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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI)
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED 2015 ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING SERVICES PILOT, FORT LEE, VIRGINIA
The United States Army prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) to identify and evaluate the potential environmental effects that may occur from the proposed implementation of the 2015 Environmental Planning Services Pilot. This EA was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] §4321-4370 et. seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (CEQ Regulations, 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), and Environmental Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR 651).
DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
Proposed Action
Fort Lee proposes to implement a new concept in meeting the requirements of NEPA with the 2015 Environmental Planning Services Pilot.  A full description of the proposed action is found in section 2.1 of the EA which follows this FONSI.  A summary of activities involved with this process includes:
· Analysis of new projects using established baseline information and criteria for determining significance;
· Monitoring of mitigation activities;
· Adaptive management; 
· Annual reporting; and
· Public involvement.
Alternatives Considered
The Army analyzed a No Action Alternative. An environmental analysis of a No Action Alternative is required by CEQ regulations to serve as a baseline against which the Proposed Action can be evaluated. 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would not implement the Environmental Planning Services Pilot and Environmental Assessments would continue to be produced for each new project that would not qualify for a categorical exclusion.  The majority of projects and actions that require NEPA analysis will result in a FONSI and that result is often apparent before the EA begins.  Each EA costs thousands of dollars and months of work whereas they may become the cause of project schedule delays as a project cannot begin until the FONSI is signed.


Environmental Analysis
Based upon the analysis provided in the EA, it has been determined that implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in substantial adverse environmental effects.
Neither the Proposed Action nor the No Action Alternative creates disproportionately high or adverse human health or environmental effects on children, minority, or low-income populations, or communities at, or surrounding, Fort Lee.
Regulations
The Proposed Action would not violate NEPA, its regulations promulgated by the CEQ, Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, or any other federal, state, or local environmental regulations.
Public Review and Comment
The Draft EA was made available for public review and comment. The draft public comment period took place from ______________.
Finding of No Significant Impact
Based on the information presented in the Final EA, the Army proposed to implement the Proposed Action. Once public comments have been addressed and if a determination is made that the Proposed Action will have no significant impact, the FONSI will be signed and the action will be implemented. The requirements of NEPA and the CEQ regulations will have been met. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will not be prepared and the Army will issue this FONSI.


_______________________________					__________________
PAUL K. BROOKS								Date
COL, LG
Commanding										
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[bookmark: _Toc432784053]INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _GoBack]A pilot study to determine if the concept of a new approach to NEPA analysis could be utilized at the installation-level was initiated in September, 2014.  The new approach consists of performing NEPA analysis using established baseline information and criteria for determining the significance of impact, then documenting the results in a Record of Environmental Consideration (REC).  A publically-available annual report will provide the community with information about projects analyzed in this manner, and additional consultation-level public involvement will be performed on an as-needed basis in accordance with NEPA and as indicated in the accompanying Public Involvement Plan. The annual report will also serve as a tool to present mitigation activity and adaptive management monitoring results. The purpose of this EA is to analyze the process and provide information supporting its use as a viable alternative to producing EAs for each project subject to NEPA analysis that would not qualify for a categorical exclusion.  
Fort Lee consists of approximately 5,907 acres of land in Prince George County, Virginia, approximately 25 miles south of Richmond. The installation is situated in the east-central portion of the state within the Mid-Atlantic Coastal Plain. It is located between the Cities of Hopewell and Petersburg in a metropolitan area known as the Tri-Cities (Hopewell, Colonial Heights, and Petersburg). Fort Lee is situated adjacent to the Appomattox River near its confluence with the James River.  Petersburg National Battlefield is located on the western boundary of Fort Lee. The southern boundary is partially made up of Blackwater Swamp.  State Routes 36 and 144 bisect the installation and Interstate 295 is located along the eastern side. 
[bookmark: _Toc432784054]APPLICABLE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS
This EA complies with the NEPA, CEQ regulations, and Department of Defense (DoD) Instruction 4715.9. The EA also addresses all applicable laws and regulations, including but not limited to the following:
· Archaeological Resources Protection Act;
· Clean Air Act;
· Clean Water Act (CWA);
· Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA);
· Endangered Species Act;
· Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA);
· National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA);
· Pollution Prevention Act; 
· Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA); 
· Executive Order (EO) 11988, Floodplain Management;
· EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands;
· EO 12898, Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations; and
· EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks
· EO13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation		Management
· EO 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic			Performance


