





2.0 ALTERNATIVES

2.2.3 Construction

Under the No Action alternative, maintenance and repair of Fort Carson’s existing
infrastructure would continue. Other projects planned for or under construction would be
completed. The Army has conducted environmental review under NEPA for these planned
and under-construction facilities and determined that no significant impact on the
environment would occur from completing these projects (DECAM, 2006a; DECAM, 2006b;
DECAM, 2005b). No other major capital improvements would occur because none is
anticipated other than those associated with BRAC 2005, IGPBS, and AMF. Any new facility
construction on Fort Carson under the No Action alternative would be subject to separate
NEPA review in accordance with Army regulations and practice.

2.2.4  Training Requirements Under the No Action Alternative

This section provides an overview of the factors that influence how training is implemented
and describes the typical training activities with the potential to result in impacts to the
environment.

2.2.4.1  Training Needs

Under the No Action alternative, Fort Carson would continue to support primarily platoon-
and company-sized units assigned to Fort Carson and other units as required. As noted in
Section 1.2.4, Fort Carson primarily supports platoon-level maneuver training and live-fire
training for individual and crew certifications for the maneuver units, as well as training for
other stationed Active Component units (such as the 10th SFG). Fort Carson also supports
training for Reserve Component units and other visiting forces, such as other DoD agencies,
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, and other federal, state, and local government
forces.

Within the force structure under the No Action alternative, Fort Carson supports 45
platoons of the 3rd ACR and 33 platoons associated with the 3-4 ID. The land area required
to train platoons is 4 km by 6 km (2.5 mi by 3.7 mi). On the basis of Fort Carson’s available
maneuver area-training of up to 13 platoons can be supported at one time. The 78 platoons
associated with the No Action alternative force structure require five, 1-week training
rotations. Thus, 390 training rotations could be supported under the No Action alternative.
Scheduling of these rotations would require use of Fort Carson’s training lands
approximately 28 weeks (390 rotations divided by 13 that can be conducted at one time) per
year.

In addition to the ground maneuver training, Fort Carson would support live-fire exercises
for the 3-4 ID and 3rd ACR, and other small-area and live-fire training for the 10th SFG and
43rd ASG.

2.2.4.2  Description of Training Activities
Under the No Action alternative, two main types of training would occur as summarized
here and further described in Section 3.2, Land Use.

e Maneuver training consists of equipment (tracked vehicles, wheeled vehicles, and
engineer equipment) moving throughout the area according to the requirements of the
training exercise. Maneuvers can occur both on- and off-road. Areas appropriate for
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maneuver are present throughout Fort Carson; however, many areas are disconnected
and, therefore, cannot support movement of many troops or vehicles. The largest area of
unrestricted maneuver at Fort Carson, known as Sullivan Park, is located in the
southwestern portion of the installation centered around Training Areas (TAs) 30 and
31. Other maneuver areas where tracked and wheeled vehicles move on roads or tank
trails include live-fire training courses and roads connecting training areas. Some areas
of Fort Carson, such as Booth Mountain, contain steep slopes that are unsuitable for
vehicular maneuvers. Aerial maneuvers occur throughout Fort Carson’s restricted
airspace (that is, military use only).

e Live-fire training involves testing of weapons ranging from small arms and assault rifles
to missile systems and artillery fire. During live-fire activities, a safety buffer, called a
surface danger zone (SDZ), is enforced around firing activities. Some ranges and SDZ
areas can be used for other purposes when they are not in use for firing. Live-fire
activities generally have a limited effect on the environment because all dud-producing
ammunition is fired into the large impact area, which is Fort Carson’s only dudded
impact area.

» Restricted areas are restricted from training. Portions of Fort Carson’s downrange area
are designated as restricted to protect natural and cultural resources, fragile soils,
recreation areas, or other environmental values. Few if any environmental impacts result
in these areas because mechanized training does not occur on the ground, and aerial
equipment can operate above restricted areas with no impact.

2.24.3  Process for Implementing the Training Mission

Planning and implementing training exercises is a dynamic process that is dependent on the
specific training needs (for instance, the type of unit or equipment being tested) and
environmental conditions, such as soil saturation, vegetation condition, and temperature, at
the time of the exercise. Therefore, on-the-ground training activities are variable and cannot
be accurately forecast on an annual basis. The Garrison Commander issues regulations
governing the process by which training is implemented and is the final decision-maker for
approving training facilities and infrastructure needs and determining how best to balance
the management of the installation’s resources in consideration of meeting the training
mission. His decision is made in compliance with all relevant environmental laws and
regulations and in consultation with ITAM and DECAM staff. Decisions regarding training
activities would continue to balance current training needs and necessary sustainment
measures to establish the balance between the two that maintains lands suitable for training
while also maximizing the achievement of the training mission. The coordination that
occurs in developing training at Fort Carson and examples of the resource conditions
factored into the decision process to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts from training
are discussed below.

2.24.4  Coordination of Training Development

The process for implementing the training mission includes extensive coordination with
ITAM, DECAM, Directorate of Plans, Training and Mobilization (DPTM) - Range Division,
Unit Commanders, Troop Commanders, and other entities on the installation. These parties
include but are not limited to Butts Army Airfield (BAAF), Military Police, Range Facility
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Management Support System, Fort Carson Safety Officer, Reserve Component/National
Guard Units, Air Liaison Officer, Air Route Traffic Control, and the Director of Public
Works. DECAM coordinates changes in existing or approved training operations or land
use that could have significant impacts on the environment and provides information and
recommendations regarding environmental resources and environmental requirements.
ITAM integrates mission requirements and land maintenance to optimize training. Other
parties external to Fort Carson also are contacted regularly to ensure that safety concerns are
factored into training exercises. For example, the Army could also contact the Denver Air
Traffic Control Center, depending on the specific training exercise being planned.

Under the No Action alternative, existing land and environmental management programs
would continue. The ITAM program would continue to be used to monitor training
activities, institute projects to minimize training damage, and educate units to limit damage
to training lands. Fort Carson’s ITAM is a dynamic program for collection and review of
maneuver data and land condition. Because the condition of training lands is highly
variable depending on the amount and type of training that is occurring on the land as well
as the climatic conditions during training maneuvers, the ITAM program does not set
specific ratios for land rest that would be required to sustain training lands. Instead, the
ITAM program provides a process by which the installation directorates (primarily the G-3,
DPTM, DPW, and DECAM) work together to provide input regarding the training needs
and environmental condition of the training lands.

Environmental plans developed by DECAM staff in coordination with relevant regulatory
agencies and approved by the Garrison Commander would continue to be followed to
manage environmental resources in a manner that complies with environmental laws and
regulations, and avoids unnecessary environmental damage. Units training at Fort Carson
would continue to be briefed by resource specialists regarding the need to protect resources
and the mitigation measures, such as avoidance of areas with known cultural resources that
have been included in specific training exercises. Decisions on training activities would
continue to balance current training needs and protection measures to maintain lands
suitable for training while also maximizing the training mission.

2.2.4.5  Environmental Considerations and Safety Measures

The Army considers numerous factors in implementing its training mission. Some of the
factors considered include natural, climatic, biological, and cultural resource conditions of
the training area and troop safety. It is in the Army’s interest to sustain the land at Fort
Carson for future training activities as described in Section 1.2.5. In addition, measures to
ensure the safety of troops during training also include conditions that protect natural and
cultural resources. By following this process, the Army effectively incorporates mitigation
for environmental impacts into implementation of its training mission. The extensive
coordination on range use for training includes maintaining the training areas in a way that
meets the training mission and manages the training areas to avoid environmental impacts
that would compromise the training mission. This coordination is documented in several
ways, including preparation of a risk management assessment and maneuver live-fire
certification. The entities noted above are involved in developing pre- and post-training
planning and assessment.
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The measures listed below are illustrative of the comprehensive consideration of the future
condition of the environment in developing training exercises. Examples of the measures
incorporated in the development of all training are:

¢ No animal may be captured, killed, taken, wounded, injured, or harassed as defined by
federal and state statutes and agreements.

e Cutting or damaging live or standing dead trees or bushes is prohibited.
e Established roads should be used in areas that are reforested or reseeded.

e Removing, defacing, or vandalizing arrowheads, artifacts, or other cultural remains is
prohibited.

¢ Burning or burying refuse is prohibited.
e Vehicle use should be avoided in wet or dry drainages.
e Unnecessary disturbance of wildlife species or their habitats is prohibited.

e The potential for the wind velocity to cause damage to the target or to cause fires is
evaluated.

e The weather is monitored to avoid training in severe weather conditions whenever
possible.

e Established roads should be used in environmentally sensitive areas.

Prior to use for training, DPTM-Range Division inspects ranges and training areas and
evaluates them in accordance with FC Regulations 385-63 and 350-10. During each rotation,
DPTM-Range Division Inspectors observe the daily training and consistently interact with
military training personnel and unit leaders. During these interactions, or at other times as
necessary, resource management professionals make recommendations to unit leaders
regarding maneuver damage, soil moisture conditions, wildlife locations, cultural resource
locations, and other locations where sensitive environmental resources could be adversely
affected by training, and directions of the main axis of training. Units then make necessary
adjustments to training exercises, as necessary.

After each rotation, DPTM-Range Division inspects the areas according to FC Regulations
385-63 and 350-10. DPTM-Range Division may compile a detailed “After Action Report” in
conjunction with the ITAM program pertaining to all environmental elements affected by
the exercise with support from DECAM resource management professionals. All maneuver
damage is mapped and detailed. Fair wear-and-tear damage is listed separately from
considered unnecessary, avoidable damage. Since 1996, fair wear-and-tear damage repair
has been funded by the ITAM program, and ITAM funds are allocated from the operation
budgets.

Several long-term monitoring programs are in place at Fort Carson to monitor land and
environmental conditions. The Range and Training Land Assessment (RTLA) program is a
statistically based program that primarily monitors vegetation but also monitors habitat
composition. DECAM monitors wildlife populations and distribution, stream flow (quantity
and quality), air quality, noise, and cultural resources, as described in the respective
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resource actions of Section 3.0 of the FEIS. These data provide additional inputs to the
suitability of lands for specific training exercises and are taken into account when training
plans are developed.

2.25  Land Sustainability

Under the No Action alternative, periods of ground maneuver training would continue to
be interspersed with periods of rest and recovery as determined necessary and appropriate
under the procedures described above. These procedures have proven effective in
maintaining the sustainability of training areas.

2.3 Proposed Action

Fort Carson’s primary mission tasks are to protect the force, including Soldiers, civilian
employees, family members, facilities, and equipment; train and mobilize Active and
Reserve Component units; deploy, sustain, and redeploy Active and Reserve Component
units; provide a quality living and working environment for Soldiers, families, employees,
and retirees; manage resources and protect the environment; and enhance community
relationships and partnerships.

The Proposed Action (the Army’s preferred alternative) at Fort Carson includes three
primary components that are necessitated by BRAC 2005, IGPBS, and the AMF:

e Troop-Level Increases. Accommodate an overall increase in troops, civilian and
contractor personnel, and dependents that would work, live, and/or train at Fort
Carson. Under the Proposed Action, approximately 8,500 new troops will be restationed
to Fort Carson;

¢ Facility Demolition and Construction. Demolish facilities and infrastructure no longer
needed, relocate facilities to support new construction, construct new facilities and
infrastructure, and renovate existing facilities and infrastructure to support the new
population and training activities; and

e Live-Fire Training and Maneuvers. Provide for increased training activity for existing
and new units stationed at Fort Carson. Live-fire training and maneuver activities under
the Proposed Action would be similar to those described for the No Action alternative
(Section 2.2.4.3). The increased training requirements of additional Active and Reserve
Components, however, would result in increased frequency of use of training areas. The
PCMS is projected to support the majority of maneuver training requirements in excess
of platoon-level operations.

