DCN: 1567

Aviation Logistics School

Recommendation: Realign Fort Eustis by relocating the Aviation Logistics School and
consolidating it with the Aviation Center and School at Fort Rucker.

Justification: This recommendation consolidates Aviation training and doctrine development at
a single location. Consolidating Aviation Logistics training with the Aviation Center and School
fosters consistency, standardization and training proficiency. It consolidates both Aviation skill
level I producing courses at one location, which allows the Army to reduce the total number of
Military Occupational Skills (MOS) training locations (lessening the TRADOC footprint).
Additionally, it enhances military value, supports the Army’s force structure plan, and maintains
sufficient surge capability to address tuture unforeseen requirements. It improves training
capabilities while eliminating excess capacity at institutional training installations. This provides
the same or better level of service at a reduced cost. This recommendation supports Army
Transformation by collocating institutional training, MTOE units, RDTE organizations and other
TDA units in large numbers on single installations to support force stabilization and engage
training.

Payback: The total estimated one-time cost to the Department of Defense to implement this
recommendation is $492.3M. The net of all costs and savings to the Department of Defense
during the implementation period is a cost of $348.1M. Annual recurring savings to the
Department after implementation are $42.9M with a payback expected in 13 years. The net
present value of the costs and savings to the Department over 20 years 1s a savings of $77.4M.

Economic Impact on Communities: Assuming no economic recovery, this recommendation
could result in a maximum potential reduction of 5000 jobs (2410 direct jobs and 2590 indirect
jobs) over the 2006-2011 period in the Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA,
metropolitan statistical arca, which is 0.5 percent of economic area employment. The aggregate
cconomic impact of all recommended actions on this economic region of influence was
considered.

Community Infrastructure: A review of community attributes revealed no significant issues
regarding the ability of the intrastructure of the communities to support missions, forces, and
personnel. There are no known community infrastructure impediments to implementation of all
recommendations atfecting the installations n this reccommendation.

Environmental Impact: This recommendation has no impact on air quality: cultural,
archeological, or tribal resources: dredging; land use constraints or sensitive resource arcas;
marine mammals, resources, or sanctuaries; noise: threatened and endangered species or critical
habitat; waste management: water resources; or wetlands, This recommendation will require
spending approximately S0.4M for environmental compliance activities. This cost was included
in the payback calculation. This recommendation does not othcrwise impact the costs of
environmental restoration, waste management, and environmental comphiance activities. The
aggregate environmental impact of all recommended BRAC actions aftecting the bases in this
recommendation has been reviewed. There are no known environmental impediments to
implementation of this reccommendation.
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Competing Recommendations and Other Information:
There are no competing recommendations.

Force Structure Capabilities:

This recommendation ensures that the Department will retain the necessary capabilities
1o support the Force Structure Plan. Retained capacity at the Fort Rueker for institutional
training facilities is 998.000 SF. This includes; General purpose Instructional, Applied
Instructional and General Administrative Buildings. The addition of the Air Detense
Artillery Center and School as this recommendation proposes would require MILCON of
2.336.000 SF: additionally, there are 1.142 acres available for new construction which is
sufticient to meet the requirements of this candidate recommendation.

MVA Results:

This candidate recommendation enhances the military value of the Army by improving
force structure training and readiness. It moves activities from a lower Military Value
installation (Fort Eustis #33) to a higher ranked one (Fort Rucker #28) on Army's
military value evaluation for overall capability. See attached Army instaliations Military
Value rankings.

[t uses excess training capacity at Fort Rucker while creating space for additional TDA
activities at Fort kustis (better utilizing each installations capabilities), which improves
the current and future mission capabilities and the impact on operational readiness of the
Department of Detensce’s total foree, including the impact on joint war-fighting, training
and readiness.

Other installations were considered. but not found cost effective. This recommendation
improves the Army's training and readiness capability by providing Aviation training at
one location. which tosters consistency. standardization and training proticiency. It also
facilitates task foree stabilization.

Capacity Analysis Results:

The consolidation ol the Aviation training at Fort Rucker ensures the Army has the surge
sapability necessary (0 accommodate unforeseen requirements for both institutional
training and for future force structure changes. By leaving Fort Fustis, the Army has
created space for additional activities, such as operational units and other TDA

activities, This recommendation has taken advantage of excess Aircraft Maintenance
Hangar, Unit Headquarters Building, Enlisted Unaccompanied Personnel Housing,
Dining FFacility, Vehicle Parking space at Fort Rucker.

This consolidation of institutional training with other TDA units at a single installation

oanior i
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Aviation Log to Rucker

promotes torce stabilization and creates future stationing alternatives at reduced costs.
Reduced costs are possible due to cross installation assignments, an overall smaller
footprint. which requires fewer sustainment dollars and a smaller Army recap program.
This recommendation will also improve the condition of facilities while creating cost
and manpower savings through consolidation of mission and functions in instructors and
school support ¢lements in the institutional training area.

See attached Army installations capacity analysis chart.
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COBRA RE
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Base: EBUSTIE, VA
ONE-TIME NET 2008 2L 2011 Total
o (SR} - - -
CONST? TQON
MILCON ¢ [ 0 g a 0 ]
Retic/RIF 0 9 718
Moving C 15 i 9] 3,458
Taped 4 [ 91 a bl 449
2,380 1,739 1,345 1, 0 g 7,040
MIL PERSUN
Mil Moving 4 23 894 35 v o] 1,06
QTHER
HAP / RSE & 2 G 3 8] 4 G
Environmental [l 2 Q il il a s}
{ontrat o 0 [} 0 3 9 ¢
I-Time Cther Q 0 ¢ a ] 2 S
TOTAL CNE-TIME 2,300 1,882 &,813 1,738 3 0 71l
RECURRING NET 2028 2007 z0¢8 2009 010 2011 Toral
(SK) . - o PR
FAM ROUSE O g G [ Q 2 D G e
Q&M
Sustain ] -39 -3
Recap 0 f -1, d1T
BoY ¢ 18 -5, 042
Civ Balary [ 33 ~1,682

TRICARE ¢ o N}

SRSUNNE

Saiary ¢ ~-82 , 188 8,644 -9,078 -
fouse Allow 4 71 -2.3%3 ~-2,860 -4, 880
OTHER

Procuremant ¢ I¢; 5 o] G G 9 3
Mission Activ G o 2 Q G S & G
¢ a g ¢ G 4] ¢
¢ 331 25,288 ~25,891 25,89 -94,907 25,892
2, 38¢ 1,551 23,523 25,8321 £2,3196 £5,B31%
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Economic Impéct Report