[bookmark: _Toc432783367]Figure 1 – General Vicinity Installation Map
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[bookmark: _Toc432784055]PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
[bookmark: _Toc432784056]PROPOSED ACTION
Fort Lee proposes to implement the procedures as outlined in the 2015 Environmental Planning Services Pilot whose primary objective is to analyze Fort Lee’s resource capacity to support future installation actions taking into account established resource baseline information and criteria for determining significance, ensuring that actions are not exceeded into significant impacts.
The analyzed process is a new concept in meeting the requirements of NEPA.  When an action is planned, the NEPA process normally involves the development of an Environmental Assessment (EA) and, if warranted, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to determine if the planned action would significantly impact environmental and/or socioeconomic health of the surrounding area. This new method is aimed toward streamlining the traditional process by developing installation-specific resource baseline information and identifying criteria for determining what would be considered a significant impact.  
32 CFR Part 651.39 indicates that significance “is determined by examining both the context and intensity of the proposed action (40 CFR 1508.27). The analysis should establish, by resource category, the threshold at which significance is reached”.  This means that significance can only be determined once the proposed action is known. Each resource threshold is fully dependent on the context and intensity of the action; therefore significance determinations will be unique to each proposed action.  
Some resource-specific thresholds may easily be applied quantitatively, such as National Ambient Air Quality Standards and Clean Water Act Maximum Contaminant Levels.  Others require “discussion and comparison of impacts [which] provide sufficient analysis to reach a conclusion regarding the significance of the impact, not merely a quantification of facts” (32 CFR 651.34, paragraph (f)).
If analysis indicates that no significance threshold is exceeded, then an EA or EIS would not be prepared.  Instead, a Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) would be produced to document that the project had been analyzed using the existing information and no significant impact is anticipated.  
32 CFR Part 651.19, where the Army defines a REC in its NEPA implementation plan, states that a REC is a “signed statement submitted with project documentation that briefly documents that an Army action has received environmental review”.  RECs are required when a categorical exclusion applies and “for actions covered by existing or previous NEPA documentation.”  It also states that “a REC can reference such documents as real estate Environmental Baseline Studies (EBSs) and other documents, as long as they are readily available for review”.  
The Capacity Analysis is specifically written to serve as a tool by which Army actions may be analyzed for NEPA consideration.  Each year it will be updated and presented for public and regulatory review.  It will be used as the existing reference document for each REC written when no significant impact is anticipated.
In addition to new project analysis, this process will place an emphasis on post-project implementation monitoring and adaptive management.  Adaptive management is implemented after a period of monitoring has indicated the need for mid-course correction due to unanticipated cumulative effects or unsuccessful mitigation measures.  Often the determination that no significant impact will occur is based upon the implementation of mitigation activities.  Appendix C to 32 CFR Part 651, paragraph (a) (3) describes the most established mitigation approach used at Fort Lee, which is to “rectify the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the effect on the environment. This method restores the environment to its previous condition or better.  For example, movement of troops and vehicles across vegetated areas often destroys vegetation. Either reseeding or replanting the areas with native plants after the exercise can mitigate this impact.”  While monitoring mitigation activities for specific reasons is discussed in Appendix C of 32 Part 651, Fort Lee plans through this process to create an organizational culture where monitoring is a critical part of the ongoing sustainability efforts, exceeding NEPA requirements.  
Each year, the results of the previous years’ project analysis and monitoring results will be reported in an Enhanced Sustainability Annual Report.  The report will include the analysis of any projects that were implemented during the year and their resulting RECs.  It will also include monitoring results, mitigation activity status, and whether or not adaptive management was required.  
The following activities involved with this process include:
· Analysis of new projects using established resource baseline information, criteria for determining significance and RECs;
· Monitoring of mitigation activities;
· Adaptive management; 
· Annual reporting; and
· Public involvement.
[bookmark: _Toc418537609][bookmark: _Toc423442545][bookmark: _Toc423598452][bookmark: _Toc423598623][bookmark: _Toc432784057]Organizational Structure and Responsibilities
The EMD has oversight for the screening process, ensuring that each project will be properly analyzed and the appropriate level of NEPA documentation prepared.  After project completion, EMD will conduct monitoring to determine if mitigation activities remain protective.  If not, then EMD will take action to implement additional mitigation or adaptive management measures, as appropriate.
Mission Integration-Environmental Management System (MI-EMS) personnel will incorporate information about this process into the annual training they provide to all Fort Lee personnel. 
[bookmark: _Toc432784058]Public Involvement
Despite the fact that NEPA only encourages, but does not require, public participation at the EA level, Fort Lee has made a practice of recognizing public comment periods and hosting public meetings for each EA.  
Public involvement in NEPA is directed in 40 CFR 1506.6, which indicates agencies shall comply with the following six requirements (paraphrased):
1. Make diligent efforts to involve the public in preparing and implementing their NEPA procedures;
2. Provide public notice of NEPA-related hearings, public meetings, and the availability of environmental documents so as to inform those persons and agencies who may be interested or affected;
3. Hold or sponsor public hearings or public meetings whenever appropriate or in accordance with statutory requirements applicable to the agency;
4. Solicit appropriate information from the public;
5. Explain in its procedures where interested persons can get information or status reports on EISs and other elements of the NEPA process; and
6. Make EISs, the comments received, and any underlying documents available to the public pursuant to the provisions of the Freedom of Information Act (5 United States Code 552), without regard to the exclusion for interagency memoranda where such memoranda transmit comments of Federal agencies on the environmental impact of the proposed action. Materials to be made available to the public shall be provided to the public without charge to the extent practicable, or at a fee which is not more than the actual costs of reproducing copies required to be sent to other Federal agencies, including the CEQ.
There are additional CFR citations that pertain to public involvement requirements in NEPA, including: 40 CFR 1500.2: Policy, which encourages the facilitation of State public involvement in decisions which affect the quality of the human environment; and 40 CFR 1503.1: Inviting Comments, which is implemented after preparing a draft EIS and before preparing a final EIS. The agency shall obtain comments from jurisdictional Federal regulatory agencies and request comments from State and local regulatory agencies, applicable Indian tribes, agencies that have requested an EIS, the applicant (if any), and the public.
One other highly applicable citation from 32 CFR 651.39 Significance, paragraph (C) states that “where impacts are unknown or are suspected to be of public interest, public involvement should be initiated early in the EA (scoping) process.”     
In October 2007, the CEQ published a document entitled, Collaboration in NEPA, A Handbook for NEPA Practitioners. The handbook is intended to be used when implementing public participation requirements at Federal facilities. The handbook was born out of a conclusion by the CEQ reported in “NEPA Task Force Report to the Council on Environmental Quality — Modernizing NEPA Implementation,” (September, 2003) which indicates that “…collaborative approaches to engaging the public and assessing the impacts of federal actions under NEPA can improve the quality of decision-making and increase public trust and confidence in agency decisions.”  (CEQ Handbook, 2007).
The term “collaboration” is specifically used here as one of four levels of public engagement discussed in the handbook. The “Spectrum of Engagement in NEPA Decision-Making” includes the following hierarchical levels from least amount of public participation to the greatest amount:
1. Inform – at this level the agency simply informs interested parties of its activities.
2. Consult – the agency keeps interested parties informed, solicits their input and considers their concerns and suggestions during the NEPA process.
3. Involve – the agency works more closely with interested parties and tries to address their concerns to the extent possible given the agency’s legal and policy constraints.
4. Collaborate – parties exchange information and work together towards agreement on issues at one or more steps in the NEPA process. 
Appendix C presents information about these collaboration levels in greater detail.  It also provides a pro/con analysis of the choices which Fort Lee Environmental Management Division (EMD) personnel evaluated.  Based on this new, annual NEPA implementation approach, the “consult” level has been chosen as the most appropriate means of public participation. A Public Involvement Plan has been written to accompany this new process and describes the public participation activities in which Fort Lee may engage to provide information and solicit input from community members.  The activities are:
· Existing Opportunities - The Mission-Integration-Environmental Management System (MI-EMS) required training, stakeholder coordination (regulatory, community leadership), environmental team and quarterly meetings with civilian-neighbor community groups.
· Fact Sheets
· Public Notices (local newspaper outlets)
· Public comment periods
· Public meetings
· Responsiveness Summaries
· Mailing list updates
· Speaker opportunities for small groups
· Documents made available via Fort Lee Webpage:  http://www.lee.army.mil/dpw/emd/documents.review.aspx
[bookmark: _Toc432783368]Figure 2 – Fort Lee Overview
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[bookmark: _Toc432784059]NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Analysis of the No Action Alternative is prescribed by CEQ regulations and serves as the benchmark against which the environmental and socioeconomic effects of the Proposed Action and other reasonable alternatives can be evaluated. Under the No Action Alternative, Fort Lee would not implement the Environmental Planning Services Pilot procedures and use of the process to evaluate future projects would not be used.  Implementation of the No Action Alternative means that EAs will continue to be produced for each new project subject to NEPA analysis.  The majority of projects and actions that require NEPA analysis will result in a FONSI and that result is often apparent before the EA begins.  Each EA costs thousands of dollars and months of work whereas they may become the cause of project schedule delays as a project cannot begin until the FONSI is signed.
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[bookmark: _Toc432784060]AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Three valued environmental components were not analyzed given they have no applicability to Fort Lee on a Federal analysis level:  Coastal Zone Management; Prime Farmland and Statewide Important Farmland; and Wild and Scenic Rivers.  Coastal Zone Management will be addressed in a separate state-mandated deliverable called the Coastal Consistency Determination.

[bookmark: _Toc432784061]LAND USE 
[bookmark: _Toc418537620][bookmark: _Toc423442556][bookmark: _Toc423598463][bookmark: _Toc423598634][bookmark: _Toc432784062]Affected Environment
Approximately 55 percent of the land at Fort Lee is used as operational areas, which contain the firing ranges, field training areas, aviation activity area, and ammunition storage. The training sites on Fort Lee include bivouac areas, maneuver trails, a combat training course, and outdoor class facilities. Approximately 1,300 acres are used for field training. Fort Lee also owns a 14-acre parcel of land on the Appomattox River west of the northern training areas that is used for water purification training.
Other land uses at Fort Lee provide facilities for the following uses: administration, community facilities, medical, training areas, supply/storage facilities, family housing, and troop housing. Community service areas include fire stations, post offices, commissary, exchange, chapels, library, recreation center and child development center. Recreation areas within this category include the golf course and driving range, physical fitness center, swimming pools, track and football stadium, and various playing courts and fields.
Fort Lee is located within Prince George County, VA, located in the Richmond-Petersburg Metropolitan Statistical Area. The political jurisdictions, which make up the study area, are the Counties of Prince George, Dinwiddie, and Chesterfield, and the Cities of Hopewell, Colonial Heights, and Petersburg. Land use immediately adjacent to Fort Lee is a mixture of agricultural, residential, and commercial. State and federal correction facilities are located adjacent to the operational areas north of River Road. Most of the industrialized land is located in Petersburg and Hopewell with a few industrial sites located in Chesterfield County along I-95. Residential land use is important in all surrounding cities, while commercial development is greatest in the Cities of Hopewell, Colonial Heights, and Petersburg and Chesterfield County. Dinwiddie and Prince George Counties have large tracts of agricultural and forested lands. Although development is occurring rapidly in southern and western Chesterfield County, areas of undeveloped land still exist.  
The three cities surrounding Fort Lee are all heavily developed. New construction in these areas is occurring as either infilling of isolated, vacant parcels or as redevelopment of previously developed parcels of land. Most new development is likely to occur along major highway corridors in the Counties of Prince George, Dinwiddie, and Chesterfield. The western boundary of the Fort Lee cantonment area is the Petersburg National Battlefield, which was the location of one of the Civil War’s most significant campaigns. This 1,445-acre park is heavily wooded and is an effective buffer between Fort Lee and Petersburg.
Land areas immediately adjacent to Fort Lee are within the jurisdiction of the Crater Planning District Commission. Each of the six surrounding cities and counties maintains various zoning and subdivision ordinances, but these rules have little direct effect on the installation. The most significant controls on development are physical and natural barriers surrounding the installation. These barriers include the Appomattox River and wetlands, Blackwater Swamp, and Petersburg National Battlefield. No adverse land use controls or restrictions affecting development or redevelopment of the land in the vicinity of the installation have been identified.
[bookmark: _Toc418537621][bookmark: _Toc423442557][bookmark: _Toc423598464][bookmark: _Toc423598635][bookmark: _Toc432784063]Environmental Consequences – Proposed Action
No adverse impacts to land use or zoning would be expected from the Proposed Action. There is no proposed change in land use or zoning.  The process provides for every effort to be made to ensure land use compatibility with respect to noise, visual and adjacent land-use impacts.  A Joint Land-Use Study (JLUS) was finalized in March 2014 and focuses upon the regions’ commitment to ensure that Fort Lee is able to sustain its military missions well into the future.
[bookmark: _Toc418537622][bookmark: _Toc423442558][bookmark: _Toc423598465][bookmark: _Toc423598636][bookmark: _Toc432784064]Environmental Consequences – No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to land use or zoning.
1.1 [bookmark: _Toc409178382][bookmark: _Toc432784065]SOIL EROSION
[bookmark: _Toc409178383][bookmark: _Toc418537628][bookmark: _Toc423442564][bookmark: _Toc423598471][bookmark: _Toc423598642][bookmark: _Toc432784066]Affected Environment
There is a variety of soil series (19 total) of which several are present in only small areas (USACE 1993). Three series appear either more frequently or in larger areas throughout. They are:
Slagle: The soils in the Slagle series are deep and moderately well drained. They were formed in loamy fluvial and marine sediments and are found on uplands and on side slopes of narrow drainage ways. Slopes range from 0% to 15 %.  
Emporia: The soils in the Emporia series are deep and well drained. They were formed in stratified loamy and clayey fluvial and marine sediments. Emporia soils are on uplands and side slopes adjacent to drainage ways. On Fort Lee, most soils in these series are found on 2% to 6% slopes, although there are a few isolated areas with 6% to 10% slopes and 15% to 455 slopes.
Kinston: The soils of the Kinston series are deep and poorly drained. They formed in loamy fluvial sediments. These soils are found on flood plains. On Fort Lee, they are found predominantly in Blackwater Swamp and along Bailey and Cabin Creeks. Slopes range from 0% to 2%.  (Fort Lee, 2012)
Urban land: The urban land on Fort Lee consists of areas where more than 80 percent of the surface is covered by asphalt, concrete, buildings, or other impervious surfaces. The urban land and Udorthent soil series also include areas that have been excavated or filled for development.
[bookmark: _Toc432784067]Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
No adverse impacts to soils would be expected from the Proposed Action. None of the activities associated with the new process involves potential changes in soils.  The process cites AR 200-1 which directs the installation to minimize the impact of land uses on soil erosion and sedimentation when and where possible, to include choosing less-erodible sites for intensive land disturbing activities, factor in climatic/seasonal considerations when scheduling activities which may cause erosion, and mitigating disturbed land.  
Contractors are subject to the restrictions of the Fort Lee Environmental Special Conditions SOP dated April 1, 2014.  This document is included in all contract specifications and requirements to work on Fort Lee.  It includes information pertaining to the development of site-specific stormwater pollution prevention plans that “uses BMPs for erosion and sediment control involving ground disturbance of 2,500 square feet or larger”. 
All land-disturbing activities must comply with the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Law and Regulations, Virginia Stormwater Management Act and Regulations, Virginia Stormwater Management Program General Permit, and the Chesapeake Bay Act and Regulations. Two publications are available to ensure compliance with the aforementioned regulations. All projects must adhere to the Virginia Stormwater Management Handbook Volumes I and II (1999). The other document, the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook (1992), is construction-specific. 
[bookmark: _Toc432784068]Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to soils.