The Proposed Action has been developed to ensure that the overall purpose and need, as
defined in Section 1.2, are met. The Proposed Action incorporates the need to balance
maneuver training, live firing, and environmental management to meet the Army’s
integrated goals of maintaining military training readiness and sustaining lands for
continued use. In addition to the specific construction projects required to accommodate the
increase in troops, the training required to respond to mission requirements in the context of
additional troops is accomplished through a process-driven approach to implementing
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training. The introduction to Section 3.0 discusses the approach to the analysis of impacts
based on this process-driven approach.

Several factors specific to the Proposed Action influence its eventual implementation and,
therefore, how the Proposed Action is described and how implementing it affects the
analysis in Section 3.0 of this EIS. These factors are combat readiness, staged restationing of
troops, timing of construction projects, and environmental and training conditions.

¢ Combat Readiness. In an effort to maximize the ability of commanders and managers to
vary the training and the landscape conditions to meet combat readiness as described in
Section 1.2, the description of the Proposed Action assumes that training would occur
throughout Fort Carson in accordance with the suitability of the land for different
training activities (for example, maneuver or live-fire ).

e Staged Realignment of Troops. The realignment and transformation of Fort Carson’s
force structure are expected to occur in stages. Temporary actions occurred in 2005, and
implementation of the full restationing and transformation is expected to be complete by
2011, with most of the large-unit restationing actions occurring by 2009. As the Army
proceeds with transformation planning, the total unit strength may vary throughout the
implementation period (although these variations relate to smaller units below the BCT
level).

e Timing of Construction Projects. The timing of construction projects is contingent upon
funding availability and priorities, and projects are likely to be constructed in phases
throughout the implementation period. The schedule of when troops arrive at Fort
Carson from restationing or from duty overseas will affect the timing of implementing
new training requirements.

¢ Environmental and Training Conditions. Factors beyond the Army’s control, such as
world stability, troop deployments, and climatic conditions affect the implementation of
training. Because environmental and training conditions are dynamic, the Proposed
Action describes training activity as a process by which the Army would monitor and
respond to changing conditions to sustain the land for training and provide maximum
troop readiness. This process is discussed below in Section 2.3.4.

This section is organized in the following way:

Changes in Force Structure and Population (Section 2.3.1)
Equipment (Section 2.3.2)

Construction of Support Facilities (Section 2.3.3)

Training Requirements Under the Proposed Action (Section 2.3.4)

2.3.1  Changes in Force Structure and Population

This section presents the changes in force structure and population from the September 2005
when the BRAC 2005 recommendations were finalized (No Action alternative) to 2011 (end
of implementation period for the Proposed Action).
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2.3.1.1  Force Structure Changes

The existing force structure at Fort Carson is described in Section 2.2.1 in the description of
the No Action alternative. Under the Proposed Action, the influx of additional units and the
transformation of existing units would result in a total force structure that includes 4th ID
HQ, three HBCTs, one IBCT, the 10th SFG, and other support units stationed at Fort Carson.
Figure 2-4 provides an overview and timeline for restationing activities.

Under BRAC 2005, Fort Carson would gain the 2nd Brigade of the 4th ID (2-4 ID) (relocated
from Fort Hood), a new UEx (Division) HQ, and a small medical unit. In addition to these
directed relocations, Fort Carson would gain a new IBCT because of the IGPBS permanent
restationing of the 2-2 ID, a new battalion of the 10th SFG, and other smaller units under the
AMF. Under the AMF, the 3rd ACR would be relocated to Fort Hood, and the 2-4 ID and
the 1st Brigade of the 4th ID (1-4 ID) would be activated at Fort Carson. Smaller units would
be activated and inactivated at Fort Carson over the next 5 years (from 2006 to 2011) as the
transformation process is implemented. Figure 2-4 illustrates the schedule for new major
units currently planned to either arrive at or be relocated from Fort Carson starting in 2006
and completing by 2011. As noted in Figure 2-4, all major unit movements are expected to
be completed by 2009; however, construction projects and other restationing activities
would continue through 2011.

2.3.1.2  Increases in Population

Fort Carson would experience a net gain of units and personnel under the Proposed Action.
The number of troops would increase by approximately 8,500 Soldiers. Military dependent,
civilian, and contractor worker populations supported by Fort Carson also would increase
proportionally because of the increase in active duty units assigned to the installation. In
total, Soldiers, their dependents, and support personnel (excluding trainees) would increase
from approximately 38,300 to about 59,700 by 2011, an approximate increase of 21,300
persons (or 60 percent) during the 5-year period. Table 2-2 shows the projected population
increases for military troops and their dependents, as well as civilian and contractor
personnel.

TABLE 2-2
Summary of Projected Fort Carson Population Increase
Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado

No Action Alternative Proposed Action Total Population
(Pre-BRAC, IGPBS, and AMF) (End of Implementation in 2011) Increase
Military Personnel 14,500 23,000 8,500
Civilian Personnel 2,700 3,500 800
Contractor Personnel 1,600 2,200 600
Military Dependents 19,500 31,000 11,400
Total 38,300 59,700 21,300

Notes:
Totals are rounded to the nearest hundred.
Source: OACSIM, 2006.
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Headquarters, 7th
Infantry Division

3rd Brigade, 4th Infantry Division (HBCT)
43rd Area Support Group

10th Special Forces Group

3rd Armored

Cavalry (3rd Armored

Regiment Cavalry Regiment
to Fort Hood)

+ Headquarters, 1st Army Training Support Division West

+ Headquarters, 71st Explosive Ordnance Disposal Group (+ 4 associated companies)

+ 4th Brigade, 4th Infantry Division (IBCT) (currently flagged as the 2nd Brigade, 2nd Infantry Division)
+ Headquarters, 4th Infantry Division

+ 2nd Brigade, 4th Infantry Division (HBCT)
+ 1st Brigade, 4th Infantry Division (HBCT)

+ Various support units and activations

(Various support units and inactivations)

Existing Units Unit Moving from Fort Carson Unit Coming to Fort Carson

FIGURE 2-4
Military Force Structure at Fort Carson, 2005 to 2011




2.0 ALTERNATIVES

2.3.2 Equipment

As discussed above in Section 2.3.1, at the completion of the BRAC 2005, IGPBS, and AMF
actions, Fort Carson would be assigned three HBCTs, one IBCT, and other units. The type of
equipment used by each BCT is described below. Fort Carson is responsible for storing and
maintaining all equipment. Not all of the equipment is used at Fort Carson for training
activities because of the limited size of Fort Carson’s maneuver areas. Platoon-level training,
which would be the primary training implemented at Fort Carson under the Proposed
Action, involves the use of four to six vehicles (tracked and wheeled) at one time.

Each HBCT would be assigned approximately 900 wheeled vehicles, 360 tracked vehicles,
and 380 trailers. The IBCT would be assigned approximately 930 wheeled vehicles, two
tracked vehicles, and 430 trailers. Table 2-1 and Figure 2-3 in Section 2.2 describe this
equipment and its use.

Under the Proposed Action, there would be little difference in the type of equipment used at
the installation in training activities. More of the same types of equipment, however, will be
maintained and stored at Fort Carson because each BCT owns its assigned equipment (that
is, units do not share equipment). One notable change in equipment between the No Action
alternative and Proposed Action includes the loss of helicopters, which were assigned to the
3rd ACR. Helicopters could be used by visiting forces, but such use is anticipated to be
infrequent. UASs would be the only permanently assigned aerial equipment and could be
used throughout Fort Carson, as needed, to support training activities. Restricted airspace at
Fort Carson would allow UASs to be used safely throughout the installation.

2.3.3  Construction of Support Facilities

To support transformational activities, the Army would construct facilities under the
Proposed Action. Twenty-five construction projects are planned, including 18 projects in the
Cantonment, six projects in the downrange area, and one at BAAF. Locations of these
construction projects are displayed in Figure 2-5, and additional details regarding the scope
and projected timing of these construction projects are included in Appendix B (DPW,
2006a).
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Table 2-3 presents a summary of the estimated disturbance area within the Cantonment,
downrange, and airfield areas. Permanent disturbance includes total impervious areas,
including buildings, sidewalks, and parking lots. The temporary disturbance includes the
area likely to be affected by construction activities, such as staging and trenching. Much of
the temporary disturbance shown in Table 2-3 is attributed to installation of new utilities.
All utilities would be underground, and disturbed areas would be restored after completion
of the projects.

TABLE 2-3
Summary of Proposed Construction Projects, 2006 to 2011
Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado

Number of Projects in Permanent Disturbance  Temporary Disturbance

Location Each Area (acres) (acres)
Cantonment 18 58.7 84.6%
Downrange 6 9.2 9.7
BAAF 1 0 4.1
Total 25 67.9 98.4

% Includes combined utility disturbance for projects in the Cantonment and downrange areas.
Source: DPW, 2006a.
Additional details presented in Appendix B.

2.3.3.1 Cantonment Area Construction

In 2006, Fort Carson completed an Environmental Assessment analyzing the construction of
a variety of facilities at the installation Cantonment, including the IBCT complex, HBCT
complex, and the 4th ID Headquarters Complex (USACE, 2006b). Also in 2006, Fort Carson
completed an Environmental Assessment analyzing the construction of the Installation
Information Infrastructure Modernization Program (I3MP), a project to upgrade and
modernize communications and information systems at Fort Carson and the PCMS, which
includes installation of fiber optic lines in the downrange area (DECAM, 2006d).
Construction of several of these projects is underway. The construction projects analyzed in
this EIS complement the projects previously analyzed under NEPA and already under
construction at Fort Carson and comprise support facilities necessary for Army
transformation program implementation at Fort Carson.

The Cantonment projects that will be constructed as part of the Proposed Action include
construction or renovation of three training facilities, two vehicle maintenance facilities, four
medical or dental facilities, three child development centers, a physical fitness center, and a
dining facility. Expansion of the rail yard and expansion/upgrade of utilities is also
included in the Cantonment construction. These facilities will be constructed in the main
part of the Cantonment, as shown in Figure 2-5. Additional details regarding the scope and
project timing of these construction projects are presented in Appendix B.

Specific sites for proposed projects in the Cantonment are not available because the location
of facilities is subject to change depending on funding and timing. Siting for facilities would
be consistent with FC Regulation 200-1, the Master Planning Strategy Smart Growth
principles (summarized in Appendix A) for facility siting and usage, and the practice of
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avoiding sensitive environmental resources, such as wetlands, historic sites, or
environmentally contaminated areas. Other factors, such as density, are also considered in
siting of facilities for sustainable land development. In accordance with Army policy (Army,
2006a) and the Fort Carson sustainability program, all vertical building construction projects
starting in the fiscal year 2008 (FY08) military construction program will achieve at least the
SILVER level of Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) New Construction
(NC). LEED is a rating system for sustainable building design, construction, and
maintenance developed and maintained by the U.S. Green Building Council. Horizontal
construction, such as ranges, roads, and airfields, will continue to incorporate sustainable
design and development features to the maximum extent possible. Projects constructed
prior to the FY08 program will continue to use the Army’s Sustainable Project Rating Tool
(SPiRiT) and achieve the GOLD level. Such projects may be scored using LEED NC if the
LEED SILVER rating level can be achieved within the program budget established for the
project. Some common characteristics of the projects would include:

e Construction would include connection to the energy monitor and control system,
installation of an intrusion detection system, and a fire protection/alarm system.

e Appropriate facilities would be built to comply with requirements under the Americans
with Disabilities Act.

e Vehicle maintenance facilities would include wash racks.