This report depicts the 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(ROl): Enterprise-Ozark, AL Micropolitan Statistical Area

Base: All Bases

Action: All Actions

Overall Economic Impact of Proposed BRAC-0S Action:

ROI Population (2002): 93,322
RO! Employment (2002): 48,094
Authorized Manpower (2005): 7.823
Authorized Manpower(2005) / ROl Employment(2002): 16.27%
Total Estimated Job Change: 3,820
Total Estimated Job Change / ROl Employment(2002): 7.94%

Cumulative Job Change (Gain/Loss) Over Time:

4200
3360
2520
1680

YEAR: 2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Direct Military:
Direct Civillan:
Direct Student
Direct Contractor?
Cumuiative Direci
ICum Indir/induc:
Cumulative Total}

18 1558 215

O |o o |o

1735 . 2008
1587 1812

L]

oo |oijo|o |o |o

1812
3,820

& B &
§§§OOOO
g
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Enterprise-Ozark, AL Micropolitan Statistical Area Trend Data

Employment Trend (1988-2002)

53,540 T
— . e " e — T T, ——*
42,832 -+
32,124 -+
21,416 +
10,708 -+
. S d 2 53 g 5O 50 g g% :° OU U U
YEAR: 1988 198 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
1.01 1 0.98 1.01 1.01 1.01 1 0.99 0.9 1.02 1.03 1.02 1 1.02

Index: 1

Re the ROI's indexed emolovment

nemployment Percentage Trend (1990-2

15% T
12% +
9% +
— '.‘.
4 P  — ‘ﬁ-%“_:‘____ o y— — —
6% -'L—._-;__‘:___\__ - e e
S I —
3% +
U 8 g 2% g4 9% 50 B 5 22 UU U U
YEAR: 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
ROI: 6.02% 6.41% 6.37% T7.84% 6.13% 5.85% 5.07% 4.82% 3.91% 4.81% 5.74% 598% 4.75% 4.55%

USA: 56% 6.83% 7.5% 691% 609% 559% 54% 494% 4.51% 4.21% 3.99% 4.74% 579% 599%

Per Capita Income x $1,000 (1988-2002)

se000 T
$48.0 -+
$36.0 + e -
3240 T — a4 4 . e YT = =i
$120 -
) 50 g . 53 .7 5 oY . 0y o0 X D
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
ROI $20.4 $21.09 $21.51 $21.83 $22.24 $2192 $21.52 $21.6 $21.58 $21.89 $23.22 $23.53 $23.25 $23.88 5244

USA:  $26.96 $27.48 $27.42 $26.87 $27.35 $27.18 $27.53 $27.86 $28.35 $29.04 $30.35 $30.86 $31.89 $31.72 $31.61
Note Natianal trend lines are dashed
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ECONOMIC IMPACT DATA

Scenario: All Selected (see title page)
Economic Region of Influence(ROIl): Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area
Base: All Bases

Action; All Actions

Qverall Economic Impact of Proposed BRAC-05 Action:

ROI Population (2602): 1,613,728
ROI Employment (2002): 978,888
Authorized Manpower (2005): 11,885
Authorized Manpower(2005) / ROl Employment(2002): 1.21%
Total Estimated Job Change: -5.000
Total Estimated Job Change / ROl Employment(2002): -0.51%

Cumulative Job Change {Gain/Loss) Over Time:

5500
4400

YEAR: 2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Direct Military:
Direct Civillan:
Direct Student
Direct Contractor;
Cumuiative Direct
Cum Indirfinduc:
Cumulative Total;
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Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport News, VA-NC Metropolitan Statistical Area Trend Data

Employment Trend (1988-2002)

1,078,775 |

861,420 —4 — e e .

646,065 -+

430,710 -+

215,355 -+

o e . P ." A * . ot e .'.

YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Index: 1 102 1.03 102 103 104 104 106 108 109 111 192 T1& 1.8
Rapresants the RO('s indexed emplayment change since 1588
Unemployment Percentage Trend {1990-2003)

15%

12% -+

8% +

i -:_ TTeem
8% -T- v j _n-""_‘--- = -_"“1———”‘:::::__" e, — =
-— e e T ol
e e T s memetre—_
3% + e
¢ G g g3 o7 B 75 c g 00 0

YEAR: 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
ROI: 4.55% 5.56% 6.34% 5.41% 5.75% 4.95% 4.85% 4.8% 3.45% 3.37% 2.62% 3.51% 4.18% 4.42%

USA: 56% 6.83% 7.5% 6.91% 6.09% 559% 54% 4.94% 451% 4.21% 3199% 4.74% 579% 5.99%

Per Capita Income x $1,000 (1988-2002)

$60.00 T
$48.0 T
$36.0 +
DS I i R, A g
; — — = — ——o—
e e f_ T e W
$24.0 +
$12.0 -+
Y iz o) 0 o o g s 0 o oo v
YEAR: 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
ROI: $259 $26.04 $25.47 $25.31 $2543 $25.21 $25.31 $25.18 $25.65 $26.18 $27.12 $27.51 $28.16 $2B8.63 $29.01

USA: $26.96 $27.48 $27.42 $26.87 $27.35 $27.18 $27.53 $27.86 $28.35 $29.04 $30.35 $30.86 $31.89 531.72 $31.61

Nole Nabonal trend ines are dashed
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FORT EUSTIS, VA

Demographics _

The following tables provide a short description of the arca near the installation/activity.
FORT EUSTIS 1s within Newport News, VA the nearest city with a population of
100,000 or more. The nearest metropolitan statistical arca (MSA) 1s

MSA Population
Norfolk-VA Beach-Newport News MSA 1,569,541
The lollowing entitics comprise the military housing arca (MHA):
Countv/City Population
Gloucester 34780
Hampton 146437
James City 48102
Mathews 9207
Newport News 180150
Poquoson 11566
Williamsburg 11998
York 56297

| Totul 498.537 B

Child Care
This attribute captures the number of nationally accredited child-care centers within the
focal community: 15

Cost of Living

Cost of Living provides a relative measure of cost of living in the local community.
Generul Schedule (GS) Locality Pay provides a relative scale to compare local salaries
with government salaries and Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) is an indicator of the
local rentul market. In-state tuition is an indicator of the support provided by the state for
active duty family members to participate in higher-level education opportunities.

