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1.0 GENERAL 

Two public scoping meetings were held for the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)-Directed Actions and 
Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Development Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) at Aberdeen 
Proving Ground (APG), Harford County, Maryland.  One meeting was originally proposed to be held in 
Aberdeen, Maryland however, APG personnel requested a second meeting held approximately eight miles away 
in Edgewood, Maryland based on requests from the public during previous scoping events for other activities.  
Aberdeen is located adjacent to the APG’s Northern Peninsula and Edgewood is located adjacent to APG’s 
Southern Peninsula.  The two peninsulas are separated by the Bush River.   

1.1 Location, Date, and Time 

The first meeting was held on Tuesday, June 6, 2006 at the Holiday Inn, 1007 Beards Hill Road, in Aberdeen, 
Maryland from 6:30 pm to 8:30 pm EDT.  A pre-scoping meeting for public officials and government regulators 
was held prior to the first meeting from 5:00 pm to 6:00 pm.  The second meeting was held on Wednesday, 
June 7, 2006 at the Ramada Inn Conference Center, 1700 Van Bibber Road, Edgewood, Maryland from 
6:30 pm to 8:30 pm EDT.  

1.2 Notification 

Legal notices were published in The Baltimore Sun on Sunday, May 23, 2006, The Aegis on Wednesday, 
May 24, 2006, and The Record on Friday, May 26, 2006.  Copies of the legal notices are provided in Appendix 
A.  Announcements were also mailed to public agencies, public interest groups, political representatives, and 
individuals known, or thought to have, an interest in the BRAC-directed actions or the Lauderick Creek EUL 
development at APG.  The announcements were mailed on May 19, 2006 and consisted of the meeting 
description, purpose, and invitation to attend the meetings and/or submit written comments identifying key 
issues no later than July 7, 2006.  On June 20, 2006 additional scoping letters were mailed to agencies 
inadvertently left out of the initial announcement.  A comment deadline of 30 days after letter receipt (about 
July 25, 2006) was extended to the recipient agencies.  Copies of the mailing lists, announcement, and letter are 
provided in Appendix B.   

1.3 Meeting Format 

Both meetings were structured in an open house format.  Boards (Appendix C) summarizing the NEPA process 
and the proposed actions and alternatives were displayed around the perimeter of the room.  United States Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) and APG representatives were available to receive public concerns and solicit comments 
from interested parties during the meetings.  Participants received handout material (Appendix D) that 
summarizes the NEPA process, the proposed actions, and key study issues.  Comment sheets and a court 
reporter were available to document public comments.  Sign language interpretation was also available, but not 
requested at either meeting.   

2.0 SUMMARY 

2.1 Major Concerns 

Concerns most frequently voiced by the public concern increased traffic and stress on off-post community 
infrastructure, schools, and housing market with regard to the combination of both BRAC and EUL actions.  
Noise—nighttime noise in particular, the presence of unexploded ordnance(UXO)/chemical warfare material 
(CWM), and the disturbance of wildlife are specific concerns expressed regarding the Lauderick Creek EUL.  A 
request for more details is the most prevalent comment regarding the BRAC-Directed Actions.  The following 
table summarizes the number of comments received during the scoping process. 
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Table 2.1 Scoping Comments Summary  

Comment Applicable to: 

Topic/Resource 
Public Agency 

BRAC 
Actions 

Lauderick 
Creek EUL 

Not Specified 
or Both 

Total 
Number 

Comments 
Received 

Land Use 4 2 1 5 0 6 

Aesthetics and Visual 1 0 0 0 1 1 

Air Quality 1 4 3 0 2 5 

Noise 11 1 0 11 1 12 

Geology and Soils 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Water Resources 1 5 0 0 6 6 

Biological Resources  7 10 0 0 17 17 

Cultural Resources 0 2 0 0 2 2 

Socioeconomics 11 2 0 5 8 13 

Transportation  14 3 2 2 13 17 

Utilities  2 0 1 1 0 2 

Hazardous and Toxic 10 5 3 7 5 15 

Cumulative Effects 0 2 0 0 2 2 

Scoping 4 0 0 0 4 4 

Request for Detail 5 3 3 1 4 8 

Not Applicable to the EIS  5 0 1 1 3 5 

TOTAL 76 39 14 33 68 115 
Note:  Comment sheets/letters/emails/verbal transcriptions often contain comments on numerous topics.  Each comment topic per 
submission is counted as one comment; therefore, totals are larger than the number of submissions received.   

Comments are summarized below by resource area.  The number(s) listed in parenthesis following the comment 
identifies the comment number assigned in the Detailed Scoping Comment Matrix provided in Appendix G.  
The detailed matrix includes the complete comment, the comment response, the applicable EIS action (BRAC, 
EUL, Both/Not Specified), and who (Public or Agency) submitted the comment.   

2.2 Land Use 

• Describe consideration of alternative sites considered for Center for Security Training and 
Technology (C-STAT) activities.  (5, 28) 

• Provide justification regarding C-STAT activities at Lauderick Creek site.  (45, 46) 

• The Maryland Military Department indicated that they have not received notification regarding the 
possible relocation of Maryland National Guard training.  (84) 

• Development should be contained to existing or planned population centers as identified in 
Harford County’s comprehensive plan.  (111)  

2.3 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 

• Describe plans for preserving open space in Harford County.  (78)  
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2.4 Air Quality 

• Comply with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards. (1, 78, 109) 

• Obtain appropriate permits.  (106) 

• Use energy efficient equipment to reduce overall energy consumption and emission of air 
pollutants.  (110) 

2.5 Noise 

• Describe noise impacts (nighttime noise in particular) and mitigation measures associated with the 
proposed Lauderick Creek C-STAT training activities.  (42, 43, 47, 49, 50, 51, 52, 54, 58, 60, 61) 

• Noise mitigation measures should be implemented during construction activities.  (79) 

2.6  Geology and Soils 

• No comments received.  

2.7  Water Resources 

• Describe changes to storm water flow and infiltration.  (16) 

• Describe principal aquifers and groundwater recharge.  (80, 94) 

• Discuss potential water quality impacts to surface resources.  (88, 92) 

• Discuss required permits.  (99) 

2.8  Biological Resources  

• Address the migration of wildlife (groundhogs, fox, raccoon, and deer) into community due to 
construction and operational activity.  (63, 65) 

• Describe and quantify wildlife, their habitats, and impacts resulting from proposed activities.  (64, 
66, 67, 68, 69, 77, 86, 90, 100, 101) 

• Describe and quantify wetlands and impacts resulting from proposed activities.  (91) 

• Include analysis of Maryland’s Coastal Zone Critical Area.  (93, 102) 

• Comply with the Forest Conservation Act and Maryland’s Roadside Tree Care Law.  (95) 

• Consider Green Infrastructure (sustainment of irreplaceable natural biodiversity in the State) 
resources.  (98) 

2.9  Cultural Resources 

• Consider and address effects on historic properties and fulfill compliance with Section 106 and 
110 in consultation with the Maryland Historic Trust.  (97, 104) 

2.10 Socioeconomics 

• Provide detail on off-post development of businesses, infrastructure, schools, and emergency 
services.  (56, 73) 

• Describe the impact on real estate values.  (32, 70) 

• Provide more detail on local employment opportunities.  (33, 48) 

• Describe socioeconomic and cultural status of area.  (83, 85) 

• Number, proximity, and security of non-U.S. trainees.  (44, 72, 74, 75) 

• Community encroachment.  (62) 

2.11  Transportation  

• Evaluate traffic and transportation as it relates to the proposed projects.  Include existing and 
proposed public transportation.  (17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 37, 40, 76, 81) 
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• Encourage utilization of alternatives to single occupant vehicles.  (107, 112) 

2.12 Utilities  

• Is Harford County required to increase water and sewer service?  (7) 

• Ensure the electrical system on the Southern Peninsula is adequate.  (12) 

2.13 Hazardous and Toxic Substances 

• Continue current cleanup efforts.  (4, 10, 29) 

• Unexploded Ordnance (UXO) and toxic substances at Lauderick Creek.  (30, 31, 36, 38, 39, 55, 
105) 

• Address the presence and management of onsite hazardous waste and materials including those 
generated during construction.  (87, 96, 103, 113)  

• Register any onsite x-ray machine.  (108) 

2.14  Cumulative Effects Summary 

• Provide cumulative impacts assessment.  (82) 

• Incorporate Harford County’s environmental concerns.  (114) 

2.15 Scoping 

• Make scoping material handouts and display boards available to the public via internet and 
mailing.  (3, 6) 

• Public scoping was not adequately advertised.  (13, 14) 

2.16 Requests for Additional Detail 

• Distinguish BRAC-directed obligatory moves and discretionary moves.  (2) 

• Provide more detailed maps of project areas to include existing buildings and land type.  (8, 57, 
89) 

• Publish construction, manpower, and personnel plan to include migration diagram.  (9)  

• Provide information on office space available for lease to the public to aid in off-post land use 
discussions/decisions.  (41) 

• Consider timing of moves to and from APG, Ft. Monmouth, and Ft. Lee.  (35) 

• Response to agency comments should include a copy to the Maryland State Clearinghouse 
identified with State Application Identifier:  MD20060621-0661.  (117) 

2.17 Not Applicable to the EIS 

• Services in lieu of cash for payment of the Lauderick Creek EUL are not advisable.  (34) 

• More EPA and MDE staff should be available to assist.  (11) 

• Taxpayers are responsible for public safety.  (15) 

• Feasibility of the No Action Alternative.  (53) 

• Describe funding provisions for improvements to Harford County’s infrastructure.  (59) 

3.0 TESTIMONY 

Scanned copies of sign-in cards and comments received are provided in Appendices E and F.  A total of 57 
sign-in cards were completed during the scoping meeting—34 in Aberdeen and 23 in Edgewood.  Verbal 
comments were provided to the court report by five individuals and six written comment sheets were submitted 
during the evenings of the scoping meetings.  Two letters were received via email and three additional comment 
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sheets from the public arrived through the U.S. Postal Service.  Comment letters were also received from the 
following government agencies: 

• Harford County Office of Economic Development 

• Harford County Health Department 

• Maryland Department of Natural Resources 

• Maryland State Clearinghouse (Department of Planning) 

• Maryland Department of Planning Historical Trust 

• Maryland Department of the Environment 

• U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region III 

• U.S. Geological Survey, Maryland-Delaware-D.C. Water Science Center 

Comment sheets, letters, and emails often contain comments on numerous topics.  Each comment topic per 
submission is counted as one comment.  Overall, 115 individual comments were received.  A detailed comment 
matrix is provided in Appendix G.   
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Ruth Ann Young 
445 Doris Circle 
Aberdeen, MD  21001 

Honorable Joanne S. Parrott 
4 E. Jarrettsville Road 
Forest Hill, MD  21050 

Councilwoman Cecilia Stepp 
212 S. Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

George A. & Winifred S. Jonas 
124 N. Paradise Road 
Havre de Grace, MD  21078 

Honorable Susan K. McComas 
Lowe House Office Building 
Room 217 
84 College Avenue 
Annapolis, MD  21401-1991 

Honorable David R. Craig 
Mayor of Havre de Grace 
City Hall 
711 Pennington Avenue 
Havre de Grace, MD  21078 

Judy Blomquist, President 
Friends of Harford, Inc. 
1009 Morrison Boulevard 
Aberdeen, MD  21001 

Honorable J. B. Jennings 
Lowe House Office Building 
Room 310 
84 College Avenue 
Annapolis, MD  21401-1991 

Honorable Douglas S. Wilson 
Mayor of Aberdeen 
3 West Bel Air Avenue 
Aberdeen, MD D 21001 

James C. Kelton 
608 Westgate Road 
Aberdeen, MD  21001 

David R. Craig 
Harford County Executive 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

David Carey, Chairman 
Bel Air Board of Town Commissioners 
39 Hickory Avenue 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Dan Riley 
2120 Old Edgewood Road 
Edgewood, MD  21040 

Robert S. Wagner 
Harford County Council President 
212 S. Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Mrs. Jacqueline C. Haas 
Superintendent 
Harford County Schools 
45 East Gordon Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

James Fite 
National Secretary 
White Lung Association 
1608 Walther Avenue 
Baltimore, MD  21214 

Councilman Dion F. Guthrie (District A) 
212 S. Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Randy M. Rudy 
Chief of Police 
50 N. Parke Street 
Aberdeen, MD  21001 

Robert D. Dillon, President 
Joppa Magnolia Civic Association 
104 Fort Hoyle Road 
Magnolia, MD  21085 

Councilwoman Veronica Chenowith  
(District B) 
212 S. Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Honorable Barbara A. Mikulski 
ATTN:  Mr. Justin Hayes 
Brown’s Wharf 
1629 Thames Street, Suite 400 
Baltimore, MD  21231 

Thomas T. Garrigan 
Joppa/Joppatowne Community Council 
1104 Janice Court 
Joppa, MD  21085 

Councilman Robert G. Cassilly 
(District C) 
212 S. Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
ATTN:  Ms. Brigid Smith 
100 South Charles Street 
Suite 1010, Tower 1 
Baltimore, MD  21201 

Honorable Mary-Dulany James 
131 South Union Avenue 
Havre de Grace, MD  21078 

Councilman Lance E. Miller 
(District D) 
212 S. Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Honorable Paul S. Sarbanes 
ATTN:  Mr. Jim Wood 
309 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC  20510 
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Honorable Charles R. Boutin 
37 N. Philadelphia Boulevard 
Suite 3 
Aberdeen, MD  21001 

Councilman Richard C. Slutzky 
212 S. Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Honorable Wayne T. Gilchrest 
ATTN:  Ms. Virginia Sanders 
45 North Main Street 
Suite 3 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

 

Robert B. Cooper, ex officio 
Director 
Harford County Dept. of Public Works 
212 S. Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Deborah Henderson, ex officio 
Director 
Harford County Dept. of Procurement 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Shawn A. Kingston, ex officio 
Director 
Harford County Housing Agency 
15 South Main Street, Suite #106 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Honorable C. A. “Dutch” Ruppersberger 
ATTN: Ms. Melody McEntee 
375 W. Padonia Road 
Timonium, MD 21093 

John P. Correri 
Mayor 
The City of Havre de Grace 
711 Pennington Avenue 
Havre de Grace, MD 21078 

Sheryl Davis Kohl 
State Delegate 
District Office 
105 S. Philadelphia Blvd 
Aberdeen, MD 21001 

Honorable Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr. 
Governor of Maryland 
State House 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Lorraine Costello 
Director 
Harford County Administration 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Richard D. Lynch, ex officio 
Director 
Harford County  
Inspections, Licenses & Permits 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Honorable J. Robert Hooper 
2303 Bel Air Road 
Fallston, MD 21047 

Ernest L. Crist, ex officio 
Director 
Harford County  
Emergency Management 
2220 Ady Road 
Forest Hill, MD 21050 

Ruth R. Rich 
President 
Harford County Board of Education 
45 E. Gordon Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Albert Bair 
Chief 
Abingdon Volunteer Fire Department 
3306 Abingdon Road 
Abingdon, MD 21009 

Dean Ertwine, BG (Ret) 
Citizen 
Battelle (BEST) Center 
1204 Technology Drive 
Aberdeen, MD 21001 

J. Thomas Sadowski 
Commission Chair 
Director 
Harford County Economic Development 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Audra Caplan 
Director 
Harford County Public Library 
1221-A Brass Mill Road 
Belcamp, MD 21017 

David Galbreath 
Citizen 
105 Holy Cross Rod 
Street, MD 21154 

Thomas G. Schaech 
Bel Air Fire Department 
109 S. Hickory Avenue 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Honorable Barry Glassman 
Maryland House of Delegates 
District 35A 
2845 Churchville Road 
Churchville, MD 21028 

Anthony McClune, ex officio 
Acting Director 
Harford County  
Dept. of Planning & Zoning 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

William B Seccurro 
President/CEO 
Harford County Chamber of Commerce 
108 S. Bond Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Mary F. Chance, ex officio 
Director 
Harford County  
Dept. of Community Services 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Robert S. McCord, ex officio 
County Attorney 
Harford County Law Department 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Lyle Sheldon 
President/CEO 
Upper Chesapeake Health 
520 Upper Chesapeake Drive 
Suite 405 
Bel Air, MD 21014 
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R. Thomas Golding 
Sheriff 
Harford County Sheriff 
45 S. Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Joseph E. Pfaff, ex officio 
Director 
Harford County Parks & Recreation 
702 North Tollgate Road 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

S. Fred Simmons  
Mayor 
The City of Aberdeen 
60 N. Parke Street 
P.O. Box 70  
Aberdeen, MD 21001 

Wyett Colclasure II 
President, Army Alliance 
Booz Allen Hamilton 
1309 R. Continental Drive 
Abingdon, MD 21009 

Sue Rice 
Citizen 
Friends of Harford  
1810 Ridgecroft Road 
Forest Hill, MD 21050 

Richard P. Streett, Jr., VMD 
Chair, Economic Development 
Advisory Board 
Churchville Veterinary Clinic, Inc. 
2828 Churchville Road 
Churchville, MD 21028 

Melissa McNutt 
Project Development Associate 
Office of Economic Development 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Jacqueline C. Haas 
43 Hillman Court 
Aberdeen, MD  21001 

William Ramsey 
3605 Anderson Lane 
Jarrettsville, MD 21084 

Lisa Webb 
Project Development Manager 
Office of Economic Development 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

James LaCalle, Ed.D.  
President 
Harford Community College 
401 Thomas Run Road 
Bel Air, MD 21015 

William B Seccurro  
905 Shelburne Road 
Bel Air, MD  21015 

Kathy Wajer 
Chief Financial Manager 
Office of Economic Development 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Richard Luzetsky 
72 Justice Way 
Elkton, MD 21921 

Fred F. Thursfield, CFRE 
Executive Director of Development 
Upper Chesapeake Health Foundation 
520 Upper Chesapeake Drive 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Rita Bittner 
Business Retention Manager 
Office of Economic Development 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Lee McDaniel 
856 Priestford Road 
Darlington, MD 21034 

Hollis Thomases 
President 
Web.Advantage 
224 N. Washington St., Suite A 
Havre de Grace, MD 21078 

Sharon L. Vanden Eynden  
Secretary to the Director 
Office of Economic Development 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Carroll Knott McGill 
612 Strandhill Court 
Timonium, MD 21093 

Kimberly L. Wagner 
Vice President 
Tritronics, Inc. 
1306 Continental Drive 
Abingdon, MD 21009 

Lauri L. Altman, 
General Manger 
Harford Mall 
696A Bel air Road 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Eric E. McLauchlin, Esq. 
123 FallstonMeadow Court 
Fallston, MD 21047 

Donald H. Young 
720 Old Orchard Road 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Bruce England 
Executive Director 
Susquehanna Workforce Network 
410 Girard Street 
Havre de Grace, MD 21078 

Warren Mullins 
205 Bodington Court 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Sallee Kunkel Filkins 
Economic Community Dev. Administrator 
Town of Bel Air 
705 Churchville Road 
Bel Air, MD 21014 
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Edwin D. Boyd, Jr. 
1119 Runnymeade Lane 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Jill McClune Myrick 
Director, Compliance & Integration 
Smiths Detection 
2202 Lakeside Blvd. 
Edgewood, MD 21040 

Albert Henry 
Director, Dept. of Econ. Dev. & Planning 
City of Havre de Grace 
711 Pennington Avenue 
Havre de Grace, MD 21078 

Albert L. Daniels, (Dan) 
Human Resources Manager 
Independent Can Company 
P. O. Box 370 
1300 Brass Mill Road 
Belcamp, MD 21017 

Michael A. Parker 
1611 Lynndale Court 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Steve Johnson 
Chair, Economic Development Commission  
Johnson Family Pharmacy 
119 W. Belair Avenue 
Aberdeen, MD  21001 

Bill Richardson 
Military Affairs Director 
Office of Economic Development 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Leonard A. Parrish 
1101 Southampton Road 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Colonel John Wright, Commander  
U.S. Army Garrison  
Aberdeen Proving Ground 
2201 Aberdeen Blvd.  (Building 305) 
APG, MD 21005.5001 

John R. Scotten Jr. 
Treasurer 
220 S. Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Honorable Mayor Fred Simmons 
60 N. Park Street 
Aberdeen, MD  21001 

Dan Johnson 
Environmental Program Manager 
Federal Highway Administration 
10 South Howard Street 
Suite 2450 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

Denise Carnaggio 
Technology Development Manager 
Office of Economic Development 
Harford County Government 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Steve Kokkinakis 
NOAA, SSMC3 (PPI) 
1315 East West Highway, Room 15723 
Silver Spring, MD  20910-3282 

Director 
USGS Water Science Center 
8987 Yellow Brick Road 
Baltimore, MD  21237 

Eileen Frado 
Business Development Associate 
Office of Economic Development 
Harford County Government 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Randy Schneider 
NOAA, N/ORM3 
1305 East West Highway, Room 11208 
Silver Spring, MD  20910-3281 

Lloyd Woosley 
Chief Environmental Affairs Program 
USGS MS 423 
12201 Sunrise Valley Drive 
Reston, VA  20192 

Amber Rahll – Marketing Assistant 
Office of Economic Development 
Harford County Government 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

USEPA, REGION 3 EA30 
Bill Arguto 
Environmental Review Coordinator 
1650 Arch St 
Philadelphia, PA  19106 

Ray Dintaman 
Chief, Environmental Review Unit 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, B-3 
580 Taylor Avenue  
Annapolis, MD  21401 
 

Theresa Smith - Office Assistant 
Office of Economic Development 
Harford County Government 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Kevin Lubke 
Baltimore District USACE 
Attn:  CENAB-PL 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD  21203-1715 

Bruce Gray 
Deputy Director,  
Office of Planning & Preliminary Engineering 
MS C-301, MD State Highway Administration 
707 N. Calvert Street 
Baltimore, MD  21202 

C. John Sullivan III 
Agricultural Planner 
Office of Economic Development 
Harford County Government 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

Robert Gore 
Baltimore District USACE 
Attn:  CENAB-PL 
P.O. Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD  21203-1715 

Bob Rosenbush 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Communications & Intergovernmental Affairs 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, MD  21201-2365 
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Stephanie Nay 
Administrative Assistant 
Office of Economic Development 
Harford County Government 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD 21014 

John Fairbank 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
MC:  65665 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD  21230 

Frank Dawson 
Assistant Secretary 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, C-4 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, MD  21401-2397 

David P. Craig 
Harford County Executive 
220 South Main Street 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

John Wolflin 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, MD  21401 

 

Honorable Mayor John P. Correri, Jr. 
711 Pennington Avenue 
Havre de Grace, MD  21078 

J. Rodney Little 
Director  
State Historic Preservation Office 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, MD  21032-2023 

 

Honorable Mayor Terence O. Hanley 
39 N. Hickory Avenue 
Bel Air, MD  21014 

Skip Gibson 
Assistant Secretary 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Strategic Development 
301 West Preston Street 
Baltimore, MD  21201-2365 

 

 



 

  

 
 

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND 
BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE ACTIONS 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS 

JUNE 6 AND 7, 2006 
 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for 
use in decision-making regarding implementing the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Actions at 
Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG), Maryland.  The 2005 BRAC Commission recommended the 
realignment and relocation of a number of Department of Defense organizations and related functions to 
APG.  The EIS will address the environmental consequences resulting from implementing actions and 
projects associated with the realignment and relocation activities.  A detailed description of the 
Commission’s recommendations are found at http://www.brac.gov/FinalReport.asp. 