¢ Anindustrial wastewater collection system would be constructed to connect the vehicle
maintenance facilities with the existing industrial wastewater treatment plant.

e Project design would include construction and post-construction stormwater controls
designed to prevent offsite impacts from stormwater runoff.

e Construction procedures would be implemented to mitigate potential impacts to
migratory birds and to preclude access by most species of urban wildlife.

e Required construction permits (such as a Stormwater General Permit) would be
acquired before construction begins.

e Anti-terrorism/force protection would be provided by constructing structures to resist
progressive collapse, installing special windows and doors, and incorporating site
measures (for example, setbacks and landscaping allowing line of sight).

e Heating and air conditioning would be provided by self-contained units.

2.3.3.2  Downrange Area Construction

The range projects involve construction of new ranges, including a sniper certification
range, an automated qualification range, two digital multi-purpose training ranges and a
digital multi-purpose range complex, and an individual and crew-served weapons course.
The need for these new ranges was determined by the Army Training and Support Center’s
calculations on the number and types of ranges required for Fort Carson based on the
assigned units and mobilization load. Utilities would also be extended in the downrange
area.
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Construction of the ranges involves a minimal amount of permanent ground disturbance
because most downrange area upgrades will be made to the existing disturbed areas on the
installation (operation of the ranges is analyzed in Section 3.0 as part of the training
component of the Proposed Action).

2.3.3.3  Butts Army Airfield Construction

Under the Proposed Action, construction in the BAAF area is limited to extension and
expansion of utilities including water, sewer, natural gas, and electric. No other
infrastructure is planned at this time. These utility expansions are included as part of the
expansion of utilities in the downrange area, of which BAAF is a part. If Fort Carson’s flying
mission was to increase, other improvements to BAAF would likely be implemented. The
Army has developed the Butts Army Airfield Real Property Master Plan Digest (DPW, 2004)
that presents conceptual findings and recommendations for how the airfield could be
developed if changing mission requirements resulted in a need to develop the airfield. At
this time, development of BAAF is not planned, and neither construction nor operation of
additional facilities at BAAF is included as part of this EIS. If the airfield were to be
developed further, the Army would conduct an additional NEPA review separate from this
EIS.

2.3.4  Training Requirements Under the Proposed Action

This section presents an overview of the factors that influence how training is implemented,
including the types of training activities that could occur and the process for implementing
the training mission at Fort Carson.

2.3.4.1  Training Needs

Training under the Proposed Action would primarily include ground-maneuver and live-
fire exercises. Ground maneuvers would be supported by the use of UASs, and visiting
forces could use aerial equipment. Because the aerial mission is limited under the Proposed
Action, this section focuses on the ground-maneuver and live-fire training activities that
would occur under the Proposed Action.

Future training requirements at Fort Carson would increase under the Proposed Action for
two reasons: 1) BRAC 2005 unit restationings would permanently station a greater number
of active duty troops at Fort Carson; and 2) modular BCTs require substantially more live-
fire/maneuver training space than pre-modular units (because technological changes in
weaponry enable BCTs to operate on vastly expanded battlefields and require larger
maneuver training areas). The Army has analyzed its training requirements in relation to
training infrastructure and land availability at Fort Carson, and has determined that:

e Fort Carson is capable of supporting a majority of current doctrinal live-fire training
requirements for the active duty units to be stationed at Fort Carson under the Proposed
Action. These requirements include individual Soldier qualifications with their personal
weapons, crew qualifications with their combat vehicles, up through collective platoon-
level live-fire qualifications (referred to as Table I-XII qualifications) required to certify
units as operationally ready for deployment.
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e Fort Carson is capable of supporting a majority of the maneuver requirements up to the
platoon level of units stationed at Fort Carson under the Proposed Action. In addition to
this training, Fort Carson would be able to accommodate some limited company-level
training but would not have the land capacity to meet doctrinal company-level or higher
maneuver training requirements.

Although capable of supporting a majority of platoon-level maneuver training
requirements, Fort Carson does not have the land required to train to full doctrinal
standards. As noted in Table 1-1, the three HBCTs and one IBCT that would be assigned to
Fort Carson under the Proposed Action contain 131 maneuver platoons (35 for each HBCT
and 26 for the IBCT) plus the platoons of the 10th SFG and 43rd ASG. Each maneuver
platoon is required to train for 1 week, five times per year to meet doctrinal training
requirements established in TC 25-1, Training Land. This requirement establishes a total
training load of 655 platoon-level rotations for the 131 maneuver platoons associated with
the three HBCTs and one IBCT stationed at Fort Carson. This level of training requires Fort
Carson’s training lands to be scheduled for 50 weeks to support only the maneuver
requirements of the assigned platoons. For several reasons, this high utilization level is not
expected to be realized because it does not account for the following variables. First, the
Army recognizes that executing training to doctrinal standards to maintain the readiness of
its units results in impacts to training lands. To maintain the quality and availability of
training lands, some period of land rest and recovery is required. The process for
sustainable management of training lands is described below in Section 2.3.4.3 and 2.3.4.5.
Second, training time for the 10th SFG or other stationed or visiting forces to train at Fort
Carson is not considered. Third, live-fire training requirements are not included in this
scenario. Some maneuver land becomes unavailable when units are conducting live-fire
qualifications because of safety restrictions in use of ballistics areas (SDZs). Under the live-
fire training requirements of the Proposed Action, live-fire areas would be used
substantially to support live-fire training requirements.

Because of the land constraints and competing training needs, the Proposed Action is
defined in a way that maximizes training (based on land constraints) and the need to sustain
the training lands for continued use. The balance of training needs and land sustainability
requires trade-offs. As noted in TC 25-1,

[A] maneuver area may be limited as a result of its configuration or restrictions on use.
There are several ways to adjust the battlefield space requirement. The commander can
reduce unit frontages, decrease the distance between maneuver brigades and their support
units, or position support units in an area not contiguous to the maneuver brigades.

Some of the examples of decisions that could be made to address land constraints are
reduction in maneuver training areas, reduction in duration of training exercises, use of
training simulators, alternating unit readiness by training less than all of the four BCTs, or
some combination of these or other options.

2.3.4.2  Description of Training Activities

Training activities under the Proposed Action would be similar to those described for the
No Action alternative (Section 2.2.4.2). Under the Proposed Action, the three types of
training activities - maneuver, live-fire, and restricted - would be the same as described for
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the No Action alternative. The frequency of training would likely increase to meet the
increased training demand described in Section 2.3.4.1.

2.3.4.3  Process for Implementing the Training Mission

The process for implementing training under the Proposed Action would be the same as
described for the No Action alternative in Section 2.2.4.3. The Garrison Commander is the
final decision-maker regarding the use of training lands at Fort Carson. Decisions made by
the Garrison Commander are made in compliance with all relevant environmental laws and
regulations and in consultation with DPTM-Range Division, DECAM, and other staff.

To maintain operational flexibility on the part of military commanders and land managers,
this EIS assumes that training could occur at any location on the installation (in accordance
with the appropriate training uses, for example, maneuver areas). The specific scenarios,
however, will be known only as the training needs are evaluated in the real-world context of
identified needs (based on when troops are realigned to Fort Carson during the
implementation period, what troops are present at Fort Carson for home-station training,
and other operational considerations) and on assessment of land and environmental
conditions.

2.3.4.4  Coordination of Training Development

Coordination in developing training activities would be the same as described for the No
Action alternative (Section 2.2.4.4). The Army would continue to use its ITAM program to
monitor training activities, institute projects to minimize training damage, and educate units
to limit damage to training lands. Environmental plans developed by DECAM staff in
coordination with relevant regulatory agencies and approved by the Garrison Commander
would continue to be followed to manage environmental resources in a manner that
complies with environmental laws and regulations and avoids unnecessary environmental
damage. Coordination with internal and external entities would continue, and input from
others would be considered in developing specific training exercises.

2.3.45  Environmental Considerations and Safety Measures

Under the Proposed Action, environmental and safety considerations would influence the
development of training exercises, as described with the No Action alternative

(Section 2.2.4.5). Other factors or new environmental mitigation measures that may be
considered to mitigate impacts of the more frequent and longer-duration training under the
Proposed Action are assessed in the environmental impact analysis (Section 3.0) of this EIS.
Any new mitigation determined to be reasonable and necessary to offset environmental
impacts of the Proposed Action will be incorporated into the ROD for this EIS, and
management plans and regulations will be modified as appropriate.

2.4  Alternatives Considered But Dismissed

In developing the Proposed Action, the Army considered several alternatives to balance
training requirements and land availability. It was determined, however, that these
alternatives would unreasonably restrict the Army’s ability to react to changing conditions.
(See Section 1.3 for a discussion of the scope of the EIS analysis and how NEPA actions are
addressed under BRAC 2005.) In addition, as discussed in Section 1.3, alternatives that
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consider whether troops should be realigned to Fort Carson are eliminated from
consideration by the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 and, therefore, are not
considered reasonable or feasible for analysis in this EIS. Other alternatives considered but
dismissed are discussed below.

24.1  Train Troops at Other Locales

Supplementing training at Fort Carson with training at other locations was determined not
to be efficient or practical. Fort Carson’s primary mission is to meet the live-fire and
small-unit maneuver requirements for units up to the company level (and primarily for the
platoon-level training). These units have limited numbers of vehicles, minimal logistical
support requirements, and a small amount of equipment. No training sites are present in the
vicinity of Fort Carson that can be reached by a convoy of tactical vehicles of combat units to
meet maneuver requirements. In addition, it is not practical to transport equipment by rail
to other, more distant training facilities because of lost training time and inefficient use of
training dollars spent on extensive logistics and substantive transportation costs. The
training rotation durations for platoon and company maneuvers are approximately 5 to 7
days; adding 2 to 4 or more days of travel to these rotations would add at least 40 percent
more time to the training rotation and would prevent units from meeting annual training
requirements.

24.2  Land Acquisition and Expansion

Acquiring land to eliminate the problems of land constraints is an alternative that would
meet the need for training to doctrinal standards. There are, however, no large areas of
undeveloped lands adjacent to Fort Carson that could be easily acquired. The area
surrounding Fort Carson is populated and developed, and expansion of training activities at
Fort Carson would be incompatible with this surrounding development due to safety
concerns, community impacts, and encroachment on training values such as night training.
The Army does not have the authority, funding, or plans to expand Fort Carson.

2.4.3  Training Scenarios Based on Deployment Conditions

A set of alternatives was considered to be in line with Department of the Army HQ's
training requirement land-use projections based on the most frequently occurring
deployment scenarios. These scenarios ranged from a low-, medium-, and high-intensity
land uses. The low-intensity use assumes that a maximum number of units (two BCTs)
would be deployed and, therefore, not in home-station training status. The medium-
intensity scenario assumes that one BCT is deployed and three are conducting home-station
training. The medium-intensity scenario is considered the most frequent deployment
condition. The high-intensity scenario assumes no deployments and that all BCTs are
conducting home-station training. These alternatives were considered as a means to provide
a baseline for comparison and public disclosure of the range of impacts that could occur
from the action alternatives. They did not represent reasonable “alternatives” in the NEPA
sense because they were based on conditions that were beyond the Army’s control and
could not be reasonably “selected” as a Proposed Action. Therefore, the Proposed Action
incorporates the high-intensity scenario — that all troops are conducting home-station
training.
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3.1 Introduction

This section introduces the resource areas and the approach to the analysis for the EIS. It
also describes the affected environment and environmental consequences of implementing
the Proposed Action and No Action alternative. On the basis of existing available
information obtained from the Army, personal communications with knowledgeable
sources, and readily available published literature, the EIS qualitatively and quantitatively
evaluates the potential environmental impacts of proposed transformation programs on
Fort Carson.

