ve resource areas as well as pollc~es rules, regulations, and actlvlt~es of other federal, state 
tr~bal and local agencies This area also captures other constraining factors from anlmals and w~ldlife 
that are not endangered but cause operat~onal restrictlons T h ~ s  resource area spec~fically lncludes 
mformation on known envrronmental restoratlon costs through FY03 and the projected cost-to-complete 
the restoration 

b FOKT EUSTIS reports that 675 unconstralned acres are available for development out of 9679 total 
acres FORT EUSTIS has spent $42 199999999999W6M thru FY03 for environmental restoratlon, and 
has est~mated the remaining Cost to Complete at S7M FORT EUSTIS has Explos~ve Safety Quant~ty 
D~stance Arcs wn ie  of ? \ / i ~ ~ t i  reqLlire safety waivers arid all with the poter:tial for sxpanslon I t  has 
I~lilitary Iblun~tlons Respunv+ Areah It reports :lonstr,li~its ~ s s o c ~ a t e d  viilh r~trit:r f'lctors 

5. Marine MarnrnallMarine ResourceslMarine Sanctuaries (DoD Question #248-250, 252-253): 

a. This area captures the extent of any restrictlons on near shore or open water testlng, tra~ning or 
operations as a result of laws protecting Marine Mammals. Essential Fish Habitat, and other related 
marine resources. 

b FOKT EUSTIS IS  Impacted by laws and regulations pertaining to Marine Mammal Protection Act, 
Essent~al F ~ s h  Habitats & Fisheries and Mar~ne Sanctuaries, which may adversely restrict nav~gation 
and operations. 

6. Noise (DoD Question # 202-209, 239): 

a. Mihtary operations, particularly aircraft operations and weapons firing, may generate noise that can 
impact property outside of the installation. Installations with significant noise w ~ l l  typically generate 
maps that predict noise levels. These maps are then used to identify whelher the noise levels are 
compat~ble w ~ t h  land uses in these noise-impacted areas. Installations will often publish noise 
abatement procedures to mitigate these noise impacts. 

b FORT EULTIS ~ ! C J C \  riul t ~ 1 w  nolse contours that extend off the installation's property It does not 
have published nolse abatement procedures for the main installation I t  does nut have plrblished 
noise aoater~k-111 ; ~ r o r e d ~ ~ r e s  for the tral~lnc]  id or RDTXE range It does not I IJVL~ publ~hhed nolse 
abatemen1 prcrretliires f i j r  the aux~hary airf~eld 

7. Threatened and Endangered SpecieslCritical Habitat (DoD Question #259-264) 

a. The presence of threatened and endangered species (TES) can result in restrictions on training. 
testing and operations. They serve to reduce bu~ldable acres and maneuver space. The data in this 
sect~on reflects lrsted TES as well as candidate species, designated critical habitat as well as 
proposed habitat, and restr~ctions from Biological Opinions. The legally binding condit~ons in 
Biological Opinions are designed to protect TES. and critical habitat. The data call seeks to identify 
the presence of the resource. TES, candidate or crlt~cal hab~tat, even if they don't result in 
restrictions, as well places where restrictlons do exlst, 

b FORT EUSTIS reported that federally-listed TES drc prehent that have delayed or d~vorted 
c iperdi inr is~tr~~ir i~r i (~ i t t :~t~r iq candrdate species art: nut present, crltlcal habrtat IS presellt that do not 
restrlcl operdll(lris and the lnstallat~on does not have a B~ological O p ~ n ~ o n  

8. Waste Management (DoD Question # 265-272) 

a Thls resource area ~dentifies whether the lnstallatlon has existlng waste treatment and/or d~sposal 
capabilities whether there IS add~tional capac~ty, and In some case whether the waste faclhty can 
accept off-srte waste T h ~ s  area ~ncludes Resource Conservat~on and Recovery Act (RCRA) Treatment, 
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Storage and Dlsposal facilities, solid waste d~sposal facilities. RCRA Subpart X (openlburn~nglopen 
detonation) and operations. 

I. FORT EUS~I IS does not have a permitted RCRA Treatment Storage and Disposal Facility (TSDF) . 
FORT EUSTIS does not have an interim or final RCRA Part X facility . FORT EUSTIS docs clot have 
A I I  on-base sol~c! waste d~sposal facility 

9. Water Resources (DoD Question # 258, 274-299), 

a. This resource area asks about the condit~on of ground and surface water, and the legal status of 
water rights. Water is essential for installation operations and plays a vital role in the proper 
functioning of the surrounding ecosystems. Contamination of ground or surface waters can result in 
restrictions on training and operations and require funding to study and remediate. Federal clean 
water laws require states to ~dentify impaired waters and to restrict the discharge of certain pollutants 
into those waters. Federal safe drinking water laws can require alternative sources of water and 
restrict activities above groundwater supplles particularly sole source aquifers. Water resources are 
also affected by the McCarran Amendment (1952), where Congress returned substantial power to the 
states with respect to the management of water. The amendment requires that the Federal 
government walve ~ t s  sovereign immun~ty in cases involving the general adjudication of water r~ghts. 
On the other hand existence of Federal Reserve Water Rights can prov~de more ability to the 
government to use water on federal lands. 

b. FORT EUSTIS d~scharges to an impaired waterway. Groundwater contamination is reported. 
Surface water contamination is not reported The state requires permlts for the withdrawal of 
qrourrd~vn!er. 
(The following water quantity data is f rom DoD Question # 282, 291, 297, 822, 825, 826): 
FORT EUSTIS has 11037 4 Acre-Feet of surplus water potentially available for expansion, On 
average, ~t uses 1.7436 MGD of potable and non-potable water, with the capacity to produce 
11.3327(3Wi~9999999 MGD. It processed on average 1.46 MGD of domestic wastewater in the peak 
month (past 3 years), with the capacity to process 6.0995999999995996 MGD. It processed on 
average O 08 MGD of industrial wastewater in the peak month (past 3 years), w~ th  the capac~ty to 
process ii 1"1!)ij9999CI'3(!9';Y96 MGD. 

10. Wetlands (DoD Question # 251, 257): 

n The existence of jurisd~ct~onal wetlands poses restraints on the use of land for training, lesting or 
operations. In !he data call the ~nstallat~ons were asked to report the presence of jurisdictional 
wetlands and compare the percent of restricted acres to the total acres. The presence of 
jurisdictional wetlands may reduce the ability of an installation to assume new or different missions. 
even if they do not presently pose restrictions, by limiting the availability of land. 

b.  FORT EUST IS reported 25':; wetland restr~cted acres on the main ~nstallation, and no wetland 
restricted acres on ranges. 
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