The preparation of an EIS is required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as 
amended, to document the positive and negative effects of major government actions.  The EIS process, 
including public participation opportunities with respect to this EIS and decision making on the proposed 
action are guided by 32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 651, and the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended.  The BRAC Commission’s deliberation and 
decision, and the need for closing or realigning a military installation, are exempt from NEPA.  However, 
an appropriate level of NEPA documentation is required to analyze how the BRAC actions will be 
implemented for concurrent actions, both BRAC-directed and discretionary, at each installation that is 
receiving realigned missions. 

Affected individuals, government agencies, and private organizations are invited to attend one of the 
Public Scoping Meetings to be held as follows: 
 

Tuesday, June 6, 2006 
Holiday Inn, Susquehanna Room 

1007 Beards Hill Road 
Aberdeen, MD 

6:30 pm to 8:30 pm EDT 
 

Wednesday, June 7, 2006 
Ramada Inn Conference Center 

1700 Van Bibber Road 
Edgewood, MD 

6:30 pm to 8:30 pm EDT 
 

Note for public officials and government regulators: 
A pre-scoping meeting on the scope and schedule of the EIS will be on 

Tuesday June 6, from 5:00 pm to 6:00 pm at the  
Holiday Inn, Susquehanna Room, 1007 Beards Hill Road, Aberdeen, MD 



 

  

ACTIONS BEING CONSIDERED 
The EIS will evaluate the environmental and socioeconomic aspects of alternatives including the No 
Action Alternative, the BRAC Commission-Directed Action Alternative, and the BRAC Commission-
Directed Action with the Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Alternative.   

The BRAC Commission-Directed Action Alternative includes a combination of renovation of existing 
structures and new construction to accommodate incoming BRAC missions.  The EIS will also identify 
and evaluate the potential environmental and socioeconomic aspects of a proposed EUL at Lauderick 
Creek on the southern (Edgewood) peninsula. 

The proposed BRAC and EUL actions may have environmental impacts due to the infrastructure and 
facilities construction and follow-up operations that will be required to accommodate an increase of 
military, government civilian, and contractor support personnel.  Issues to be analyzed in the EIS may 
include potential impacts to air quality from increased vehicle emissions, installation and regional traffic 
increases, land use changes, natural resources, water use, solid waste, cultural resources, and cumulative 
impacts from the proposed action.   The public scoping meetings will outline the proposed action and 
solicit comments from the public on the scope of the analysis and what resources should be considered in 
this EIS.   
 

WHO SHOULD ATTEND THE SCOPING MEETINGS 
Affected individuals, government agencies, and private organizations are invited to attend the public 
scoping meetings.  The meetings will describe the proposed action and alternatives; identify issues that 
should be included in the EIS; identify other review, coordination, or permit requirements associated with 
the study; and discuss the role of the EIS in the overall study process.  The public is invited to comment 
on and identify issues that should be addressed in the EIS.  Especially sought is information that would 
assist the USACE in analyzing the environmental consequences of the BRAC and EUL actions.  

To ensure that the full range of issues related to the proposed realignment action will be addressed, 
representatives from APG and the USACE will be available to receive public concerns and solicit 
comments from all interested parties during the public scoping meetings.  Participants will receive 
handout materials that summarize the proposed action and key study issues. The meeting will be 
structured in an open house format.  Comment sheets and a court reporter will be available to document 
public comments. Sign language interpretation will be available. 

All interested parties (including representatives of Federal and non-federal agencies; agricultural, 
commercial, industrial, business, transportation and utility interests; civic, environmental, recreational, 
and fish and wildlife organizations; concerned citizens and property owners) are urged to respond to this 
notice.  IN ORDER TO BE HEARD, and to facilitate proper consideration, you should attend the Public 
Scoping Meeting and present your views, or send your written comments to: 

Department of the Army Commander USAG-APG 
Maryland Boulevard 

Director of Safety Health and Environment 
ATTN: IMNE-APG-SHE-R (Bud Keesee) 

Building 5650 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5001 

All comments must be received by July 7, 2006 to be considered for the Draft EIS.  Comments received 
after that date will be considered to the extent practicable.  



Commander USAG-APG 
Directorate of Safety, Health, and Environment 

ATTN:  IMNE-APG-SHE-R (Bud Keesee) Building 5650 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD  21005-5001 

 
June 20, 2006 

Name, Title 
Agency 
Address 1 
Address 2 
City, State, Zip 

Subject: Request for scoping comments 

Re:  Environmental Impact Statement for Department of the Army Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission Actions at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Harford County, Maryland 

The Mobile District Corps of Engineers is preparing the subject Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
addressing the realignment of certain Department of Defense (DoD) activities to the Aberdeen Proving 
Ground (APG) Maryland.  This EIS is being prepared pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 1500 to 1508) and 32 CFR Part 651 Environmental Analysis of Army Actions.  A Notice 
of Intent to prepare the EIS was published in the Federal Register on November 23, 2005 (Volume 70, 
Number 225).   

The purpose of this letter is to request your assistance in the scoping process for the EIS.  The scoping 
process is intended to aid in determining the scope of the analyses and significant issues related to the 
proposed action. 

The BRAC actions include the realignment of a number of DoD activities from their current locations to 
the APG facility.  In addition, the EIS will examine the potential impacts from the proposed development 
of an Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) parcel at APG.  The current concept for this EUL is the development of 
an anti-terrorism and law enforcement training center.   

Enclosed is a pamphlet prepared for scoping that describes the proposed action and alternatives at his stage 
of the EIS process.  The Department of the Army requests your agency’s assistance by reviewing the 
materials and providing comments regarding:  (1) significant issues related to the action that should be 
analyzed in the EIS; (2) past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions known to your agency that 
should be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis; and (3) any additional agencies that should 
participate in the scoping process.  Agencies listed in Attachment 1 have also received this package. 

The Department of the Army appreciates your input and written comments regarding the proposed action 
within 30 days of the receipt of this letter.  If you would prefer an in-person briefing on this action, or if 
you have any questions, please contact Mr. Bud Keesee at the address above. 

Thank you very much for your assistance with this important project. 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
for the  
Mobile District BRAC NEPA Support Team 

Enclosure:   
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BRAC 2005 Actions and Lauderick Creek EUL 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 

Purpose of Scoping    

The purpose of scoping is to seek input from individuals, community organizations, federally-
recognized Indian tribes, and federal, state, and local agencies on issues and concerns relating to 
the scope of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that is being prepared for implementation 
of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) actions and the Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use 
Lease (EUL) at Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG).  Specifically, the Army is seeking public input 
on the alternatives to be analyzed and impacts to be addressed in the EIS. 

Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Legislation and Process  

As a result of changing global security requirements, the United States is reducing and 
restructuring its forces.  The process to determine installations for closure and/or realignment was 
established by the Defense Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510).  The 
BRAC process was conducted in 1991, 1993,  and 1995.  A 2002 BRAC law authorized another 
round of realignments and closures in 2005.  The Army is closing installations and realigning 
functions as mandated by the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, Public 
Law 107-107.   

The U.S. Army’s Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Program  

The National Defense Authorization Act authorizes Department of Defense installations to obtain 
leasing opportunities.  The program is intended to: improve federal property utilization; provide 
revenue to the installation; reduce installation operating costs; enhance mission performance by 
fostering cooperation between military services and the private sector; introduce valuable federal 
property into the local job market.  A lease may be entered into only if the Secretary of the Army 
considers it advantageous to the United States in terms that promote national defense or are in 
the public interest. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Public Agency Scoping  

Comments received during the scoping process are important to ensure that the 
concerns of the public and government agencies pertaining to the BRAC actions 

and the Lauderick Creek EUL at APG are appropriately addressed in the EIS. 
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The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

The preparation of an EIS is required by Section 102 (2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (NEPA) to document the positive and negative effects of major government actions.   

The BRAC Commission’s deliberation and decision, as well as the need for closing or realigning a 
military installation, are exempt from NEPA.  This legislation means that NEPA provisions do not 
apply to the need for the BRAC actions to realign APG or the need to consider which BRAC 
realignment actions will or will not occur at APG.  However, an appropriate level of NEPA 
documentation is required to analyze how the BRAC actions will be implemented for concurrent 
actions at each installation that is receiving realigned missions.   

NEPA provisions do apply to the proposed Lauderick Creek EUL.   

This EIS addresses consequences resulting from implementing actions and projects associated with 
the BRAC actions and proposed Lauderick Creek EUL.  Comments received will be used by the 
study team in the preparation of the EIS and Record of Decision for these actions. 

Proposed Action: APG will be receiving numerous Army ... and Air Force activities to transform it 
into a full spectrum research, development, acquisition center for Command, Control, 
Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) Defense 
Chemical and Biological Systems. The Army Test and Evaluation Command Headquarters ... will 
also be consolidated at APG.  A detailed description of the Commission’s recommendations can be 
found at http://www.brac.gov/Default.asp.  The EIS will address the potential impacts from the 
implementation of the BRAC actions at APG. 

Other EIS Actions:  The EIS will also address the potential impacts from the use of an EUL site on 
APG.  The Department of the Army proposes to use the EUL program to lease the 1,300-acre 
Lauderick Creek area located within APG’s Southern Peninsula.  The current developmental 
concept is to create an anti-terrorism/law enforcement (AT/LE) technology park and training center. 
APG is a suitable location for such a facility because of its  history in military training and location in 
the Washington, D.C. region.  APG has determined that the Lauderick Creek area offers a potential 
site for this facility based on existing uses of the area and surrounding features. 

Timing of the EIS and BRAC Related Actions 

The graphic on the following page illustrates the expected timing of the BRAC actions at APG.  Draft 
EIS is anticipated for public agency review in the Fall of 2006.  The Record of Decision for the EIS is 
expected to be signed in Spring of 2007. 
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BRAC and Lauderick Creek EUL EIS—Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 

 

 

2007 2008  2009 2010 

Relocate ARI from Ft. Knox, KY 

Consolidate ARL from Glenn Research Center, OH and NASA Langley, VA 

Relocate ATEC from Park Center in Alexandria, VA 

Relocate AF Non-Medical Chem Bio from TX & JPEO-CBD & Chem-Bio Def DTRA from VA 

Relocate WRAIR Medical Chemical Defense Lab 

Relocate CE-LCMC from Ft Monmouth, Ft Belvoir, Ft Huachuca, Redstone Phase 

Relocate CERDEC from Ft. Monmouth, NJ Phase 1   

Barracks Alteration at APG 

Upgrade DOIM Facility at APG  

Infrastructure upgrade at APG 

Construct New Child Development Center at APG  

Relocate CE-LCMC Phase 2 

Relocate CERDEC from Ft Monmouth, NJ Phase 2  

2011 

Lauderick Creek EUL  

AEC Army Environmental Center 
ARI Army Research Institute 
ARL Army Research Laboratory 
ATEC Army Test and Evaluation Command 
CE-LCMC Communications-Electronics Life Cycle Management Command 
CERDEC Communications-Electronics Research Development and Engineering Center 
DOIM Directorate of Information Management 
DTRA Defense Threat Reduction Agency 
JPEO-CBD Joint Program Executive Office for Chemical and Biological Defense 
OC&S Ordnance Center and School 
WRAIR Walter Reed Army Institute of Research 

APG NEPA  
EIS Process  

Timeline for Planned Actions 

AEC Relocate from APG  

OC&S Relocate from APG 
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Proposed Action and Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE 1 — NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

The No Action Alternative will be included to identify the existing baseline conditions (as of 
November 2005) against which potential impacts will be evaluated.  For realignment actions directed 
by the BRAC Commission, it will be noted that the No Action Alternative (maintenance of current 
conditions) is not feasible since the BRAC actions are congressionally mandated. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 — BRAC COMMISSION-DIRECTED ACTIONS and LAUDERICK CREEK EUL (THE 
PROPOSED ACTION) 

BRAC Commission-Directed Actions: As a result of the BRAC Commission Report, a number of 
organizations will be realigned/relocated to APG (see List of Incoming Activities on next page).  At 
APG, the actions will be implemented on both the Northern Peninsula (“Aberdeen Area”) and the 
Southern Peninsula (“Edgewood Area”).  This Alternative includes a the maximum use of renovation 
of existing structures supplemented by the construction of new structures in the cantonment area to 
accommodate incoming BRAC missions.  

and 

Lauderick Creek EUL:  The proposed plan involves the impact assessment of the EUL site on the 
southern peninsula.  The current developmental concept is the construction of an AT/LE training 
facility at this EUL site.  The concept includes activities on three areas of the EUL site: 

Development Area 1: Office/flex-space technology development park.  Combines traditional 
office facilities with engineering, developmental, and implementation/testing and “flex” facilities 
for private sector organizations that are leading or working closely with AT/LE organizations.  

Development Area 2: Lodging, dining, fitness, and recreational amenities for use by center 
trainers, staff, guests, and the rest of the APG community. 

Development Area 3: State-of-the-art, realistic, secure, live-fire, training. This area may 
include: classrooms, firing ranges, live-fire shoot houses, driving courses, urban assault 
village, maritime, airport, and rail training facilities, and administrative support areas. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 — BRAC COMMISSION-DIRECTED ACTIONS and LAUDERICK CREEK EUL  

Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 2 except that it includes the maximum amount of new 
construction in the cantonment area supplemented by an appropriate amount of renovation of 
existing facilities to accommodate incoming BRAC missions. 

ALTERNATIVE 4 — BRAC COMMISSION-DIRECTED ACTIONS—MAXIMUM RENOVATION 

Alternative 4 is similar to Alternative 2 except that the EUL at Lauderick Creek is not included in the 
Alternative. 

ALTERNATIVE 5 — BRAC COMMISSION-DIRECTED ACTIONS — MAXIMUM NEW CONSTRUCTION 

Alternative 5 is similar to Alternative 3 except that the EUL at Lauderick Creek is not included in this 
Alternative. 

  

BRAC and Lauderick Creek EUL EIS—Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 
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Affected Environment 

Several resource areas and issues will be considered in the EIS.  These include: land use; 
aesthetics; air quality; noise; geology and soils; water resources; socioeconomic issues, including 
community facilities and services; transportation; biological resources, including environmentally 
sensitive areas such as Chesapeake Bay, watershed, threatened and endangered species, and 
wetlands; site topography and soils; cultural and historic resources; and hazardous and toxic 
substances.  Additional resources and conditions may be identified as a result of this scoping 
process. 

Impact Analysis and Mitigation 

The Environmental Consequences section of the EIS will analyze and describe impacts that could 
reasonably be expected to occur as a result of implementing the proposed actions and related 
alternatives.  For those actions that have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts, the 

 

BRAC and Lauderick Creek EUL EIS—Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 

Organization Mission Potential 
Location  

Army Research Institute 
(ARI) 

ARI-Human Systems Research evaluates human behavior and its 
influence in the design and application of ground combat systems 
within a network centric warfare context. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Army Research Laboratory 
(ARL) 

ARL supports research and development in aerial vehicle propulsion and 
structural dynamics.  Other ARL directorates have existed in the 
Northern Peninsula for years. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Army Test and Evaluation  
Command (ATEC) 

ATEC supports all Army Test & Evaluation Requirements. ATEC 
components already reside in the North Peninsula, however, ATEC 
leadership desires   geographic consolidation. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Communications-Electronics 
Life Cycle Management      
Command (CE-LCMC) 

Develop, acquire, field, and sustain Command, Control, 
Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and 
Reconnaissance (C4ISR) systems for the tactical and strategic 
battlespace and the sustaining base. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Communications-Electronics 
Research Development and 
Engineering Center (CERDEC) 

Develops and integrates C4ISR technologies that enable information       
dominance and decisive lethality for the networked Warfighter. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Air Force Non-Medical Chem-
Bio, Joint Program Executive 
Office for Chem-Bio Defense 
(JPEO-CBD), and Chem-Bio 
Defense Directorate of the 
Defense Threat Reduction 
Agency (DTRA)  

Chemical and biological defense (CBD) research, non-medical CBD 
development and acquisition, and point of contact for all chemical, 
biological, nuclear and radiological detection, and vaccine and medical 
diagnostic acquisition efforts.  Will realign with Edgewood Chemical 
Biological Center (ECBC) currently at APG. 

Southern 
Peninsula 

Walter Reed Army Institute 
of Research (WRICD) 

Biomedical and laboratory research.  Will realign with Medical Research 
Institute of Chemical Defense (MRICD) currently at APG.   

Southern 
Peninsula 

Lauderick Creek       
Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) 

The vision is to create a world-class anti-terrorism/law enforcement 
(AT/LE) technology park and training center. The project will 
encompass an AT/LE facility capable of providing state-of-the-art, real 
world training. 

Southern 
Peninsula 

List of Incoming Activities 
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EIS will describe potential ways to mitigate (i.e. avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate, or 
compensate) these impacts. 

Potential beneficial and adverse impacts will be described for each resource category.  A wide 
variety of potential issues are expected to be addressed in the EIS.  These issues are likely to 
include: contaminated installation restoration sites; unexploded ordnance; cultural resources, 
including potential archeological sites and historical structures; threatened and endangered 
species (APG hosts the largest concentration of bald eagles on the Chesapeake Bay); wetlands 
and surface water impacts; forested areas; Chesapeake Bay critical areas; groundwater and 
source water protection areas; on and off post housing, utilities, transportation, community 
services; and other issues identified during the EIS process.  The EIS will also address cumulative 
impacts of reasonably foreseeable future actions within the project area. 

Other Opportunities for Public Comment 

In addition to this initial comment opportunity, agencies will have two additional opportunities to 
comment: 

Fall 2006: The Draft EIS will be completed and will be made available for public review. At that 
time, a Notice of Availability (NOA) will be published in the Federal Register.  Notices will also 
appear in  local newspapers.  A public meeting will be held to facilitate public comment soon after 
the Draft EIS is released.  Written and oral comments will be accepted for a period of 45 days from 
the date the NOA is published.   

Winter 2007: The Final EIS will be completed and made available for public review.  At that time, 
an NOA will be published in the Federal Register.  Notices will also appear in local newspapers.  
Written and oral comments will be accepted for a period of 30 days from the date the NOA is 
published. 

How do I submit comments on the scope of the EIS? 

The Department of the Army and APG welcome your input on the issues and concerns that should 
be addressed in the EIS.  Comments may be submitted in the following ways: 

Mail 
Comments may be mailed to: 

Department of the Army  
Commander USAG-APG 

Director of Safety Health and Environment 
ATTN: IMNE-APG-SHE-R (Bud Keesee) Building 5650 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5001 
 

E-mail 
Comments may be e-mailed to: Buddy.Keesee@us.army.mil 

Fax 
Comment may be submitted by Fax: 410-278-6779 

Comments must be received or postmarked by July 25, 2006 to be considered in 
preparation of the Draft EIS.  Comments received after that will be considered to the extent 

practicable.  

BRAC and Lauderick Creek EUL EIS—Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 
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Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG)
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Actions and
Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

WELCOME
to the

Aberdeen Proving Ground
BRAC Actions and Lauderick Creek EUL

EIS
Public Scoping Meetings

6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.
June 6 and 7, 2006

The purpose of these meetings is to 
solicit input on the scope of the EIS 

and to identify issues and alternatives 
to be addressed in the study.



Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG)
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Actions and
Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Scoping Meeting
Participant’s Guide

1. Please sign-in at the Information Center.  Pickup 
a brochure and comment sheet.

2. View the displays in the order that you choose.

3. Submit written comments at the Written 
Comments Station.

4. Submit oral comments at the Court Reporter 
Station.



Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG)
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Actions and
Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Information
Center
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BRAC Legislation and Process
As a result of changing global security requirements, the United States is 
reducing and restructuring its forces.  The process to determine installations 
for closure and/or realignment was established by the Defense Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510).  The Base Realignment and 
Closure (BRAC) process was conducted in 1991, 1993, and 1995. The 2002 
BRAC law authorized another round of realignments and closures in 2005.

The U.S. Army’s 
Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Program

The National Defense Authorization Act authorizes Department of Defense  
installations to obtain leasing opportunities.  The program is intended to:

Improve federal property utilization.
Provide revenue to the installation.
Reduce installation operating costs.
Enhance mission performance by fostering cooperation between 
military services and the private sector.
Introduce valuable federal property into the local job market.

A lease may be entered into only if the Secretary of the Army considers it 
advantageous to the United States in terms that promote national defense or 
are in the public interest.



Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG)
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Actions and
Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

BRAC Actions at APG
“APG will be receiving numerous Army … and Air Force activities to 
transform it into a full spectrum research, development, acquisition center for 
Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, 
and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) Defense Chemical and Biological Systems. 
The Army Test and Evaluation Command Headquarters … will also be 
consolidated at APG.”

--Excerpt from the November 23, 2005 Notice of Intent

Lauderick Creek EUL
APG proposes to use the EUL program to lease the ~1,300-acre Lauderick 
Creek area located within APG’s Southern Peninsula.  The vision is to create 
an anti-terrorism/law enforcement (AT/LE) technology park and training 
center. APG is a suitable location for such a facility because of its history in 
military training and location in the Washington, D.C. region.  APG has 
determined that the Lauderick Creek area offers a potential site for this 
facility based on existing uses of the area and surrounding features.
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Incoming
Organization Mission

Potential 
Location

Army Research 
Institute (ARI)

ARI-Human Systems Research evaluates human behavior and its influence in 
the design and application of ground combat systems within a network centric 
warfare context.

Northern 
Peninsula

Army Research 
Laboratory (ARL)

ARL supports research and development in aerial vehicle propulsion and 
structural dynamics.  Other ARL directorates have existed in the Northern 
Peninsula for years.

Northern 
Peninsula

Army Test and 
Evaluation  
Command (ATEC)

ATEC supports all Army Test & Evaluation Requirements. ATEC components 
already reside in the North Peninsula.

Northern 
Peninsula

Communications-
Electronics Life Cycle 
Management      
Command 
(CE-LCMC)

Develop, acquire, field, and sustain Command, Control, Communications, 
Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) systems 
for the tactical and strategic battlespace and the sustaining base.

Northern 
Peninsula

Communications-
Electronics Research 
Development and 
Engineering Center 
(CERDEC)

Develops and integrates C4ISR technologies that enable information       
dominance and decisive lethality for the networked Warfighter.

Northern 
Peninsula

Air Force Non-
Medical Chem-Bio, 
Joint Program 
Executive Office for 
Chem-Bio Defense 
(JPEO-CBD), and 
Chem-Bio Defense 
Directorate of the 
Defense Threat 
Reduction Agency 
(DTRA) 

Chemical and biological defense research, non-medical chemical and 
biological defense development and acquisition, and point of contact for all 
chemical, biological, nuclear and radiological detection, and vaccine and 
medical diagnostic acquisition efforts. Will realign with Edgewood Chemical 
Biological Center (ECBC) currently at APG.

Southern 
Peninsula

Walter Reed Army 
Institute of Research 
(WRAIR)

Biomedical and laboratory research.  Will realign with Medical Research 
Institute of Chemical Defense (MRICD) currently at APG. 

Southern 
Peninsula

Lauderick Creek EUL The vision is to create a world-class anti-terrorism/law enforcement (AT/LE) 
technology park and multi-modal training center. The project will encompass 
an AT/LE facility capable of providing state-of-the-art, real world training.

Southern 
Peninsula

BRAC-Directed Activities and Proposed EUL
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Timeline for Planned Actions

BRAC EVENTS @ APG
20072007 20082008 20092009 20102010

Relocate ARI from Ft Knox, KY

Consolidate ARL from Glenn Research Center, OH and NASA Langley, VA

Relocate ATEC from Park Center in Alexandria, VA

Relocate Air Force Non-Medical Chem Bio from Brooks City Base, TX, and JPEO-CBD and 
Chem-Bio Defense Directorate of DTRA from Falls Church, VA, and Ft Belvoir, VA

Relocate Walter Reed Army Institute of Research (WRAIR) Medical Chemical Defense Lab

Relocate CE-LCMC from Ft Monmouth, Ft Belvoir, Ft Huachuca, and Redstone Phase 1

Relocate CERDEC from Ft Monmouth, NJ Phase 1

Barracks Alteration at APG

Upgrade DOIM Facility at APG 

Infrastructure upgrade at APG

Construct New Child Development Center at APG

Relocate CE-LCMC Phase 2

Relocate CERDEC from Ft Monmouth, NJ Phase 2

20112011
APG NEPA 
EIS Process

Lauderick Creek EUL

AEC Army Environmental Center
ARI Army Research Institute
ARL Army Research Laboratory
ATEC Army Test and Evaluation Command
CE-LCMC Communications-Electronics Life Cycle Management Command
CERDEC Communications-Electronics Research Development and Engineering Center
DOIM Directorate of Information Management
DTRA Defense Threat Reduction Agency
JPEO-CBD Joint Program Executive Office for Chemical and Biological Defense
OC&S Ordnance Center and School
WRAIR Walter Reed Army Institute of Research

OC&S Relocate from APG

AEC Relocate from APG
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Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

Personnel and Space Requirements
Organization Description Mission From

ARI Relocate ARI from Ft 
Knox

General administration and 
accompanying general Human 
Systems Research Laboratory.

Ft Knox, KY 25 - 40 6,500 - 9,800

ARL Consolidate Vehicle 
Tech Labs from 
Glenn & Langley

Research and development in 
aerial vehicle propulsion and 
structural dynamics.

Glenn Research Center, OH, 
and NASA, Langley AFB, VA

75 - 115 150,000 - 225,000

ATEC Vacate Park Ctr, 
Alexandria VA

Supports all Army Test & 
Evaluation Requirements.

Park Center, Alexandria, VA 700 - 1,200 150,000 - 225,000

Air Force Non-
Medical Chem-
Bio, JPEO-
CBD, and DTRA 
realign with 
ECBC  

Consolidate Chem-
Biological from 
Brooks/Falls 
Church/Ft Belvoir

Chemical and Biological 
Defense Research.

Brooks City-Base, TX, 
Falls Church, VA, 
Ft Belvoir, VA

300 - 400 57,000 - 85,000

WRAIR realign 
with MRICD

Relocate Med-Chem 
Defense Research

Biomedical and laboratory 
research.  Requires vivarium, 
vivarium support, and 
administrative space.

Forest Glen Section, MD 50 - 70 25,000 - 37,000

CE-LCMC Phase 1-Relocate 
CE-LCMC

5,600 - 8,400 1,077,000 - 1,616,000

Phase 2-Relocate 
CE-LCMC

0 0

CERDEC Close Ft Monmouth, 
relocate CERDEC 
Phase 1

Develops and integrates C4ISR 
systems.

Ft Monmouth, NJ 1,600 - 2,300 800,000 - 1,200,000

Close Monmouth 
relocate CERDEC 
Phase 2

0 0

Barracks Barracks Alteration To meet current housing 
requirements.

Not Applicable 0 128,000 - 192,000

DOIM Information Mgmt 
Upgrade

To meet C4ISR connectivity 
requirements for incoming 
organizations.

Not Applicable 0 102,000 - 153,000

Infrastructure Infrastructure 
Upgrade at APG

To meet new C4ISR connectivity 
requirements for incoming 
organizations.

Not Applicable 0 0

CDC New Child 
Development Center

To meet needs for incoming 
personnel. 

Not Applicable 0 20,000 - 29,000

Lauderick Creek 
EUL

Technology Park and 
Training Center

To bring together academic, 
private sector, and government 
leaders in the field of anti-
terrorism for training, policy 
planning and development.

Not Applicable Staff
200

Students
per period

500

-

-

300

1,000

1,280,000 1,920,000

(Admin, Lab, & Other)

Required Space

Communications and electronics 
laboratory, fabrication shop 
facilities,
and general administrative.

Ft Monmouth, NJ, Ft Belvoir, 
VA, Ft Huachuca, AZ, and 
Redstone Arsenal, AL

(Mil, Gov, & Contractor)

Incoming
Personnel ~gross square feet

ARI Army Research Institute
ARL Army Research Laboratory
ATEC Army Test and Evaluation Command
C4ISR Command, Control, Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance 
CE-LCMC Communications-Electronics Life Cycle Management Command
CERDEC Communications-Electronics Research Development and Engineering Center
CDC Child Development Center
DOIM Directorate of Information Management
DTRA Defense Threat Reduction Agency
JPEO-CBD Joint Program Executive Office for Chemical and Biological Defense
ECBC Edgewood Chemical Biological Center
MRICD Medical Research Institute of Chemical Defense
WRAIR Walter Reed Army Institute of Research
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Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG)
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Actions and
Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL)
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

EIS Process and Schedule
The preparation of an EIS is required by Section 102 (2)(c) of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) to document the positive and negative effects of major government 
actions such as the proposed changes at APG. The EIS addresses consequences 
resulting from implementing actions and projects associated with realignment, relocation, 
and development.  Comments received during the scoping process will be used by the 
EIS study team in the preparation of the EIS and Record of Decision for these actions.

Notice of Intent (NOI) – November 23, 2005

Scoping – June 2006 

Draft EIS – September 2006

Draft EIS Public Meeting – Fall 2006

Final EIS – February 2007

Record of Decision (ROD) – April 2007
WE ARE HERE
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Alternative 1:  No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative will be included to identify the existing baseline conditions against 
which potential impacts will be evaluated. For realignment actions directed by the BRAC 
Commission, it will be noted that the No Action Alternative (maintenance of current 
conditions) is not feasible because the BRAC actions are congressionally mandated actions.

Alternative 2: 
The BRAC Commission-Directed and
Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease
BRAC Commission-Directed Actions: As a result of the BRAC decision, a number of 
organizations will be realigned/relocated to APG.  A combination of new construction and 
renovation of existing facilities is being considered in developed areas on APG’s Northern 
Peninsula (Aberdeen Area) and Southern Peninsula (Edgewood Area).  

Lauderick Creek EUL: The proposed plan involves division of the site into three areas:

Alternative 3:  BRAC Commission-Directed
Alternative 3 consists of the implementation of all realignment actions mandated by the BRAC 
Commission Report through a combination of new construction and renovation of existing 
structures to accommodate incoming BRAC missions.

Development Area 1: Office/flex-space technology 
development park.  Combines traditional office facilities with 
engineering, developmental, and implementation/ testing or 
“flex” facilities for private sector organizations that are leading 
or working closely with AT/LE organizations. 
Development Area 2: Lodging, dining, fitness, and recreational 
amenities for use by center trainers, staff, guests, and the rest 
of the APG community.
Development Area 3: State-of-the-art, realistic, secure, live-
fire, training. This area will include: classrooms, firing ranges, 
live-fire shoot houses, driving courses, urban assault village, 
maritime, airport, and rail training facilities, and administrative 
support areas.

Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease ProjectLauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease Project
Conceptual Site Development PlanConceptual Site Development Plan

AMTRAK RightAMTRAK Right--ofof--WayWay

Site Site 
AccessAccess
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Impact Analysis and Mitigation
The Environmental Consequences section of the EIS will analyze and 
describe impacts that could reasonably be expected to occur as a result of 
implementing the proposed action and related alternatives.  For those 
actions that have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts, the 
EIS will describe potential ways to mitigate (i.e. avoid, minimize, rectify, 
reduce or eliminate, or compensate) these impacts. 

Potential beneficial and adverse impacts will be described for each of the 
resource categories.  A wide variety of potential issues are expected to be 
addressed in the EIS include: 

Contaminated Installation Restoration Sites 

Unexploded Ordnance

Cultural Resources (Including Archeological Sites and Historical Structures)

Threatened and Endangered Species (APG Hosts the Largest 
Concentration of Bald Eagles on the Chesapeake Bay)

Wetlands and Surface Water Impacts

Forested Areas

Chesapeake Bay Critical Areas

Groundwater and Source Water Protection Areas

On and Off Post Housing, Utilities, Transportation, and Community 
Services
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Socioeconomic (Community) Impact
Study Areas

Economic Development

Demographics

Housing

Quality of Life

Environmental Justice

Protection of Children

Utilities 

Potable Water Supply

Wastewater System

Storm Water Runoff

Energy Sources

Communications

Solid Waste
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Transportation Impact
Study Areas

Roadways and Traffic

Installation Transportation

Public Transportation
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Affected Environment
Study Areas

Water Resources
Surface Water
Groundwater
Floodplains
Coastal Zone

Biological Resources 
Vegetation
Wildlife
Sensitive Species
Wetlands

Land Use
Aesthetics and Visual Resources
Air Quality
Noise
Cultural Resources
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Comments submitted by July 7, 2006 will be addressed in the Draft EIS.  
Comments received after that date will be considered to the extent practicable.

Comment sheets are available at the 
Information Center.  Don’t forget to drop them 
at the Written Comments Station present 
during the Scoping Meetings.  

A court reporter is available to record 
verbatim oral comments.

Written comments or requests for more 
information can be directed to:  
Department of the Army 
Commander USAG-APG 
Director of Safety Health and Environment
ATTN:  IMNE-APG-SHE-R-(Bud Keesee) 
Building 5650 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5001

A fax number is also available to submit 
comments:  Fax: 410-278-6779

How to Submit Your Comments
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Place 
Written 

Comments
Here
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Court 
Reporter

for

Verbal
Comments
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BRAC 2005 Actions and Lauderick Creek EUL 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 

Purpose of these Scoping Meetings   

The purpose of this scoping meeting is to seek input from individuals, community organizations, 
federally-recognized Indian tribes, and federal, state, and local agencies on issues and concerns 
relating to the scope of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) that is being prepared for 
implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) actions and the Lauderick Creek 
Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) at Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG).  Specifically, the Army is 
seeking public input on the alternatives to be analyzed and impacts to be addressed in the EIS. 

How to Participate 

Stations identifying study areas to be addressed in the EIS are presented during this open-house 
style meeting.  The display boards provide information on topics such as the APG BRAC actions 
and the Lauderick Creek EUL, alternatives for achieving the proposed actions, the timeline for 
preparing the EIS, and other public involvement opportunities that will occur throughout the EIS 
process.  APG and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) representatives are available to 
answer questions. 

Step 1—Complete an Information Card 

Please complete one of the cards available at the Information Center.  Completion is not 
mandatory, but it will ensure that you receive additional information regarding this project as it 
becomes available.  

Step 2—View Displays and Talk with EIS Study Team 

We invite you to examine the display boards and talk with staff from the EIS study team to gain a 
better understanding of the proposed actions and the EIS process. 

Step 3—Provide Your Comments 

Use the comment sheet provided to identify issues that you would like the study team to consider 
in preparing the EIS.  Comment sheets may be left at the Written Comments Station at this 
meeting or mailed to the point of contact listed on the sheet along with any other written materials 
that you would like to enter into the scoping meeting record. 

If you would prefer to provide a verbal statement, a Court Reporter station is available where a 
court recorder will take your comments.  Oral statements are limited to 5 minutes. 

 

 

 

Public Scoping Meetings, June 6 and 7, 2006 

Comments received during the scoping process are important to ensure that the 
concerns of the public and government agencies pertaining to the BRAC actions 

and the Lauderick Creek EUL at APG are appropriately addressed in the EIS. 
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Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Legislation and Process  

As a result of changing global security requirements, the United States is reducing and restructuring 
its forces.  The process to determine installations for closure and/or realignment was established by 
the Defense Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510).  The BRAC process was 
conducted in 1991, 1993,  and 1995.  A 2002 BRAC law authorized another round of realignments 
and closures in 2005.  The Army is closing installations and realigning functions as mandated by the 
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2002, Public Law 107-107.   

The U.S. Army’s Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Program  

The National Defense Authorization Act authorizes Department of Defense installations to obtain 
leasing opportunities.  The program is intended to: improve federal property utilization; provide 
revenue to the installation; reduce installation operating costs; enhance mission performance by 
fostering cooperation between military services and the private sector; introduce valuable federal 
property into the local job market.  A lease may be entered into only if the Secretary of the Army 
considers it advantageous to the United States in terms that promote national defense or are in the 
public interest. 

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 

The preparation of an EIS is required by Section 102 (2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (NEPA) to document the positive and negative effects of major government actions.   

The BRAC Commission’s deliberation and decision, as well as the need for closing or realigning a 
military installation, are exempt from NEPA.  This legislation means that NEPA provisions do not 
apply to the need for the BRAC actions to realign APG or the need to consider which BRAC 
realignment actions will or will not occur at APG.  However, an appropriate level of NEPA 
documentation is required to analyze how the BRAC actions will be implemented for concurrent 
actions at each installation that is receiving realigned missions.   

NEPA provisions do apply to the proposed Lauderick Creek EUL.   

This EIS addresses consequences resulting from implementing actions and projects associated with 
the BRAC actions and proposed Lauderick Creek EUL.  Comments received will be used by the 
study team in the preparation of the EIS and Record of Decision for these actions. 

 

BRAC and Lauderick Creek EIS—Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 

Proposed Action:  APG proposes to use the EUL program to lease the ~1,300-acre Lauderick 
Creek area located within APG’s Southern Peninsula.  The vision is to create an anti-terrorism/law 
enforcement (AT/LE) technology park and training center. APG is a suitable location for such a 
facility because of its  history in military training and location in the Washington, D.C. region.  APG 
has determined that the Lauderick Creek area offers a potential site for this facility based on 
existing uses of the area and surrounding features. 

Proposed Action: APG will be receiving numerous Army ... and Air Force activities to transform it 
into a full spectrum research, development, acquisition center for Command, Control, 
Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (C4ISR) Defense 
Chemical and Biological Systems. The Army Test and Evaluation Command Headquarters ... will 
also be consolidated at APG.  A detailed description of the Commission’s recommendations can be 
found at http://www.brac.gov/Default.asp 



 

Page 3  June 2006 

 

 

 

 

 

 

BRAC and Lauderick Creek EUL EIS—Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 

 

 

2007 2008  2009 2010 

Relocate ARI from Ft. Knox, KY 

Consolidate ARL from Glenn Research Center, OH and NASA Langley, VA 

Relocate ATEC from Park Center in Alexandria, VA 

Relocate AF Non-Medical Chem Bio from TX & JPEO-CBD & Chem-Bio Def DTRA from VA 

Relocate WRAIR Medical Chemical Defense Lab 

Relocate CE-LCMC from Ft Monmouth, Ft Belvoir, Ft Huachuca, Redstone Phase 

Relocate CERDEC from Ft. Monmouth, NJ Phase 1   

Barracks Alteration at APG 

Upgrade DOIM Facility at APG  

Infrastructure upgrade at APG 

Construct New Child Development Center at APG  

Relocate CE-LCMC Phase 2 

Relocate CERDEC from Ft Monmouth, NJ Phase 2  

2011 

Lauderick Creek EUL  

AEC Army Environmental Center 
ARI Army Research Institute 
ARL Army Research Laboratory 
ATEC Army Test and Evaluation Command 
CE-LCMC Communications-Electronics Life Cycle Management Command 
CERDEC Communications-Electronics Research Development and Engineering Center 
DOIM Directorate of Information Management 
DTRA Defense Threat Reduction Agency 
JPEO-CBD Joint Program Executive Office for Chemical and Biological Defense 
OC&S Ordnance Center and School 
WRAIR Walter Reed Army Institute of Research 

APG NEPA  
EIS Process  

Timeline for Planned Actions 

AEC Relocate from APG  

OC&S Relocate from APG 
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Alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE 1 — NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE  

The No Action Alternative will be included to identify the existing baseline conditions against which 
potential impacts will be evaluated.  For realignment actions directed by the BRAC Commission, it 
will be noted that the No Action Alternative (maintenance of current conditions) is not feasible since 
the BRAC actions are congressionally mandated. 

ALTERNATIVE 2 — BRAC COMMISSION-DIRECTED ACTIONS and LAUDERICK CREEK EUL 

BRAC Commission-Directed Actions: As a result of the BRAC Commission Report, a number of 
organizations will be realigned/relocated to APG.  At APG, the actions will be implemented on both 
the Northern Peninsula (“Aberdeen Area”) and the Southern Peninsula (“Edgewood Area”).  This 
Alternative includes a combination of new construction and renovation of existing structures to 
accommodate incoming BRAC missions.  

and 

Lauderick Creek EUL:  The proposed plan involves division of the site into three areas: 

Development Area 1: Office/flex-space technology development park.  Combines traditional 
office facilities with engineering, developmental, and implementation/ testing or “flex” facilities 
for private sector organizations that are leading or working closely with AT/LE organizations.  

Development Area 2: Lodging, dining, fitness, and recreational amenities for use by center 
trainers, staff, guests, and the rest of the APG community. 

Development Area 3: State-of-the-art, realistic, secure, live-fire, training. This area will include: 
classrooms, firing ranges, live-fire shoot houses, driving courses, urban assault village, 
maritime, airport, and rail training facilities, and administrative support areas. 

ALTERNATIVE 3 — BRAC COMMISSION-DIRECTED ACTIONS   

Alternative 3 consists of the implementation of all realignment actions mandated by the BRAC 
Commission Report through a combination of new construction and renovation of existing structures 
to accommodate incoming BRAC missions. 

Affected Environment 

Several resource areas and issues will be considered in the EIS.  These include: land use; 
aesthetics; air quality; noise; geology and soils; water resources; socioeconomic issues, including 
community facilities and services; transportation; biological resources, including environmentally 
sensitive areas such as Chesapeake Bay, watershed, threatened and endangered species, and 
wetlands; site topography and soils; cultural and historic resources; and hazardous and toxic 
substances.  Additional resources and conditions may be identified as a result of this scoping 
process. 

 

 

 

BRAC and Lauderick Creek EUL EIS—Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 
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Impact Analysis and Mitigation 

The Environmental Consequences section of the EIS will analyze and describe impacts that could 
reasonably be expected to occur as a result of implementing the proposed actions and related 
alternatives.  For those actions that have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts, the 
EIS will describe potential ways to mitigate (i.e. avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce or eliminate, or 
compensate) these impacts. 