311 Resources Analyzed

This EIS analyzes and discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of
implementing the BRAC 2005, IGPBS, and AMF at Fort Carson for the following resource
areas:

e Land Use (Section 3.2)

e Air Quality (Section 3.3)

e Noise (Section 3.4)

e Geology and Soils (Section 3.5)

e Water Resources (Section 3.6)

e Biological Resources (Section 3.7)

e Cultural Resources (Section 3.8)

e Socioeconomics, including Environmental Justice (Section 3.9)
e Transportation (Section 3.10)

e Utilities (Section 3.11)

e Hazardous and Toxic Substances (Section 3.12)

Potential effects to the visual and aesthetic resources on and around Fort Carson were
considered but not included for detailed analysis. Construction of new facilities and
implementation of increased training could introduce new elements to the visual landscape,
but these changes either would not be visible from off post or are consistent with the
character of a military installation. Therefore, there would be no adverse visual or aesthetic
impacts resulting from increased density of buildings or frequency and duration of training
activities, and visual and aesthetic impacts are not discussed further in the EIS. The
potential for decreased visibility or increased fugitive dust emissions (which has potential
for visual and aesthetic impacts) is addressed under the Air Quality analysis (Section 3.3 of
the EIS).

3.1.2 Framework for Assessing Impacts

In compliance with NEPA, CEQ guidelines, and 32 CFR 989, et seq., the description of the
affected environment focuses on those resources and conditions potentially subject to
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impacts. Subsequent to the description of the components of the affected environment, this
section presents the analysis of the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental and
socioeconomic effects that would likely occur with the Proposed Action or No Action
alternative, and identifies adverse environmental effects that cannot be avoided through
project design.

The terms “effect” and “impact” are synonymous as used in this EIS. Effects can be
beneficial or adverse and can apply to the range of natural, aesthetic, historic, cultural, and
economic resources within the project area and surrounding area. Effects are also expressed
in terms of duration. The duration of short-term impacts is considered to be 1 year or less,
and long-term impacts are described as lasting beyond 1 year. Long-term impacts can
potentially continue in perpetuity. The magnitude of effects of an action must be considered
regardless of whether the effects are adverse or beneficial. In instances where potentially
significant adverse impacts are identified, measures that could be used to mitigate those
impacts are discussed. Where no significant adverse impacts are identified, mitigation
measures are not proposed. In addition to direct and indirect impacts, cumulative impacts
are discussed in Section 3.13.

3.2 Land Use, Plans, and Policies

This section discusses land use in and around the Fort Carson installation, and management
plans that provide guidance on operations at Fort Carson. Section 3.2 also identifies the
environmental consequences to land use and compliance with management plans resulting
from additional troops, training on the Cantonment and downrange area, and construction
and operation on the Cantonment and downrange area.

3.2.1 Affected Environment
3211  Geographic Setting and Location

Fort Carson is located in central Colorado at the foot of the Rocky Mountains in El Paso,
Fremont, and Pueblo counties. Fort Carson covers approximately 137,000 acres, and extends
between 2 and 15 mi east to west and approximately 24 mi north to south. The Cantonment,
located in the northern portion of the installation, covers approximately 5,800 acres. Fort
Carson is bounded by 1-25 and mixed development to the east and SH 115 to the west.
Colorado Springs and Denver lie 8 mi and 75 mi, respectively, to the north, while the City of
Pueblo is located 35 mi south of the Fort Carson cantonment area.

3.2.1.2 Climate

Fort Carson is located near the border of the Great Plains and the Front Range of the Rocky
Mountains. The climate is moderate and semi-arid, with an average July temperature of

71 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) and an average January temperature of 29°F. Mean precipitation
is about 17 inches per year. Precipitation ranges from approximately 12 inches (southern
Fort Carson) to 15 inches (northern Fort Carson) per year, with about 80 percent falling
between early April and late September. Average annual snowfall is approximately

36 inches annually. Snow and sleet usually occur from September to May, with the heaviest
snowfall registered in March and trace accumulations recorded as late as June (DECAM,
2002a).
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3.21.3  Existing Land Use

Fort Carson comprises approximately 137,000 acres of land in El Paso County. In addition,
the Army maintains easements and special use permits on private lands adjacent to Fort
Carson. These easements and permits allow Fort Carson to maintain water rights, conduct
monitoring on buffer lands, and use other federal properties for military purposes. Land on
Fort Carson includes military and non-military uses, as described below.

Military Uses

Fort Carson is an active military training facility for both weapons qualification and field
training. Land use at Fort Carson falls generally into one of three categories: the
Cantonment, which consists of developed land and a high density of urban uses; the
downrange area, which consists of open land used for training purposes; and non-military
uses, which are allowed in various areas within Fort Carson and are accessible by the public.

Cantonment

The cantonment area comprises approximately 6,000 acres and contains most of the facilities
on Fort Carson, such as troop and family housing, administrative, maintenance, community
support, recreation, and supply and storage facilities, utilities, and classroom and
simulation training facilities. Principal industrial operations have been the repair and
maintenance of vehicles and aircraft. For the most part, industrial operations take place at
the “banana belt” (so called because it is a banana-shaped arc of brick buildings) on the east
side of the cantonment area, the north end of the cantonment area, and at BAAF (part of the
downrange area) (DECAM, 2005a).

Downrange Area

The downrange area consists of approximately 96,000 acres of unimproved or open lands
that are used for live-fire artillery practice, small-arms practice, tank and Bradley Fighting
Vehicle maneuver operations, and bivouac training. Air operation ranges on Fort Carson
consist of the Air Burst Range and BAAF. Remaining land is used for recreation and other
purposes (DECAM, 2005a). The primary training activities that occur within the downrange
area include maneuver training and live-fire training. Other areas within the downrange
area are restricted from training. Each of these categories is described below.

¢ Maneuver Training. Maneuver training supports equipment and personnel engaged
throughout the area in tactical maneuvers with an opposing force. Equipment and
personnel move through the area according to the requirements of training exercises.
Maneuver training occurs in areas based on topography and other environmental
conditions. Many of the training areas within Fort Carson are limited in size and not
appropriate for large maneuver activities. The largest contiguous area appropriate for
maneuver training, known as Sullivan Park, is located in the southwestern portion of the
downrange area in TAs 30, 31, 39, and 40. Land rest and rehabilitation are required in
areas where maneuver training occurs, and these areas are not continuously available to
support training activities. Maneuver training activities also can be limited during live-
fire exercises, which are incompatible (because of safety) with maneuver training. Some
developed areas, such as Camp Red Devil and the Military Operations on Urban
Terrain, are used for maneuver training, but mechanized travel is generally restricted to
existing roads and trails. Some maneuver training areas are only appropriate for
dismounted (non-mechanized) training. Dismounted training includes Soldiers moving
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on foot only and conducting activities such as surveying, placing of communication
equipment, bivouacking, and rappelling.

e Live-Fire Training. Live-fire training is conducted at firing ranges specifically designed
for each weapon or weapon system. Live-fire training occurs within the Small Impact
Area, Large Impact Area, and ranges throughout Fort Carson. Exclusion areas (SDZs)
identified to protect personnel during weapons training are included within live-fire
areas. SDZs outside the developed ranges and permanent impact areas generally
comprise areas of Fort Carson that would be available for maneuver training when no
live-fire activities are occurring.

e Restricted Areas. Portions of Fort Carson’s downrange area are restricted to varying
degrees, from training to protect natural and cultural resources, fragile soils, recreation
areas, or other environmental values.

Non-Military Uses

Although Fort Carson’s primary land use is for military training, the lands also support
recreational activities, wildlife refuge, and the operation of two small clay mines near Stone
City. Two permits have been issued by the State of Colorado to mine refractive clay on Fort
Carson, near the Stone City site. Fort Carson is required by law to allow mining at existing
sites provided that permit conditions continue to be met by permittees (DECAM, 2002a).

Recreational uses on Fort Carson include hunting, angling, dog training, and activities such
as picnics and trail rides. Recreational uses occur at the following locations:

Bird Farm Recreation Area

Wildlife Demonstration Area

West Haymes Wildlife Conservation Area

Turkey Creek Recreation Area

Turkey Creek Protected Species Area

¢ Townsend, Northside, Teller, and Womack Reservoirs
e Large and Small Bird Reservoirs

e Camp Falcon

Military training is generally off limits at these sites, and the intensity, level, and type of
recreational activities vary by site. Most of the sites that support recreational uses are also
waterfowl nesting refuges; some sites also protect other species, including fish. Recreational
uses are also allowed on training range lands (with the exception of firing ranges and
impact areas) when training areas are not being used for military activities (DECAM, 2002a;
DECAM, 2001).

Land-Use Planning

Land-use planning at Fort Carson is the responsibility of the DPW’s Master Planning
Division. Although a formal land-use plan guiding future land management does not exist
for Fort Carson, the Master Planning Division continuously assesses new facilities needs
and how these facilities can be sited to complement existing land uses at Fort Carson. As an
installation, Fort Carson has developed Master Planning Strategy Smart Growth Principles
that provide 10 specific goals for facility siting and usage that guide conservation at Fort
Carson. Relevant environmental management plans are referenced in Appendix A.
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Surrounding Offsite Land Use

Developed land and land planned for future development surround approximately the
northern one-third of Fort Carson. These lands are part of unincorporated El Paso County to
the west, the City of Colorado Springs to the north and west, and Security-Widefield and
the City of Fountain to the east. Land use surrounding the southern portion of the
installation consists primarily of undeveloped agricultural land. The Town of Penrose,
however, is located west of the southwest corner of Fort Carson.

El Paso County recognizes Fort Carson as a special land use dedicated for military training.
Several areas in El Paso County including Turkey Canyon Ranch, Red Rock Valley Estates,
El Rancho, and Midway Ranch are located adjacent to Fort Carson and zoned as a
residential land use. These areas are considered noise-sensitive land uses and are described
in further detail in the Noise Section (Section 3.4) of this document. El Paso County is
responsible for regulating land use in these communities.

The City of Fountain’s future land-use plan indicates that business park, industrial, and
parks and open-space uses will abut the east boundary of Fort Carson. While several small
pockets of residential land use will be maintained near Fort Carson according to this plan,
most of the existing land zones for residential use near the installation’s eastern boundary
will be changed to industrial or open-space uses in the future (City of Fountain, 2005).

The City of Colorado Springs future land-use plan indicates that the City plans to annex
land adjacent to the western boundary of Fort Carson near Gate 2. Land uses planned
include general residential use to the west and north of Fort Carson, existing park/open
space, and community activity centers (City of Colorado Springs, 2005).

Federal, state, and other public lands provide recreational uses near Fort Carson, including
Pike National Forest (USDA Forest Service), the Beaver Creek Wilderness Study Area
(Bureau of Land Management), Cheyenne Mountain State Park (Colorado Department of
Natural Resources) Fountain Creek Regional Park (El Paso County), North Cheyenne Cafion
Park (City of Colorado Springs), and Bear Creek Regional Park (El Paso County).