Median Houschold Income  (US Avg $41,994) $42,448 Busis:
Median House Value (US Avg $119,600) $110.100 MSA
GS Locality Pay (“Rest of US™ 10.9%) 10.9% |
O-3 with Dependents BAH Rate S1074
In-state ‘Futtion for Family Member No

| In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State




FORT EUSTIS, VA

Demographics

The following tables provide a short description of the area near the installation/activity,

FORT EUSTIS is within Newport News, VA the nearest city with a population of
100.000 or more. The nearest metropolitan statistical area (MSA) is

MSA Population

Norfolk-VA Beach-Newport News MSA 1.569.541

The following entitics comprise the military housing area (MHA):

County/City | Population
Gloucester | 34780
Hampton | 146437
James City | 48102
Mathews | 9207
Newport News | 180150
Poquoson 11566
Williamsburg 11998
York | 56297
Total i | 498.537

Child Care
This attribute captures the number of nationally accredited child-care centers within the
local community: 13

Cost of Living
Cost of Living provides a relative measure of cost of living in the local community.
General Schedule (GS) Locality Pay provides a relative scale to compare local salaries

with government salaries and Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) is an indicator of the
local rental market. In-state tuition is an indicator of the support provided by the state for

active duty family members to participate in higher-level education opportunities.

Median Household Income (US Avg 541.994) $42.448 Basive |

Median House Valuc (US Avg $119,600) $110,100 MSA

GS Locality Pay ("Rest of US™ 10.9%) 10.9% ‘

0-3 with Dependents BAH Rate $1.074 !

In-state Tuition for Family Member o No |
IL In-state Tuition C_’Gnlihucs_mcmbcr P(S;QE of State | T 4‘




Education

This attribute defines the population in local school districts and identifies capacity. The
pupil/teacher ratio. graduation rate, percentage of certified teachers and composite SAT
I/ACT scores provide a relative quality indicator of education. This attribute also
attempts to give communities credit for the potential intellectual capital they provide.

NOTE: “MFR™ mcans a Memorandum For Record is on file at the
installation/activity/agency to document problems in obtaining the required information.
Reasons for not being able to obtain information may be that the school district refused to
provide the information or the school district does not use or track the information.

It the installation/activity/agency has incomplete information from the local school
system in order to accurately compute a score in this area, the number of school districts
reporting information will be captured in addition to the computed answer.

Basis
i School District(s) Capacity 202261 (lj? of 12
istricts
Students Lnrolled 275.446 120012
| distriets
Average Pupil/Teacher Ratio 15.6:1 o 1¥ofl2
_ - S - - districts '
High School Students Enrolled 76.159 | L; ol 12|
Istricts
Average High School Graduation Rate (US Avg 67.3%) 87.4% '17’ ot 12
districts
Average Composite SAT | Score (US Avg 1026) 889 i 11_2 of 12
o S . — I dtricts |
Average ACT Score (US Avg 20.8) 11 | 14_2 of 12
L districts
Available Graduate/PhD Programs 14
Available Colleges and/or Universitics 6 |
Available Vocational and/or Technical Schools 1 | _]
Employment

Unemployment and job growth rates provide a relative merit of job availability in the
local community. National rates from the Bureau of Labor Statistics are also provided.

['he unempioyment rates for the last five-years:

[ | 1999 2000 2001 2002 | 2003
! l.ocal Data ! 3.4% 2.6% 3.5% f 4.2% 4.4%
| National f 4.2% 4.0% ' 4.7% i 5.8% 6.0%
Basis: MSA MSA MSA , MSA 1 MSA i




Ihe annual job growth rate tor the last five-years:

w9 [ 2000 2000 2002 2003
~Local Data A% i 3% o 1.0% 1.8% 1.9%
~National 3% L 24% 0% -31% 86%
~Basis, Msa T s MSA ASA MSA
Housing

Fhis attribute provides an indication of availability of housing. both sales and rental. in
the local community. Note: according to the 2000 Census. Vacant Sale and Vacant
Rental Units do not equal Total Vacant Housing Units: Total Vacant Housing Units may
also include units that are vacant but not on the market tor sale or rent.

lotal Vacant HQL_lsir}g_l nits N _;3._1_.(376

Fe . = e Basix:
~Vacant Sale l,”'ll-\. | _ 7.8_36 i GA
Vacant Rental Units 7 13.560

Medical Providers

This auribute provides an indicator of availability of medical care for military and DoD)
civilians in the local community. The table reflects the raw number of phy sicians/beds
and ratio of physicians/beds to population.

_ . # Physicians #Beds Population o
_Local Community 3,599 2,936 ~1.569.541 Basis:
"Ratio ! 1:436 . 11535 MSA

. National Ratio (2003) | 1:421.2 | L33y

Safety/Crime

Che local community s Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)Y Index for 2002 per 100.000
people and the national UCR based on information {rom the FFederal Bureau off
Investigation (FBI for 2002:

Local UCR 44790 Basis: MSA
National UCR 41188
Transportation

Distance to an airport shows convenienee and availability of airline transportation.
Public transportation shows potential tor members and DoD civilians to use it to
commute torom work under normal circumstances and for leisure.

Distance from FOR T EUSTIS to nearest commercial airport: 8.0 miles
[s FORT LUSTIS served by regularly scheduled public transportation”? Yes



Utilities
This atribute identifies a local community “s water and sewer systems™ ability 1o receive

1.000 additional people.

Does the Tocal community 's water system have the ability 1o meet an expanded need of
an additional 1.000 people moving in the local community? Yes

Does the Tocal community 's sewer system have the ability to meet an expanded need of
an additional 1.000 people moving in the local community? Yes



FORT RUCKER, AL

Demographics

I'he following tables provide a short desceription of the arca near the installation/activity .
FORT RUCKER is 93.8 miles from Montgomery. Al the nearest city with a population
of 100.000 or more. The nearest metropolitan statistical area (MSA) is

_.\.‘IS.-\ _ i I’Qzuululio_n
DOTHAN. AL MSA - 137916

Fhe following entties comprise the military housine area (MHA)Y:
_the ToHow g entties comp I

County /City - Population
 Coftee. - IRERE
Dale 49129 i
Geneva | 25764
| Henry 16310 ?
+ Holmes 18564 '
. Houston 88787 i
Toal 242069

Child Care
Fhis attribute captures the number of nationatly aceredited child-care centers within the
local community: 0

Cost of Living

Cost of Living provides a relative measure of cost of living in the local community,
General Schedule (GS) Locality Pay provides a relative scale to compare local salaries
with government salaries and Basic Allowance for Housing (BAH) is an indicator of the
local rental market. In-state tuition is an indicator of the support provided by the state for
active duty family members to participate in higher-level education opportunities.