[bookmark: _Toc408410760][bookmark: _Toc432783369]Figure 3 – Fort Lee Soils
[image: ]

1.2 [bookmark: _Toc81376013][bookmark: _Toc98668561][bookmark: _Toc409178390][bookmark: _Toc432784069]AIR QUALITY
[bookmark: _Toc409178391][bookmark: _Toc418537636][bookmark: _Toc423442572][bookmark: _Toc423598479][bookmark: _Toc423598650][bookmark: _Toc432784070]Affected Environment
In Virginia, six pollutants are used to calculate the Air Quality Index (AQI) under the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS): carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, sulfur dioxide, and particulate matter 2.5 and 10. Not all pollutants are monitored at each location in the state. Fort Lee is monitored as part of the Richmond Ozone Monitoring Area (9 Virginia Administrative Code [VAC] 5-20-203). The AQI results for Richmond in 2013 were as follows: 298 good days, 66 moderate days, and 1 day during which the air quality was considered unhealthy for sensitive groups (United States Environmental Protection Agency [USEPA], 2014). According to the Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) Division of Air Program Coordination, Fort Lee is in an ozone maintenance and emission control area for ozone.
In addition to the NAAQS, the VDEQ issued Permit #50564 to Fort Lee in October 2006 to allow operation under a synthetic minor stationary source permit. As part of its permit requirements, the installation must submit annual comprehensive emission statements. The permit covers particulates, nitrogen oxides, sulfur oxides, hazardous air pollutants, volatile organic compounds, and carbon monoxide. Operation under the constraints of the VDEQ permit initially allowed Fort Lee to forgo the process required to receive designations for criteria pollutants.
[bookmark: _Toc409178392][bookmark: _Toc418537637][bookmark: _Toc423442573][bookmark: _Toc423598480][bookmark: _Toc423598651][bookmark: _Toc432784071]Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
No adverse impacts to air quality would be expected from the Proposed Action. None of the activities associated with the new process involves potential changes in air quality.  Analysis of future projects using the new process will include compliance with NAAQS, Permit #50564, Executive Orders 13423 and 13514.  
[bookmark: _Toc409178393][bookmark: _Toc418537638][bookmark: _Toc423442574][bookmark: _Toc423598481][bookmark: _Toc423598652][bookmark: _Toc432784072]Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
[bookmark: _Toc81376014][bookmark: _Toc98668562][bookmark: _Toc409178394]Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to air quality.  
[bookmark: _Toc432784073]WATER RESOURCES

[bookmark: _Toc81376015][bookmark: _Toc98668563][bookmark: _Toc409178395][bookmark: _Toc432784074]Surface Water
Affected Environment 
Surface waters within Fort Lee discharge into three watersheds: the Appomattox (Hydrologic Unit Code [HUC8] 02080207), Lower James (HUC8 02080206), and Blackwater (HUC8 03010202) (USEPA, 2013). Most of Fort Lee drains to either the Appomattox or James Rivers (Fort Lee, 2010a). The Appomattox River is located west and north of the installation approximately one quarter mile at its closest approach. Fort Lee owns a 14-acre parcel of land on the Appomattox River of which two acres is used for water purification training. This land spans 315.5 feet of the river, and lies within the 100-year regulatory floodplain associated with the Appomattox River. The northern and western portions of Fort Lee drain into the Appomattox River by way of Bullhill Run, Cabin Creek, Harrison Creek, and Harrison Branch. The Appomattox River discharges into the James River at Hopewell. The James River is located approximately 3 miles to the northeast of Fort Lee. Bailey Creek originates on Fort Lee and drains most of the installation south of Route 36 into the James River. The James River discharges into Chesapeake Bay. The extreme southernmost portion of Fort Lee drains into the Blackwater Swamp, which discharges into the Blackwater River, then into the Chowan River, and eventually into the Albemarle Sound in North Carolina.  Figure 4 shows Fort Lee in the context of the watersheds. 
Section 303(d) of the CWA requires states to identify and develop a list of water bodies that are impaired for which technology-based and other required controls have not resulted in attainment of water quality standards. States report information about the conditions of their surface waters to the USEPA. The following table identifies the 2010 reporting year listed water bodies within each of the three watersheds to which surface water drains from Fort Lee.
[bookmark: _Toc408412928][bookmark: _Toc432783372]Table 1 – Section 303(d) Impaired Waterbodies, 2010
	Waterbody
	Impairment
	Impairment Group

	Lower James Watershed

	Bailey Creek
	Aldrin
	Pesticide

	Bailey Creek
	PCB(s) in fish tissue
	Polychlorinated Biphenyls

	Bailey Creek (downstream of Fort Lee)
	Dissolved Oxygen
	Organic Enrichment/
Oxygen Depletion