3.2.14 Prime Farmland

The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981 requires federal agencies to consider the
impact of any activity that would convert prime or unique farmlands to non-agricultural
uses. The NRCS regulates compliance with the law (7 CFR 658). According to the NRCS
(USDA, 1979), prime farmland designations occur within El Paso, Fremont, and Pueblo
counties. No farming has ever occurred on Fort Carson. Between 1960 and 1973, Fort Carson
leased approximately 35,000 acres of land for grazing but no grazing leases have been
issued since 1974 because of potential conflicts with proper land management criteria and
the military mission (DECAM, 2002a). Because no areas of Fort Carson have been used for
agriculture since 1973, no farmlands would be converted as part of the Proposed Action. No
action, therefore, is required under the FPPA, and prime farmland is not carried forward in
this EIS for further analysis.
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3.2.2 Consequences

3.221 No Action Alternative

Personnel

Implementing the No Action alternative would result in no increase in personnel at Fort
Carson. The Army would continue to implement the land-use planning process described
above for any new facilities required to support personnel. There will, therefore, be no
impacts to land use on the installation or in surrounding communities because of personnel
under the No Action alternative. Cantonment and downrange area uses will continue to be
the same as today.

Training

Future training activities will continue to be similar to today. Recreational uses will still be
allowed in special site when such uses do not interfere with the military mission. There will
be no impacts to land use on the installation or in surrounding communities because of
training under the No Action alternative. Training activities will continue to comply with
existing regulations and management plans.

Construction and Operation

Construction activities and future operation of Fort Carson under the No Action alternative
will have no impacts to land use on the installation or in surrounding communities.
Construction and operations will continue to comply with existing regulations and
management plans.

3.2.2.2  Proposed Action

Personnel

The additional facilities required to support the new population of troops and dependents at
Fort Carson would likely result in minor impacts to land use on the installation. New
development would occur within the Cantonment, and such development would be
consistent with the existing, developed land uses in the cantonment area. Some
Cantonment-type land uses would potentially expand south of the existing cantonment area
toward Wilderness Road. Although this expansion would occur in an area that currently is
not heavily used for the training mission or for recreational activities, it will be inconsistent
with the training land uses in that area.

For those troops and dependents choosing to live off post, additional housing would be
needed in the surrounding communities. Developable land in the vicinity of Fort Carson
planned for residential land use, and the existing and planned residential housing would be
sufficient to accommodate those troops and their dependents who choose to live off post.

Training

The increased training activities on Fort Carson would likely reduce the availability of the
downrange area for recreational uses, such as hunting, except for those portions of training
areas that are in a limited-use status (as determined by FC Regulation 350-10). Hunting
would likely still be allowed in deferred areas, if such use would not interfere with the
training mission. Special areas used for recreation and wildlife protection currently off
limits to training would likely continue to be off limits to training in the future.
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As training increases on the installation, the incompatibility with some offsite land uses will
increase as well, especially for noise generated by training activities. Noise impacts
attributable to the Proposed Action are discussed in the Noise Section (Section 3.4) of this
EIS.

The increased training requirements on the installation would be required to comply with
Fort Carson regulations on training activities. In some cases, regulations and plans may
need to be updated to reflect new mission activities.

Construction and Operation

Construction activities and future operation of Fort Carson from the Proposed Action would
not be expected to have any impacts to land use on the installation or in surrounding
communities. Construction of new support facilities and future operation of the installation
would still be required to comply with Fort Carson regulations and management plans. In
some cases, regulations and plans may need to be updated to reflect new mission activities.

3.3 Air Quality

This section identifies the affected environment and the environmental consequences for air
quality at Fort Carson from implementing the Proposed Action and No Action alternative.
Appendix C of this EIS contains supporting documents that provide detail on the approach
to the air quality analysis in this EIS. Subsequent to the public scoping period for this EIS,
interim communication occurred between Fort Carson, the Colorado Department of Public
Health and Environment (CDPHE), PPACG, and EPA Region 8. The meetings and
correspondence focused on the modeling approach and methodology to be used to evaluate
the potential impacts to air quality during the prevention of significant deterioration (PSD)
analysis and General Conformity analysis. Comments from both the CDPHE and the EPA
were incorporated into the approach used in this EIS. The subsequent sections discuss the
affected environment and results of the air quality analyses.

3.31 Affected Environment

This section presents the affected environment for air quality at Fort Carson. Applicable air
quality laws and regulations designed to protect and improve air quality are discussed first,
followed by a description of ambient air quality conditions at Fort Carson. Fort Carson is
located in the Colorado Springs area, which is the immediate area that would be affected by
actions at Fort Carson.

3.3.1.1  Laws and Regulations

The Clean Air Act (CAA), adopted in 1970, and its amendments in 1977 and 1990,
established programs and a permitting process designed to protect and improve air quality.
Air quality regulations are published in 40 CFR, Sections 50 through 97 and Sections 1048
through 1068. As mandated by the CAA, EPA has established maximum standards for the
following criteria pollutants:

e Carbon monoxide (CO)
e Particulate matter (PMio and PMa5)
¢ Ozone
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e Nitrogen dioxide (NO3)
e Sulfur dioxide (SO)
o Lead

Federal clean air laws require areas with elevated levels of ozone, CO, NO,, SO,, and
inhalable particulate matter (PM) to develop State Implementation Plans (SIPs) that describe
how states would achieve the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). The
NAAQS were established to protect human health and can be used to compare modeled net
increases plus the ambient background concentrations.

Under the General Conformity provisions of CAA Section 176(c)(1), no federal agency can
approve or undertake an action unless the action has been demonstrated to conform to the
SIP prior to the action occurring. The conformity determination is a process that
demonstrates how an action would conform to the SIP; it is applicable only in areas
designated as “nonattainment” or “maintenance” for NAAQS. An action that produces
emissions that exceed the General Conformity threshold or are considered regionally
significant is required to demonstrate conformity with the SIP through mitigation or other
accepted practices. The Colorado Springs area, which is in attainment for all criteria
pollutants, achieved attainment status for CO on October 25, 1999. As a part of the
redesignation, the Colorado Springs area is under a CO Maintenance Plan until 2015 to
demonstrate compliance with the CO NAAQS.

Any net increase of criteria pollutants would subject Fort Carson to the PSD review
requirements (40 CFR 52.21). The Colorado Air Quality Control Commission (AQCC) within
CDPHE administers the State of Colorado’s EPA-approved PSD program (59 Federal Register
[FR] 42500) by implementing Regulation 3, Part D, which regulates criteria pollutants from
new combustion sources.

The AQCC also regulates the emissions of PM, smoke, CO, and sulfur oxides (SOx) by
implementing opacity and emission limits in AQCC’s Regulation 1. Opacity limits are set to
keep areas free of haze and to ensure that visibility long-term is not adversely affected.
Obscurants include smoke and other visibility-reducing products used for military training.
Fort Carson would meet these requirements in the following ways:

¢ Adhering to DoD training manuals and guidance regarding DoD-approved obscurants;

e Ensuring no off-property transport of visible emissions from obscurants (or if any visible
emissions have a reasonable probability of crossing the installation property boundary,
ensuring that obscurant generation ceases immediately);

¢ Implementing precautionary measures to include spot meteorological checks for wind
speed and direction, posting designated smoke observers with direct communications to
range control and training commanders who can intervene should a smoke violation
occur; and

e If visible emissions from obscurant use drift across the installation property boundary,
the necessary response measure will be taken to minimize the impacts, and the state will
be informed as soon as possible but no less than 24 hours or the next business day after
the event.
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Fort Carson is also subject to its Title V Operating Permit, which limits the use of smoke
munitions and the generation of fog oil smoke for training exercises. Fort Carson will not
exceed the following permit-limited emission rates (Colorado Air Pollution Control Division
[APCD], 2001):

1,540 gallons per day or 63,647 pounds per year (lbs/yr) for fog oil

14,471 Ibs/ yr for hexachloroethane (HCE) from smoke pots and white grenades
8,053 Ibs/ yr for colored smoke grenades

12,828 Ibs/ yr for white phosphorous projectiles

3,557 Ibs/ yr for white smoke grenades (excluding HCE)

13,078 Ibs/ yr for smoke pots (excluding HCE)

453 lbs/yr for starters

Controlled burns will be used to reduce the risk of large fires by reducing fuel loads and
breaking up the continuity of fuels. A Prescribed Burn Planning Document was submitted
to meet the requirements of AQCC Regulation No. 9, Open Burning, Prescribed Fire and
Permitting. This planning effort includes constant monitoring during the prescribed fire to
ensure that air quality and safety are not compromised. Implementation of this plan
includes obtaining required state and county permits. Prescribed burning would target
areas most likely to ignite due to range operations as well as areas with heavy fuel buildups
(DECAM, 2003).

Fort Carson also implements FC Regulation 200-1, promulgated in December 1999, which
prescribes policies and procedures and assigns responsibilities for the conservation,
protection, and enhancement of the environment, including air quality, at Fort Carson and
supported facilities. The Air Quality Management Chapter of FC Regulation 200-1 was
updated in February 2003 to provide enhanced guidance on program responsibilities and
smoke and obscurants management. FC Regulation 200-1 parallels AR 200-1 and is specific
for Fort Carson.

The Fugitive Dust Control Plan (DECAM, 2004a) was established as a part of the state-
enforceable best management practice (BMP) at Fort Carson to minimize dust impacts to air
quality. It was approved by the CDPHE in August 2005 and will continue to be followed.
Additionally, site-specific land disturbance permits and dust suppression regulations and
procedures are applicable and implemented at Fort Carson.

3.3.1.2  Ambient Air Quality Conditions

This section presents the ambient air quality conditions at the Fort Carson. Specifically, it
discusses compliance with ambient air quality standards in the Colorado Springs area and
El Paso County, air pollutant emissions generated at Fort Carson, and the Regional Air
Pollutant Emission Summary for El Paso County.

Ambient Air Monitoring Results

This section presents the ambient air quality conditions in the Colorado Springs area and El
Paso County for criteria pollutants. Table 3-1 lists the NAAQS and the attainment status for
the Colorado Springs area. Table 3-2 lists the maximum pollutant levels from any monitor
within El Paso County for ozone, CO, and PMjo. There are no NO; or SO, monitoring
stations within the Colorado Springs area. As noted in Table 3-1, El Paso County is in
attainment for all pollutants except CO.
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TABLE 3-1
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado

Pollutant Averaging Time NAAQS Attainment Status
Ozone 8 hours 0.08 ppm Attainment
CO 8 hours 9.0 ppm Attainment/Maintenance Area
1 hour 35.0 ppm Attainment/Maintenance Area
NO, Annual 0.053 ppm Attainment
SO, Annual 0.03 ppm Attainment
24 hours 0.14 ppm Attainment
3 hour NA NA
PM1o Annual geometric mean 50 pg/m® Attainment
24 hours 150 pg/m® Unclassified
PMs 5 Annual arithmetic mean 15 pg/m3 Unclassified
24 hours 65 pg/m® Unclassified
Notes:
ppm = parts per million
ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter
NA = not applicable
TABLE 3-2

El Paso County, Colorado Springs Area Monitor Values
Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado

co? PMao° Ozone®
(PPM) (ng/m?) (PPM)
Monitor Year 1 Hour 8 Hours 24 Hours Annual 8 Hours
2003 9.2 4.2 69 22 0.084
2004 8.4 33 82 23 0.072
2005 59 3.7 84 24 0.086
Federal Standards 9.0 35.0 150 50 0.12

Notes:

Source: EPA, 2006a.

? Maximum values are from the 690 W. Highway 24 monitoring station.