Median Houschold Income (USAve $31.994) | 835455 | ..
Median House Value (US Avg $119.600) $77.500 | MSA

-GS Locality Pay C ("Restof US™ 10.9%) 10.9%

" 0-3 with Dependents BAH Rate ' | $ 906

" In-state Tuition lb”r-Fal_nii,\ Member No

_In-state Tuition Continues if Member PCSs Out of State



Education

I'his attribute defines the population in local school districts and identifies capacity. The
pupil/teacher ratio. graduation rate. percentage of certified teachers and composite SAT
VACT scores provide a relative quality indicator of education. This attribute also
attempts to give communities credit for the potential intellectual capital they provide.

NOTE: “MFER™ means a Memorandum For Record is on file at the

installationractivity ‘ageney to document problems in obtaining the required information.
Reasons for not being able to obtain information may be that the school district retused to
provide the information or the school district does not use or track the information.

it the installationzactivity/agency has incomplete information from the local school

system in order to accurately compute a score in this arca. the number of school districts
reporting information will be captured in addition to the computed answer.

Basis
School District(s) Capacity J1.112 10orio
| —— . 3 - o distnety
Students Enrolled 35.319 hof 10
F— - —— o . districts
Average Pupil/Teacher Ratio 15.9:1 1001 10
e — . : . distriens
High School Students Enrolled . 7.553 l,l‘) of 10
f———- - ) | L districts |
¢ Average High School Graduation Rate  (US Avg 67.3%) 93.7% "J‘.'“', 10
' ] istricts
Average Composite SAT 1 Score (US Aveg 1026) 52 Lo 10ol10
e e o dbmens
Average ACT Score (US Avg 20.8) 20 11(_1 or' 10
districis
Available Graduate/PhD Programs 2
Available Colleges and/or Universities 6

Available Vocational and/or Technical Schools

Employment

Unemplovment and job growth rates provide a relative merit of job availability in the
local community. National rates from the Burcau of Labor Statistics are also provided.
Fhe unemploy ment rates for the last Hive-years:

] S 1999 20000 20002002 2003
lLocal Data 4.1% 4.9% ; +4.5% 4.6% 4.5%
National  4.2% 1.0% | 47% 5.8% 6.0%
CBanis [ msa T wsa ] wsA T MsA [ MsAa

The annual job growth rate for the last five-years;



1999 2000 2000 120022003

L ocal Dat; 0% 3% L 1% 1 15% 3.2%
National | 15% 2.4% 03% | -31%  86%
_ Buasis _ \NA T MSA MSA ] MsA \SA

Housing

his attribute provides an indication of availability ot housing. both sales and rental. in
the local community. Note: according to the 2000 Census. Vacant Sale and Vacant
Rental Units do not equal Fotal Vacant Housing Units: Total Vacant Housing Units may
also include units that are vacant but not on the market for sale or rent.

Total Vacant Housing Units 6.638
b T R = Basis:
- Vacant Sale Units 943 ] Sn
| Vacant Rental Units 2.6355 ) _J

Medical Providers

This attribute provides an indicator of availability of medical care for military and Dol)
civilians in the local community. The table reflects the raw number of physicians/beds
and ratio of physicians/beds to population.

| - _# Physicians # Beds | Population . )
l.ocal Community 333 673 137916 Basis:
Ratio [ 14 T 1205 6ol beountiey
National Ratio (2003) 14212 1:373.7 T

Safety/Crime

I'he local community s Unitorm Crime Reports (L CR) Index tor 2002 per 100.000
people and the national UCR based on information from the Federal Burcau off
lnvestugation (FBI) for 2002:

. local UCR " 3.062.6 N Busis: 6 ol 6 counties ]
National UCR 4.1188 -
Transportation

Distance to an alrport shows convenience and availability of airline transportation.
Public transportation shows potential for members and Dol civilians to use it to
commute to/from work under normal circumstances and for leisure.

Distance from FORT RUCKER to nearest commercial airport: 20.0 miles

Is FORT RUCKER served by regularly scheduled public transportation? No

Utilities

Fhis attribute identifies a local community’s water and sewer systems” ability to receive
[.000 additional people.



Does the focal community's water system have the ability to meet an expanded need of
an additional 1.000 people moving in the local community? Yes

Does the focal community s sewer system have the ability to meet an expanded need of
an additional 1.000 people moving in the local community? Yes
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M. LOCAL AREA INFRASTRUCTURE MODEL, CRITERION #7
(LAT)

M.T INTRODUCTION

The Local Arca Infrastructure (LAY model fulfills Criterion 7 requirements, specifically
it examines “the ability of existing and potental receiving communities’ infrastructure to
support forces, missions, and personnel.” LAL analysis supports the scenario
development process by helping to define possible risks the Army would take if it
assigned a unit to an installation with a given level of infrastructure ability,

LAl analysis 1s pant of the TABS analytical framework, as depicted m Figure M- 1.

v

———— Analysis

7 2
BRAC Capacily Maitary Scenario Cost ECON, LAL A Final g
Coyetives Analysis Vitue Developrment Analysis ENV.and IV Recommendatons
Aflnbulis Analvsis .l
.

LAI

Figure M-1. TABS Process

M.2 HISTORY

I'he BRAC statute requires that the toundation for BRAC recommendations be ““the force
structure plan and infrastructure inventory prepared by the Secretary under section 2912
and the final selection ¢riteria prepared by the Secretary under section 2913.7 As such,
the JCSGs and MILDLEPs need to ensure that all eight selection criteria arc considered in
developing recommendations that will be forwarded to the Secretary of Defense.

lixereising authority provided by the BRAC 2003 Infrastructure Steering Group (ISG),
the OSD BRAC Dircctor and the MILDEP Deputy Assistant Secretaries responsible for
the BRAC process (known as the "BRAC DASs”) established a Joint Process Action
Team (JPAT) for Criterion 7. The Air FForce was designated as the fead MILDEP for the
effort.