	Appomattox Watershed

	Appomattox River
	Macrophytes
	Noxious Aquatic Plants

	Blackwater Watershed

	Blackwater Swamp
	Escherichia Coli (E. Coli)
	Pathogens


Source: United States EPA, Water Quality Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Loads Information
Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
No adverse impacts to surface water quality would be expected from the Proposed Action. None of the activities associated with the new process involves potential changes in surface water quality.  The most prominent threat to surface water is stormwater runoff containing pollutants that would create an exceedance of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  Analysis of future projects using the new process will incorporate the risk of TMDL exceedance.
Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to surface water quality.  
[bookmark: _Toc408410761][bookmark: _Toc432783370]Figure 4 – Fort Lee Watersheds
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc81376016][bookmark: _Toc98668564][bookmark: _Toc409178396][bookmark: _Toc432784075]Groundwater
1.2.1.1 Affected Environment
The Virginia Coastal Plain Province in the vicinity of Fort Lee is characterized by an underlying hard crystalline base, the Petersburg Granite, which is overlain with alternating layers of permeable sand and gravel, and impermeable silt and clay (Fort Lee, 2007a). As many as ten aquifers of varying permeability and water quality underlie the Coastal Plain.  
The United States Geological Survey has indicated that at least one regional aquifer, the Yorktown-Eastover aquifer, might underlie Fort Lee (Fort Lee, 2010a). This aquifer underlies much of the Coastal Plain; however, regionally this aquifer is discontinuous due to stream erosion. Groundwater investigations from Fort Lee’s Installation Restoration Program (IRP) (Fort Lee Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) Administrative Record) suggest that shallow groundwater flow generally follows the topography and is interconnected with surface water resources. Most of the shallow groundwater originates from precipitation in the general area. Groundwater is not used as a potable drinking water source for the surrounding area.
1.2.1.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
No adverse impacts to groundwater quality would be expected from the Proposed Action. None of the activities associated with the new process involves potential changes in groundwater quality.  Analysis of future projects using the new process will incorporate the risk of the CWA MCL exceedance as it is possible that groundwater could be influenced by the infiltration of stormwater and the over-ground contaminants it may contain.
Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to groundwater.
1.3 [bookmark: _Toc81376017][bookmark: _Toc98668565][bookmark: _Toc409178397][bookmark: _Toc432784076]WETLANDS
[bookmark: _Toc409178398][bookmark: _Toc418537643][bookmark: _Toc423442579][bookmark: _Toc423598486][bookmark: _Toc423598657][bookmark: _Toc432784077]Affected Environment
A total of 498 acres (201 hectares) have been delineated as wetlands on Fort Lee since 2003 (Fort Lee, 2007b). Most of the wetlands have been identified as palustrine forested (PFO) wetlands. These wetlands are characterized by woody vegetation 6 meters tall or taller in any water regime (Cowardin et al., 1987). PFO wetlands on Fort Lee are dominated by sweetgum (Liquidambar styraciflua), blackgum (Nyssa sylvatica), willow oak (Quercus phellos), swamp chestnut oak (Q. michauxii), cherrybark oak (Q. pagoda), laurel oak (Q. laurifolia), overcup oak (Q. lyrata), and red maple (Acer rubrum) as well as a variety of understory species (Fort Lee, 2007b). These wetlands are mostly found in the Blackwater Swamp, the Range Complex wetlands, and along some stream channels. Other types of wetlands found on Fort Lee include palustrine emergent (PEM), palustrine scrub-shrub (PSS), and palustrine unconsolidated bottom (PUB).
Resource Protection Areas (RPAs), defined by the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act, are corridors of environmentally sensitive land that lie alongside or near the shorelines of streams, rivers, and other waterways. They are buffer areas not less than 100 feet in width located adjacent to and landward of Chesapeake Bay tidal wetlands and shores, non-tidal wetlands connected by surface flow and contiguous to tidal wetlands or water bodies with perennial flow, and along both sides of any water body with perennial flow. Figure 5 shows the RPAs and wetlands located within Fort Lee.
[bookmark: _Toc409178399][bookmark: _Toc418537644][bookmark: _Toc423442580][bookmark: _Toc423598487][bookmark: _Toc423598658][bookmark: _Toc432784078]Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
[bookmark: _Toc409178400][bookmark: _Toc418537645][bookmark: _Toc423442581][bookmark: _Toc423598488][bookmark: _Toc423598659]No adverse impacts to wetlands or RPAs would be expected from the Proposed Action. Given that NEPA review is “used as a primary tool for avoiding wetlands damage and identifying mitigation needs” (Fort Lee, 2012c), the new process will continue to be protective by providing the appropriate level of review.  
[bookmark: _Toc432784079]Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to wetlands.  NEPA review is already “used as a primary tool for avoiding wetlands damage and identifying mitigation needs” (Fort Lee, 2012c) and that would not change.


[bookmark: _Toc408410762][bookmark: _Toc432783371]Figure 5 – Fort Lee Wetlands and RPA Buffers
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1.4 [bookmark: _Toc399502920][bookmark: _Toc399503103][bookmark: _Toc81376024][bookmark: _Toc98668570][bookmark: _Toc409178413][bookmark: _Toc432784080]THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
[bookmark: _Toc409178414][bookmark: _Toc418537659][bookmark: _Toc423442595][bookmark: _Toc423598502][bookmark: _Toc423598673][bookmark: _Toc432784081]Affected Environment
The Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis) (NLEB) was designated threatened by the USFWS on May 4th, 2015. It can be found throughout the eastern and north central part of the United States. During the summer the NLEB primarily utilizes live and dead trees for roosting. In the winter they hibernate in caves and mines. NLEB are facing decline due to white-nose syndrome. Other sources of mortality include loss or degradation of habitat and wind farms. 
The U.S. Army Environmental Command submitted to the USFWS the Informal Conference & Management Guidelines on the Northern Long-eared Bat (Myotis septentionalis) for Ongoing Operations on Installation Management Command Installations. This document serves as guidelines which establish a programmatic baseline for management of the NLEB on certain installations, including Fort Lee. The document indicates that Fort Lee has unsuitable habitat for the NLEB and recent surveys have not detected the species. The active season of the NLEB in Virginia is April 1-November 15. 
The VDCR’s Division of Natural Heritage identified ten species that are designated threatened, endangered, or a species of concern for Prince George County. Of these species, only the loggerhead shrike has been documented on Fort Lee. Table 3 lists the species and their status.
[bookmark: _Toc408412929][bookmark: _Toc432783373]Table 2 – Special Status Species of Prince George County, Virginia
	Common Name
	Scientific Name
	Federal Status
	State Status

	Amphibians

	Barking Treefrog
	Hyla gratiosa
	None
	Threatened

	Birds

	Peregrine Falcon
	Falco peregrinus
	None
	Threatened

	Loggerhead Shrike
	Lanius ludovicianus
	None
	Threatened

	Fish

	Atlantic Sturgeon
	Acipenser oxyrinchus 
	Endangered
	Endangered

	Blackbanded Sunfish
	Enneacanthus chaetodon
	None
	Endangered

	Vascular Plants

	Sensitive Joint-Vetch
	Aeschynomene virginica
	Threatened
	Threatened

	New Jersey Rush
	Juncus caesariensis
	Species of Concern
	Threatened

	Sun-facing Coneflower
	Rudbeckia heliopsidis
	Species of Concern
	None

	Sandhills bog lily
	Lilium pyrophilum
	Species of Concern
	None

	Virginia Least Trillium
	Trillium pusillum var. virginianum
	Species of Concern
	None