® The 3730 Meadowlands monitoring station had the maximum PMj, ambient concentration values.
¢ U.S. Air Force Academy monitoring station.

3.3.1.3 Air Pollutant Emissions

Air pollutant emissions are generated at Fort Carson mainly through the combustion of
fossil fuels in equipment such as boilers, generators, and motorized vehicles. Combustion
products include CO, nitrogen oxide (NO), SOz, PMio, and PMys. Vehicle travel on unpaved
roads contributes to fugitive PM. Painting and coating activities, fuel storage, fuel
operations, and chemical usage contribute to both volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). To a lesser extent, landfill-related emissions, military
training activities, and fire training activities emit VOCs and various HAPs.
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Prescribed burning, which supports training, ground maintenance and the health of
surrounding forest areas, is a major contributor to CO emissions. Approximately 3,000 to
10,000 acres are affected annually by prescribed burns at Fort Carson (DECAM, 2003).

Facilities with the potential to emit (PTE) greater than 100 tons per year (tpy) of a criteria
pollutant are a part of the APCD-administered Title V Operating Permit Program. The Title
V Operating Permits include listings of all air pollution regulatory requirements applicable
to the source. The PTE represents the maximum emissions a facility could emit given
physical, enforceable, and permitting constraints. Fort Carson is considered a Title V major
source because of its PTE of more than 100 tpy of the following criteria pollutants:

e CO

e NOx

e PM

e VOCs

As a major source under the Title V program, Fort Carson is subject to Operating Permit

No. 950PEP110. A renewal application was submitted to the APCD within CDPHE on
September 1, 2002, and the renewal permit is anticipated sometime in mid-2007. None of the
current air pollutant sources has contributed to an exceedance of the NAAQS (refer to
Appendix C, Attachment C.2. The current PTE emissions for Fort Carson are listed in

Table 3-3, and detailed emission calculations are available in the Transformation Air Emissions
Inventory for Fort Carson, (DECAM, 2006c¢).

TABLE 3-3
Current Stationary Sources PTE
Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado

Pollutant (tpy)

Emission Unit PM1o NO cO SOy VOC
Boilers and Hot Water Generators' 18 191 162 39 11
Exempt Miscellaneous External Combustion Units 3 45 38 0.27 2
Internal Combustion Units' 5 102 24 7
Paint Booths 1 NA NA NA 13
Categorically Exempt Storage Tanks and NA NA NA NA 7
Associated Operations
Military and Fire Training 32 0.11 0.03 NA 32
Abrasive Blasting 0.07 NA NA NA NA
Installation-Wide Total Stationary Source PTE 61 338 224 46 70

Notes:

NA = not applicable

'Includes units that are categorically exempt from permitting requirements under AQCC Regulation 3,
Part A. PTE includes permit restrictions, size, and hours-run operational exemptions, and 24 hours x
365 days maximum fuel input operational scenarios.

Separate from the Title V major source classification, Fort Carson is also considered a major
source under PSD review requirements (40 CFR 52.21). As shown in Table 3-3, the current
installation-wide stationary source PTE for NOx is greater than 250 tpy, which makes Fort
Carson a major source under PSD. The boilers and hot water generators at Fort Carson are
also considered to be a major source because they are in one of the 28 individually regulated
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PSD categories (i.e., fossil fuel boilers [or combination thereof] totaling more than 250
million British thermal units [MMBTU] per hour heat input). As such, they are a major
source because they have a PTE of more than 100 tpy of NOx or CO [40 CFR
52.21(b)(1)(i)(a)]. For details of the PSD applicability, see Appendix C, Attachment C.1, PSD
Applicability Analysis for Fort Carson.

3.3.1.4  Regional Air Pollutant Emissions Summary

As a part of the CAA, the EPA is required to set the NAAQS and designate areas as
attainment or nonattainment in relation to those standards. To support the determination of
the area designation, a National Emission Trend Inventory was developed by the EPA for
states and counties throughout the United States. The most recent data available for El Paso
County is the 2001 Air Emission Inventory (EPA, 2006a). The EPA 2001 regional air
pollutant emission summary for El Paso County includes emissions from industrial-source
fuel combustion, petroleum-related industries, other industrial processes, use of solvents,
storage and transport services, waste disposal, recycling, highway vehicles, off-highway
vehicles, agricultural activities, and miscellaneous fugitive dust sources.

Vehicle exhaust is the major source for VOCs, NOy, and CO. Fuel combustion from electric
utilities is the major source of SO», and fugitive dust from unpaved roads and miscellaneous
activities are the major sources for PMio. The air pollutant emissions for all of El Paso
County as of 2001 are:

27,881 tpy of VOC;
36,574 tpy of NOy;
116,078 tpy of CO;
13,945 tpy of SO»; and
26,789 tpy of PMio.

As shown in Table 3-1, El Paso County is in attainment for all criteria pollutants except CO.
El Paso County is classified as a maintenance area for CO.

3.3.2 Consequences

The air quality analyses for Fort Carson addresses the impacts to ambient air quality from
implementing the Proposed Action. The No Action alternative is assessed as a baseline for
comparing the changes in air quality attributable to the incremental changes of the Proposed
Action. For the Proposed Action, air quality impacts could occur during construction and
operations. Short-term construction-related impacts could result from fugitive dust and
construction equipment exhaust. Long-term operational impacts could result from

1) personnel increases and emission sources related to general population increases (such as
the use of heating units and additional mobile sources); and 2) increased land use and
training requirements.

Air emissions that could result from implementing the Proposed Action were evaluated in
accordance with federal and state air pollution laws and regulations. The air quality analysis
evaluates whether the Proposed Action would:

e Have the potential to contribute to a violation of the NAAQS.
e Not comply with the General Conformity rule.
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¢ Be considered a major modification under PSD applicability.

3.3.21 No Action Alternative

Personnel

Under the No Action alternative, the number of troops at Fort Carson would not increase
from historical levels, and emissions from vehicle travel on Fort Carson would not change
from baseline conditions. Consequently, personnel changes under the No Action alternative
would not result in air quality impacts.

Training

Under the No Action alternative, training activities at Fort Carson would remain the same
as historical levels, as described in Section 2.2.4 of this EIS. Prescribed burn activities are
anticipated to increase slightly over the next few years, but will be dependent on many
factors such as drought and meteorological conditions. As discussed in Section 3.3.1.1,
however, Fort Carson would continue to adhere to the requirements of AQCC Regulation
No. 9, Open Burning, Prescribed Fire and Permitting, to ensure that conditions are acceptable
for prescribed fires and that air quality is not compromised (DECAM, 2003). Consequently,
the No Action alternative would not result in air quality impacts from training.

Construction
Under the No Action alternative, construction would not increase over existing conditions;
therefore, no additional air emissions would be generated from construction.

3.3.22  Proposed Action

Personnel

Increases in military personnel, dependents, civil servants, and contractors resulting from
the Proposed Action would lead to increased vehicle travel, which could increase traffic
congestion. An increase in traffic congestion typically raises the amount of exhaust
emissions from increases in the number of vehicles operating and longer idling times. A
detailed traffic study was previously performed in the Fort Carson Comprehensive
Transportation Study (DPW, 2005), which used a larger increase in population than is
included in the Proposed Action. The results of the study indicate that areas with the
highest traffic congestion would be below the thresholds that would trigger an air quality
analysis. Because the personnel increases for the Proposed Action are less than the increase
used in the Fort Carson Comprehensive Transportation Study, off-post traffic increases resulting
from implementation of the Proposed Action would not exceed regulatory thresholds.

Training

Long-term impacts could result from the increased mobile sources and the increased
training exercises that are a part of the Proposed Action. Mobile sources and training
activities have the potential to result in impacts to air quality from increased emissions of
fugitive dust (PM) and vehicle exhaust. An increase in training exercises would not require
an increase in the use of obscurants for training in excess of existing permit limits (Walker,
R., 2006). Increases in criteria pollutants have the potential to violate the NAAQS.

To determine the effect that increases in training would have on air quality, this EIS
extrapolated the findings of a study conducted for the PCMS. Fort Carson has similar soil
types and training activities as the PCMS and, therefore, a direct comparison can be made
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with impacts. Under the Proposed Action, off-road activity would increase in the Fort
Carson Maneuver Training Areas. The anticipated increase in activity, however, would be
much less than the increase at the PCMS. Under the evaluation in the PCMS Transformation
EIS, emissions from off-road training activities and off-post transportation were analyzed
and compared with national threshold levels. The PCMS evaluation indicates that impacts
from increases in off-road vehicle emissions at the PCMS would be far below applicable
thresholds and would not violate the NAAQS or visibility standards. Therefore, because the
off-road activity at Fort Carson is less than the activity at the PCMS and does not include
off-post transportation, the impacts from off-road activity from maneuver training at Fort
Carson would be much less than NAAQS and visibility standards threshold levels, and
would not result in impacts to air quality.

Convoy travel between Fort Carson and the PCMS was also evaluated in the PCMS
Transformation EIS (USACE, 2006c). It was determined that emissions from increased convoy
travel would not result in impacts to air quality.

Construction and Operation

The analysis in this EIS addresses construction and operations emissions for Fort Carson.
Construction emissions and their potential to result in impacts to air quality are evaluated
under the General Conformity requirements. For operations, this EIS assesses the impacts
on both a facility-wide basis and for stationary sources under PSD and General Conformity
requirements. For construction of additional support facilities, the Proposed Action could
result in impacts to air quality because of wind-blown dust created by construction
equipment, exhaust emissions from construction equipment, and the increased number of
vehicle trips by construction workers. Wind-blown dust contributes to PM emissions;
pollutants associated with construction equipment exhaust include NOy, PM, CO, and
VOCs. Construction-related impacts are expected to be short term and limited to the
duration and area of the construction activities. Regional emissions of pollutants (other than
CO) are well below NAAQS thresholds. All construction activities are subject to the
installation-wide Fugitive Dust Control Plan (DECAM, 2004a), and site-specific dust control
plans as a part of land development permits are required for all projects greater than 25
acres or disturbed for 6 months or longer (state permit) and an El Paso County permit is
required for disturbed land greater than 1 acre. Construction impacts are discussed in the
General Conformity Analysis and Determination below.

PSD Analysis

The additional external combustion sources (e.g., boilers and water heaters) and the
increased use of paint booths and abrasive blasting that would occur under the Proposed
Action would not increase in excess of existing permit limits, but have the potential to result
in impacts to air quality. The operation of stationary sources, which includes external
combustion sources, paint booths, and abrasive blasting, are evaluated under the PSD
requirements below. Other operational impacts are addressed under General Conformity.

As discussed in Section 3.3.1.3, Fort Carson is considered a major source under the PSD
program. The CAA requires PSD major stationary sources to undergo PSD review to obtain
an air pollution permit prior to beginning construction if major modifications are planned to
these major stationary sources. The combined stationary source emission increases from the
proposed construction projects between 2006 and 2010 are compared with the major
modification PSD thresholds in Table 3-4. The PSD analysis evaluated construction projects
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scheduled between 2006 and 2010, rather than the full implementation period through 2011
for this EIS. These years were selected because these projects have been validated (there is a
real need), and the funding for these projects is more certain. As shown in the table,
emissions from both the proposed boilers (as applicable to the source category) and
emissions from the proposed facility-wide stationary sources are less than the PSD major-
modification applicability thresholds for all criteria pollutants. Therefore, impacts to air
quality from the additional stationary sources would not exceed established thresholds. For
details of the PSD applicability, including CDPHE’s concurrence with the approach and
results, see Appendix C, Attachment C.1, PSD Applicability Analysis for Fort Carson.