The JPAT was tasked to develop and execute an approach to detine Criterion 7 and
wdenuty attributes, metries, and questions that would appropnately assess a community's
ability to support missions, torces, and personnel. The JPAT was also tasked to produce
arcport on the data gathered m suppornt of the analysis, for use by the Mihitary

Dratt Deliberative Document  For Discussion Purposes Only -~ Do Not Release Under FOIA |



Dratt Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA

Departments (MILDLEPs) and Joint Cross Serviee Groups (JCSGs). The JPAT did not,
however, establish a method to analyze or combine the LAI data. The Army Basing
Study (TABS) Group developed a LAI model to assist in analvzing LAI data.

M.3 THE MODEL

The TABS LAl model allows the analyst to compare the value of selected attributes at
the gaining and losing installations, determine whether the move improves or worsens the
attribute level, and make an overall risk assessment of the gaining community’s ability
relative to the losing community's ability to absorb additional units. The model groups
the JPAT data into ten different attributes and then compares the gaining and losing
installations using these attributes in order to determine a comparative local arca
infrastructure, which TABS then uses in a comparative assessment.

TABS consolidated Criterion 7 metrics into the following 10 soldier-issucs-based
attributes:

e Child Care: The total number of accredited facilities within the designated
counties around the mstallation,

o Cost of Living: The basic allowance for housing (BAIl), The JPAT collected
data for median houschold income, median value of owner-occupied housing,
BAIL and GS locality pay rate. Since there was a strong correlation between
BAl and median household income, TABS used the BAH in the final
assessment,

e Education: Determined by examining the state policy on in-state tuttion for
military dependents, the average SAT score for the school districts in the
surrounding counties, the student-teacher ratio, and the number of post-
secondary-education institutions within the area. Some school districts reported
ACT scores nstead of SAT scores. When this happened. the scores were
converted to SAT scores using a formula developed by the California Department
of Education.

o Emplovment: The region’s uncmployment rate.

e lousing: Determined based on the vacancies available and the median home
price. :

e Medical Health: The number of hospital beds available. The JPAT also
collected data on the number of doctors available but since there was a strong and
consistent correlation between the number of hospital beds and the number of
doctors, only the hospital bed factor needed to be considered within the final
assessment.,

Population Center: Determined by finding the distance to the nearest city with a
population that exceeds 100,000 persons,
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¢ Safety: The community Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) Index per 100.000
persons. If community cannot be determined, then the state average 1s considered.

¢ Transportation: The distance to the closest airport that provides regularly
scheduled commercial airline service and checking to see whether the public
transportation system provides transportation to or ncar the installation

e Utilities: The local community’s ability to provide water and sewage disposal for
1.000 additional pcople.

The assessment determines if the local area infrastructure at a unit’s proposed location
has the same. better, or worse ability to support Army units when compared to another
location. The assessment is based on a scale that allows TABS to comipare nstallations:
TARBS assumes that more of a metric 1s better and all metrics are valued equally. Thus, if
the new installation has higher (better) values in all metrics, then the Army has little nsk
m relocating the unmit as far as the local area’s ability to support it.

RC scenarios were not subjeet to the LAl model. These scenarios consisted of relocating
units, but usually within commuting distance. Since few relocated their residences, there
will not be a change n the status of their local area infrastructure. rendering Criterion 7
msignificant. The RC approach to Criterion 7 1s described in the RC appendix of the
TAF.

ML.3.1 Data Analysis

For cach metne, TABS conducted data analysis to determine the variability and grouping
of the instatlation data. TABS uscd scatter plots to look for natural breaks in the data
and, when these breaks were discovered, grouped data according to these breaks (sce
figure below). If there were no obvious natural breaks but significant variation in the
data existed, then the data was broken into thirds, The top group (all points above the
green line), or most desirable, was given a value of |, while the bottom group (all points
below the red line), the least desirable, was given a value of 3. The value of 2 was given
to the values in the muddle group (points between the green and red line).
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If the metric was based on a binary answer (yes or no), then a “yes™ was assigned | while
“no” was assigned 3. If there was more than one metric assigned to anattribute, then the
attribute value was determined by averaging the metric values and rounding the result off
to the nearest integer. The Criterion 7 Evaluation Model then used these factors 1o
compare the gaining mstallation’s capability with the losing installation.

M.4 ANALYSIS

To use the Criterion 7 Evaluation Model, the analyst chooses for analysis the potential
losing installation and the potential gaining installation from a drop-down menu. Afier
the installations are chosen, the model displays cither a red (lower group), amber (middle
group), or a green (upper group) rectangle under the installation column for each
attribute. For instance, the below graphic shows that Fort B 1s amber, or is in the middle
group of all installations, for the Child Care attribute. It also shows that Fort A is red,
r.e.. in the lower group of all mstatlations, for the same attribute. Further to the nght
under Attribute Change, the tool indicates that there is a “Decline”™ in child care
capability if an activity 1s moved from Fort B to lFort A, Attribute Change also indicates
an “Improve™ in Cost of Living and a “Sustam™ i Liducation, There is also an overall
“Risk Livaluation™ box that determines the overall community impact for the relocation to
Fort A. In this case there is a “Thigh™ because there are six “Decline™s in the “Attribute
Change™ column.
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CRITERIA 7 EVALUATION TOOL

Risk.-Evaluation
Losing Installation | Gaining Installation HIGH

Attribute FORT B FORT A " Attribute Change
Child Care 2 DECLINE
Housing 2 2 SUSTAIN
Cost of Living 2 IMPROVE
Education 2 2 SUSTAIN
Employment 2 DECLINE
Medical Health ) N VR e ATRED DECLINE
Safety 2 DECLINE
Population Center yrmip DECLINE
Transportation 2 DECLINE
Utilities 2 DECLINE

If an analyst is considering such a move, then, in the Criterion 7 portion of the Proposal
Information Management System (PIMS), he or she would check the box of cach
criterion that indicates a “Decline.™ In this case the analyst would check the Child Care,
Employment, Medical Health, Safety, Population Center, and Transportation boxes.
Also. on the PIMS “Risk to Move ™ drop-down menu, the analyst would choose “High”
based on the risk evaluation. 1f there are multiple stationing actiors in the scenario, then
the analyst must compose each origin and destination pair. If there 1s a decline m any of
the mstallation parrs, then that box should be checked in PIMS.  Also, the risk cvaluation
should indicate the highest level of all of the pairs. For instance, if one installation pair
has a “High" and all of the others have a “Low,” the analyst should still choose an overall
“High™ nsk evaluation.