There is no federally designated critical habitat on Fort Lee. There are no federal or state-listed threatened or endangered plant species known to exist on Fort Lee (Fort Lee, 2010a). The Virginia thistle (Cirsium virginianum) and pineland beaksedge (Rhynchospora perplexa), both rare plant species, were observed on Fort Lee during surveys in 2014 (Fort Lee, 2014b). Mitigation includes the use of conservation zones similar to the wetland zones. There are 184.1 acres of conservation zones present on Fort Lee’s training area (excluding one conservation area that is also a wetland).  
All birds are protected under the federal MBTA, with the exception of exotic species and certain game species. The state-listed loggerhead shrike was documented nesting within the Fort Lee cantonment area in 1997 and was detected up to two years later utilizing habitats along the northern range complex. This was the last known coastal plain nesting record for this species. Shrikes are found in the hedgerows and scattered trees and shrubs in open fields, especially in agricultural areas. These habitats no longer occur on the installation and there is little chance of recurrence of this species.
The Blackwater Swamp, at the southern boundary of the installation, has been designated as a Threatened and Endangered Species Water because of the documented occurrence of the state-listed black-banded sunfish. The black-banded sunfish has been documented in other reaches of the Blackwater Swamp but never within the boundary of Fort Lee.
[bookmark: _Toc409178415][bookmark: _Toc418537660][bookmark: _Toc423442596][bookmark: _Toc423598503][bookmark: _Toc423598674][bookmark: _Toc432784082]Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
No adverse impacts to state- or federally-listed threatened or endangered species would be expected from the Proposed Action. Currently, there has been no documentation of listed species on Fort Lee. The Fort Lee EMD will continue coordination with the VDGIF and USFWS to ensure that the Proposed Action does not negatively affect sensitive species.
[bookmark: _Toc409178416][bookmark: _Toc418537661][bookmark: _Toc423442597][bookmark: _Toc423598504][bookmark: _Toc423598675][bookmark: _Toc432784083]Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to state- or federally-listed threatened or endangered species.
1.5 [bookmark: _Toc81376027][bookmark: _Toc98668573][bookmark: _Toc409178425][bookmark: _Toc432784084]CULTURAL RESOURCES
[bookmark: _Toc409178426][bookmark: _Toc418537671][bookmark: _Toc423442607][bookmark: _Toc423598514][bookmark: _Toc423598685][bookmark: _Toc432784085]Affected Environment
The Army has determined that one historic building, the Fort Lee Theatre (Building 4300), is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Section 110 requirements to identify and evaluate cultural resources for listing in the NRHP have been met for the majority of Fort Lee, resulting in the identification of 121 archaeological sites. However, not all of these sites are eligible for listing in the NRHP. Eighty-six of the 121 known archaeological sites have been further evaluated for significance. Of these 86 archaeological sites, 26 have been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP by the Army (15 prehistoric, five historic, and six which have both prehistoric and historic components), including 7.5 linear miles of World War I (WWI) Defensive Training Trenches. There are no known resources on Fort Lee that are considered of traditional importance to any federally recognized American Indian tribe.
Once determined eligible for listing in the NRHP, a site, whether archaeological or architectural in nature, becomes a “historic property”. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, federal agencies have a primary responsibility to avoid impact to historic properties, second to minimize, and lastly, mitigate the impact only in situations where avoidance and/or minimization is not possible. Prior to proceeding with any activity which has the potential to affect historic properties, the activity or “undertaking” must be consulted on with the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and other interested stakeholders. In the event of a determination of adverse effect, mitigation will be determined through additional consultation efforts.
Additionally, Petersburg National Battlefield borders the southwest area of the installation. Fort Lee regularly consults with the National Park Service regarding any construction, training, or action that may adversely impact the Battlefield’s viewshed or historic landscape. Fort Lee does not have a National Historic Landmark District designation.
[bookmark: _Toc399502937][bookmark: _Toc399503120][bookmark: _Toc409178427][bookmark: _Toc418537672][bookmark: _Toc423442608][bookmark: _Toc423598515][bookmark: _Toc423598686][bookmark: _Toc432784086]Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
No adverse impacts to prehistoric or historic properties would be expected from the Proposed Action. Analysis of future projects will incorporate the risk of accidental impact during ground-disturbing, construction or maintenance activities. Such activities will be coordinated with the SHPO as appropriate under Section 106 of the NHPA.  
[bookmark: _Toc409178428][bookmark: _Toc418537673][bookmark: _Toc423442609][bookmark: _Toc423598516][bookmark: _Toc423598687][bookmark: _Toc432784087]Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to prehistoric or historic properties.
[bookmark: _Toc432784088]AIRSPACE
[bookmark: _Toc432784089]Affected Environment
32 CFR Part 651.33 indicates actions normally requiring an EA. Paragraph (m) addresses airspace by specifying, “changes to established airspace use that generate impacts on the environment or socioeconomic systems, or create a hazard to non-participants”.
Aircraft operations on Fort Lee occur at McClaney Field Drop Zone which is located in the northwest portion of the installation. While Fort Lee does not have an aviation mission, airspace is utilized by helicopters for Quartermaster and Ordnance School sling-load missions, emergency medical evacuations, and notable visitor pick-up and drop-off. These operations occur approximately 35 times per year using rotor-wing aircraft (helicopters) CH-47 Chinook and UH-60 Blackhawk aircraft and sling load operations.  
Use of the helicopters is supported by the 159th Aviation Detachment at Feeler Army Airfield at Fort Eustis, VA and the 224th Aviation Virginia Air National Guard in Sandston VA.
[bookmark: _Toc432784090]Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
No adverse impacts to airspace would be expected from the Proposed Action. Analysis of future projects will include a determination of whether or not an action create an environment whereas that status would be changed to a designation of Special Use Airspace.
[bookmark: _Toc432784091]Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to airspace.
1.6 [bookmark: _Toc81376028][bookmark: _Toc98668574][bookmark: _Toc409178429][bookmark: _Toc432784092]HAZARDOUS, TOXIC, AND RADIOACTIVE SUBSTANCES
[bookmark: _Toc409178430][bookmark: _Toc418537675][bookmark: _Toc423442611][bookmark: _Toc423598518][bookmark: _Toc423598689][bookmark: _Toc432784093]Affected Environment
Hazardous wastes generated at Fort Lee are managed in accordance with applicable USEPA, DoD, and VDEQ regulations and the Fort Lee Hazardous Waste Management Plan. Fort Lee is a RCRA Large Quantity Generator of hazardous waste (identification number VA7210020502). The installation generates hazardous waste, including spent solvents, cleaning fluids, paints, fuel mixtures, aerosols, and other organic compounds. In accordance with state and federal waste regulations, hazardous waste is transported off-site for proper disposal within 90 days. No hazardous waste is disposed of within the installation itself.
Fort Lee has two bulk petroleum underground storage tank (USTs) sites on the east side of the Cantonment Area: the Fuel Dispensing Facility and the Air Force Exchange Service Station. In addition to the bulk storage sites, there are eight other active USTs (Fort Lee 2006a). Fort Lee has two aboveground storage tank (AST) sites, the Petroleum Training Facility (PTF) and the Military in the Field (MIF) Training Facility, which store bulk petroleum to support training missions for military fuel handlers and petroleum specialists. The PTF contains 11 ASTs that store JP-8. The MIF contains 38 collapsible bladders. In addition to the above, there are 37 ASTs throughout the installation. These tanks are used to store heating fuel, diesel fuel to supply emergency generators, or used oil or used antifreeze collected from Army agencies and offices.
Fort Lee’s environmental cleanup program is managed under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP). There are three cleanup sub-programs under the DERP: The IRP, the Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP) and the Compliance-related Cleanup program (CR). There are three DERP sites that lie within training lands:  FTLE-07 – Petroleum Training Facility (site achieved regulatory close-out in 1998) and four closed landfills that make up two DERP sites designated FTLE-16 and FTLE-17.  The closed landfill sites are currently in long-term management. There are 32 IRP sites at Fort Lee, of which 20 have been recommended for no further action. The remaining IRP sites include a maintenance building area, landfills, a former sewage treatment plant, an outdoor recreation area which includes three former landfills, and a pesticides mixing area. These sites have undergone various remedial activities, which are documented in the Fort Lee Installation Action Plan including remedial investigations, feasibility studies, remedial design, remedial action, or long-term monitoring.
Six MMRP sites were identified, three of which have been deemed as not needing further action. The three that are still active include a WWI artillery impact area, and two small bore machine gun ranges. The WWI artillery impact area and one of the machine gun ranges are in the investigatory phase, while the remaining site has been investigated and land use restrictions are enforced due to the potential for damage to the cultural resources that exist on the site (Fort Lee, 2013b).
Two CR sites, one landfill and one former maintenance building are active in the DERP. A long-term monitoring program is underway for the landfill and the USTs are scheduled to be investigated for releases to the environment and subsequently removed (Fort Lee, 2013b).
There are no known sources of radioactive substances at Fort Lee.
[bookmark: _Toc409178431][bookmark: _Toc418537676][bookmark: _Toc423442612][bookmark: _Toc423598519][bookmark: _Toc423598690][bookmark: _Toc432784094]Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 