Potential beneficial and adverse impacts will be described for each resource category.  A wide 
variety of potential issues are expected to be addressed in the EIS.  These issues are likely to 
include: contaminated installation restoration sites; unexploded ordnance; cultural resources, 
including potential archeological sites and historical structures; threatened and endangered species 
(APG hosts the largest concentration of bald eagles on the Chesapeake Bay); wetlands and surface 
water impacts; forested areas; Chesapeake Bay critical areas; groundwater and source water 
protection areas; on and off post housing, utilities, transportation, community services; and other 
issues identified during the EIS process.  The EIS will also address cumulative impacts of 
reasonably foreseeable future actions within the project area. 

BRAC and Lauderick Creek EUL EIS—Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 

Organization Mission Potential 
Location  

Army Research Institute 
(ARI) 

ARI-Human Systems Research evaluates human behavior and its 
influence in the design and application of ground combat systems 
within a network centric warfare context. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Army Research Laboratory 
(ARL) 

ARL supports research and development in aerial vehicle propulsion and 
structural dynamics.  Other ARL directorates have existed in the 
Northern Peninsula for years. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Army Test and Evaluation  
Command (ATEC) 

ATEC supports all Army Test & Evaluation Requirements. ATEC 
components already reside in the North Peninsula, however, ATEC 
leadership desires   geographic consolidation. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Communications-Electronics 
Life Cycle Management      
Command (CE-LCMC) 

Develop, acquire, field, and sustain Command, Control, 
Communications, Computers, Intelligence, Surveillance, and 
Reconnaissance (C4ISR) systems for the tactical and strategic 
battlespace and the sustaining base. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Communications-Electronics 
Research Development and 
Engineering Center (CERDEC) 

Develops and integrates C4ISR technologies that enable information       
dominance and decisive lethality for the networked Warfighter. 

Northern 
Peninsula 

Air Force Non-Medical Chem-
Bio, Joint Program Executive 
Office for Chem-Bio Defense 
(JPEO-CBD), and Chem-Bio 
Defense Directorate of the 
Defense Threat Reduction 
Agency (DTRA)  

Chemical and biological defense (CBD) research, non-medical CBD 
development and acquisition, and point of contact for all chemical, 
biological, nuclear and radiological detection, and vaccine and medical 
diagnostic acquisition efforts.  Will realign with Edgewood Chemical 
Biological Center (ECBC) currently at APG. 

Southern 
Peninsula 

Walter Reed Army Institute 
of Research (WRICD) 

Biomedical and laboratory research.  Will realign with Medical Research 
Institute of Chemical Defense (MRICD) currently at APG.   

Southern 
Peninsula 

Lauderick Creek       
Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) 

The vision is to create a world-class anti-terrorism/law enforcement 
(AT/LE) technology park and training center. The project will 
encompass an AT/LE facility capable of providing state-of-the-art, real 
world training. 

Southern 
Peninsula 

Incoming Activities 



 

Page 6  June 2006 

Timeline for this EIS and Other Opportunities for Public Comment 

In addition to this initial comment opportunity, the public will have two additional opportunities to 
comment: 

Fall 2006: The Draft EIS will be completed and will be made available for public review. At that 
time, a Notice of Availability (NOA) will be published in the Federal Register.  Notices will also 
appear in  local newspapers.  A public meeting will be held to facilitate public comment soon after 
the Draft EIS is released.  Written and oral comments will be accepted for a period of 45 days from 
the date the NOA is published.   

Winter 2007: The Final EIS will be completed and made available for public review.  At that time, 
an NOA will be published in the Federal Register.  Notices will also appear in local newspapers.  
Written and oral comments will be accepted for a period of 30 days from the date the NOA is 
published. 

 

 

 

How do I submit comments on the scope of the EIS? 

The Department of the Army and APG welcome your input on the issues and concerns that should 
be addressed in the EIS.  Comments may be submitted in the following ways: 

Scoping Meeting 

Oral and written comments may be submitted at the June 2006 scoping meetings. 

Mail 
Comments may be mailed to: 

Department of the Army  
Commander USAG-APG 

Director of Safety Health and Environment 
ATTN: IMNE-APG-SHE-R (Bud Keesee) Building 5650 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5001 
 

E-mail 
Comments may be e-mailed to: Buddy.Keesee@us.army.mil 

 
Fax 

Comment may be submitted by Fax: 410-278-6779 
 

Comments must be received or postmarked by July 7, 2006 to be considered in preparation 
of the Draft EIS.  Comments received after that will be considered to the extent practicable.  

BRAC and Lauderick Creek EUL EIS—Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 
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       Morita C. Bruce 
       507 Millwood Drive 
       Fallston, MD 21047 
       14 June 2006 
 
Department of the Army 
Commander, USAG-APG 
Director of Safety, Health and Environment 
ATTN: IMNE-APG-SHE-R (Bud Keesee) 
Building 5650 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5001 
 
 
SUBJECT:  EIS for APG BRAC Actions and Lauderick Creek EUL 
 
After attending a public scoping meeting on subject issues, I have the following 
comments, questions and recommendations. 
 
1.  After attending a number of Harford County planning meetings on BRAC, it has 
become apparent that many expensive additions and upgrades to Harford County’s 
infrastructure will be required.  This includes roads, water, sewer, schools and emergency 
preparedness facilities.  What provisions are in the Army’s budget to enable local and/or 
state governments to plan and execute these expansions in time to serve the newly 
arriving BRAC personnel?  Will the Army be providing direct funding or loans?  Will the 
proposed EUL facilities at APG-AA and APG-EA require Harford County to provide 
increased water and sewer services or road expansions? 
 
2.  As you are well aware, the Lauderick Creek areas where construction (or other soil 
disturbances) occur will require intensive surveys for UXO and chemical hazards.  I am 
pleased to know that your experienced and knowledgeable staff will be in charge, and 
will no doubt file detailed safety and work plans for the site.  However, it is critical that a 
full time government safety expert be present on site whenever operations are occurring, 
either from DSHE or Baltimore Corps of Engineers.  Even the best of contractors have a 
tendency to make serious errors when unsupervised, if for no other reason than that they 
have limited experience and comprehension of the reasons for certain essential work rules 
or constraints and like to take “efficiency shortcuts”.  Since citizens’ schools and 
residences are located close to the work area, operational safety must be paramount. 
 
3.  I understand that consideration is being given to accepting services in lieu of cash 
from the eventual occupant of Lauderick Creek.  Based upon my own experience 
managing hundreds of millions of dollars worth of Army direct labor contracts, I would 
be extremely wary of any agreement whereby the government is locked in and paid in 
any way other than with cash.  There is sometimes the temptation to yield to contractors’ 
offers to pay with services instead of money, but such an agreement is inadvisable 
because there are too many negatives from the standpoint of the government.  Army 
needs may change, the contractor may not have the exact expertise desired, the contractor 



may exert his best efforts toward satisfying paying customers rather than Army needs, or 
the Army could be denied income that is required to satisfy more important needs.  It is 
much better to separate “rent payments” from the provision of services which may or 
may not be obtained from the entity leasing the property.   
 
Finally, I request that you send me a copy of what was shown on the poster boards at the 
public scoping meeting.  I’m particularly interested in the APG-EA and APG-AA maps 
showing areas being considered for leasing, as this will help inform BRAC planning 
groups.  Any estimates of the amount of office space which could be made available for 
“civilian use” would help inform ongoing Land Use discussions regarding the amount of 
land which needs to be available outside of post for office purposes, particularly in the 
Route 40 Redevelopment Corridor. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration.  I look forward to receiving the information 
in the previous paragraphs and to reviewing the draft EIS.  If you have any questions 
please call me at 410-877-7146 or email at MoritaBruce@comcast.net . 
 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
      //  SIGNED // 
 
      Morita C. Bruce 
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DeMartino, Dawn

To: Keesee, Buddy L Mr USAGAPG
Subject: RE: Lauderick Cr. EUL EIS

-----Original Message-----
From: APOLLO6732@aol.com [mailto:APOLLO6732@aol.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 06, 2006 9:24 AM
To: Buddy.Keesee@us.army.mil
Cc: George.Mercer@us.army.mil; melody.mcentee@mail.house.gov; Virginia.Sanders@mail.house.gov; 
rep.cardin@mail.house.gov; Andrew_Harris@senate.state.md.us; JB_Jennings@house.state.md.us; 
dfguthrie@harfordcountymd.gov; drcraig@harfordcountymd.gov
Subject: Lauderick Cr. EUL EIS

Dear Mr. Keesee,
     I would like to comment on the above subject.  First, if I understand correctly, there are still buried, 
unexploded munitions, etc., on the site.

These would have to be removed before any construction of any facilities could be constructed.  Wouldn't this 
be rather risky?  Those UXO's could be very old,

and like old dynamite, could be difficult, if not impossible, to safely remove or destroy in situ.
     Second, if the UXO's are removed or destroyed, what would be the outcome to Lauderick Creek and the 
neighboring communities?  Who would remove these munitions--the "cheapest guy in town"?  I know how 
work is put out for bids,

and the bid is usually awarded to the firm with the lowest price.  Cheap isn't always good, especially in this 
case.  The firm would have to be VERY carefully monitored and scrutinized before, during, and after this 
removal/destruction

process.  Would they have security clearance....if necessary? 
     Third, would the land involved be viable for any regrowth--trees, grass, any vegetation--after the process is 
completed?  Or would it become another toxic site, unfit for human or wildlife habitation?  
     According to the literature handed out at the presentation on June 7, 2006, the "NO ACTION 
ALTERNATIVE" "is not feasible since the BRAC actions are congressionally mandated."  Maybe that's 
something we the people should lobby our congress people about and get them to make concessions?  Of 
this, I'm not sure.  I am certain, however, that to act too hastily to get things up and running could be the 
ruination of this Harford County area in Edgewood.  
     Whatever the outcome, I hope that great care, and much thought will go into making an intelligent decision 
for the Lauderick Creek area.  Thank you

for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Hicks
1404 Old Joppa Road
Joppa, MD 21085

p.s. Please include me in the APG EIS mailings. 
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APPENDIX G Detailed Scoping Comment Matrix



PublicPublicPublicPublic AgencyAgencyAgencyAgencyComment Response

BRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC Actions EULEULEULEUL
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified

Air Quality

1 How will air quality be improved since American Lung Assoc 2006 Report gives us an "F" in ozone? As part of its air conformity analysis and in response to MDE, APG provided the following voluntary emission reduction programs 
to reduce ozone:  1. APG Chemical and Neutralization facility is completing the closure of its operations and will result in NOX 
and VOC reductions, based on the type of  chemicals present. Additionally, 400 vehicles will be eliminated from travel to APG, 
reducing VOC levels further.  2. APG Paint Policy encourages the use of water-based paints.  3. APG currently is evaluating the 
use of E85 alternative fuel for more than 150 APG vehicles.   4. Operation of a medical waste incinerator has been discontinued.  
5. New building construction will incorporate high-efficiency energy and fuel sources to reduce NOX and VOC emissions.  
Geothermal heat pumps and steam boilers are some of the replacement technologies to be incorporated.  6. A large number of 
boilers have been converted from fuel oil to a natural gas/fuel mixture, with additional conversions planned, pending 
construction/renovation project schedules.

.

78 To demonstrate compliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), a quantitative assessment air quality 
assessment must be conducted where significant traffic slowdowns or queuing are possible.  The DEIS should identify areas that 
meet the NAAQS standard for the criteria pollutant as well as those areas where a criteria pollutant level exceeds the NAAQS.  
The appropriate air quality analysis should be completed using the MOBILE4 emission model and the CALINE3 dispersion 
model.  A copy of the Air Quality Technical Report should be provided for our review.��A general conformity rule analysis should 
be conducted according to the guidance provided by the EPA in Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or 
Federal Implementation Plans.  Under the general conformity rule, reasonable foreseeable emissions associated with all 
operational and construction activities, both direct and indirect, must be quantified and compared to the annual de minimis levels 
for those pollutants in nonattainment for that area.

The Air Quality Section in the EIS discusses all relevant air emissions requirements, data, and analyses.  Copies of relevant 
materials are provided in the Appendix.

.

106 If boilers or other equipment capable of producing emissions are installed as a result of this project, the applicant is requested to 
obtain a permit to construct from MDE’s Air and Radiations Management Administration for this equipment, unless the applicant 
determines that a permit for this equipment is not required under State regulations pertaining to “Permits, Approvals, and 
Registration” (COMAR 26.11.02).  A review for toxic air pollutants should be performed.  Please contact Dr. Justin Hsu, Ph.D., 
P.E., New Source Permits Division, Air and Radiation Management Administration at (410) 537-3230 to learn about the State’s 
requirements and the permitting process for such devices.

Comment noted..

109 If a project receives federal funding, approvals and/or permits, and will be located in a nonattainment area or maintenance area 
for ozone or carbon monoxide, the applicant should determine whether emissions from the project will exceed the thresholds 
identified in the federal rule on general conformity.  If the project emissions will be greater than 25 tons per years, contact the 
Planning Division of the Planning and Monitoring Program, Air and Radiation Management Administration at (410) 537-3340 for 
additional information.

Comment noted..

110 Fossil fuel fired power plants emit large quantities of sulfur oxide and nitrogen oxides, which cause acid rain.  In addition, nitrogen 
oxide emissions contribute to the problem of global warming and also combine with volatile organic compounds to form smog.  
The MDE supports energy conservation, which reduces the demand for electricity and therefore, reduces overall emissions of 
harmful air pollutants.  For these reasons, MDE recommends that the builders use energy efficient lighting, computers, insulation 
and any other energy efficient equipment.  Contact the U.S. EPA at (202) 233-9120 to learn more about the voluntary Green 
Lights Program which encourages businesses to install energy-efficient lighting systems.

Building design for BRAC facilities will incorporate all relevant Army design criteria, including emphasis on sustainable buildings, 
use of energy efficient materials, and energy efficient operations.

.
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PublicPublicPublicPublic AgencyAgencyAgencyAgencyComment Response

BRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC Actions EULEULEULEUL
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified

Asthetics and Visual Resources

71 Description of plans for preserving open space in Harford County. In accordance with APG's Installation Design Guide, open space considerations are provided within the development of all four of 
the installation's themes and zones (Old Post, Community Life, APG 2020, and Support Operations).  Maps and diagrams 
throughout the guidance documents, highlight the open space areas throughout the installation for each of these zones.  Open 
space is one of the considerations given to the installation design criteria as well as the compatibility of such areas within the 
specific zones.  Additionally, dedicated open area visual zones are described in the document at length. 

.
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PublicPublicPublicPublic AgencyAgencyAgencyAgencyComment Response

BRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC Actions EULEULEULEUL
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified

Biological Resources

63 Wildlife misplacement from building over there.  They've already got a horrible groundhog infestation over there on the Post, and 
we are getting groundhogs all the time.  I'm concerned not only with the groundhogs -- they're the main concern -- but they have 
foxes and raccoons.  The deer, I'm not too concerned about. 

Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on wildlife from BRAC  construction.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

64 The eagle population, I'm concerned about that because they -- I know that they have a habitat thing here, but they move around 
besides that habitat.  And they're doing good and coming back.  So, I'm concerned about the eagle population.  

Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on wildlife from BRAC construction.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

65 The existing wildlife over there will be forced off that area into the community, such as the deer, the fox, and groundhogs.  Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on wildlife from BRAC construction.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

66 Protection of wildlife habitat, especially eagles. Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on wildlife from BRAC  construction.  

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

67 Expand "endangered species" to include deer and other animals that will be forced to relocate because of additional traffic and 
construction.  With DDT nearby, are you considering biomagnifications of that chemical?

Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on wildlife from BRAC  construction. The scope of 
the analysis on  Endangered Species is specifically noted in applicable regulatory acts.  

The status on the use of pesticides on APG is discussed in Section 4.13, Hazardous and Toxic Materials.

.

68 …please be cautious as far as making sure that we do not impact wildlife. comment noted..

69 …how it will affect the eagles' habitat or cause any destruction to that.  Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on wildlife from BRAC construction.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

77 The Mobile District Corps of Engineers should coordinate with the Department’s Wildlife and Heritage Service to determine if the 
proposed activities will impact any rare, threatened or endangered species.  Please contact Lori A. Byrne of our Wildlife and 
Heritage Service at 410-260-8573 for further coordination.

Comment noted..

86 The fish and benthic invertebrates in the streams, lakes, and ponds within the study area should be surveyed.  An analysis of both 
fish and benthic communities should be conducted to determine the quality and function of the aquatic biota.  Mitigation measures 
should be outlined.  The purpose of the survey is:  1) to detect impairment of aquatic biota, 2) to assess the relative severity of the 
impairment, 3) to prioritize sites for more intensive evaluations, and 4) to define baseline conditions and documenting recovery 
from impairment following mitigation actions.�

The potential impacts to aquatic resources are addressed in Section 4.8 Biological Resources, Section 4.7 Water Resources, and 
Section 4.2 Land Use.  Since the BRAC action takes place primarily in existing cantonment areas, no adverse impacts were 
determined. 

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

90 The DEIS should provide a complete description of the terrestrial habitat resources in the study area.  The description of the 
forested areas should include, among other things, a description of their areal extent, species composition, continuity, and 
diversity.  Complete species lists for mammals, birds, amphibians, reptiles, and plants present in the study area should be 
provided.  The composition and characteristics of each community type should be summarized and the functions and total 
acreage indicated.  In addition, the species should be mapped relative to habitat locations and species density.  

To determine the baseline value of the habitat and the severity of the potential impacts from the proposed project, EPA 
recommends that a baseline Habitat Evaluation Procedure (HEP) be completed on the study area using the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Services’s Habitat Evaluation Procedure.  If the impacts of the wildlife and terrestrial habitat are unavoidable, the HEP will help to 
determine the type of mitigation measures which would be considered appropriate for the potential impacts.

Measures to avoid potentially adverse impacts to these resources should be evaluated and implementation and mitigation plans 
to minimize impacts should be developed.  Where such impacts cannot be avoided, adequate compensation developed through 
habitat assessment must be implemented.

Section 4.8 Biological Resources adequately addresses the potential impacts to terrestrial habitats from the BRAC actions at 
APG.  

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.
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91 If the proposed action(s) would impact wetlands, then the Army is required to delineate wetlands according to the 1989 Federal 
Manual for Identifying and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands.  Impacts to wetlands should be avoided or minimized whenever 
possible.  The total size of the wetlands should be provided, in addition to the size of the wetland in the study area and size of the 
direct impact.  The DEIS must analyze the size and functional values of all impacted wetlands and develop a mitigation plan for 
their replacement.

Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on wetlands.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

93 Maryland’s Critical Area Commission Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays has reviewed the subject scoping request.  The 
Commission states that the alternatives include a technology park, recreational amenities, and a training facility and that Critical 
Area issues must be included in the EIS.  For more information on Critical Area requirements please contact Dawnn McCleary of 
the Critical Area Commission at 410-260-3483.

Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on coastal zones and critical areas from  BRAC 
construction.

.

95 The Forest Conservation Act requires that before the issuance of a grading or sediment control permit, the applicant shall have an 
approved Forest Conservation Plan and Forest Stand Delineation (Nat. Res. Art. 5-1601—5-1613, Annotated Code of Maryland).  
The Forest Service recommends that a forest conservation plan be submitted to the state or local jurisdiction with planning and 
zoning authority when the preliminary site plan is submitted for review to the local jurisdiction.  The Act provides for the retention 
of forested areas in sensitive areas on the subject property as one method of mitigation.

Please contact Marian Honeczy, 410-260-8511
Maryland Forest conservation Act coordinator
DNR-Forest Service, 580 Taylor Avenue, Tawes State Office Building,
Annapolis, Maryland  21401

Any tree that originates within a public road right-of-way is considered a roadside tree under the Maryland Roadside Tree Care 
Law (NRA 5-406) and Regulations (COMAR 08.07.02) and any plans to remove, trim, or plant trees within the public right-of-way 
are required to obtain a permit from the Maryland Department of Natural Resources Forest Service.

comment noted..
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98 While it is important to look at threatened and endangered species, wetlands, forests, Critical Areas, etc. separately, the 
Department has spearheaded efforts to take all such factors into account for their collective interrelationships especially as 
necessary to sustain the irreplaceable natural biodiversity in the State.  This integrated look at the complex natural relationships 
as they engage on the landscape has become known nationally as Green Infrastructure (GI).

Due to persistent development pressure, large contiguous blocks of natural lands are being fragmented.  Studies have 
conclusively shown that there is a measurable direct relationship between increased isolation of natural areas and biodiversity lost 
within them.  When forested areas, for example, become disconnected from others, Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) are 
not able to sustain their populations.  Both the size of natural “Hubs” on the landscape and their interconnectivity via natural 
“Corridors” that species can traverse, are now known to be crucial to sustain biologically diverse natural populations.

Maryland’s Green Infrastructure Assessment (GIA), an analysis which identifies the State’s ecological hub and corridor network, 
also provides an ecological ranking system or “Eco-Rank” at a 30 meter resolution over the Maryland landscape.  This ranking 
system quantifies the relative ecological values of the natural resources, both for their specific ecological features and for their 
value to the regional ecological hub and corridor network.  All of the areas described as belonging to the US Army Aberdeen 
Proving Grounds represent the highest ecologically ranking green infrastructure in the region.  The main APG island represents 
the largest contiguous block of the highest ranking GI in the northeast quadrant of the state.  Each of the remaining islands and 
peninsulas belonging to the APG have a significant portion, if not the majority of their area, consisting of this highest quality green 
infrastructure.  As you note in your memorandum, this GI is rich in forest cover, wetlands, wildlife, and proximity to the 
Chesapeake Bay.  Every feasible effort should be made to preserve the cohesive quality of these natural areas as well as efforts 
to preserve their interconnectedness.

Both the Affected Environment assessment and the Impact Analysis and Mitigation assessment should consider Green 
Infrastructure resources.  Impacts should consider issues such as reducing the size of hubs, breaking corridor linkages, 
fragmenting forest and wetland blocks into isolated features and increasing edge habitat relative to interior habitat conditions.  
Mitigation approaches should consider conservation of unprotected green infrastructure resources in response to any losses or 
degradation of the existing green infrastructure resource.  Additionally, restoration should be targeted to enhance and expand 
existing green infrastructure resources.