M.S REVIEW

A quality control (QC) review will be performed on cach scenario. An assigned analyst
will verity Criterion 7 model results for cach seenario to ensure accurate results. Analysts
can comment on the outcome of the analysis. None of the Cniterion 7 attnibutes are
“show-stoppers™ in the sense that a scenario should not go forward, but QC must ensure
that metrics with comparatively lower rankings are properly recorded, so that they are
fully considered within the scenario assessment process.

The analysis 1s comparative in nature, and a “High" risk does not automatically nullify a
proposal. It portrays that the gaining installation is not as robust as the losing installation
in several of the chosen metrics. It outhines factors that may nced to be improved or
constructed before the gaining installation’s population can increasc.

M.6 SUMMARY

Criterion 7 cnsures that MILDEPs and JCSGs analyze the ability of a gaining
installation’s community and its infrastructure to support forces, missions, and personnel
in comparison to other installations. The JPAT will issue a report 1o the MILDEPs and

Draft Deliberative Document - For Discussion Purposes Only - Do Not Release Under FOIA 5



Draft Deliberative Document — For Discussion Purposes Only — Do Not Release Under FOIA

JCSGs outlining the installation answers 1o the Criterion 7 questions ' The report will
contain an entry tor cach installation and cach nstallation will have a data summary
table. The data supporting production of these reports will be maintained in a single
databasc that allows the MILDEPs and JCSGs to analyze the data further during scenario
development, The MILDLPs, Joint Cross Scrvice Groups, and Defense Agencies are
responsible for final review and editing of the output reports for their scenarios.

TABS uses the Criterion 7 report to conduct comparative assessments. TABS built a
spreadsheet model to help analysts compare data between installations and rate the
movement of a unit from one installation to another as high, medium, or low risk. The
mtent 1s to relocate units to installations that have the capacity to absorb additional unit
missions and assess whether Army installations require additional support to attain a
certain level of locakarea infrastructure support. -

"INCLUDE LOCATION OF THIS REPORT WHEN COMPLETED.
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SUMMARY OF SCENARIO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
TiTLE: E&T-0062v3 AVN LOG TO RUCKER

SCENARIO # E&T-0062v3

[TABS FINAL VERSION]

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.

ANALYST: LAST UPDATE: 26 APRIL 2005
Env Resource Gaining Installation Assessment Analyst Comments
Area Inst Name: Fort Rucker (& data source(s) that drive assessment)

No Impact. Installation is in attainment for all | #213 — Installation is in attainment area for
criteria pollutants. Additional operations all criteria pollutants.

> appear to be within operating permit buffers. | #211 — Major Source thresholds not

= projected to be exceeded (based on 20% of

3 emissions at Ft Eustis).

= #220 -Major Operating Permit held

<

#218/ISR2 - No mission impact indicated.

to tng/operations/construction.

Cultural/Archeological/Tribal
Resources

10 arch/cultural resources, but no restrictions

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.

#229- No limitations to fee simple
ownership

#230, 10 arch resources (pre-historic
Indian camp sites), but no restrictions to
training/operations reported

231-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.

& No Impact #228 - No impacts to dredging expected
g o w/ proposal.
0 .c

s c ¢ { Nolmpact Buildable Acres —approximately 800 req'd,
- ¥ é’ © 3 (based on 1 large school) approx 1,141
E25832 Q4 acres available.
4250 EG #201, 254, 256 - no restr., no SRAs
= E&x No Impact
U o U @
=S2=Eg2 =4
o No Impact #239 - No noise contours off-installation.
2 ISR II — No impacts to missions due to
2 noise restrictions
o 2 5 No Impact. TES include American Alligator, | #259 lists American Alligator as TES but
g & & ] butnorestrictions in place. no restrictions
8 5 54 #260-264 - No critical habitat/ no
Eas2 587 biological opinions/candidate species
FoWson =] ISR2 shows no impact.
- ©o No Impact #269 No RCRA Subpart X Permit, none
8§ §E_ needed since AV Log school does not
So=Eoc need to manage waste munitions
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Water Resources

No impact.

#276 — Not over sole source aquifer
#279 — No discharges to imp waterways
#276,278 - No restrictions

IREM - infrastructure can support 20,000
additional personnel

#822 - Dom & Ind ww treatment plant
#291-1 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

Wetlands

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.

#251 -survey completed 12/95
#257 — 5.9% wetland restricted acres, with
normal restrictions (constr, dredging, tng).
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SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF SCENARIO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (CONTINUED)

ScenaArIO # E&T-0062v3

Env Resource

Losing Installation Assessment

Analyst Comments

Area Inst Name: Ft Eustis (& data source(s) that drive assessment)
None. Impacts to losing installations are
2 considered neutral or positive for all
= environmental areas.
= 3
e
o None.
38E ¢
S8 3
2£% 9
Sl __ o
Od v X v
o None.
£
[5)
k-]
)
1
[a]
I BN None.
®c [7)
288 328
-]
cSHo0nl
085 a0d
dJOESX o
- " o | None.
L 9 T
© Locs
[+ E O 5 C 3
SE=sE0T O
= ES wn © c
CSECOS
SEZ2X 04
None.
[+]
0
5
=
c 5 - None.
[ o)) [/ J——
® £ Q@®c
® © 0 O3
Egd 2E
T EgaT
=olWownO1
E None.
>
G g
© © ‘E
2=
o None.
(8]
P
[
89
s
S an
None.

Wetlands
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SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF SCENARIO ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS (CONTINUED);

Scenario # E&T-0062v3
IMPACTS OF COSTS
Env Gaining Installation Losing Installation
Resource | Inst Name: Ft Rucker Inst Name: Ft Eustis
Area
None. None. Installation is not closing.
=
c e
£
c .
s
S h
c o
w o
None. None.
t
Q
£
@
o
[\]
c
©
=
[:2]
7]
4
3
-Conduct Tribal gov’t-to-gov’t meetings$500- | None.
$2,000 per meeting
-Develop PA -$10K
s -Endangered Species Management (includes
g3 monitoring) $20K-$2M
ES -Re-alignment NEPA (EA) - $400K.
s
2 §
|l w o
COBRA | NEPA (EA) - $400K. None.
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INSTALLATION ENVIRONMENTAL PROFILE

FORT RUCKER

Air Quality (DoD Question #210-225).

a.

b.

The Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes health-based standards for air quality and all areas of the country
are monitored to determine if they meet the standards. A major limiting factor is whether the installation
is in an area designated nonattainment or maintenance (air quality is not meeting the standard) and is
therefore subject to more stringent requirements, including the CAA General Conformity Rule.
Conformity requires that any new emissions from military sources brought into the area must be offset
by credits or accounted for in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) emissions budget. The criteria
pollutants of concern include: CO, O3 (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 classified as to the degree of non-attainment: Marginal,
Moderate, Serious, and in the case of O3, Severe and Extreme. SIP Growth Allowances and Emission
Reduction Credits are tools that can be used to accommodate increased emissions in a manner that
conforms to a state’s SIP. All areas of the country require operating permits if 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
emissions to stay under the major source threshold. Natural or true minor means the actual and
potential emissions are below the threshold.

FORT RUCKER is in Attaimment for all Critenta Poliutants. It holds a CAA Major Operatng Permit

Cultural/Archeological/Tribal Resources (DoD Question #229-237):

a.

Many installations have historical, archeological, cultural and Tribal sites of interest. These sites 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 quality of land or
airspace availabte for training and maneuvers or even construction of new facilities. The presence of
such sites needs to be recognized. but the fact that restrictions actually occur i1s the overriding factor the
data call is trying to identify. A programmatic agreement with the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) facilitates management of these sites.

No histenic property has been identified on FORT RUCKER. There 1s no programmatic agreement for
historic property in place with the SHPO. It does not have sites with high archeological potential
identified

Dredging (DoD Question # 226-228):

a.

Dredging allows for free navigation of vessels through ports, channels. and rivers. |dentification 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 ability to
dredge is also a consideration.

FORT RUCKER has no impediments to dredging.

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
electromagnetic radiation or emissions, environmental restoration sites {on and off instailation), military
munitions response areas, explosive safety quantity distance arcs, treaties, underground storage tanks,
sensitive resource areas, as well as policies, rules, regulations, and activities of other federal, state,
tribal and local agencies. This area also captures other constraining factors from animals and wildlife
that are not endangered but cause operational restrictions. This resource area specifically includes
information on known environmental restoration costs through FY03 and the projected cost-to-complete
the restoration.
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b. FORT RUCKER reports that %99 unconstrained acres are available for development out of 62972 total
acres. FORT RUCKER has spent $8.8000000000000007M thru FY03 for environmental restoration,
and has estimated the remaining Cost to Complete at $10M. FORT RUCKER has Explosive Safety
Quantity Distance Arcs, none of which require safety waivers, and all with the potential for expansion. It
has Military Munitions Response Areas.

Marine Mammal/Marine Resources/Marine Sanctuaries (DoD Question #248-250, 252-253).

a. This area captures the extent of any restrictions on near shore or open water testing, training or
operations as a result of laws protecting Marine Mammals, Essential Fish Habitat, and other related
marine resources.

b. FORT RUCKER is not impacted by laws and regulations pertaining to Marine Mammal Protection
Act, Essential Fish Habitats & Fisheries and Marine Sanctuaries, which may adversely restrict
navigation and operations.

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

a.  Military operations, particularly aircraft operations and weapons firing, may generate noise that can
impact property outside of the installation. Installations with significant noise will typically generate
maps that predict noise levels. These maps are then used to identify whether the noise levels are
compatible with land uses in these noise-impacted areas. Installations will often publish noise
abatemen! procedures to mitigate these noise impacts.

b. FORT RUCKER does not have noise contours that extend off the installation’s property. It does not
have published noise abatement procedures for the main installation. It does not have published
noise abatement procedures for the traming and/or RDT&E range. 1t has noise contours that extend
off af auxihary anfreld property. Of the 1251491 acres that extend to off-auxiliary field property. 148
acres have incompatbie fand uses. [t does not have published noise abatement procedures for the
auxthary airfield

Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical 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 buildable acres and maneuver space. The data in this
section reflects listed TES as well as candidate species, designated critical habitat as well as
proposed habitat, and restrictions from Biological Opinions. The legally binding conditions in
Biological Opinions are designed to protect TES, and critical habitat. The dala call seeks to identify
the presence of the resource. TES, candidate or critical habitat, even if they don't result in
restrictions, as well places where restrictions do exist.

b. FORT RUCKER reported that federally-listed TES are present, candidate species are not present,
critical habitat 15 not present, and the installation does not have a Biological Opinion,

Waste Management (DoD Question # 265-272):

a. This resource area identifies whether the installation has existing waste treatment and/or disposal
capabilities, whether there is additional capacity, and in some case whether the waste facility can
accept off-site waste. This area includes Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Treatment,
Storage and Disposal facilities, solid waste disposal facilities, RCRA Subpart X (open/burning/open
detonation) and operations.

Page 2
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o FORT RUCKER does not have a permitted RCRA Treatment Storage and Disposal Facility (TSDF) .
FORT RUCKER does not have an interim or final RCRA Part X facility . FORT RUCKER daes not
have an on-base solid waste disposal facility .

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

a. This resource area asks about the condition of ground and surface waler, and the legal status of
water rights. Water is essential for instailation 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 identify impaired waters and to restrict the discharge of certain poliutants
into those waters. Federal safe drinking water laws can require alternative sources of water and
restrict activities 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 waive its sovereign immunity in cases involving the general adjudication of water rights.
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 RUCKER does not discharge to an impaired waterway. Groundwater contamination 1s not
reported. Surface water contamination 1s reported The state requires permits for the withdrawal of
grounawater.

(The following water quantity data is from DoD Question # 282, 291, 297, 822, 825, 826):
FORT RUCKER has 4996 Acre-Feet of surplus water potentially available for expansion. On
average, it uses 2.0895329999999999 MGD of potable and non-potable water, with the capacity to
produce 5.18255 MGD. It processed on average 0 MGD of domestic wastewater in the peak month
(pas! 3 years), with the capacity to process 4 MGD. It processed on average 2.1000000000000001
MGD of industrial wastewater in the peak month (past 3 years), with the capacity to process 4 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 installations 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 RUCKER reported 5.9% welland restricted acres on the main installation, and no wetland
restricted acres on ranges.