[bookmark: _Toc409178432][bookmark: _Toc418537677][bookmark: _Toc423442613][bookmark: _Toc423598520][bookmark: _Toc423598691]There would be no adverse impacts from hazardous, toxic or radioactive substances from implementation of the Proposed Action.  Analysis of future projects will incorporate the evaluation of hazardous waste and storage tank management, and the potential for DERP site influence on the project.   
[bookmark: _Toc432784095]Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no adverse impacts associated with hazardous, toxic, or radioactive substances. 
1.7 [bookmark: _Toc81376029][bookmark: _Toc98668575][bookmark: _Toc409178433][bookmark: _Toc432784096]NOISE 
[bookmark: _Toc409178434][bookmark: _Toc418537679][bookmark: _Toc423442615][bookmark: _Toc423598522][bookmark: _Toc423598693][bookmark: _Toc432784097]Affected Environment
The military noise environment consists primarily of three types of noise: transportation noise from aircraft and vehicles, noise from firing at small-arms ranges, and impulsive noise from large-caliber weapons firing, pyrotechnics, and demolition operations. Army Regulation 200-1 defines land-use compatibility concerning environmental noise for Army activities.  Three noise zones are defined in the regulation:
· Zone I (compatible): Housing, schools, medical facilities, and other noise-sensitive land uses are compatible with noise levels in the zone (all areas not contained within Zone II or Zone III).
· Zone II (normally incompatible): Noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., housing, schools, and medical facilities) are normally incompatible with noise levels in this zone unless measures have been taken to attenuate interior noise levels.
· Zone III (incompatible): Noise-sensitive land uses (e.g., housing, schools, and medical facilities) are incompatible in this zone.
The off-post land contained in the Fort Lee noise zones along the western boundary is sparsely populated; there are a few homes along Route 645 and Route 630. The off-post land contained in these zones along the eastern boundary is developed and includes commercial and residential land uses. The land uses of the on-post land contained in noise zones II and III meet federal noise guidelines. The off-post commercial land uses are compatible for Zones I and II, but are incompatible in noise zone III. The off-post residential land uses in zones II and III are not considered compatible. Fort Lee has not had a noise complaint filed in more than six years.
[bookmark: _Toc409178435][bookmark: _Toc418537680][bookmark: _Toc423442616][bookmark: _Toc423598523][bookmark: _Toc423598694][bookmark: _Toc432784098]Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
[bookmark: _Toc409178436][bookmark: _Toc418537681][bookmark: _Toc423442617][bookmark: _Toc423598524][bookmark: _Toc423598695]No adverse noise impacts are anticipated by implementing the Proposed Action.  Analysis of future projects using the new process will include the evaluation of noise pollution risk and use of best management practices for use at construction sites such as scheduling work adjacent to noise-sensitive areas during normal weekday business hours, use of equipment mufflers, and pre-work resident notification. (Fort Lee 2007b)  
[bookmark: _Toc432784099]Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no adverse impacts to the current status of noise at Fort Lee.
1.8 [bookmark: _Toc81376030][bookmark: _Toc98668576][bookmark: _Toc409178437][bookmark: _Toc432784100]INFRASTRUCTURE
[bookmark: _Toc409178438][bookmark: _Toc418537683][bookmark: _Toc423442619][bookmark: _Toc423598526][bookmark: _Toc423598697][bookmark: _Toc432784101]Affected Environment
In 2007, John Gallup and Associates and AMEC Earth and Environmental Inc. were contracted by the United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Huntsville Center, to identify and collect all data necessary for the Infrastructure Systems Analyses for Fort Lee, Virginia (USACE, 2007). Information on existing conditions of utilities in this section is derived from this 2007 infrastructure study.
Potable Water Supply
Virginia American Water owns and operates the potable water system on Fort Lee and is the primary supplier. A secondary source is the City of Petersburg which has a contract with Fort Lee for use of a minimum of 10 million gallons per month. Water is stored on-site in four 300,000-gallon ASTs. In addition, water is supplied to the installation from a 1,000,000-gallon, in-ground reservoir that is located at the Petersburg National Battlefield (USACE, 2007).
Sewer, Wastewater, and Stormwater
Old Dominion Utility Services, Inc. owns and operates the wastewater treatment system on Fort Lee. Wastewater is transported to Hopewell’s primary treatment plant, which has the capacity to process and treat 50 mgd of wastewater. Under contract, Fort Lee is permitted to contribute up to 2.5 mgd to the plant (USACE, 2007). Normal usage is approximately one mgd.
Most stormwater on Fort Lee’s cantonment area is collected through a system of natural and man-made channels and piped storm sewers that convey the water to Bailey Creek. Small areas of the Main Post drain to the Blackwater Swamp in the southern portion of the installation and to Harrison Creek in the northern portion of the installation, as well as other small streams and tributaries.  
Electricity
Electrical service is privatized and supplied by Dominion Virginia Power. Two primary voltage delivery points supplies 13.2 kilovolts of electricity. There are two sub-stations that provide electrical service. 
Natural Gas
Fort Lee has several contracts under which they purchase natural gas. The majority of the gas is purchased at the wellhead from Washington Gas Energy, where it is brought to the Columbia Gas of Virginia City Gate and transported to Fort Lee. The installation owns the on-post natural gas distribution system, and contractors handle the maintenance. The installation has a contractual maximum daily limit of 3200 thousand cubic feet and a daily demand of 2800 thousand cubic feet of natural gas during a curtailment.
Fuel Oil
The Real Property Master Plan Final Environmental Assessment (Fort Lee, 2010a) provides a comprehensive discussion of the records maintained by the EMD on all active and former USTs and ASTs. There are 17 USTs and 76 ASTs. Both tank types range in capacity from 136 gallons to 420,000 gallons and are used to store various types of fuels such as gasoline, diesel, #2 fuel oil, JP-8, heating fuel, as well as used oil, antifreeze, and water (if you consider the three large ASTs that provide the installations water supply). A facility response contingency plan for releases of oil and hazardous substances is maintained by the installation. (Fort Lee, 2007b).
Solid Waste
Fort Lee’s solid waste is collected by a refuse contractor, Container First Services, and is disposed of off-post in TriCity Landfill, approximately 1.5 miles from the installation. All organizations on Fort Lee are serviced by the refuse contract with the exception of housing, which has a separate contract to collect solid waste and recycling. At the current rate of solid waste generation at Fort Lee and in the surrounding community, the landfill is projected to have a remaining lifespan of 15-20 years. Container First Services also provides recycling service to the installation.
Transportation
Fort Lee is located along Route 36, between the Cities of Hopewell and Petersburg. Highway access to the installation is via I-95, I-295, and U.S. Route 460. Secondary routes surrounding Fort Lee include State Routes 36 (Oaklawn Boulevard), 106, 109, 144 (Temple Avenue), 630, 634, 645, 646, and 725. The primary transportation network of the installation consists of seven gates and a roadway network that provides ground vehicle access to all functional areas (USACE, 2007).
[bookmark: _Toc409178439][bookmark: _Toc418537684][bookmark: _Toc423442620][bookmark: _Toc423598527][bookmark: _Toc423598698][bookmark: _Toc432784102]Environmental Consequence – Proposed Action
The implementation of the Proposed Action is not expected to impact demands on the potable water system, sewer, wastewater, and stormwater collection systems, electricity, natural gas, fuel oil, solid waste or transportation. No change of personnel numbers at Fort Lee would result, so these aspects of the infrastructure would remain consistent with their current state.  Analysis of future projects using the new process would include the consideration of all infrastructure resources.  
[bookmark: _Toc409178440][bookmark: _Toc418537685][bookmark: _Toc423442621][bookmark: _Toc423598528][bookmark: _Toc423598699][bookmark: _Toc432784103]Environmental Consequences – No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to current infrastructure at Fort Lee.
1.9 [bookmark: _Toc81376034][bookmark: _Toc98668580][bookmark: _Toc409178447][bookmark: _Toc432784104]SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS
[bookmark: _Toc409178448][bookmark: _Toc418537687][bookmark: _Toc423442623][bookmark: _Toc423598530][bookmark: _Toc423598701][bookmark: _Toc432784105]Affected Environment
Region of Influence
In addition to Prince George County where Fort Lee is situated, the installation lies within a few miles of the borders of both Chesterfield and Dinwiddie counties. The Fort Lee facility is located in a triangle of three cites that comprise a metropolitan area known as the Tri-Cities area (Hopewell, Colonial Heights, and Petersburg). These surrounding regions support the Fort Lee facility with services, infrastructure, and housing. Three Bureau of Prison federal correctional facilities are located in the vicinity and as section 3.14.1 indicates, the National Park Service maintains the Petersburg National Battlefield bordering the southwest area of the installation. The Commonwealth capital, Richmond, is located approximately 25 miles north of Fort Lee. Petersburg National Battlefield borders the southwestern portion of the installation (CASCOM 1997).
Demographics
Prince George County had a 2013 population estimate of 37,253 people, a four percent increase from 2010 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). In 2010, the population density in Prince George County was 134.7 persons per square mile. Overall, the population density of Prince George County was significantly less than the Virginia state average (202.6 persons per square mile). Similarly, in 2000, population density was 124.4 persons per square mile in Prince George County, which was lower than the Virginia state average (178.8 persons per square mile).