We recognize the ongoing tension between the needs for development and the impacts on the natural landscape.  We can 
provide data, as well as analysis tools and concepts to increase awareness of the sensitivities that we have lightly touched on in 
this response in relation to the State’s Green Infrastructure resources.  We would like to make ourselves available for further 
consultation as your EIS progresses.  You may find more information at the following 
website:http://www.dnr.state.md.us/greenways/gi/gi.html.  For more information on the State’s Green Infrastructure you may 
contact Christine Conn of our Watershed Services’ Ecosystem Analysis Center at 410-260-8785.

Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the collective interactions between the critical areas, wildlife, and natural 
lands.  All development on APG will be conducted in accordance with all applicable regulations.

.

100 The aquatic ecosystem must be evaluated carefully and include a detailed discussion of runoff, sediment and erosion control 
measures.  Such mitigation measures must address both short term construction impacts and long term project impacts.

Sections 4.2 (Land Use) and 4.7 (Water Resources) address potential impacts from erosion, runoff, and sediment transport.  Best 
Management Practices employed at construction sites will reduce overall impacts to soils and receiving water bodies.

.

101 The Department’s Fisheries Service has documented anadromous fish species, including yellow perch (Perca flavescens), white 
perch (Morone americana), and herring (Alosa sp.) in many of the Bush River drainage area tributaries near APG.  In addition to 
anadromous fish species, streams in the vicinity of APG could support many resident fish populations.  Table X-2 (attached) lists 
resident fish species documented in the Bush River Basin by our fisheries Service.  Many of these species could potentially be 
found in streams on APG.  The EIS should address potential impacts to these fishery resources.

Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on wildlife from BRAC and EUL construction.  
Analysis of the data determined that no adverse impacts to fisheries resources were expected from BRAC or EUL actions.

.

102 Areas currently undeveloped that are proposed for development (such as in the EUL) should take into consideration habitat 
quality, particularly wetland impacts.  Some of the tidal wetlands along the peninsulas are considered valuable habitat in addition 
to providing remediation benefits for some contaminants discharging in their direction.  Increased loading of sediment, runoff, and 
contaminants such as polyaromatic hydrocarbons and gasoline components should be assessed in these areas.  Conversely, 
some tidal wetlands along the peninsulas have been heavily managed and could benefit from some habitat restoration.  An action 
near or upgradient of an area could benefit from restoration combined with the activities proposed in the BRAC or EUL activities.  
Coastal erosion issues, specifically due to sea level rise should also be considered in actions designated to occur near the 
shoreline.  If USAG APG has questions related to specific areas, USGS would be happy to discuss them in more detail.�

Section 4.8 of the EIS, Biological Resources, discusses the potential impacts on wetlands from BRAC actions..
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Cultural Resources

97 State Application Identifier:  MD20060621-0661  
Original letter dated 19 Jul 06.  Follow up letters dated 8 Aug 06.

The Trust, as Maryland’s State Historic Preservation Office, will be reviewing the proposed undertaking for effects on historic 
properties, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and its implementing 
regulations 36 CFR Part 800.  We offer the following preliminary comments.

The proposed EIS will address consequences resulting from implementing the various BRAC 2005 realignment activities at 
Aberdeen Proving Ground and development of the Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL).  Aberdeen Proving Ground 
contains numerous known historic properties (including buildings, structures, districts, and archeological sites) eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, and undoubtedly includes additional properties that have not yet been 
identified.  As part of planning for the BRAC 2005 activities and Lauderick Creek EUL, the Army must consider and address the 
effects of the actions on historic properties and fulfill compliance with Section 106 in consultation with the Trust.  The EIS should 
include a thorough description and evaluation of potential impacts to historic and archeological properties resulting from the 
proposed action and a discussion of the Section 106 process.  We look forward to further consultation with the Army, and other 
relevant parties, to successfully complete the Section 106 review of this important initiative at Aberdeen Proving Ground as 
project planning proceeds.

If you have questions or require further assistance, please contact Beth Cole of my staff at 410-514-7631 or 
bcole@mdp.state.md.us.

Section 4.9 (Cultural Resources) of the EIS discusses historic properties.  Additional data are located in the Appendix..

104 Under Sections 106 and 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act, federal agencies must establish programs to identify, 
evaluate, and nominate to the National Register of Historic Places eligible properties under their control and manage such 
properties with due consideration for preservation of the cultural values.  Under this mandate, planning responsibilities include not 
only nationally significant properties but also those that may be eligible because of their importance to a locality, state, or region.  
The Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) should be consulted throughout the planning process.  The SHPO will 
provide information on potential historic or archaeological sites within the study area and work with you fulfill the requirements of 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.

Section 4.9 (Cultural Resources) of the EIS discusses historic properties.  The Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) has been consulted throughout the EIS  process.  Additional data are located in the Appendix.

.
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Cumulative Effects

82 Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taking place over a period of time.  The 
Council of Environmental Quality in 40 CFR 1508.7 defines cumulative impacts as “impacts on the environment which result from 
the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 
what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.”  Therefore a cumulative impacts assessment 
should be an integral part of the DEIS for the proposed action.

Section 4.14 (Cumulative Impacts) discusses the potential for incremental impacts of the proposed action and other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

.

114 State Application Identifier:  MD20060621-0661  
Comments dated 17 Jul 06 and follow up letter dated 8 Aug 06

This request for scoping comments is to expand on the following three questions:

1.  FROM SCOPING LTR:  Significant issues related to the action that should be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis.  
RESPONSE:  For #1 – follow the organization of the traditional environmental impact statement (EIS) and in previous 
Clearinghouse reviews.  Include the entries provided under the heading “Affected Environment” on page 5 of the pamphlet 
provided and the issues identified under “Impact Analysis and Mitigation” on pages 5 and 6 of the pamphlet.

 2. FROM SCOPING LTR:  Past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions known to your agency that should be 
considered in the cumulative impact analysis.   RESPONSE:  For #2 – Recommend to incorporate the environmental issues 
identified on the Harford County Health Department’s environmental concerns maps, which are in the area of question and to 
comply with all environmental codes such as securing permits for open burning, etc.

3.  FROM SCOPING LTR:  Any additional agencies that should participate in the scoping process.  RESPONSE:  I have no 
additions to the list of agencies in #3.

Comment noted..
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Hazardous and Toxic Substances

4 The BRAC timeline should not cut short the cleanup and lessons should be learned from Ft Meade regarding shortcuts.  EIS 
needs to be "global" so as to give the big picture of environment now and what can be expected after BRAC occurs.  

In the EIS, the current status of each environmental resource is described under the "Affected Environment" subheading.  This is 
followed by an analysis of potential impacts from the proposed action and alternatives.

.

10 Current "clean-up" efforts cannot be stopped.      Comment noted..

29 The cleanup of the groundwater is important. Comment Noted..

30 Lauderick Creek UXO clearance done to 3 feet.  Any constr would likely require footers deeper than 3 feet.  Necessitate apro 
UXO clearance.  Also consider water table. 

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

31 Costs involved in clean-up of the 1300-acre site (munitions, etc.). The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

36 1976 MD ARNG 1/175 INF RGT mapped the area for NG tng use.  Members of the tng recon force sustained mustard blisters.  
None went into foreign sites.  Injuries sustained walking in the general area. 

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

38 Lauderick Creek is known to be contaminated with possible unexploded ordnance.  This is something that must be considered 
(cost, etc.).

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

39 The Lauderick Creek area has not been cleared of UXOs.  The cost of clearing for any excavation must be considered, as well as 
the possibility of personnel stumbling upon UXOs surfacing due to frost heave.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

55 As you are well aware, the Lauderick Creek areas where construction (or other soil disturbances) occur will require intensive 
surveys for UXO and chemical hazards.  I am pleased to know that your experienced and knowledgeable staff will be in charge, 
and will no doubt file detailed safety and work plans for the site.  However, it is critical that a full time government safety expert be 
present on site whenever operations are occurring, either from DSHE or Baltimore Corps of Engineers.  Even the best of 
contractors have a tendency to make serious errors when unsupervised, if for no other reason than that they have limited 
experience and comprehension of the reasons for certain essential work rules or constraints and like to take "efficiency 
shortcuts".  Since citizens' schools and residences are located close to the work area, operational safety must be paramount.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

87 The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) sets standards for hazardous waste treatment, storage, and disposal 
facilities.  The management of hazardous waste at the facility should be conducted in compliance with RCRA.  The DEIS should 
also state if a Hazardous Waste Management Plan and a Hazardous Waste Minimization Plan are in place.

The DEIS should also identify known hazardous materials, including asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based paint 
(LBP), and oil and other hazardous materials (OHMs), located within the study area.  The status of the materials should be 
discussed as well as remedial methods described (if applicable) in addition to providing a detailed plan for proper disposal.

Comment noted.  Identification of asbestos containing materials (ACM) will be done during the engineering evaluations of 
buildings to be renovated.  All ACM work will be conducted in accordance with APG's comprehensive compliance programs.

.

96 Identify any hazardous wastes that would require disposal prior to alteration in land use, and any hazardous materials that would 
be used or generated in construction or operation.  Include or reference a detailed plan for proper disposal.

comment noted..

103 While no maps were provided, it is likely that some of the BRAC Actions and the EUL are located within the areas included in the 
Installation Restoration Program of the Edgewood (“southern”) peninsula.  Potential effects of a change in land use should be 
verified in all areas proposed for refurbishment or new construction with respect to soil, ground water, or sediment contamination 
and any remediation activities currently underway, both in the immediate vicinity of the action and downgradient.  This would 
include both active and passive remediation or effects that any planned changes to these systems will have on downgradient 
receptors such as surface water bodies and wetlands.

The BRAC actions will not affect ongoing Installation Restoration Program sites or remediation progress.  Any previously 
undetected contamination detected during BRAC construction will be investigated by APG.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

105 First, if I understand correctly, there are still buried, unexploded munitions, etc., on the site.  These would have to be removed 
before any construction of any facilities could be constructed.  Wouldn't this be rather risky?  Those UXO's could be very old, and 
like old dynamite, could be difficult, if not impossible, to safely remove or destroy in situ.  Second, if the UXO's are removed or 
destroyed, what would be the outcome to Lauderick Creek and the neighboring communities?  Who would remove these 
munitions--the "cheapest guy in town"?  I know how work is put out for bids, and the bid is usually awarded to the firm with the 
lowest price.  Cheap isn't always good, especially in this case.  The firm would have to be VERY carefully monitored and 
scrutinized before, during, and after this removal/destruction process.  Would they have security clearance....if necessary?  Third, 
would the land involved be viable for any regrowth--trees, grass, any vegetation--after the process is completed?  Or would it 
become another toxic site, unfit for human or wildlife habitation?

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.
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108 All x-ray machines in the State of Maryland must be registered.  Please contact Mr. Thomas Ferguson, X-Ray Section, Air and 
Radiation Management Administration at (410) 537-3300 for additional information.

Comment noted..

113 The U.S. Army should work closely with the Hazardous Waste Program on development of the Environmental Impact Statement.  
The program can be contacted at (410) 537-3343.

Comment noted..

Land Usage

5 Info session did not address alternative sites for counterterrorist tng.  Ft Knox, Ft Polk have urban tng areas.  DPG is used as a 
tng site for the Nat'l Guard WMD CST teams.  Also look at other service sites where Navy Seal, Army, ODA, FBI HRT training.  
Seems like site determined by MD Senators -- not DOD independently.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

28 BRAC 1 closed a portion of Lauderick Creek.   At the time, closure defined as absence of active Army presence.  Reuse of closed 
area under EUL should address this as defense site.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

45 I see where they're putting in the training facility.  I have no problem with the housing being there, but the ranges -- I can't 
understand why they can't take it further down the southern peninsula.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

46 Why behind 3 schools or area where highly populated by children and families? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

84 State Application Identifier:  MD20060621-0661  
Original letter dated 3 Jul 06.  Email dated 19 Jul 06.  Follow up letters date 1 Aug 06 and 8 Aug 06.

The Military Department has held a long-term lease of Lauderick Creek, as a Maryland National Guard training site, for many 
years.  The Military Department reported that no prior, official notification had been received about their leaseholder status.  
Lauderick Creek is the only large military training site, currently available to the Maryland National Guard in the Baltimore 
metropolitan area, which offers local soldiers and airmen a wide range of weekend and longer-term training opportunities within a 
reasonable distance of their home station.

Written correspondence should be addressed to: 
Major General Bruce F. Tuxill
Adjutant General Maryland Military Department
5th Regiment Armory
29th Division Street
Baltimore MD, 21201-2288

The Department of the Army is engaged in discussions with the Maryland Military Department..

111 Development should be concentrated in suitable areas such as existing or planned population centers as identified in a county’s 
comprehensive plan.

All BRAC construction will follow APG's existing Master Plan..
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Noise

42 Training facilities should be on the southern peninsula of APG to help abate noise pollution.  Housing and administrative buildings 
could remain at old NIKE site as proposed.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

43 And a concern for my community of Edgewood is the overall noise levels and nighttime trainings.  I mean, they do it some now, 
and it wakes you up at three o-clock in the morning.  

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

47 How will noise be controlled? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

49 Another concern that a lot of my neighbors are discussing is the noise problem.  We already experience a lot a noise coming from 
Edgewood Arsenal on a daily basis.  You can hear explosions that rattle the windows…I've had things fall off the shelves because 
of the noises.  And...more of a noise problem coming from that area will deter other people from wanting to moving into the 
Edgewood area.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

50 I live right across from the Amtrak -- I mean, the MARC train on Old Edgewood Road, and I can already hear the National Guard 
when they're training.  I'm concerned abut night noise because I can't sleep with the firing and the Arabic music and the machine 
guns that they have going on there.  

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

51 Overall noise levels affecting senior citizens? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

52 Shoot range hours? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

54 Concern tng site will create noise adversely impacting Edgewood schools and Trimble Road area. The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

58 Any nighttime training and in what? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

60 Overall noise levels.  Types and hours of nighttime training.  Overall effects on environment, _____, Types of shooting range?  
What hours?  What will you be shooting?  

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

61 Noise from training activities, especially at night. The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

79 The results of noise studies in the project area should be summarized in the DEIS.  In addition, noise mitigation measures should 
be implemented during renovation, demolition and/or construction.  These measures may include: maintenance of construction 
equipment and installation of mufflers to reduce noise; time of day restrictions on construction and maintenance activities to 
eliminate noise during those times of day when it is considered to be most objectionable; and timing of demolition and/or 
construction activities to avoid primary breeding and nesting seasons of avian and other affected species.

Section 4.5 (Noise) discusses potential noise impacts and Best Management Practices to reduce potential noise impacts..
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Not Applicable to the EIS

11 Given the amount of work that needs to be done, more EPA and MDE staff for Fed Facilities needs to be here to help. comment noted..

15 APG and public tax payers are responsible for safety, etc.  Whether its construction, use of or whatever reason causes anyone to 
be in the proposed area.  It would be short-sighted to forget that taxpayers are guaranteeing this policy on safety.

All BRAC actions are subject to Department of the Army regulations on health and safety, as well as  APG Health and Safety 
Plans.

.

34 I understand that consideration is being given to accepting services in lieu of cash from the eventual occupant of Lauderick 
Creek.  Based upon my own experience managing hundreds of millions of dollars worth of Army direct labor contracts, I would be 
extremely wary of any agreement whereby the government is locked in and paid in any way other than with cash.  There is 
sometimes the temptation to yield to contractors' offers to pay with services instead of money, but such an agreement is 
inadvisable because there are too many negatives from the standpoint of the government.  Army needs may change, the 
contractor may not have the exact expertise desired, the contractor may exert his best efforts toward satisfying paying customers 
rather than Army needs, or the Army could be denied income that is required to satisfy more important needs.  It is much better to 
separate "rent payments" from the provision of services which may or may not be obtained from the entity leasing the property. 

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

53 According to the literature handed out at the presentation on June 7, 2006, the "NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE" "is not feasible 
since the 2 are congressionally mandated."  Maybe that's something we the people should lobby our congress people about and 
get them to make concessions?  Of this, I'm not sure.  I am certain, however, that to act too hastily to get things up and running 
could be the ruination of this Harford County area in Edgewood.  Whatever the outcome, I hope that great care, and much thought 
will go into making an intelligent decision for the Lauderick Creek area.

Comment noted..

59 After attending a number of Harford County planning meetings on BRAC, it has become apparent that many expensive additions 
and upgrades to Harford County's infrastructure will be required.  This includes roads, water, sewer, schools and emergency 
preparedness facilities.  What provisions are in the Army's budget to enable local and/or state governments to plan and execute 
these expansions in time to serve the newly arriving BRAC personnel?  Will the Army be providing direct funding or loans? 

Section 4.10 (Socioeconomics) discusses the potential  off post impacts likely from the BRAC actions.  The Department of the 
Army does not fund off-post actions.

.
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BRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC Actions EULEULEULEUL
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified

Request for Detail

2 In the BRAC moves, distinguish obligatory moves to comply w/ law and discretionary moves. The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

8 Alternative 2 would be very helpful if 3 included the Development Areas.  I prefer a combination of Alternative 2 and 3.  The public 
as well as officials at all levels need to have the whole picture. 

Comment noted..

9 Publish the construction (MCA) plan, manpower plan, and personnel plan to include migration diagram. comment noted..

35 Consider timing of readiness of Ft. Lee to accept Ordnance Center and School.  Timing is critical as it relates to bringing LCMC 
down to APG from Ft. Monmouth.

Planning and scheduling of BRAC actions are coordinated by the Army Assistant Chief of Staff for Installations and Management 
(ACSIM).

.

41 I'm particularly interested in the APG-EA and APG-AA maps showing areas being considered for leasing, as this will help inform 
BRAC planning groups.  Any estimates of the amount of office space which could be made available for "civilian use" would help 
inform ongoing Land Use discussions regarding the amount of land which needs to be available outside of post for office 
purposes, particularly in the Route 40 Redevelopment Corridor.

The Baltimore District Corps of Engineers manages the Army's Enhanced Use Lease Program.  

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

57 I'd like more information regarding the airport as mention in Alternative 2.  How close will any activities be to the nearest homes 
and schools?

There is not expected to be any additional aircraft operations resulting from the BRAC actions.  Section 4.5 (Noise) discusses the 
current impacts from aircraft operations at APG.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

89 The project area should be described in detail and quantified, specifying the type and acreage of land impacted as well as a 
description of the existing buildings on the site including their use.

The BRAC action planning, design and construction process is ongoing, and separate from this EIS.  The construction details 
provided in this EIS are the most recent available.

.
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BRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC Actions EULEULEULEUL
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified

117 State Application Identifier:  MD20060621-0661 
This is the follow up letter dated 8 Aug 06

In accordance with Presidential Executive Order 12372 and Code of Maryland Regulation 14.24.04, the State Clearinghouse has 
coordinated the intergovernmental review of the referenced project.  This letter with attachments constitutes the State process 
review and recommendation based upon comments received to date.  This recommendation is valid for a period of three years 
from the date of this letter. 

Review comments were requested from the Maryland Departments of the Environment, Transportation, Natural Resources, 
Business and Economic Development, State Police, Maryland Military Department, Harford Count, and the Maryland Department 
of Planning, including Maryland Historical Trust.  

The Maryland Military Department submitted comments that indicated that the proposed action is inconsistent with their plans, 
programs, and objectives.  The Maryland Military Department indicated their on-going need for this large, military training site.  
The Military Department has held a long-term lease of Lauderick Creek, as a Maryland National Guard training site, for many 
years.  The Military Department reported that no prior, official notification had been received about their leaseholder status.  The 
Military Department stated that Lauderick Creek is the only large military training site, currently available to the Maryland National 
Guard in the Baltimore metropolitan area, which offers local soldiers and airmen a wide range of weekend and longer-term 
training opportunities within a reasonable distance of their home stations.  It is recommended that all necessary steps be taken by 
the Applicant to mitigate any adverse impacts on the Maryland Military Department resulting from the Enhanced Use Lease at 
Lauderick Creek.  

The Maryland Historical Trust (the Trust) stated that their finding of consistency is contingent upon the Applicant’s completion of 
the review process required under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  The Trust stated that the Applicant must 
consider and address the effects of the proposed actions on historic and archeological properties. The Trust determined that 
further consultation between the Applicant and the Trust is required.  

The Maryland Department of Transportation and Harford County found this project to be generally consistent with their plans, 
programs, and objectives, but included certain qualifying comments summarized below.  The Maryland Department of 
Transportation stated that “as far as can be determined at this time, the subject as no unacceptable impacts on plans or 
programs.”

Harford County recommended that the Applicant incorporation the environmental issues identified on the Harford County Health 
Department’s environmental concerns maps, and comply with all environmental codes. 

The Maryland Departments of Business and Economic Development, and Natural Resources; and the Maryland Department of 
Planning found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs, and objectives.  

Any statement of consideration given to the comments should be submitted to the approving authority, with a copy to the State 
Clearinghouse.  The State Application Identifier Number must be placed on any correspondence pertaining to this project.    The 
State Clearinghouse must be kept information if the approving authority cannot accommodate the recommendation.  

Please remember, you must comply with all applicable state and local laws and regulations.  If you need assistance or have 
questions, contact the State Clearinghouse staff person noted above at 410-767-4490 or through email at 
brosebush@mdp.state.md.us.  Also please complete the attached form and return it to the Sate Clearinghouse as soon as the 
status of the project is known.  Any substitutions of this form must include the State Application Identifier Number  This will ensure 
our files are complete.

The Department of the Army is in discussions with the Maryland Military Department.  

All coordination required with the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has been initiated.

.
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BRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC Actions EULEULEULEUL
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified

Scoping

3 Would like to see posters and other information from this meeting be made publicly accessible on the internet so they can be 
shared with community members not able to attend the scoping meetings.