TABLE 3-4
Facility-Wide Stationary Sources PTE and Boilers PTE Comparison to Major Modification Thresholds Under the Proposed Action?
Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado

PMzgo NOy CcoO SOy vVOC

Emission Unit (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy)

Boilers and Hot Water Generators 6 32 67 0.5 4.4
Total Stationary Sources 8 6.2 34 70 0.8 5
PSD Major Modification Thresholds 4 15 40 100 40 40

Notes:

! Emissions are calculated for 30-ppm low-NOx boilers operating 24 hours per day, 365 days per year.

2 Facilities with boilers and hot water generators with a total heat input rate of over 250 MMBtu/hour are one of
28 PSD-listed source categories subject to a major source threshold of 100 tpy.

% Includes the separate line item of boilers and hot water generators.

“ PSD thresholds are from 40 CFR 52.21(b)(23)(1) for a major modification to a major source.

Conformity Analysis and Determination

As discussed in Section 3.3.1.1 the General Conformity analysis is a process that compares
projected emissions with the regulatory threshold and then, if necessary, demonstrates how
an action would conform to the SIP in areas designated as “nonattainment” or
“maintenance” for the NAAQS. The analysis is based on the most recent estimates of
emissions, which were developed using the current population, employment, travel, and
congestion estimates. If the net increase in the Proposed Action’s emissions for the peak year
exceeds the General Conformity de minimis levels or any milestone year for attainment of
standards, additional conformity determination is required. The de minimis level for a CO
maintenance area is 100 tpy for each federal action [40 CFR 51.853 and 93.153(b)(1)]. The
results of the General Conformity analysis and determination are summarized below, and
details are provided in, Appendix C, Attachment C.2, Clean Air Act General Conformity
Determination, Fort Carson, Colorado.

A majority of the construction and demolition activities under the Proposed Action would
occur in the cantonment area, which is within the Colorado Springs CO Maintenance Area.
As cited previously, the following emission sources were included in the General
Conformity analysis: construction vehicles, construction activities, temporary power
generation, commuter activity at the post, and new boilers/generators. The following
emission sources are not included in the General Conformity analysis [40 CFR 93.153(c)

and (d)]:

e Actions or portions of actions that are subject to the Transportation Conformity Rule
[40 CFR 51.813(a) and 51.858(a)(5)(ii)]; or
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e Actions that are exempt from other environmental regulations issued under the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980

(CERCLA) [40 CFR 51.813(d)(5)!.

To determine if the Proposed Action would exceed the 100-tpy de minimis threshold, the Air
Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM ), Version 4.2.5 (Air Force Center for
Environmental Excellence, 2005) was used in conjunction with emission factors from
MOBILE6b (EPA 420-R-03-010, August 2003) and AP-42 (EPA, 1999). As shown in Table 3-5,
the peak years for construction, mobile, and stationary sources, estimated CO emissions
would exceed the 100-tpy de minimis threshold. Therefore, a full General Conformity

determination was performed for the Proposed Action.

TABLE 3-5

General Conformity Applicability Analysis CO Sources — Estimated Maximum Year CO Emissions per Source Category

Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado

Emission Category Emission Source 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Worker trips 1.14 2.60 6.80 5.67 2.17 2.92
. Dust-generating activities 2.05 0.40 2.65 0.05 0.30 NA
Construction ] .
Mobile equipment 7.82 17.82 | 34.40 27.25 11.38 12.10
Stationary equipment 1.16 2.65 5.11 4.05 1.69 1.80
Construction Sources Subtotal (tpy) 12.17 | 23.46 | 48.96 37.02 15.54 16.82
Mobil On-road GOV -2.12 1.57 4.02 41.39 39.74 40.16
obile
Post employee commute POV -5.31 3.94 10.12 106.30 | 103.21 105.43
Mobile Sources Subtotal (tpy) 0.0 5.51 14.14 | 147.69 | 14295 | 145.59
. Boilers/residential; heating/generators 2.72 3.02 6.31 6.32 7.1 7.1
Stationary ) .
Miscellaneous point sources -1.70 1.35 3.47 30.45 30.58 32.56
Stationary Sources Subtotal (tpy) 1.02 4.37 9.78 36.77 37.68 39.66
Total (tpy) 5.76 33.34 73 2215 196.17 | 202.07
Notes:
! Emission calculations are based on the maximum footprint of buildings.
GOV = government-owned vehicle
POV = privately-owned vehicle

The Proposed Action would conform if the net increase in emissions from facility

construction and stationary source operation for the peak year would not exceed the

emission budget specified in the SIP inventory [93.158(a)(5)(i)(A)]. The most recent version
of the Colorado Springs Area CO Maintenance Plan was adopted by the PPACG in
September 2003 and the AQCC in December 2003. This plan extends the maintenance year

through 2015 and revises the CO emission budget from 270 to 531 tons per day for the
period 2010 and beyond (APCD, 2003). As noted previously, any actions or portions of

actions covered under the transportation conformity rule would not be subject to General

Conformity [40 CFR 93.158(a)(5)(ii)]. Because commutes by Fort Carson employees via
POVs would be accounted for in the PPACG Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP),

emissions associated with those sources were not included in the final General Conformity
determination. Furthermore, the net increase in emissions associated with facility

construction and stationary source operation for the peak year would not exceed the
emission limits specified in the SIP inventory based on CDPHE/EPA’s concurrence that

there is sufficient allowance in the SIP inventory for these CO emissions. Consequently, the
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Proposed Action would conform to the applicable SIP for the Colorado Springs CO
Maintenance Area. The Army sought formal concurrence from PPACG on this
determination, as the Metropolitan Planning Organization and lead air quality planning
agency for the Colorado Springs Region. Additional details, including PPACG’s
concurrence with the General Conformity determination, are provided in Appendix C,
Attachment C.2, Clean Air Act General Conformity Determination, Fort Carson, Colorado. EPA’s
determination that the Proposed Action meets the general conformity requirements is noted
in Appendix H in the EPA Comment FA7-16.

3.4 Noise

This section identifies the affected environment and the environmental consequences for
noise, including potential impacts to noise-sensitive areas.

Noise is generally defined as unwanted sound. It can be any sound that is undesirable
because it interferes with communications or other human activities, is intense enough to
damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying. Human response to noise varies, depending on
the type and characteristics of the noise, distance between the noise source and the receptor,
receptor sensitivity, and time of day.

The most widely used metric for noise is the day-night average sound level (DNL), which is
the metric recommended by EPA and used by most federal agencies to measure
environmental noise. The DNL represents energy-averaged sound levels measured by
summing and averaging sound exposure level values during a 24-hour period. A penalty of
10 decibels (dB) is assigned to noise events (including aircraft operations) occurring between
10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. The 10-dB penalty compensates for generally lower background
noise levels and increased annoyance associated with events occurring at night. DNL is a
useful descriptor for noise in two respects. First, it is an average, and it fits intuitive concepts
when dealing with continuous noise, such as that from a busy highway. Second, because it
is a summation of sound energy over a 24-hour period, it is a cumulative metric. For
intermittent sound, it represents the total sound being received rather than the sound level
at any given time. Noise from transportation sources, such as vehicles and aircraft, and from
continuous sources, such as generators, is assessed using the A-weighted DNL (ADNL). The
ADNL significantly reduces the measured pressure level for low-frequency sounds while
slightly increasing the measured pressure level for some high-frequency sounds. Noise from
small-arms ranges is assessed using the ADNL. Impulse noise resulting from armor,
artillery, and demolition activities is assessed in terms of the C-weighted DNL (CDNL). The
CDNL is often used to characterize high-energy blast noise and other low-frequency sound
capable of inducing vibrations in buildings or other structures. The C-weighted scale does
not substantially reduce the measured pressure level for low-frequency components of a
sound.

The Army seeks to minimize the impact or annoyance of unwanted noise produced by
military operations on communities surrounding its installations. Under its Environmental
Noise Management Program (ENMP) (formerly known as the Installation Compatible Use
Zone Program), which is described in AR 200-1, the Army evaluates the impact of noise that
may be produced by ongoing and proposed Army actions and activities. To evaluate the
potential effects of noise associated with military operations, the Army conducts noise
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studies and generates noise contours. The ENMP characterizes noise into three primary
zones (Noise Zones 1-3) as shown in Table 3-6. Noise Zone (NZ) 1 is typically suitable for all
types of land uses and is located the furthest from the noise source. NZ II and NZ III are
generally considered incompatible for noise-sensitive land uses.

TABLE 3-6
Noise Zones
Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado
Noise Limit
Large-Caliber Small-Caliber Small-Caliber
Population Transportation Weapons Weapons Weapons

Noise Zone Highly Annoyed (ADNL) (CDNL) (ADNL) (PK15[met])
LUPZ 9%-15% 60-65 57-62 60-65 NA
Zone | <15% <65 <62 <65 <87
Zone Il 15%-39% 65-75 62-70 65-75 87-104
Zone Il >39% >75 >70 >75 >104

NA = not applicable

In addition to the contours discussed above, other metrics used to create noise contours
include the Land Use Planning Zone (LUPZ) and the PK15(met) contours. The LUPZ
encompasses an area during which periods of increased operations can lead to increased
community annoyance levels associated with above average training activities. The
PK15(met) contour shows the peak noise level that is expected to be exceeded by only

15 percent of the events and gives personnel a truer indication of the maximum level they
are likely to hear during training activities. The PK15(met) thresholds of complaints
associated with large-caliber weapons noise are shown in Table 3-7.

TABLE 3-7
PK15(met) Large-Caliber Weapons Noise Contours
Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado

Complaint Level Decibel Range for Large-Caliber Weapons
Low Risk <115
Moderate Risk 115-130
High Risk >130

34.1 Affected Environment

Noise-sensitive areas adjacent to Fort Carson consist of numerous communities and
residential developments. To the north, these areas include Cheyenne Mountain State Park
and the communities of Colorado Springs, Security, Widefield, and Fountain. Other noise-
sensitive areas include Turkey Canyon Ranch and Red Rock Valley Estates along the
western boundary, and El Rancho and Midway Ranch along the eastern boundary. Noise-
sensitive locations adjacent to the southern boundary of Fort Carson include the
communities of Penrose and Pueblo West, which are located to the southwest and southeast,
respectively. Noise-sensitive areas within Fort Carson are limited to the cantonment area.
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Sources of noise associated with Fort Carson include aircraft and traffic as well as large- and
small-caliber weapons. The primary sources of noise are the firing of weapons, specifically
large-caliber weapons such as artillery and tank main guns, as well as the operation of
military aircraft at BAAF. Secondary sources of noise include motor vehicle traffic,
consisting of cars, trucks, and tracked vehicles.

3.4.2 Consequences

To evaluate noise impacts associated with military training activities at Fort Carson, the U.S.
Army Center for Health Promotion and Preventive Medicine (USACHPPM) prepared an
ENMP noise study. USACHPPM is responsible for conducting noise studies for military
operations at installations throughout the United States. The study used computer modeling
to develop noise contours to identify noise-impacted areas. Airfield noise contours were
developed using the NOISEMAP computer model, noise from large-caliber weapons was
modeled using the BNOISE2 program, and SARNAM was used to model noise from small-
caliber weapons. Existing records on flight and range operations along with reasonable
assumptions of use were used to create inputs for the noise models. Noise contours, which
are presented in Appendix D, were generated for both the No Action alternative and
Proposed Action (USACHPMM, 2006). It should be noted that noise levels are not projected
to be different between the two alternatives, although the contours appear different.
Differences in the noise contours are related to anomalies in the input data. Under the No
Action alternative, actual usage data (from 2001) were used to generate noise contours.
Under the Proposed Action, firing data were projected based on potential use. In some cases,
rounds that would have been projected to be fired in 2001 and in the future (under the
Proposed Action) were not actually fired in 2001 and, therefore, were not incorporated into
the computer modeling.