As of March 2012, Fort Lee identified 80,146 personnel on-post made up of four core groups: 67,400 students, 4,694 military personnel, 5,253 DoD and other civilians, and 2,799 on-post contractors (Fort Lee, 2012b). In 2005, Fort Lee underwent realignment based on the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission recommendations which saw an overall increase in population between 2008 and 2011 (Fort Lee, 2007b). Annual student soldiers numbered 33,976 pre-BRAC and 60,885 post-BRAC. Permanent party personnel numbered 7,888 pre-BRAC and 10,964 post-BRAC.
Housing
Fort Lee is home for nearly 3,800 military personnel, plus families. On any given day, between 10,000 to 11,000 students are trained on-site (Fort Lee, 2015b). Fort Lee currently has 1,493 family housing units on-post. On-post housing averages approximately 98 percent occupancy. The average wait time for on-post housing is 6 to 12 months. The units on base consist of duplexes and single-family homes with two to five bedrooms. These properties are in seven distinctly identifiable communities: Harrison Villa, Jackson Circle, Jefferson Terrace, Madison Park, Monroe Manor, Adams Chase, and Washington Grove. Most of Fort Lee’s family housing is in the southeastern portion of the Cantonment Area. The only exception is the Jackson Circle neighborhood, which is to the northwest directly across State Route 36 from the installation’s Lee Gate. Fort Lee has capacity for 828 people in the permanent party bachelor housing apartments. The Advanced Individual Trainee barracks have a 5,380-bed-space capacity.  On-post transient lodging is also available at the 1,000-room Fort Lee Lodging facility for temporary stays.  
Economics
Overall, median household income increased for Fort Lee and Prince George County between 2000 and 2010. Fort Lee had a median household income of $52,656, whereas Prince George County had a median household income of $62,811 in 2010. Virginia had a higher median household income ($61,090) than Fort Lee. The income distribution of Fort Lee and Prince George County can be better understood when compared to the income distribution of the state of Virginia. The 2010 Census indicated that the state of Virginia had a higher per capita income ($31,893) than Fort Lee ($15,930) and Prince George County ($26,405).
Schools, Libraries, and Recreation Facilities
The Prince George County School System (District 20) is primarily responsible for the education of students residing in Fort Lee. Within the Prince George system, there are five primary (grades K-2) schools, two elementary schools (grades 3-5), one middle school (grades 6-7), one junior high school (grades 8-9), and one high school (grades 10-12), plus a technical school that supports three counties for part-time attendance by high school students. Bus service is available to some of the schools for residents of the Fort Lee facility. Parents are permitted to request assignment to alternate institutions for their children (parochial and public); arrangements must be made with the principal of the requested school. Fort Lee employees who live off-post have access to the public schools supporting their home communities.
In addition to the Fort Lee Community Library, there are three public library systems with branches in the vicinity of Fort Lee. The Appomattox Regional library system has branches in Hopewell, Prince George, and Petersburg. The Petersburg Public Library System has three branches (Petersburg area) and a single branch of the Colonial Heights Library supports Fort Lee.
Fort Lee provides recreation opportunities for its active duty personnel and DoD civilian residents to enrich the lives of soldiers and their families and to promote a sense of community. Services and activities are available for fitness, recreation, and leisure. Clubs on the post provide social services for formal and causal gatherings. The Fort Lee Playhouse presents live theatre, producing Broadway plays and musicals. Additional community activity opportunities exist with several churches, shopping, and walking routes.
There are a variety of off-post recreational opportunities. In the surrounding communities, there are water-related recreational facilities for swimming, boating, and fishing. The mountains to the west contain a well-developed system of state parks and recreational areas where hiking, picnicking, and camping are popular. The most significant recreational feature in the area is the extensive seashore that is easily available within a few-hours’ drive. Here, the Atlantic Ocean and Chesapeake Bay provide many beach and water-related activities (CASCOM 1997). 
A recreational hunting program has been established to support Fort Lee's wildlife management mission. It is overseen by a Hunting Council made up of representatives from each affected Directorate. The Council answers to the Garrison Commander and operates under the guidance of a  Hunting Policy with his signature. Recreational hunting days are scheduled during the hunting season by the Directorate of Family, Morale, Welfare, and Recreation Hunting Center, in coordination with the Range Control office. Fort Lee is open to bird watching and general nature enjoyment activities outside of the hunting season.  
Police Services
The Fort Lee Police Department averages 120 military law enforcement officers and civilian personnel.   
Fire and Emergency Services
Fort Lee has three fire stations. The fire department responds to emergencies involving structures, facilities, transportation equipment, hazardous materials, and natural and manmade disasters; directs fire prevention activities; and presents public education programs. The Fort Lee Fire and Emergency Services (FES) Division has mutual aid agreements with the Counties of Prince George and Dinwiddie and the Cities of Hopewell, Colonial Heights, and Petersburg. The Fire Station (Building 3620) is centrally located at the intersection of Mahone and Carver Avenues with good access to all areas within the Cantonment Area. The FES Headquarters is located in building 1530 and another station is in building 9513.
Medical Facilities
The Kenner Army Health Clinic on Fort Lee provides outpatient primary health care services for active duty and retiree adults and their minor dependents. Services provided are general medical care including family practice and internal medicine. A pharmacy, laboratory, and radiology center are also available. Limited specialty care services include optometry, orthopedics, physical therapy, preventative medicine, and social work (Kenner Army Health Clinic 2006).
Family Support Services
The Army Community Service, located on the Fort Lee installation, offers social support services for soldiers and their family members intended to support the morale and welfare within the installation and community. Services available to qualifying individuals and their families include emergency relief; family team building; employment readiness; exceptional family members program (for individuals with special needs); family advocacy program; financial readiness program; happy family/fatherhood initiative; information, referral, and follow-up program; installation volunteer program; mobilization and deployment program; new parent support; relocation assistance; and victim's advocate services.  
The Child, Youth & School (CYS) Services program incorporates four Child Development Centers, one School Age Center, one Youth Center, an apprenticeship program and a non-school related youth sports program. The CYS Services program provides predictable services for eligible children and youth ages four weeks to eighteen years.
Aesthetics and Visual Zones
An analysis of Fort Lee’s visual environment was conducted during preparation of the 2007 BRAC Final Environmental Impact Statement. All views of Fort Lee seen by the passing public are described as having low, ordinary, or common scenic quality. The overall visual impression of the existing Cantonment area is one of functional efficiency, order, and focused activity.
The installation is situated in the east-central portion of Virginia on the inner part of the middle Atlantic Coastal Plain. In general, relatively flat sections of the installation are found in the cantonment area and hilly sections remain undeveloped with forest cover. The range area is, for the most part, relatively flat wooded land. Significant adjacent land uses include predominantly low density residential, woodlands, and open space. On the north and west, the Appomattox River separates the installation from Colonial Heights and Chesterfield County. In Petersburg, along the border shared with Fort Lee, are public and industrial land uses including the 2,692-acre Petersburg National Battlefield.
[bookmark: _Toc409178449][bookmark: _Toc418537688][bookmark: _Toc423442624][bookmark: _Toc423598531][bookmark: _Toc423598702][bookmark: _Toc432784106]Environmental Consequences – Proposed Action
The implementation of the Proposed Action is not expected to impact demands on the region of influence, demographics, housing, economics, schools, libraries, or recreation facilities, police services, medical facilities, or family support services. No change of personnel numbers at Fort Lee would result, so these aspects of the socioeconomic conditions would remain consistent with their current state.
Analysis of future projects using the new process will take into consideration all aspects of potential socioeconomic and government service impact.  
[bookmark: _Toc409178450][bookmark: _Toc418537689][bookmark: _Toc423442625][bookmark: _Toc423598532][bookmark: _Toc423598703]Long-term, minor beneficial impacts to the community at large would result from the Proposed Action. Public involvement will be a prominent feature of the new process and all appropriate efforts to consult with the public will be made. 
[bookmark: _Toc432784107]Environmental Consequences – No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to socioeconomic conditions at Fort Lee.
1.10 [bookmark: _Toc81376041][bookmark: _Toc98668587][bookmark: _Toc409178469][bookmark: _Toc432784108]ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
1.10.1 [bookmark: _Toc409178470][bookmark: _Toc418537691][bookmark: _Toc423442627][bookmark: _Toc423598534][bookmark: _Toc423598705][bookmark: _Toc432784109]Affected Environment
The 2010 Census indicated that the state of Virginia had a higher per capita income ($33,493) than Fort Lee ($15,930) and Prince George County ($24,434). Virginia, however, had a higher percentage (11.3) of people below poverty level than Prince George County (8.1) and Fort Lee (5.7). Racial demographic data for Fort Lee, Prince George County, and the State of Virginia are presented Table 3.
[bookmark: _Toc408412931]Table 3 – Racial Demographic Data for Fort Lee, Prince George County, and Virginia
	Characteristics
	Virginia
	Prince George County
	Fort Lee