Copies of all information provided at the Scoping Meeting have been provided to all who requested materials.  Copies of scoping 
materials have been available through the APG Public Affairs Office.

.

6 I request that you send me a copy of what was shown on the poster boards at the public scoping meeting.  Copies of all information provided at the Scoping Meeting have been provided to all who requested materials.  Copies of scoping 
materials have been available through the APG Public Affairs Office.

.

13 I received notice of these meeting through a person that's running for a Government position in Edgewood.  A lot of us, people in 
Edgewood do not receive The Aegis, which is the local newspaper.  

Notification of the scoping period and meeting locations was provided in two local newspapers, exceeding the requirements of  
NEPA and the CEQ.

.

14 Need better advertising of future meetings.  I saw no public notice conspicuously posted in newspaper.  Learned of meeting in 
reporters article. 

Notification of the scoping period and meeting locations was provided in two local newspapers, exceeding the requirements of  
NEPA and the CEQ.

.

Socioeconomics

32 Another concern I have the impact on the property value.  Comment noted..

33 …please make citizens aware of whether, in fact, there's a real (employment) opportunity. comment noted..

44 Foreign nationals, as many as 50,000 per year - who will do background checks and their health histories? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

48 …I notice a lot of Government positions that would be transferring from other areas to come up here.  But what plans do you have 
on any civilians, private citizens that would be able to obtain employment?

Section 4.10 (Socioeconomics) discusses the impacts of the BRAC actions on local employment..

56 It appears Edgewood is going to be growing a lot.  Are there any plans to increase the businesses in the private area; gas 
stations, restaurants, other lodging facilities?  

Actions taken by commercial and private sector initiatives are outside the scope of this EIS..

62 We're right across from the MARC train station...when they're building transportation and all that kind of stuff, that they might want 
to buy our house and use eminent domain.  And I would be very upset, because they tried to do that before.  So that's one thing 
I'm concerned about.  

Comment noted..

70 …with all the growth...make sure that there's average-income housing for the people that have lived here all their lives…to still be 
able to purchase a home…

Comment noted..

72 How many foreign nationals and U.S. citizens to be trained? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

73 ...the impact on schools and the community in itself. Section 4.10 (Socioeconomics) discusses the impacts of the BRAC action on local schools..

74 What kind of background checks are we doing on these foreign nationals?  And I -- then how about medical things like are they 
carrying any diseases. 

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

75 Who will be trained?  What type of security? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

83 Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Population,” 
directs each federal agency to incorporate environmental justice into its mission and activities.  In accordance with EO 12898, the 
DEIS should examine the demographic profile of the population around the study area.  Included with this examination should be 
a determination as to whether the proposed project has the potential to adversely affect human health and the environment in the 
areas surrounding the project area, specifically with regard to disadvantaged populations.

Section 4.10 (Socioeconomics) discusses the environmental justice issues associated with the BRAC actions..

85 Discuss the socioeconomic and cultural status of the area, including the number of people, employees and/or jobs impacted as a 
result of the proposed project.  The DEIS should address the decrease or increase of people/employees/jobs in relation to its 
effect on tax base, local housing, job markets, schools, utilities, businesses, etc.

Section 4.10 (Socioeconomics) discusses the local and regional economic issues in detail..
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BRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC Actions EULEULEULEUL
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified

Transportation

17 Edgewood Road gate must be permanently closed in order to keep the traffic levels at safe and manageable levels.  EMS, 
Sheriff's Office, Fire Dept. will not be able to reach residential areas at Willoughby Beach, in a safe timely manner.  Lives could be 
lost because of overload of Edgewood Road.  It is suggested that the main gate is utilized more and that the Magnolia Gate be 
reopened.  300+ each day is not acceptable to the already over crowded Edgewood Road.

Section 4.11 (Transportation) discusses off-post impacts likely to result from the BRAC actions.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

18 …the impact of the roadways as far as traffic flow that will be increased into the county.   Section 4.11 (Transportation) discusses off-post impacts likely to result from the BRAC actions.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

19 …We have public transit that's within Harford County and Cecil County and that we need to use buses and show how they can 
interact with each other in order to have better transit flows through the counties.  And in what way you would have main line 
buses, circulator buses, and then that would flow off of APG into the rail stations onto Rt 40 and even 95?

Section 4.11 (Transportation) discusses off-post impacts likely to result from the BRAC actions..

20 Are there any plans to increase the frequency of the stops to the Edgewood area or even improving the Edgewood area of the 
MARC train stop?

Future development of the MARC train service is not within the scope of this EIS..

21 Expansion of public transportation services and methods to incentivize their use. Comment noted..

22 The other issue that I'd like to address is the issue of transportation… -- and I’m talking about buses, trains, etc. etc. … The 
transportation system was geared around and has always been supported on the fact that it's for senior citizens and it is not for 
the working public. 

Comment noted..

23 Close Edgewood Gate and reopen Magnolia Gate.  This would allow traffic from Lauderick Creek to exit and not completely snarl 
Edgewood Road.

The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

24 Traffic for streets without STOP lights? Comment noted..

25 …impact of the traffic coming in and out of Edgewood. Comment noted..

26 What are the plans for making transportation -- moving around more accessible?  …I notice about 20,000 or more people 
coming… How much on a daily basis is that going to affect the traffic...?

Section 4.11 (Transportation) discusses off-post impacts likely to result from the BRAC actions.  The development of public 
transportation is a regional issue and is not addressed in this EIS.

.

27 In-depth analysis of existing traffic issues local to APG and impact of additional population. Section 4.11 (Transportation) discusses off-post impacts likely to result from the BRAC actions..

37 Traffic increase to Edgewood Road and how this will affect EMS to residences of Willoughby Beach Area - not to mention the 
increased bottleneck to just get in and out of area for home owners.

Section 4.11 (Transportation) discusses off-post impacts likely to result from the BRAC actions..

40 Increased traffic on Edgewood Road, particularly at evening rush hour.  (It is already backed up to the point where citizens living 
on the peninsula where Willoughby Beach Road is the only outlet cannot get out onto Edgewood Road.  Also, with traffic as 
heavy, emergency vehicles could not get through.)

Section 4.11 (Transportation) discusses off-post impacts likely to result from the BRAC actions.  

 The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

76 Will the proposed EUL facilities at APG-AA and APG-EA require Harford County to provide increased...road expansions? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

81 The DEIS should address traffic and transportation as it relates to the proposed project.  It may be necessary to provide an 
evaluation of existing roads specifying existing levels of service at major intersections near the project area as well as accident 
data.  If appropriate, an evaluation of the impacts associated with an increased number of employees should be provided.  The 
DEIS should discuss existing and proposed public transportation to the are under consideration and provide estimates of 
expected usage.  Traffic projects should then be made to show expected conditions for a completed project.

Section 4.11 (Transportation) discusses off-post impacts likely to result from the BRAC actions..

107 The Applicant is encouraged to plan for the maximum utilization of carpools and public transit by employees providing preferential 
carpool/vanpool parking and bus shelters for commuters that use these methods of transportation.  This will minimize the adverse 
impact of additional traffic generated by the proposed project.  Please contact the Mobile Sources Program, Air and Radiation 
Management Administration at (410) 537-3270 for additional information.

Section 4.11 (Transportation) discusses off-post impacts likely to result from the BRAC actions..

112 Project should support resource conservation and pollution prevention through land use and transportation designs that provide 
alternatives to single occupant vehicle use.

Comment noted..
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Both or Not Specified

Utilities

7 Will the proposed EUL facilities at APG-AA and APG-EA require Harford County to provide increased water and sewer services...? The Army has removed the Lauderick Creek EUL from the BRAC Actions EIS.  Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development 
process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.

.

12 Have the electrical problems at ECBC been solved so other buildings will not have the same problems? Past activities at the ECBC are outside the scope of this EIS..

Water Resources

16 The water runoff from building.  …if you go up 24 and turn on Rt 40...you'll notice on both sides of that little road that goes to Rt 
40 is a swamp that didn't used to be there.  And it's caused from...the water not being able to run off.  If you notice, all the trees 
are dying, and it's making a swamp. And I'm concerned about that. 

Comment noted..

80 The principal aquifers in the region should be identified and described.  All wells, both public and private, that could potentially be 
affected by the project must be identified.  Areas of groundwater recharge in the vicinity should also be identified and any potential 
impacts from the proposed actions examined.

Section 4.7 (Water Resources) describes the groundwater resources at APG..

88 DEIS should discuss potential water quality impacts to surface resources in the study area.  The potential physical impacts 
(turbidity, shading, siltation, alteration of currents) should be evaluated and described.  The DEIS should outline measures to 
protect surface waters.

Section 4.7 (Water Resources) describes the surface resources at APG, and Section 4.8 (Biological Resources) discusses 
potential impacts to wildlife..

.

92 USGS is unaware of specific past, present, or future actions that should be generally considered.  Since these are likely to be 
location specific, USGS is happy to provide additional input if USAG APG has specific questions about areas in which USGS has 
previous studied including Canal Creek, Lauderick Creek Cluster 13, Graces Quarters, J-Field, and O-Field.

Comment noted..

94 The Department has identified several issues regarding ground water at Aberdeen Proving Ground that we believe should be 
addressed in the EIS for the proposed facilities.  Environmental impacts on ground water at APG fall into two broad categories:  
the shallow unconfined groundwater system and deep confined aquifers.

Numerous instances of existing contamination have been documented in the shallow (less than about 50 feet deep) unconfined 
ground-water system.  The potential for exposure of contaminated ground water during construction and subsequent activities 
should be addressed in the EIS.  The EIS should also address the introduction of new contaminants to the shallow ground-water 
system, either through improper storage and disposal, or through routine activities, such as live-fire training.  The shallow ground-
water system provides water to streams as baseflow, and to wetlands and estuaries as seepage.  The EIS should address the 
impact on these ecosystem components of altering the recharge characteristics of the shallow aquifer system by creating 
impervious surfaces (buildings, parking lots, etc.), rerouting of surface runoff, dewatering of construction sites, and re-grading the 
terrain.  It seems unlikely that the shallow aquifer system would be used for water supply due to existing contamination and 
unreliability during droughts.  However, if it is pumped, the impact of withdrawal on the previously mentioned ecosystem 
components should be considered.

The deep (greater than about 50 feet deep) confined aquifers underlying APG may also be affected by the proposed facilities.  If 
water is withdrawn from the confined aquifers for water supply, the impact of reduced water levels on existing ground-water users 
should be considered.  Construction and operation of deep supply wells must be closely scrutinized to prevent contamination of 
deep aquifers from surface sources.  Withdrawal of significant quantities of water from deep aquifers would create cones of 
depression in the regional potentiometric surface, which may alter ground-water flow gradients and cause migration of 
contaminated ground water.  Similarly, ground-water withdrawals may cause brackish-water intrusion from Chesapeake Bay and 
other tidal estuaries in the area.  These potential impacts should be included in the EIS.

Section 4.7 (Water Resources) describes the groundwater resources at APG and Section 4.13 describes the current programs 
addressing hazardous material contamination and remediation.  All water requirements will be supplied by Harford County 
sources.  All construction on the northern and southern peninsulas will be required to meet all erosion controls and runoff 
protection to protect downstream surface and groundwater resources.

.

99 Discuss any permits required before commencement of the proposed actions.  This may include a Section 404/Section 10 permit 
from the Corps of Engineers, State water quality certification, and local construction and zoning permits.

Section 4.8 (Biological Resources) describes any coordination required with permitting agencies..
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GENERAL CONFORMITY DETERMINATION 
BRAC 2005 IMPLEMENTATION 

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND, MARYLAND 
 

1.   INTRODUCTION 
 
The US Army’s Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG) in Maryland is expected to undergo expansion 
as a result of the implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process 
undertaken by the Department of Defense. This Federal action has the potential to result in a 
substantial increase in the emissions of criteria pollutants or precursors in the Baltimore 
Metropolitan non-attainment area, which are currently controlled under Maryland state 
implementation or maintenance plans.  This Conformity Determination was prepared to comply 
with Federal regulations contained in 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart B.   
 
2.   PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The activities proposed for relocation to APG include elements of the US Army Research 
Laboratory currently located in Virginia and Ohio; activities of the Communications Electronics 
Life-Cycle Management Command currently located in New Jersey, Virginia, Alabama and 
Arizona; elements of the US Army Research Institute located in Kentucky; Headquarters, US 
Army Test and Evaluation Command and Army Evaluation Center, from Virginia; and various 
chemical and biological defense research activities from Washington, D.C., Virginia, and Texas.  
Activities proposed to be relocated from APG include the US Army Ordnance Center and School 
to Fort Lee, Va., and the US Army Environmental Center to Fort Sam Houston, Texas. 
 
The incoming and outgoing activities will result in a net increase of several thousand new 
government employees and contractors, relocation of equipment, and the renovation of existing 
and construction of new buildings at APG.  Renovation and construction activities are likely to 
start as early as 2007 and continue at least through Fiscal Year (FY) 2010; most new BRAC 
personnel will arrive at APG after 2009, with all in place by 2011. 
 
3.   APPLICABLE REGULATIONS 
 
The purpose of the general conformity regulations contained in 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart B 
(Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans) 
is to establish that the proposed action would conform to the Maryland State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) for ozone, thereby demonstrating that emissions from the proposed action would not: 
 

• cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in the area, 
• interfere with provisions in the applicable SIP for maintenance of any standard, 
• increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any area, or 
• delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions or 

other milestones in the SIP for purposes of a demonstration of reasonably further 
progress (RFP), a demonstration of attainment, a maintenance plan. 
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The general conformity requirements in 40 CFR Part 93 Subpart B, apply to those Federal 
actions that: 

• are located in a non-attainment or maintenance area,  
• are not subject to transportation conformity requirements at 40 CFR Part 51, Subpart T, 

or Part 93, Subpart A, 
• have the potential to emit one or more of the six criteria pollutants, i.e., carbon monoxide 

(CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM10), lead, and 
precursors (nitrogen oxides or NOx, and volatile organic compounds or VOC) in the case 
of ozone, at emission rates equal to or exceeding the prescribed rates (referred to as the 
de minimis rates) at 40 CFR Part 93.153(b), or  

• have the potential to emit any criteria pollutant at rates that represent 10 percent or more 
of a non-attainment area (NAA) or maintenance area’s total emissions inventory for that 
pollutant. 

 
The Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended in 1990, defines a NAA as a geographic region that has 
been designated as not meeting one or more of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS). The proposed action is located in Harford County, Maryland, which has been 
designated by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a Moderate NAA for the 8-hour 
ozone standard (which replaced the 1-hour ozone standard as of June 15, 2005), an Attainment 
Maintenance Area for CO, and NAA (as of April 5, 2005) for fine particulate matter smaller than 
2.5 micrometers in diameter (PM2.5).  The Baltimore region is in attainment and not in 
maintenance for any of the other criteria pollutants: PM10, SO2, NO2, and lead. 
 
Maryland has an active ozone SIP and a CO maintenance plan; a revised SIP for ozone is 
currently expected to be submitted to EPA by June 15, 2007.  A PM2.5 SIP is currently being 
prepared by the State and is currently expected to be submitted to EPA by April 5, 2008.   
 
In the case of APG, the prescribed annual rates are 50 tons of volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) and 100 tons of NOx, (moderate ozone NAA), and 100 tons of CO (maintenance area).  
In the case of the PM2.5 NAA, the de minimis levels for PM2.5 direct emissions and SO2 are 100 
tons/year.   
 
Under the regulations, both direct and indirect emissions resulting from the Federal action must 
be considered.  For the purposes of a general conformity determination, direct and indirect 
emissions are defined as follows (40 CFR Part 93.152): 
  

• Direct Emissions: Those emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that are caused 
or initiated by the Federal action and occur at the same time and place as the action; 

 
• Indirect Emissions: Those emissions of a criteria pollutant or its precursors that are 

caused by the Federal action, but may occur later in time and/or may be further removed 
in distance from the action itself but are still reasonably foreseeable; and the Federal 
agency can practicably control and will maintain control over due to a continuing 
program responsibility of the Federal agency. 
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4.   ESTIMATED EMISSIONS 
 
For the purposes of the conformity determination, emissions of the following criteria pollutants 
were estimated: the ozone and PM2.5 precursors -- VOC and nitrogen oxides (nitrogen dioxide 
and nitrogen oxide combined, NOx), CO, PM2.5 and SO2.  Since the area is neither non-
attainment nor maintenance for SO2, a conformity analysis is not necessary for this pollutant.  
However, the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) required APG to examine 
emissions of SO2 since it can be a PM2.5 precursor.  The regulations do not require the analysis 
of ammonia, which is also a precursor to PM2.5, unless the State or EPA has made a finding that 
it significantly contributes to the PM2.5 problem in a given area or to other downwind air quality 
concerns. 
 
The methods used for estimating direct and indirect emissions of VOC, NOx, CO, PM2.5 and 
SO2 from the proposed action meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 93.159.  Emissions of 
PM10, though not required for the conformity determination, were included where required to 
estimate PM2.5 emissions.  The emissions scenario used in the estimates analysis is expected to 
produce the greatest off-site impacts on a daily and annual basis. Non-road engine emissions 
were predicted using the NONROAD 2005 model, the latest EPA model for determining 
emissions from non-road engines. On-road emissions were predicted using the MOBILE 6.2 
model, the latest EPA model for predicting emissions from on-road vehicles.  Emissions from 
other sources were estimated using EPA-approved methods such as material balances or “AP-42 
Compilation of Emission Factors.”  Emission estimates are presented in Appendices A and B.1  
The estimates are conservative, i.e., most likely over predict the projected emissions increases.  
Emission reductions as a result of actions unrelated to BRAC, e.g., currently planned shutdown 
of facilities or other voluntary measures are not included in these estimates.   
 

Table 1.  Estimated Cumulative Direct Emissions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                        
1 Appendix A presents estimates of direct emissions.  Appendix B presents estimates of 
emissions from mobile sources (i.e., vehicular traffic associated with the BRAC).  The portion of 
mobile source emissions (Appendix B) that occurs within the APG boundary is also included in 
direct emissions described in Appendix A. 

Year 

Pollutant 
2009 

(tons/yr)
2010 

(tons/yr) 
2011 

(tons/yr) 
NOX 37.3 36.3 95.8
VOC 13.9 6.6 43.9
CO 157.8 135.3 383.5
PM2.5 4.0 6.1 10.9
SO2 9.8 3.4 27.1
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Table 2.  Estimated Cumulative Indirect Emissions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Table 3.  Estimated Cumulative Total Emissions 

 
Year 

Pollutant 
2009 

(tons/yr)
2010 

(tons/yr) 
2011 

(tons/yr) 
NOX 97.3 36.3 224.3
VOC 26.1 6.6 72.8
CO 295.3 135.3 729.3
PM2.5 5.0 6.1 13.0
SO2 9.8 3.4 27.1

 
The APG has determined that the total annual direct and indirect emissions of PM2.5 and its 
precursor SO2 are below the de minimis levels.2  Therefore, a general conformity determination 
for PM2.5 emissions is not required.  Further, emissions of NOx, VOC, and CO in all areas other 
than the Baltimore region are less than the rates prescribed in 40 CFR Part 93.153 that would 
trigger the requirement to conduct a general conformity determination. A general conformity 
determination is required only for emissions of NOx, VOC, and CO within the Baltimore region.   
 
5.   PRESUMPTION OF CONFORMITY 
 
The MDE has accepted the 2002 base year inventory for APG and the growth estimates.  A letter 
from MDE dated April 18, 2006 states that the growth estimates will be used in the SIP for the 
years 2006 through 2010, and will be incorporated in the 8-hour SIP, which will be submitted to 
EPA in June 2007.  The April 18, 2006 letter is attached in Appendix C. 

 
Table 4.  APG Budgeted Emissions Growth in the 2002 Maryland Ozone SIP 

 
Year Growth Factor CO 

(tons/yr) 
NOx 

(tons/yr) 
VOC 

(tons/yr) 
2009 1.34332 520.34 158.10 91.25 
2010 1.23536 356.73 108.39 62.56 
2011 1.77894 1,180.59 358.71 207.04 

                        
2 Federal regulation of sulfur content in gasoline and in diesel fuels for on-road sources renders 
the mobile-source emission of this pollutant negligible 

Year 

Pollutant 
2009 

(tons/yr)
2010 

(tons/yr) 
2011 

(tons/yr) 
NOX 60.0 0.0 128.5
VOC 12.2 0.0 28.9
CO 137.5 0.0 345.8
PM2.5 1.0 0.0 2.1
SO2 02 01 01
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By its letter dated August 15, 2006 (also attached in Appendix C), the MDE stated that the direct 
BRAC-related emissions of NOx and VOC through the year 2010 are less than the projected 
emissions budget that will be used in the SIP.  Further, the indirect emissions in 2011 (full build-
out) “will be incorporated into the regional transportation-planning model and will be mitigated 
via the federal transportation conformity regulations.  Removing these mobile indirect emissions 
from the total cumulative emissions shows that the remaining increases in emissions fall below 
the de minimis levels”.     
 
The MDE also stated in the August 15, 2006 letter that the CO maintenance plan accommodates 
the increase in CO emissions from BRAC.  
 
For NOx and VOC, the proposed action is presumed to conform to the 8-hour ozone SIP for the 
Baltimore region based on the following: 
 

• A portion of the emissions would not exceed the emissions budget in the SIP – this meets 
the criteria specified in 40 CFR 93.158 (a)(5(i)(A), and  

 
• A portion of the emissions is included in the transportation plan – this meets the criteria 

specified in 40 CFR 93.158 (a)(5(ii). 
 
For CO, the proposed action is presumed to conform to the CO maintenance plan for the 
Baltimore region because the emissions are included in the plan – this meets the criteria specified 
in 40 CFR 93.158 (a)(1). 
 