Fort Carson operates in accordance with the Installation Environmental Noise Management
Plan, Fort Carson, CO (U.S. Army Environmental Center [USAEC], 2006a) and will continue
to do so under the No Action alternative and Proposed Action. The plan outlines the
policies and procedures for managing and limiting noise impacts to the surrounding
communities. Specific strategies may include the establishment of no-fly zones and the
identification of areas most likely to experience noise impacts.

In accordance with the Army Compatible Use Buffer Program, Fort Carson has delineated a
1.5- to 2-mi buffer around the installation boundary. The purpose of the buffer is to limit
further development and encroachment in areas adjacent to the installation likely to
experience noise impacts. The program provides a natural buffer between military training
lands and noise-sensitive residential and commercial land uses, thereby protecting noise-
sensitive areas from the negative effects of noise pollution resulting from training activities.
El Paso County is responsible for recording noise disclosures and regulating land use on
private lands surrounding Fort Carson. This buffer area applies to both the No Action
alternative and Proposed Action.

3421 No Action Alternative

Aircraft and Traffic Noise
Noise contours generated for BAAF indicate that the NZ III contour (greater than 75 ADNL)
does not extend beyond the boundary of Fort Carson or into any noise-sensitive areas
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within Fort Carson. Noise contours for NZ II (65-75 ADNL) and the LUPZ (60-65 ADNL)
extend beyond the western boundary of Fort Carson.

A supplemental annoyance buffer for the nap of the earth (NOE) flight corridor was also
generated. The 0.25-mi-wide buffer on both sides of the NOE flight corridor was determined
to be sufficient to account for possible annoyances outside the actual NOE flight corridor.
The supplemental annoyance buffer extends into noise-sensitive areas, including El Rancho,
Turkey Canyon Ranch, and Red Rock Valley Estates, by as much as 0.25 mi. It should be
noted that the buffer does not surround the entire installation because the NOE flight
corridor is located at varying distances from the boundary and does not follow the full
length of the installation boundary.

There would be no change to the NOE flight corridor under the Proposed Action; therefore,
a discussion of noise resulting from the NOE flight corridor is not included in the following
analysis. Noise from aerial maneuvers, however, is likely to be less under the Proposed
Action because there are no permanently assigned aircraft or helicopters associated with
any of the units that will be stationed at Fort Carson after the implementation of the
transformation programs. At the time that the noise contours were generated for the
Proposed Action, the reduction in air traffic was not known.

34.2.2  Large-Caliber Weapons Noise

Noise contours were generated for noise associated with the firing of large-caliber weapons
(see Appendix D). Under the No Action alternative, the NZ III (70 CDNL) contour extends
beyond the western boundary into Turkey Canyon Ranch. The NZ III contour extends past
the eastern boundary into a portion of El Rancho. The NZ II (62 CDNL) and LUPZ

(57 CDNL) contours extend beyond the western boundary into Turkey Canyon Ranch and
beyond the eastern boundary into Midway Ranch, Fountain, and El Rancho. Specifically, the
LUPZ contour nearly encompasses both El Rancho and Midway Ranch.

In addition, the PK15(met) contours for large-caliber weapons noise were generated for
Fort Carson and are shown in Appendix D. Under the No Action alternative, both the
PK15(met), 130-dB contour and the PK15(met), 115-dB contour extend past the western,
northern, and eastern boundaries into Turkey Canyon Ranch, Red Rock Valley Ranch,
Midway Ranch, and El Rancho; the PK15(met), 115-dB contour also extends into the
community of Fountain.

The PK15 (met) noise levels associated with training activities under the No Action are
expected to be the same as the Proposed Action (see Section 3.4.2.4). Although the frequency
of training activity would increase as a result of increased training requirements, the types
of noise-generating equipment and the noise levels from equipment use would not change
(i.e., no new large caliber firing systems would be used). It should be noted that the No
Action noise contours are calculated based on actual usage data from Fort Carson in 2001
(see Appendix D).

Although the No Action alternative would not generate increased noise, an existing hand
grenade range in the northeastern portion of Fort Carson would continue to operate under
the No Action alternative. Noise from the operation of this range was not included in the No
Action alternative noise contours because no grenades were issued in 2001 when the No
Action alternative noise contours were generated. The new contours generated for the
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Proposed Action (discussed in Section 3.4.2.4) account for the noise associated with the
downrange area. It is important to note that this range has been in operation and will
continue to be operated in the future. Along the same lines, other weapons that have been
used in the past and are projected to be used under the Proposed Action (such as 155-mm
Howitzers) were not included in the No Action noise contours because they were not
actually used in 2001, the year of usage that is the basis for the No Action. Based on the
historical operation of the downrange area, noise generation under the No Action
alternative is slightly greater than noted in the No Action alternative (2001) contours and
may be more accurately reflected in the Proposed Action contours.

3.4.23  Small-Caliber Weapons Noise

The noise contours for small-caliber weapons shown in Appendix D currently extend
outside the eastern boundary; the Zone II (PK15[met], 87-dB) contour extends less than 2,300
feet (700 meters) into the community of Fountain. The Zone III (PK15[met], 104-dB) contour
also extends past the eastern boundary, but barely beyond I-25.

Construction Noise

Noise from construction activities, such as routine maintenance of buildings and roads, will
not extend outside the boundaries of Fort Carson. The majority of these activities will be
limited to the cantonment area and will result in temporary and short-term impacts to
sensitive locations within that area. These impacts will be minor.

No adverse effects to noise-sensitive areas resulting from routine maintenance of buildings
and roadways will occur under the No Action alternative.

3.4.24  Proposed Action

Aircraft and Traffic Noise

Training activities at BAAF would not change under the Proposed Action. In some
instances, training activity could decrease based on stationing of some types of aircraft
elsewhere (e.g., Blackhawk helicopters). Noise levels resulting from aircraft activity are
expected to be similar to or less than the No Action alternative.

Traffic on local roadways adjacent to Fort Carson is expected to increase by an average of
14 percent as the result of implementing the Proposed Action. As a result, projected
increases in traffic at off-post locations as the result of the Proposed Action would not result
in a perceivable increase in traffic noise. On-post traffic is expected to approximately double
under the Proposed Action at most locations in the Cantonment. Given the low traffic
volumes in noise-sensitive areas and low posted speeds, it is unlikely that such an increase
in traffic volumes would result in a noise impact.

Large-Caliber Weapons Noise

Noise contours (see Appendix D) for large-caliber weapons were generated based on the
proposed changes in activity at the weapon ranges. Table 3-8 provides a summary of
changes to NZs II and III resulting from large-caliber weapons.
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TABLE 3-8

Large-Caliber Weapons Noise Contours
Fort Carson Transformation EIS, Fort Carson, Colorado

Distance into Noise-Sensitive Area (meters)

Land Use-Planning Zone NZ Il NZ 1l
Noise Sensitive Area Existing Proposed Existing Proposed Existing Proposed

Turkey Canyon Ranch ~ Completely Completely 750 700 300 400
encompasses  encompasses

Fountain Partially Completely N/I 1,300 N/I 500
encompasses  encompasses

El Rancho Completely Completely 2,000 4,000 200 400
encompasses  encompasses

Midway Ranch Partially Completely 2,000 4,000 N/I N/I
encompasses  encompasses

Note:
N/l = no impact

As noted previously, the noise contours generated for the Proposed Action were based on
projected range usage for large-caliber weapons firing. Some ammunition that could have
been fired at the ranges was not fired in 2001. Under the Proposed Action, all ammunition
that could be fired is projected to be fired. Actual use of ranges for large-caliber weapons
firing is influenced by a number of factors and varies from year to year. Because the full
range of weapons and ammunition firing is included in the Proposed Action contours, the
noise levels would be conservative and reflect a “worst-case” scenario with regard to noise
emissions in the surrounding communities. Actual noise levels could be less. It is also
important to note that if projected use data had been used for model inputs under the No
Action alternative, the noise contours would be identical because no new types of training
or equipment is being proposed under the Proposed Action.

According to the Proposed Action NZ contours, the greatest changes projected between the
No Action contours and Proposed Action contours would occur along the eastern boundary
near El Rancho, Fountain, and Midway Ranch. The NZ II contour would double in distance
into both El Rancho and Midway Ranch, extending an additional 2,000 meters into both
communities. NZ III would also increase, extending an additional 200 and 500 meters into El
Rancho and Fountain, respectively. Turkey Canyon Ranch would experience a slight
increase in noise levels under the Proposed Action because the NZ III contour would extend
an additional 100 meters into that community.

In addition to the NZ contours, the Proposed Action 115-dB and 130-dB PK15(met) contours
for large-caliber weapons extend farther outside Fort Carson’s boundary. Although the
Proposed Action does not include use of any new large-caliber firing systems, the Proposed
Action contours were created based on the largest caliber weapons that could be fired at
each range (see Appendix D). For example, hand grenades have and will continue to be
used at a range in the northeastern portion of Fort Carson. Although the circular contours
from the Proposed Action contours in the northeast portion of Fort Carson appear new
when compared to the No Action contours, the difference is attributable to the fact that no
grenades were used at the range in 2001. The Proposed Action contours are based on
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potential usage while the No Action contours are based on actual 2001 usage. The Proposed
Action contours represent a conservative assessment of noise.

Adverse effects to noise-sensitive areas could occur under the Proposed Action. Noise
contours for large-caliber weapon noise would extend farther into adjacent noise-sensitive
areas, and slightly increased noise levels in those areas could be expected. Note that this
increase is projected for both the Proposed Action and No Action alternative).

The only sensitive on-post receptors are located within the cantonment area located on the
north end of the installation outside of any noise contours. Noise levels in this area would
continue to be unaffected by the increase in training activities.

Small-Caliber Weapons Noise

There would be no change in small-caliber weapon use under the Proposed Action, and
there was little difference in the actual and projected use of small-caliber weapons.
Therefore, the noise contours for the Proposed Action and No Action alternative are the
same (as reflected in Appendix D).

Construction and Operation

Additional building and roadway maintenance and construction would occur under the
Proposed Action, potentially resulting in elevated noise levels at noise-sensitive locations
adjacent to the construction sites. Elevated noise levels during construction would not be
expected to extend outside the boundaries of Fort Carson and would be temporary and
short term in duration.

Adverse effects could occur under the Proposed Action due to elevated noise levels at noise-
sensitive locations adjacent to construction sites. Modification of construction activities, such
as limiting nighttime construction or use of backup alarms, could be implemented to reduce
noise around construction areas.

3.5  Geology and Soils

This section identifies the affected environment and environmental consequences for
geology and soils, and topographic conditions.

35.1  Affected Environment
35.1.1  Geologic and Topographic Conditions

The eastern and western portions of Fort Carson are positioned on the Colorado Piedmont
section of the Great Plains Physiographic Province and on the foothills of the Rampart
Range section of the Southern Rocky Mountains Province, respectively (DECAM, 2002a).
The topography gradually slopes to the east with altitudes ranging from 5,500 feet in the
west to 2,500 feet in the east (USACE, 2002a). The region is characterized by rolling plains,
tablelands, and occasional valleys, canyons, and buttes. Topography of Fort Carson is
shown on Figure 3-1.
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FIGURE 3-1
Surface Water and Topography at Fort Carson