	Total Population
	8,001,024
	35,725
	5,552

	White
	70.8%
	61.8%
	34.6%

	African American
	19.7%
	32.4%
	50.5%

	Latino
	8.6%
	7.2%
	11.0%

	Asian
	6.1%
	1.9%
	0.9%

	American Indian and Alaska Native
	0.5%
	0.7%
	0.5%

	Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander
	0.1%
	0.3%
	1.2%

	Two or More Races
	2.7%
	2.9%
	1.2%



1.10.2 [bookmark: _Toc409178471][bookmark: _Toc418537692][bookmark: _Toc423442628][bookmark: _Toc423598535][bookmark: _Toc423598706][bookmark: _Toc432784110]Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action
Activities under the Proposed Action would not have disproportionate or adverse health impacts on minority or low-income persons residing on Fort Lee or the surrounding areas including adjacent residential housing areas, and federal correctional facilities. Thus, the Proposed Action would not have an adverse impact on environmental justice.
Analysis of future projects using the new process will include potential impact to socioeconomics/environmental justice.  
Long-term, minor beneficial impacts to the community at large would result from the Proposed Action. Public involvement will be a prominent feature of the new process and all appropriate efforts to consult with the public will be made. 
1.10.3 [bookmark: _Toc409178472][bookmark: _Toc418537693][bookmark: _Toc423442629][bookmark: _Toc423598536][bookmark: _Toc423598707][bookmark: _Toc432784111]Environmental Consequences-No Action Alternative
No impacts on environmental justice are anticipated under the No-Action Alternative. 
1.11 [bookmark: _Toc81387326][bookmark: _Toc81622461][bookmark: _Toc150932593][bookmark: _Toc151183928][bookmark: _Toc156799437][bookmark: _Toc409178473][bookmark: _Toc432784112]CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
The CEQ regulations stipulate that the cumulative effects analysis within an EA should consider the potential environmental effects resulting from “the incremental effects of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other action” (40 CFR 1508.7). Recent CEQ guidance in Considering Cumulative Impacts affirms this requirement, stating that the first steps in assessing cumulative effects involve defining the scope of the other actions and their interrelationship with the Proposed Action. The scope must consider geographic and temporal overlaps among the Proposed Action and other actions. It must also evaluate the nature of interactions among these actions. Cumulative effects are most likely to arise when a relationship or synergism exists between a Proposed Action and other actions expected to occur in a similar location or during a similar time period. Actions overlapping with, or in close proximity to, the Proposed Action would be expected to have more potential for a relationship than actions that may be geographically separated. Similarly, actions that coincide, even partially, in time would tend to offer a higher potential for cumulative effects. To identify cumulative effects, this EA addresses three questions:
1. Does a relationship exist such that elements of the Proposed Action might interact with elements of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions?
2. If one or more of the elements of the Proposed Action and another action could be expected to interact, would the Proposed Action affect or be affected by the effects of the other action?
3. If such a relationship exists, does an assessment reveal any potentially significant effects not identified when the Proposed Action is considered alone?
In this EA, an effort has been made to identify all actions that are being considered and that are in the planning phase at this time. To the extent that details regarding such actions exist and the actions have a potential to interact with the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative in this EA, these actions are included in this cumulative analysis. This approach enables decision makers to have the most current information available so that they can evaluate the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and the No Action Alternative.
1.11.1 [bookmark: _Toc409178474][bookmark: _Toc432784113]Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Action
There are four projects at Fort Lee which have a temporal intersection with the Proposed Action. These are the construction of the Total Army School System Training Center, the Training Support Facility, and implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan.
1.11.2 [bookmark: _Toc409178475][bookmark: _Toc432784114]Cumulative Impacts of the Proposed Action
The Proposed Action would result in the effects identified in Chapter 3. The effects of the Proposed Action would be maintained at acceptable levels with the continued implementation of identified BMPs and mitigation measures.
The level of impacts, both direct and indirect, from activities under the Proposed Action would not constitute cumulative effects on land use, geology, soils, groundwater, wetlands vegetation, wildlife, threatened or endangered species, cultural resources, hazardous materials, noise, infrastructure, socioeconomics, or environmental justice. 
Air Quality
Cumulative impacts to air resources as a result of the Proposed Action when combined with other present or reasonably foreseeable future actions, include a temporary, minor increase in dust emissions as a result of construction activities. Implementing mitigation measures and BMPs would effectively reduce the potential effects from these actions to a level of insignificance.  It is not anticipated that NAAQS or the Stationary Permit emission limits would be exceeded.
Surface Water
Cumulative impacts to water resources as a result of the Proposed Action, along with other reasonably foreseeable future actions, include potential soil erosion, turbidity, and sedimentation, which may result in decreases in water quality. Implementing mitigation measures and BMPs should effectively reduce the potential effects from these actions so that the effects would not be significant.
Transportation
Cumulative impacts to transportation as a result of the Proposed Action, along with other reasonably foreseeable future actions, include potential safety concerns due to increased construction-related vehicles accessing the same roads that Fort Lee personnel and residents use. Implementing mitigation measures and BMPs should effectively reduce the potential effects from these actions so that the effects would not be significant.
1.11.3 [bookmark: _Toc409178476][bookmark: _Toc432784115]Cumulative Impacts of the No Action Alternative
The cumulative impacts of the No Action Alternative would be the same as those of the Proposed Action.
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[bookmark: _Toc432784120]APPENDIX C - NEPA INVOLVEMENT OPTIONS REPORT
This comparison of public involvement options has been prepared for Fort Lee in support of the Fort Lee Environmental Planning Services pilot. The primary objective is to analyze Fort Lee’s resource capacity to support future installation actions taking into account established baseline information and criteria for determining significance and ensuring they are not exceeded into significant impacts.  This will include identifying Fort Lee and Army-wide goals, objectives, and targets with their status and progress.
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires agencies to appropriately involve the public when undertaking NEPA actions. A Public Involvement Plan has been developed to help guide Fort Lee in their public involvement efforts. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) publication called Collaboration in NEPA, A Handbook for NEPA Practitioners dated October 2007, provides further guidance by presenting four options for implementing public involvement activities during NEPA phases. These options are formally called the “Spectrum of Engagement in NEPA Decision-Making” and are presented in a tiered approach ranging from the least amount of public involvement (“Inform”) to a great amount (“Collaboration”).  These options along with examples of implementation are shown in Table 1.
Table 1 - Options
	Inform
	Consult
	Involve
	Collaborate

	Agency Commitment: 
Provide parties with comprehensive, accurate and timely information about its NEPA decision-making.
	Agency Commitment: Keep parties informed and consider their concerns and suggestions on the NEPA process.  Provide documentation of how their input was considered in the decision-making process.
	Agency Commitment:
Communicate with parties to ensure that suggestions and concerns are addressed and reflected within legal and policy constraints when assessing environmental effects during the decision-making process. Provide iterative feedback on how their input is considered in the decision-making at various steps during the NEPA process.
	Agency Commitment: 
Work directly with parties at one or more stages of the NEPA process, seeking their advice and agreement on: the purpose and needs statement, alternatives, collection and use of data, impact analysis, development of a preferred alternative, and/or recommendations regarding mitigation of environmental impacts.

	Agency Goal: Provide sufficient objective information for parties to understand the issues being addressed through the NEPA process.
	Agency Goal: Obtain feedback on issues in NEPA process, the alternatives considered, and the analysis of impacts.
	Agency Goal: 
Consistently solicit and consider parties’ input throughout the NEPA process to ensure that parties’ concerns are understood and addressed before the analysis of impacts is concluded and a final decision
	Agency Goal: 
Directly engage parties in working through aspects of the NEPA process potentially including the framing of the issues, the development of a range of reasonable alternatives, the analysis of impacts, and the identification of the preferred alternative – up to, but not including, the agency’s Record of Decision.

	Case Example: Management Plan for Tuolumne River in Yosemite National Park: NPS issued a brochure in Spring 2006 informing the public of its upcoming two-year planning process for the Draft EIS.
	Case Example: Mississippi National River and Recreation Area, Bureau of Mines project:  On September 25, 2006 NPS and FWS jointly held meeting to receive comments on the draft EIS.
	Case Example: 
Grand Canyon National Park, Colorado River Management Plan: Scoping meetings held throughout country to shape
	Case Example: 
FHWA and DOI, St. Croix River Crossing: Collaborative EIS process co-led by states of Wisconsin and Minnesota to reach agreement on bridge crossing St. Croix River.

	NEPA Phase: Scoping, draft and final review and comment period. 

Processes:  Fact Sheets, Newsletter, Web Site, Open House, Panel Presentations, Public Meetings.
	NEPA Phase:  All phases.

Processes: Notice and Comment, Surveys, Focus Groups, Consolation, Tribal, State, Public Meetings.
	NEPA Phases:  All Phases.

Processes: 
Workshops, Deliberate Polling, Individual and/or group consultations, advisory committee.
	NEPA Phases:  All Phases.

Processes: 
Individual and/or group consultations, advisory committee, consensus-building, facilitation, interagency working groups, mediation, joint fact finding.


Source:  The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Collaboration in NEPA, A Handbook for NEPA Practitioners, October 2007
Fort Lee takes a proactive approach to being a good neighbor to the surrounding communities of Colonial Heights, Hopewell and Petersburg, VA. The relationship is strong, symbiotic, and trustworthy. While the CEQ emphasizes collaboration as a most favorable option when implementing public involvement, there is a time and place for each option indicated in Table 1. The following table provides an analysis presenting the pros and cons for the four activities listed above.
Table 2 – Analysis of Option Pros and Cons
	Activity
	Pros
	Cons

	“Inform”
Provide parties with comprehensive, accurate and timely information about its NEPA decision-making in an effort to allow parties to understand the issues being addressed through the NEPA process.
	Inexpensive, easy to implement, agency-led information control.

Best used when there is low concern/high trust relationship between the agency and the surrounding community.  
	Limited means for community to provide input.

If high concern/low trust relationship exists between the agency and the surrounding community exists, this option could be negatively perceived.

	“Consult”
Keep parties informed and consider their concerns and suggestions on the NEPA process, the alternatives considered and the analysis of impacts.  Provide documentation of how their input was considered in the decision-making process.
	Inexpensive, easy to implement, agency-led information control, provides the community a means to communicate their thoughts through comment/comment response.
Best implemented when there is low concern/high trust relationship between the agency and the surrounding community and when the agency perceives the project has the potential to generate public interest.
	If high concern/low trust relationship between the agency and the surrounding community exists, this option could be perceived as not providing enough opportunity to influence the outcome of the project.


	“Involve”
Consistently communicate with parties to ensure that suggestions and concerns are addressed and reflected within legal and policy constraints when assessing environmental effects during the decision-making process. Provide iterative feedback on how their input is considered in the decision-making at various steps during the NEPA process and specifically before analysis is concluded and final decisions are made.
	Provides a great deal of opportunity for the public to communicate their questions and/or concerns about the project and be assured that their voices are being heard.  

Allows the agency to be aware of public concerns every step of the way and provides them with a means to mitigate issues as they arise.
	More labor intensive and expensive than “Inform” and “Consult” in that agency personnel would need to be at least partially dedicated to the task of communicating project details.  Training may need to be provided if public interest is great and a need to educate people about NEPA and the legal and policy constraints under which Federal agencies must work is necessary for public understanding of the project.

	“Collaborate”
Work directly with parties at one or more stages of the NEPA process, seeking their advice and agreement on all aspects of the project, including decision-making up to the point of delivering the Record of Decision.
	This option provides the greatest amount of opportunity for the public to be involved with NEPA projects.  

It provides the agency an opportunity to work in partnership with the surrounding community and know that by the time the Record of Decision is ready to be written, all decisions regarding issues, alternatives and impact analysis have been fully vetted by all stakeholders.

While this process would work wonderfully to maintain a good relationship between the agency and the surrounding community, this option is imperative when a high concern/low trust relationship exists.
	This option comes at a greater monetary cost than the other three.

There is a need for dedicated personnel to manage the collaboration activities.

This option is labor intensive with constant preparation of dedicated project materials as well as ancillary meetings taking place outside of normal work-hours to accommodate the schedules of all stakeholders.
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