Copies of the draft General Conformity Determination were sent to the MDE, the EPA, the 
Baltimore Metropolitan Council and Harford County, Maryland.  A public notice of the 
conformity determination was placed in the legal section of The Aegis (March 23, 2007), The 
Record (March 23, 2007) and The Baltimore Sun (March 25, 2007), in conjunction with the 
public notice for the draft Environmental Impact Statement for BRAC actions.  Public meetings 
were held on April 10, 2007 in Edgewood, Maryland, and on April 11, 2007 in Aberdeen, 
Maryland.   
 
 
Dated: May 31, 2007 
           
 
__________________________ 
John T. Wright 
 
Colonel, OD 
Deputy Installation Commander 
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October 4, 2006 
 
U.S. Department of the Army 
U.S. Army Garrison, Aberdeen Proving Ground 
AMSSB-GCO 
2201 Aberdeen Boulevard 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD  21005-5001 
 
Attn:  Tim McNamara 
 
Re:  EIS for Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC)/Lauderick Creek EUL 
 
Dear Colonel Wright: 
 
This responds to your request for review of the Army’s preparation of an Environmental 
Impact Statement for Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) actions and the proposed 
Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) at APG.  The proposed actions may affect bald 
eagles (Haliaeeuts leucocephalus), a federally listed threatened species, which occupy forests 
within the 32,000 acre natural areas portion of the Army complex.  Biologists at APG have 
documented four communal roost sites in addition to approximately 35 active nesting 
territories.  We have reviewed the information you enclosed, and are providing comments in 
accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat.884, as amended; 16 
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 
 
With regards to the upcoming BRAC initiative, the Service concurs with the Army that bald 
eagles are not likely to be impacted.  Selected locations for renovations and new construction 
projects are planned within the cantonment areas of APG which has been developed and does 
not provide for suitable bald eagle nesting habitat.  Currently, bald eagle nests are located no 
closer than 4,500 feet and 5,100 feet from the proposed action area.   
 
The Enhanced Use Lease action at Lauderick Creek is likely to negatively impact nesting and 
foraging bald eagles.  During the 2006 Bald Eagle Nest Survey, APG biologists documented 
two bald eagle pairs and visually sighted three nests within the forested peninsula between 
Lauderick Creek and the Bush River.  Since a conceptual plan for the EUL has not yet been 
finalized, the Service cannot accurately assess the level of potential impacts to bald eagles or 
propose conservation measures to minimize those future impacts.  We expect, however, that 
land clearing for development projects associated with the construction of explosive ranges, 
arms ranges, urban assault village, and a maritime training component, will likely adversely 
affect one or more nesting pairs and possibly numerous non-breeding and foraging eagles.  
Therefore, we concur with the Army’s preliminary determination that the Lauderick Creek 



EUL will likely adversely affect bald eagles and therefore, will require the preparation of a 
biological assessment to determine the level of potential impacts to nesting and foraging bald 
eagles. 
 
The Service will continue to assist the Army in developing a site plan that would allow the 
EUL project to move forward while minimizing impacts to resident and non-resident bald 
eagles.  If you should have concerns or questions regarding this review, please contact Craig 
Koppie of the Threatened and Endangered Species Program at 410/573-4534. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
John Wolflin 
Supervisor 
 
 
cc:  Glenn Therres, MD DNR 
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EIFS REPORT 
  
PROJECT NAME 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, BRAC EIS –Operations: Proposed Action, Net Change In Annual 
Impacts 

(Harford & Cecil Counties,  Primary ROI - One-Year Personnel Movement) 

  
STUDY AREA– Primary Region of Influence 

24015  Cecil County, MD 

24025  Harford County, MD  
  
FORECAST INPUT 
Change In Local Expenditures $0 
Change In Civilian Employment 7574 
Average Income of Affected Civilian $80,000 
Percent Expected to Relocate 85 
Change In Military Employment 0 
Average Income of Affected Military $0 
Percent of Military Living On-post 0  
  
FORECAST OUTPUT 

Employment Multiplier 2.77    RTV 
Income Multiplier 2.77  
Sales Volume - Direct $467,787,800  
Sales Volume - Induced $862,272,700  
Sales Volume - Total $1,330,059,500 20.80% 
Income – Direct $539,329,000  
Income – Induced $147,862,000  
Income - Total(place of work) $687,191,000 9.51% 
Employment – Direct 6448  
Employment – Induced 4171  
Employment – Total 11035 9.40% 
Local Population   
Local Off-base Population 15087 5.16%  
  
RTV SUMMARY  

 Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 
Positive RTV 11.6 % 10.79 % 4.58 % 1.9 %  
Negative RTV -8.19 % -4.53 % -3.75 % -0.7 %   
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EIFS REPORT 
  
PROJECT NAME 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, BRAC EIS –Operations: Proposed Action, Net Change In Annual 
Impacts 

(Harford & Cecil Counties,  Primary ROI - Two-Year Personnel Movement) 

  
STUDY AREA– Primary Region of Influence 

24015  Cecil County, MD 

24025  Harford County, MD  
  
FORECAST INPUT 
Change In Local Expenditures $0 
Change In Civilian Employment 3787 
Average Income of Affected Civilian $80,000 
Percent Expected to Relocate 85 
Change In Military Employment 0 
Average Income of Affected Military $0 
Percent of Military Living On-post 0  
  
FORECAST OUTPUT 

Employment Multiplier 2.77   RTV 
Income Multiplier 2.77  
Sales Volume - Direct $243,579,800  
Sales Volume - Induced $431,136,400  
Sales Volume - Total $674,716,200 10.41% 
Income - Direct $302,960,000  
Income - Induced $81,358,020  
Income - Total(place of work) $384,318,000 5.29% 
Employment - Direct 5060  
Employment - Induced 2253  
Employment - Total 7313 6.27% 
Local Population 8015  
Local Off-base Population 8015 2.74%  
  
RTV SUMMARY  

 Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 
Positive RTV 11.6 % 10.79 % 4.58 % 1.9 %  
Negative RTV -8.19 % -4.53 % -3.75 % -0.7 %   
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EIFS REPORT 
  
PROJECT NAME 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, BRAC EIS –Operations: Proposed Action, Net Change In Annual 
Impacts 

(Harford & Cecil Counties,  Primary ROI - Three-Year Personnel Movement) 

  
STUDY AREA– Primary Region of Influence 
 

24015  Cecil County, MD 

24025  Harford County, MD  
  
FORECAST INPUT 
Change In Local Expenditures $0 
Change In Civilian Employment 2525 
Average Income of Affected Civilian $80,000 
Percent Expected to Relocate 85 
Change In Military Employment 0 
Average Income of Affected Military $0 
Percent of Military Living On-post 0  
  
FORECAST OUTPUT 

Employment Multiplier 2.77   RTV 
Income Multiplier 2.77  
Sales Volume - Direct $162,408,000  
Sales Volume - Induced $287,462,100  
Sales Volume - Total $449,870,100 6.94% 
Income - Direct $202,000,000  
Income - Induced $54,245,840  
Income - Total(place of work) $256,245,800 3.52% 
Employment - Direct 3374  
Employment - Induced 1502  
Employment - Total 4876 4.18% 
Local Population 5344  
Local Off-base Population 5344 1.83%  
  
RTV SUMMARY  

 Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 
Positive RTV 11.6 % 10.79 % 4.58 % 1.9 %  
Negative RTV -8.19 % -4.53 % -3.75 % -0.7 %   
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EIFS REPORT 
  
PROJECT NAME 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, BRAC EIS: Annual Construction Impacts, Proposed Action 
(Seven-County/City of Baltimore Region of Influence) 

  
STUDY AREA – Secondary Region of Influence 

24003  Anne Arundel County, MD 

24005  Baltimore County, MD 

24013  Carroll County, MD 

24015  Cecil County, MD 

24025  Harford County, MD 

24027  Howard County, MD 

24035  Queen Anne's County, MD 

24510  City of Baltimore, MD  
  
FORECAST INPUT 
Change In Local Expenditures $187,000,000 
Change In Civilian Employment 0 
Average Income of Affected Civilian $39,000 
Percent Expected to Relocate 0 
Change In Military Employment 0 
Average Income of Affected Military $0 
Percent of Military Living On-post 0  
  
FORECAST OUTPUT 

Employment Multiplier 4.96   RTV 
Income Multiplier 4.96  
Sales Volume - Direct $187,000,000  
Sales Volume - Induced $740,520,000  
Sales Volume - Total $927,520,000 0.78% 
Income - Direct $36,211,120  
Income - Induced $143,396,100  
Income - Total(place of work) $179,607,200 0.25% 
Employment - Direct 817  
Employment - Induced 3237  
Employment - Total 4054 0.27% 
Local Population 0  
Local Off-base Population 0 0%  
  
RTV SUMMARY  

 Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 
Positive RTV 11.57 % 10.51 % 2.97 % 1.02 %  
Negative RTV -4.8 % -4.54 % -3.1 % -0.46 %   
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EIFS REPORT 
  
PROJECT NAME 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, BRAC EIS – Operations: Proposed Action, Net Change in Annual 
Impacts 

(Seven-County/City of Baltimore ROI) 

  
STUDY AREA– Secondary Region of Influence 

24003  Anne Arundel County, MD  

24005  Baltimore County, MD  

24013  Carroll County, MD  

24015  Cecil County, MD  

24025  Harford County, MD  

24027  Howard County, MD  

24035  Queen Anne's County, MD  

24510  City of Baltimore, MD   
  
FORECAST INPUT 
Change In Local Expenditures $0 
Change In Civilian Employment 7574 
Average Income of Affected Civilian $80,000 
Percent Expected to Relocate 100 
Change In Military Employment -3171 
Average Income of Affected Military $21,000 
Percent of Military Living On-post 93  
  
FORECAST OUTPUT 

Employment Multiplier 4.96   RTV 
Income Multiplier 4.96  
Sales Volume - Direct $467,787,800  
Sales Volume - Induced $1,852,439,000  
Sales Volume - Total $2,320,226,800 1.95% 
Income - Direct $539,329,000  
Income - Induced $358,710,800  
Income - Total(place of work) $898,039,800 1.25% 
Employment - Direct 6,448  
Employment - Induced 8,098  
Employment - Total 14,546 .98% 
Local Population 18,859  
Local Off-base Population 18,859 0.73%  
  
RTV SUMMARY  

 Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 
Positive RTV 11.57 % 10.51 % 2.97 % 1.02 %  

Negative RTV -4.8 % -4.54 % -3.1 % -0.46 %   
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Public

118 A)  Traffic Analysis is inaccurate and perhaps deceptive.

B)  Traffic impacts will also be significantly higher than the EIS predicts for another reason beyond 
ignoring the EUL.  The traffic survey is incorrectly done and therefore grossly misleading because:

No complete surveys were done on either the Aberdeen Area (AA) or Edgewood Area (EA) gates.  
Both areas have multiple entrances, and survey data was taken months apart for the gates leading 
into each one.  APG-EA’s had 2 gates sampled, one in May 2004 and one in July 2004. One of 
APG-AA’s gates was sampled 1-7 March 2004 and 1-5 September 2004 while the second was 
sampled  29 March – 1 April 2004.  This pattern of data acquisition cannot accurately total the 
number of vehicle entries into the post because it’s adding apples and oranges.  All gates for an 
Area (EA or AA) should be surveyed simultaneously.

What matters are PEAK traffic counts, not daily averages or even “morning averages” and “evening 
averages”.   Any commuter knows the probability of traffic jams can change significantly in only 15 
minutes – leave for work 15 minutes late and you can easily arrive 30 minutes late.  Data should be 
provided daily and in 15-minute increments from about 6:30am to 10:00am for incoming traffic in 
the morning, and similarly from about 3:00pm to 6:30pm for exiting traffic.

C)  Calculations of Total Predicted Inbound Trips Per Day are based on truly absurd averages that 
significantly underestimate the actual traffic on a normal workday.  The samples on 1-5 September 
2004 were from Wednesday before Labor Day weekend through that Sunday, with Monday being a 
federal holiday. This is a grossly unrealistic sample since only Wednesday and Thursday were 
likely to be “normal” commuting days.  The two EA samples were both 8 days long and included 2-
day weekends, and another AA sample also included a full weekend in its count. One EA sample 
was taken in late July during a peak week for vacations. There is no regular commuter traffic on 
Saturday and Sunday so including Saturday and Sunday in these counts and using these days to 
create an average daily volume drastically underestimates actual commuter traffic. Fridays are 
often atypical of normal work traffic due to compressed work weeks.  Only non-holiday data from 
Monday through Thursday is realistic, and therefore, the traffic surveys must be redone.  Current 
estimates are much too low.

The number of additional trips per day is also underestimated and the impact of the new 
commuters will be significantly greater than the EIS admits.  Table 2.2.2 shows 2,908 
Student/Trainees presently on post.  The vast majority of students stay on post and do not 
contribute to commuter traffic, so their departure does not offset the traffic impacts of an equivalent 
number of new BRAC-related civilians and contractors.  It’s not the net population change that 
matters, it’s the net change in commuters.  Once new traffic surveys have been completed, the 
number of current commuters should be compared to the number of cars currently entering APG.   
This ratio of commuters-to-cars should then be multiplied by the number of new, BRAC commuters 
to predict the number of additional cars due to BRAC.

A)  Comment noted.

B)  As discussed in Section 4.11.1.1, the Critical Lane Volume method used to analyze traffic "…utilizes 
peak hour turning movement counts, intersection geometry, lane assignments, and special operating 
characteristics."  Table 4.11.2 presents current AM Peak and PM Peak Level of Service values for 17 off-
post intersections.  Table 4.11.3 presents current AM Peak and PM Peak Level of Service values for 8 on-
post intersections.  Table 4.11.4 presents AM Peak and PM Peak trip generation estimates.  Table 4.11.5 
presents existing and predicted Level of Service values for AM Peak and PM Peak conditions.

C)  Predicted trips were based on anticipated land uses and numbers of employees anticipated to use 
certain areas on-post.  An assumption was made in the traffic analysis that accounted for on-post, non-
commuting students vs. off-post, commuting employees.  The DEIS identified a potential significant 
impact to traffic - adding more predicted trips to the analysis would not result in a different outcome.

.

119 A)  In regard to Section 4.11.1 which is Off-Post Roadways and Existing Traffic Conditions.  The 
Table on page 4-97 on Level of Service Values at Selected Off-Post Intersections didn't appear to 
reflect what I see as the actual conditions currently existing.  One particular roadway that's familiar 
to me on the northern peninsula is Short Lane, MD 715 at Old Philadelphia Road is represented as 
existing conditions of A.  And I find that there are problems on that road that aren't accounted for in 
the Draft EIS.  After talking to some of the experts who worked on this document, I understand that 
the level of service represents the condition found at the intersection.

B)  And the concern I have is that it doesn't really represent what is happening on Old Philadelphia 
Road in between the intersections at Route 40 and Short Road.  There are traffic problems 
currently existing on that stretch of road that are of a concern now and will be a concern as more 
traffic comes into the 715 gate with the arrival of additional people as part of BRAC.

A)  Comment noted.  As discussed in the EIS, "The methods used to determine LOS are described by 
the Department of Transportation Research Board's Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) (TRB 2000)."

B)  No lane segments' traffic is expected to change independent of the change in conditions at the 
intersections at either end of individual segments.

.

120 Will the new construction use low impact development techniques? To the extent practicable for military construction, and as fiscal and manpower resources are available, 
low impact development techniques will be used in preparing designs for the Proposed Action.

.
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121 Highly recommend the RFP for building construction include requirements for green buildings 
(Spirit/LEED), low impact development, and Chesapeake Bay 2000 agreement.

To the extent practicable for military construction, and as fiscal and manpower resources are available, 
green building technology, low impact development techniques, and provisions of the Chesapeake Bay 
2000 Agreement will be used in preparing designs for the Proposed Action.

.

122 A)  I would like to see how the entire BRAC process ties into the Chesapeake Bay Agreement of 
2000.  The DOD signed onto this agreement then, and it should now follow through with the goals 
and BMPs that were outlined in the agreement.

B)  Particularly, impacts to water quality by using low impact development techniques and the 
reduction of impervious surfaces through other BMPs.

A)  The DOD stands by its commitments as a signatory to the Chesapeake Bay 2000 Agreement.

B)  To the extent practicable for military construction, and as fiscal and manpower resources are 
available, low impact development techniques and the reduction of impervious surfaces will be utilized in 
the Proposed Action.

.

123 The EIS is very general, so it is difficult to comment on BRAC and its impacts.  Example of this is 
the range of potential wetland loss in the Northern Penn. of 1-10 acres with none identified in the 
Southern Peninsula.

Comment noted.  As discussed in Section 4.8.2.2, the Corps of Engineers is currently in the process of 
delineating the actual acreages of jurisdictional wetlands in areas potentially affected by the Proposed 
Action.  Text edited to reflect the current level of design and development and the ongoing Clean Water 
Act Section 404 regulatory process.

.

124 I hope Lauderick Creek will continue to be a dead issue.  With the unknown factor of what is lurking 
underground on that site, it would be foolhardy and possibly dangerous to do any type of 
excavation.  Not only could there be UXO's but there could also be toxic chemicals in the soil.  To 
disturb the soil could release those chemicals into the air and would cause harm to the neighboring 
community.  

However, with all of those variables in place, I hope there is a way of continuing to safely monitor 
the site, and keeping an eye on its stability.

Comment noted.  The Lauderick Creek EUL is analyzed as a reasonably foreseeable future action in 
section 4.14 Cumulative Effects Summary.  At this time, no current active planning is taking place for the 
Lauderick Creek EUL.   As discussed in section 1.3 Scope, should the Lauderick Creek EUL be 
developed to the point of environmental analysis, that project will be assessed in a separate NEPA 
document.

.

125 Impacts of Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Areas are not considered.

The Lauderick Creek EUL (in the Edgewood Area) was dropped from APG’s BRAC EIS because its 
impacts, although substantial, have not yet been studied.  The EIS promises: “Once the Lauderick 
Creek EUL development process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will be assessed 
in a separate NEPA document. That NEPA document will evaluate the cumulative impacts of its 
proposed action combined with the impacts of the BRAC Proposed Action addressed in this 
document.”  This is an honest statement with which I have no problem.  

What is a problem, however, is the Maryland Avenue EUL (in the “Northern Peninsula” or “Aberdeen
 Area”).  This EUL seems to have been totally ignored in this DEIS.  The EIS considers traffic data 
from 2004 and environmental data from 2005 to be the “baseline” against which BRAC changes are 
being measured. However, the EUL’s impacts, which occur concurrent with or prior to the BRAC, 
are neither part of the baseline nor are they included as BRAC impacts.  The result is that 
cumulative impacts of BRAC plus this Aberdeen Area EUL are not being provided nor assessed.  
This is a significant concern since the EIS’ transportation analysis already concludes: “Without 
structural improvements to affected intersections, the Proposed Action will result in significant 
impacts at selected intersections leading to access to APG’s Northern Peninsula.” The EUL only 
makes the impacts worse. It is imperative that the Aberdeen Area EUL be included in EIS analyses.

Comment noted.  In section 4.11.2 Consequences, the EIS states, "Much of the on-post and gate traffic 
information is drawn directly from the Draft Planning Study [that includes the Maryland Boulevard EUL].  
The study analyzed potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Action, and included predicted traffic 
volumes for the Maryland Boulevard EUL project, an APG project unrelated to this BRAC EIS."

The Maryland Boulevard EUL is also identified as a reasonably foreseeable future action in section 4.14 
Cumulative Effects Summary.

.

146 Air quality, traffic and water issues concern me most.  Page 4-19, Table 4.4-5, is predicting 
unacceptable levels of carbon monoxide and nitrogen dioxide by 2009.  By year 2011 this will 
include volatile organic compounds as well.  

Our area is already a non-attainment area for air quality.  I am concerned that this will impact 
workers on past and the immediate area with increased respiratory problems, missed workdays and 
poorer school attendance.

Comment noted.  The Clean Air Act Conformity Analysis has been completed and has been sent to the 
State for approval and inclusion in the State Implementation Plan.

Comment noted.

.

147 Increased traffic and predicted conditions at intersections (pp 4-103 and 104, table 4.11-6) is 
alarming.  Getting to work and school, doing errands will become a nightmare.  Route 22 in the 
Northern Peninsula region will not handle the volume of traffic expected.  The quality of life will be 
severely impacted by this action.

Comment noted.  Section 4.11.3 Suggested Transportation Network Improvements presents measures to 
alleviate traffic impacts included in the Draft BRAC Facilities, Infrastructure, and Environmental/HTRW 
Planning Study (USACE Baltimore 2006) and the Maryland Department of Planning BRAC study (MDP 
2006b).

.
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148 Deer Creek Water may be limited in withdrawal even with a 3 MGD permit since on average days 
only 1.02 MGD is used now.  There have been problems in the past with the permit.  Rules 
regarding this should be checked with the SRBC.

Water users have a designated amount under the water use permit and an authorized withdrawal 
amount.  The user can only withdraw, up to the permitted amount, what they have an alternate source for 
(i.e., 1:1 basis).  APG's 1.5 MGD authorized withdrawal amount is based on a 1.5 MGD supply contract 
they have with Harford County.  In order to meet the projected increase in demand under BRAC they (or 
City of Aberdeen) would need to increase their backup amount or identify an additional source for 
backup.  Based on background information provided by the County, the County has included this 
projected increase (an additional 1.5 MGD) in their water planning.

.

151 Frederick Ward Associates (FWA) is writing this letter as a response specifically to the 
Transportation subsection for the Draft EIS published in March 2007.  As you may be aware, FWA 
drafted a transportation study for the Army Alliance in November 2005.  The findings in that report 
were subsequently echoed in both State and County reports.  However the DEIS does not logically 
address all of the key intersections off-post that will be adversely impacted by the on-post growth. 