Page 3
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INSTALLATION ENVIRONMENTAL PROFILE

FORT EUSTIS

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 to determine if they meet the standards. A major limiting factor is whether the installation
is in an area designated nonattainment or maintenance (air quality is not meeting the standard) and is
therefore subject to more stringent requirements, including the CAA General Conformity Rule.
Conformity requires that any new emissions from military sources brought into the area must be offset
by credits or accounted for in the State Implementation Plan (SIP) emissions budget. The criteria
pollutants of concern include: CO, O3 (1 hour & 8 Hour), and PM (PM10, and PM2.5) Installations in
attainment areas are not restricted, while aclivities 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 O3, Severe and Extreme. SIP Growth Allowances and Emission
Reduction Credits are tools that can be used to accommodate increased emissions in a manner that
conforms to a state's SIP. All areas of the country require operating permits if 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
emissions to stay under the major source threshold. Natural or true minor means the actual and
potential emissions are below the threshold.

FORT EUSTIS 15 in Marginal Maintenance for Ozone (1 hr). FORT EUSTIS s proposed o be in

Nonattainment for Ozone (8 hour). 1t holds 2 CAA Synthetic Minor Operating Permits. No emission
credit program avalable. No SIP growth allowance has been allocated for this installation. FORT
EUSTIS 1s m an aren projected or proposad to be designated nonattainment for the 8-hour Ozone or

the PM2.5 NAAQS.

Cultural/Archeological/Tribal Resources (DoD Question #229-237):

a.

Many installations have historical, archeological, cultural and Tribal sites of interest. These sites 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 quality of land or
airspace available for training and maneuvers or even construction of new facilities. The presence of
such sites needs to be recognized, but the fact that restrictions actually occur is the overriding factor the
data call is trying to identify. A programmatic agreement with the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) faciiitates management of these sites.

Histonc property has beendentificd on FORT EUSTIS. There 1s no programmatic agreement for
historic property in place with the SHPO. It has sites with high archeological potential identified. which
do not restrict construction and do not restnict operations. Contact with Native Tribes has rarely
occurred

Dredging (DoD Question # 226-228):

a.

Dredging 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 ability to
dredge is alsc a consideration. ‘

FORT EUSTIS has no impediments to dredging. it has spoil dispasal site(s) with 1300000 CY of
capacity remaining

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. |t captures the variety of constraints not otherwise
covered by other areas that could reslrict operations or development. The areas include
electromagnetic radiation or emissions, environmental restoration sites (on and off installation), military
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munitions response areas, explosive safety quantity distance arcs, treaties, underground storage tanks,
sensitive resource areas, as well as policies, rules, regulations, and activities of other federal, state,
tribal and local agencies. This area also captures other constraining factors from animais and wildlife
that are not endangered but cause operational restrictions. This resource area specifically includes
information on known environmental restoration costs through FY03 and the projected cost-to-complete
the restoration.

b, FCORT EUSTIS reports that 675 unconstrained acres are available for development out of 9679 total
acres. FORT EUSTIS has spent $42.199999999999996M thru FY03 for environmental restoration, and
has estimated the remaining Cost to Complete at $7M FORT EUSTIS has Explosive Safety Quantity
Distance Arcs. some of which require safety waivers, and all with the potential for expansion. It has
Military Munitions Response Areas. [treports constraints associated with other factors

Marine Mammal/Marine Resources/Marine Sanctuariés (DoD Question #248-250, 252-253):

a. This area captures the extent of any restrictions on near shore or open water testing, training or
operations as a result of laws protecting Marine Mammals, Essential Fish Habitat, and other related
marine resources.

b FORT EUSTIS 1s impacted by laws and regulations pertaining to Marine Mammal Protection Act,
Essential Fish Habitats & Fisheries and Marine Sanctuaries. which may adversely restrict navigation
and operations.

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

a. Military operations, particularly aircraft operations and weapons firing, may generate noise that can
impact property outside of the installation. Installations with significant noise will typically generate
maps that predict noise levels. These maps are then used to identify whether the noise levels are
compatible with land uses in these noise-impacted areas. Installations will often publish noise
abatement procedures to mitigate these noise impacts.

b. FORT EUSTIS does not have noise contours that extend off the instaliation’s property. It does not
have published noise abatement procedures for the main installation It does not have: published
noise abatement procedures for the training and:or RDT&E range. It does not have published noise
abatement precedures for the auxiliary airfield.

Threatened and Endangered Species/Critical 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 buildable acres and maneuver space. The data in this
section reflects listed TES as well as candidate species, designated critical habitat as well as
proposed habitat, and restrictions from Biological Opinions. The legally binding conditions 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 critical habitat, even if they don't result in
restrictions, as well places where restrictions do exist,

b. FORT EUSTIS reported that federally-listed TES are present that have delayed or diverted
operations/traming/testing, candidate species are not present, critical habitat is present that do not
restrict operations, and the installation does not have a Biological Opinion.

Waste Management (DoD Question # 265-272):

a. This resource area identifies whether the installation has existing waste treatment and/or disposal
capabilities, whether there is additional capacity, and in some case whether the waste facility can
accept off-site waste. This area includes Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Treatment,
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Storage and Disposal facilities, solid waste disposal facilities, RCRA Subpart X (open/burning/open
detonation) and operations.

b, FORT EUSTIS 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 does not have
an on-base solid waste disposal facility .

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 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 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 aclivities above groundwater supplies particularly sole source aquifers. Water resources are
also affected by tlhe 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 waive its sovereign immunity in cases involving the general adjudication of water rights.
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 EUSTIS discharges to an impaired waterway. Groundwater contamination is reported.
Surface water contamination 1s not reported. The state requires permits for the withdrawal of
groundwater.

(The following water quantity data is from DoD Question # 282, 291, 297, 822, 825, 826):

FORT EUSTIS has 11037 4 Acre-Feet of surplus water potentiaily available for expansion. On
average, it uses 1.7436 MGD of potable and non-potable water, with the capacity to produce
11.332799999999999 MGD. {t processed on average 1.46 MGD of domestic wastewater in the peak
month {past 3 years), with the capacity to process 6.0999999999999996 MGD. It processed on
average 0.08 MGD of industrial wastewater in the peak month (past 3 years), with the capacity to
process 6 1949999999994996 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 instailations 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 abiiity 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 EUSTIS reported 25%: wetland restricted acres on the main installation, and no wetland
restricted acres on ranges.
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