Specific intersections which should be included in the study are:
•MD-715 at US-40
•MD-7 at US-40 (east and west of MD-715)
•MD-152 at Trimble Road
•MD-152 at US-40
•MD-152 at MD-7

A)  There are other intersections that will undoubtedly be impacted by the job growth on-post.  
However, the above listed intersections, in addition to the ones already referenced in the DEIS, 
cover all of the arterial connections for access to the post.  Most notably MD-715 where more than 
five million square feet of office and lab space will distribute most of there traffic is excluded.  

B)  In fact, the MD Boulevard EUL site is inconsistently computed as existing for the on-post 
baseline, and predicted (future) for the off-post.  The MD Boulevard EUL should be calculated in a 
consistent manner with the other BRAC related growth and the C4ISR project that will share the 
MD-715 gate. 

C)  On the Southern Peninsula there was not distribution of traffic to the Magnolia Road (MD-152) 
gate and the proposed expansion of the Waste-to-Energy plant, which will serve APG growth.  The 
Wise Road (MD-755) gate is also the location of the Edgewood MARC train stop, which is presently 
being upgraded.  This improvement is not recognized in the DEIS, which will add background traffic 
to Edgewood Road and the Wise Road gate intersection.  There should also be some reference to 
the Lauderick Creek EUL that will exclusively use the Wise Road gate.

D)  In closing, we would recommend revising the DEIS to address the intersections that connect 
commuting traffic to the arterial road network.  It is important to address these additional 
intersections due to the mixing of heavy truck traffic with automobile traffic.  Additionally, FWA 
would be pleased to assist by providing our report for the Army Alliance, as well as reports and data 
from surrounding jurisdictions.  Most of the affected off-post intersections have been analyzed in 
one form or another in recent years.

A)  The preparers of the DEIS used an area of analysis and a selection of intersections appropriate to the 
scope of the Proposed Action.  The intersections that were assessed adequately reflect the potential off-
post traffic impacts.

B)  Predicted traffic resulting from the Maryland Boulevard was mistakenly identified as having been 
included in the baseline condition for on-post traffic.  Text in section 4.11.1 edited to delete, "The Draft 
Planning Study included both the existing and predicted Maryland Boulevard EUL traffic as its baseline 
on-post traffic volume."  Text edited to state, "The on-post and off-post traffic evaluations in this section 
include the Maryland Boulevard EUL in the predicted traffic volume."

C)  The DEIS identified a potential significant impact to traffic - adding more predicted trips to the analysis 
would not result in a different outcome.  The Lauderick Creek EUL is included as a reasonably 
foreseeable future action in section 4.14 Cumulative Effects Summary.  

D)  Comment noted.

.
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USEPA Region III

142 A)  The document states on page 4 that “the EIS shows areas where potential construction and/or 
renovations may occur: however, the exact footprint, in many cases has not yet been determined.”  
The document also states on page 3-3 that “minor shifts in the mix of new construction and 
reutilized facilities would not produce drastically different environmental results.”  The document 
should include a table that describes the environmental impacts in each of the proposed 
construction areas.  More information should be provided on the specific impacts that are expected 
to occur within each area i.e. acres of wetlands, acres of forests, and linear feet of stream impacted 
etc. 

B)  Potentially each site is large enough to accommodate different build scenarios.  However, 
without building design plans it is difficult to assess what the actual environmental impacts may be.  
This does offer the opportunity for the Army to reduce impacts on site by incorporating good design 
techniques when planning the layout.

A)  We agree.  A table (Table 4.1.4.2) has been added that summarizes acres of wetlands, acres of 
forest, and linear feet of stream affected by project site.

B)  We agree.  Impact analyses now reflect the scope of the potential effects to wetlands at section 
4.8.2.2 and Table 4.14.2.  Site specific impacts are included in the FEIS.  Since publication of the DEIS, 
the Army has developed more site-specific and resource-specific impact discussions.  All efforts are 
being made to minimize impacts.

.

150 This project also presents an excellent opportunity to implement the President’s Executive Order 
13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy and transportation management by 
incorporating energy efficiency into the retrofit or construction efforts for this project.  Attached to 
this letter is information that we recommend the Army considers when planning the construction 
phase of this project.

We agree.  The Army is required to implement the EO to the extent practicable and will do so..
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Maryland Department of Planning, Clearinghouse

144 A)  This Department stated that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement provides the 
assessment of potential transportation impacts of the proposed BRAC actions at APG.  The 
assessment concludes that the proposed BRAC actions at APG will have some significant, traffic 
impacts on roadways that lead to both the APG Northern and Southern Peninsulas.  The Army and 
this Department agree that coordinated efforts by various government agencies are required to 
mitigate the transportation impacts.  A BRAC Subcabinet chaired by Lieutenant Governor Anthony 
Brown is being established to coordinate the implementation of actions, including addressing 
transportation impacts, to support the missions of BRAC actions in Maryland.

B)  The Army’s support of State and local efforts in improving roadway, transit, and pedestrian and 
bicycle access to APG would be appreciated.  It is strongly encouraged that the Army consider 
implementing Transportation Demand Management (TDM) practices to reduce single-occupancy 
vehicles traveling in/out of APG.  TDM measure (i.e. hiring a transportation coordinator to manage a 
TDM program; implementing flex work hours; encouraging car pools; using transit; improving 
pedestrian/bicycle access; and providing shuttles from/to transit stops and park and ride lots) will 
help to improve transportation access to APG.  TDM measure will also help to reduce vehicle 
emissions, and improve air quality.

A)  Comment noted.  APG has a transportation integrator working with state, county, and local officials to 
help resolve transportation and traffic issues.  Various options are being reviewed to help alleviate the 
increased demand on transportation systems on and around APG.

B)  Comment noted.

.

149 A)  The proposed BRAC actions at APG will significantly benefit the State, and local economies.  
However, the BRAC actions could also have adverse, cumulate land-use effects.  Such effects 
could impact Harford County’s agricultural and rural areas, where in recent years residential 
developments have been increasing considerably.  It is anticipated that the BRAC actions will bring 
high-end housing in these rural areas which would be particularly attractive to high-paid workers.  
Therefore, housing demands from the BRAC actions may put more growth pressures on these rural 
areas and facilitate the transformation of rural landscapes to more housing developments.  The 
DEIS should point out such cumulative, land-use effects.  Nevertheless, localities, in coordination 
with the regional and state agencies, are ultimately responsible for taking actions to reduce such 
adverse land-use effects.

B)  The Maryland Department of Business and Economic Development, and the Maryland 
Emergency Management Agency found this project to be consistent with their plans, programs, and 
objectives.

A)  We agree that localities, in coordination with the regional and state agencies, are ultimately 
responsible for taking actions to reduce such adverse land-use effects.

B)  Comment noted.

.
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Maryland Department of Planning, Historic Trust

131 The Army notified the Trust of its intent to use the DEIS documentation for Section 106 consultation 
purposes, in accordance with 36 CFR 800.8(c).  The DEIS presents summary descriptions of the 
anticipated actions, provides preliminary information on the Army’s efforts to identify and evaluate 
historic properties (including archeological and architectural resources) in the area of potential 
effects based on existing information, and offers an initial assessment of the potential impacts of 
planned BRAC Actions on historic properties at Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG).  The DEIS 
affirms that planning and engineering analyses are still underway for the proposed actions and 
states that: The EIS shows areas where potential construction and/or renovation will occur; 
however, the exact footprint, in many cases, has not yet been determined.  The DEIS 
acknowledges that the proposed BRAC actions have the potential to adversely affect historic 
properties (architectural and archeological resources), including resources that have not yet been 
identified or evaluated for eligibility in the National Register of Historic Places.  The Army confirms 
the need for ongoing coordination with the Trust to fulfill its Section 106 responsibilities for the 
planned BRAC undertakings at APG.

Based on the documentation presented in the DEIS, the Trust concurs with the Army’s 
determination that BRAC actions at APG may adversely affect historic properties While the DEIS 
contains useful information on the anticipated actions, the Army will need to provide the Trust with 
more detailed, project-specific documentation in order to fully assess the potential effects on 
historic properties, as project planning progresses.  Specifically, the Army should submit the 
following materials for each action to the Trust, when available:
•Detailed project description (new construction, alteration of existing facilities, etc.);
•Clearly identify the undertaking as a BRAC action;
•Accompany maps and plans for the action;
•The results of the Army’s efforts to identify and evaluate historic properties that may be affected by 
that action (with accompany draft survey reports and Determination of Eligibility (DOE) forms, as 
applicable);
•The Army’s assessment of effect, with appropriate justification, for that action;
•A discussion of the Army’s proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects 
on historic properties; and
•Any other relevant documentation

We encourage the Army to implement its related Section 106 consultation with the Trust and 
relevant parties early in the planning processes for these actions, to allow sufficient time to 
effectively avoid and resolve any adverse effects well in advance of construction.

We agree to continue Section 106 consultation with the Trust and relevant parties early in the planning 
processes for these actions, to allow sufficient time to effectively avoid and resolve any adverse effects 
well in advance of construction.

.
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Maryland Department of Natural Resources

126 It appears that the development activity proposed at the Aberdeen Proving Ground will be partially 
located in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. The information submitted indicates that the 
applicable Critical Area criteria are those of the Areas of Intense Development designation.  The 
Critical Area Commission staff has the following comments.  

A)  The Critical Area 10% Rule Guidance Manual explains the pollution reduction calculations for 
development within the IDA of the Critical Area.  The applicant should provide the calculations of 
Worksheet A of the manual, and document how the proposed action will meet the 10% pollution 
reduction criteria.

2.As required by the Critical Area criteria, a Buffer shall be established 100 feet landward from the 
mean high water line of tidal waters, tributary streams and tidal wetlands.  The Buffer should be 
expanded beyond 100 feet to include contiguous, sensitive areas, such as steep slopes, hydric 
soils, or highly erodible soils, whose development or disturbance may impact streams, wetland, or 
other aquatic environments.  In order to document that the Buffer has been accurately established, 
please submit a site plan with the proposed limits of disturbance, which also shows the location of 
tidal and non-tidal wetlands, topography, streams and soil types.  No new development activities 
are permitted within the 100-foot Buffer except water dependant facilities. 

3. Our records indicate that the northern peninsula site may be within a sensitive species project 
review area.  Please contact Lori Byrne with the Maryland DNR Natural Heritage Division, at (410) 
260-8573 to determine the type of habitat that may be located on this site. Once this information 
has been received from DNR, please forward a copy to our office.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project. If you have any additional 
questions please contact me (Marshall Johnson) at 410-260-3479.

A)  The development and design of the Proposed Action projects is an on-going process.  When the 
process advances to the point where regulatory procedures, e.g. providing the calculations of Worksheet 
A, are called for APG will comply with all applicable regulatory procedures and requirements.  

B)   As discussed in section 4.8.2.2, "No construction or other activities would occur in aquatic habitats 
(SAV) or within the 100-foot Critical Area buffer."   The development and design of the Proposed Action 
projects is an on-going process.  When the process advances to the point where site plans are available, 
APG will comply with all applicable regulatory procedures and requirements.

C)  Resolution of comment pending response from Maryland DNR Natural Heritage Division.

.

152 A) The State's Forest Conservation Act requires that before the issuance of a grading or sediment 
control permit, the applicant shall have an approved Forest Conservation Plan and Forest Stand 
Delineation (Nat. Res. Art. 5-1601-5-16122, Annotated Code of Maryland). The Department's 
Forest Service recommends that a forest conservation plan be submitted to the state or local 
jurisdiction with planning and zoning authority when the applicant's preliminary site plan is 
submitted for review to the local jurisdiction. The Act provides for the retention of forested areas in 
sensitive areas on the subject property as one method of mitigation.

B)  Any tree that originates within a public road right-of-way is considered a roadside tree under the 
Maryland Roadside Tree Care Law (NRA 5-406) and Regulations (COMAR 08.07.02) and any plans 
to remove, trim, or plant trees within the public right-of-way are required to obtain a permit from the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources Forest Service.

A)  We agree.  A Forest Conservation Plan and Forest Stand Delineation are discussed in the DEIS at 
section 4.8.2.2.

B)  Comment noted.

.

153 Aberdeen Proving Ground is located in Maryland's Upper Western Shore (UWS) tributary strategy 
basin, which includes the Bush and Gunpowder Rivers. The Bush and Gunpowder Rivers are 
currently on the Federal 303(d) list of impaired waters for failing to meet the goals of the Federal 
Clean Water Act due to excess nutrient and sediment levels and because the Rivers fail to support 
a full biological community. The Department of Natural Resources has developed water quality 
models that estimate nutrient and sediment loads based on the implementation of various 
management strategies. According to model output, nitrogen, phosphorus and sediment loadings 
have decreased in the UWS tributary strategy basin since 1985; however, the basin is not meeting 
its water quality goals for nutrients or sediments and substantial annual reductions will be needed to 
meet those goals. The Final EIS should provide a comprehensive assessment of the direct and 
indirect short-term and long-term nutrient and sediment impacts to the UWS tributary strategy basin 
and specifically to the Bush and Gunpowder Rivers. This project should be required to prevent any 
addition of nutrients and sediments generated by direct and indirect activities through the 
implementation of best management or low impact development efforts in the project area and 
through out the basin as part of the expected development due to increased population resulting 
from BRAC actions.

APG has a Nutrient Management Plan (2005)  in place.  To the extent practicable for military 
construction, and as fiscal and manpower resources are available, best management practices and low 
impact development techniques will be used in preparing designs the Proposed Action.  The Army, 
however, has no control over off-post development.

.
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154 The Department is concerned about the potential impacts of this project on submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SAV) in the Bush and Gunpowder Rivers and the surrounding areas. SAV beds provide 
food, shelter and foraging habitat for many species of finfish, invertebrates and water birds as well 
as serving as nursery grounds for juvenile finfish. Small fish species, as well as the juveniles of 
larger fish species seek refuge from predators in SAV. A variety of finfish food sources such as 
algae, eggs and small invertebrates are found in SAV beds. In addition to providing habitat for the 
Bay's living resources; SAV helps to improve water quality by absorbing nutrients from the water, 
removing suspended sediments from the water column, reducing re-suspension of sediments and 
by retarding shore line erosion by reducing wave energy. The Bush River has met its SAV goals for 
the past three years; however, the Gun Powder has not.

Submerged aquatic vegetation is discussed in the DEIS at sections 4.8.1.1.3 and 4.8.2.2..

155 The Department of Natural Resources has monitored water quality on the Bush and Gunpowder 
Rivers for nutrients, chlorophyll, and total suspended solids on a monthly basis from 1985 to the 
present. The Department has also collected temporally and spatially intensive data on both rivers 
from 2003 through 2005. These data could serve to establish pre-BRAC action baseline conditions 
and is available on request.

Comment noted.  As discussed in the DEIS, an agency coordination meeting was held in Aberdeen, 
Maryland on June 6, 2006.  The intent of this meeting was to address the project with key federal, state, 
and local agencies early in the EIS process.  Also in June 2006, a scoping material request and request 
for scoping comments was mailed to  Maryland DNR.  Maryland DNR's scoping response letter of July 
18, 2006 is included in Appendix A of the DEIS.

.

156 According to the DEIS, APG owns and operates a wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) serving the 
Southern Peninsula which discharges to the Bush River. Although the WWTP has adequate 
permitted capacity, the plant is not currently designed to remove nitrogen. The WWTP should be 
upgraded to perform enhanced nutrient removal to decrease the nitrogen concentration in the 
effluent as part of the BRAC actions. The DEIS also states that sewage overflows have been a 
recurring problem on APG. The Final EIS should address actions to be taken as part of the BRAC 
project to address the problem with sewage overflows.

APG is aware of the nitrogen and sewage overflow issues associated with the WWTP. The issues are not 
a result of the BRAC actions.   Adequate solutions to correct both conditions are being and will continue 
to be pursued by APG.

.

157 The DEIS states that APG contracts for its Northern Peninsula potable water supply with the City of 
Aberdeen.  Potable water to the Southern Peninsula is supplied from the Van Bibber impoundment 
on Winters Run but supply from this location is not possible during drought conditions when low 
flow permit conditions do not allow a withdrawal.  During these times in the past, potable water was 
supplied by Harford County although there is no formal agreement for the County to do so. The 
DEIS projects a 14% increase in water demand by 2012 over the current baseline use rate and that 
sufficient excess design capacity currently exists to meet the projected demand in 2012. The Final 
EIS should address the water needs of APG beyond 2012 and the impact of the expected 
development due to increased population resulting from BRAC actions on the regional water 
supply. In performing that analysis, APG should be aware that Deer Creek, which currently supplies 
water to the Northern Peninsula, is designated by the State as a Scenic River which may limit the 
potential to increase water withdrawal from Deer Creek.

Comment noted.  The discussion of environmental consequences addresses resources that could 
potentially be affected by the proposed construction projects, maintenance and operation of the proposed 
facilities, and future development associated with the presence of new organizations at APG.  The DEIS 
acknowledges that the current physical condition of many potable water system facilities is such that 
upgrades may be required to supply the projected demand.

.

158 As noted in the DEIS, APG contains significant population of both Federal and State listed rare, 
threatened and endangered species.  The Department's Wildlife and Heritage Service currently is 
reviewing the information in the DEIS regarding RTE species.  The results of their review will be 
provided to you upon its completion.

Resolution to comment pending response from the Department's Wildlife and Heritage Service..

159 Opportunities to minimize future or retrofit existing indirect impacts to water resources through 
increases in stormwater runoff and reductions in groundwater recharge exist. It is recommended 
that renovation and new project construction not only meet the standards of the Maryland 
Stormwater Design Manual, but go beyond by implementing other low impact design stormwater 
management practices. These practices can be designed to increase infiltration, such as 
bioretention ponds and rain gardens, and to encourage removing connections between rooftop 
stormwater collection points and stormwater discharge points. More information on environmentally 
sensitive building and site-design techniques that should be considered for the planning and design 
phase of this project can be found on-line at http://www.dnr.state.md.us/ed/.

We agree.  To the extent practicable for military construction, and as fiscal and manpower resources are 
available, standards of the Maryland Stormwater Design Manual and low impact design stormwater 
management techniques will be used in preparing designs for the Proposed Action.

.
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160 Other indirect impacts to water resources will arise through the increase in water use, water 
treatment and wastewater discharge as a result of the increases in population. DNR encourages 
Aberdeen Proving Ground to work closely with Harford County government to address these 
concerns through the enhanced comprehensive planning process required by HB1141 legislation 
passed in 2006. HB1141 requires plans to incorporate a water resources element by 2009. This 
plan identifies expansion of water supply and treatment services. These expansions and 
assessments of capacity should be weighted against demands and potential water quality impacts 
of projected growth. Guidelines will be released in 2007 that fully articulate how the water resource 
element should be incorporated. However, this plan could perform a preliminary analysis on the 
balance between projected supply and demand for 2020 and the potential water quality impacts to 
the Bay.

We agree that APG should work with Harford County and other units of government to address issues of 
water use, water treatment, and wastewater discharge.

.

161 State identified Green Infrastructure has been identified within the planning area and outside of the 
planning area. Maryland's Green Infrastructure is a network of interconnected hubs (large patches 
of forests and wetlands) that are connected to each other by corridors. Conserving the Green 
Infrastructure Network is a State priority because these lands are critical to protecting the State's 
biodiversity and provide the bulk of the State's natural support system. Within the Green 
Infrastructure Network are land areas that are ideal for restoration that are identified as "Gaps". 
These gaps, if restored, have a significant benefit for strengthening the Green Infrastructure 
Network.

Comment noted..

162 Impacts to existing Green Infrastructure in the BRAC project areas appear to be evaluated in the 
EIS and few impacts were noted. Although there are very few direct impacts to Green 
Infrastructure, the future condition of these resources could be addressed. Measures to protect 
Green Infrastructure resources on Aberdeen Proving Grounds should be put in place through the 
facility and land management plan. Restoration efforts, either implemented voluntarily or through 
mitigation efforts should be focused on restoring the gaps identified within the Green Infrastructure 
and on other sensitive areas, such as waterways and riparian zones, needing restoration. More 
information on the Green Infrastructure Assessment can be found at: 
http://www.dnr.state.md.us/greenwavs/gilcidoc/gidoc.html.   Other on-line Green Infrastructure 
Assessment resources include interactive mapping services (httu://www.mdmerlin.net/) and GIS 
data download options (http://www.dnr.state.md.us/gis/)

We agree that there are very few direct impacts to Green Infrastructure.  Revisions to, or implementation 
of, facility and land management plans are outside the scope of the Proposed Action.  Mitigation required 
as a result of impacts of the Proposed Action is discussed in the DEIS in section 4.15.

.
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Harford County - Office of Economic Development

140 RE:  BRAC position numbers

Harford County Government has been using the total number of net new BRAC positions coming to 
APG as 8,200.   The DEIS indicates that there is "a net gain of 4,403 personnel coming to APG."  
Furthermore, the Maryland Department of Business and Economic Development's recent 2005 
BRAC State of Maryland Impact Analysis 2006-2020 Executive Summary states there are between 
8,000 - 9,000 jobs coming into APG.   Therefore, the number used in the Draft EIS is only half of 
what has been known to Harford County and the State of Maryland.   The current 4,403 number 
stated in the DEIS  has significant impact regarding off-Post infrastructure planning needs on 
Harford County and Cecil County as part of the Primary Region of Influence, as well as, 
surrounding counties and city indicated as part of the Secondary Region of Influence.     

The 8,200 number used by Harford County Government was generated by the BRAC 
Transformation Office and has been used publicly by the Garrison.   Why isn't the 8,200 number 
used in the DEIS study?

The DEIS, in Table 2.2.2, identifies 8,774 new positions to be staffed at APG.  Table 2.2.2 also identifies 
a loss of 4,371 current positions from APG.  The result (8,774 minus 4,371) is -net- increase of 4,403 
positions.

The State of Maryland and the DEIS are consistent in citing over 8,000 new positions to be staffed at 
APG.  The EIS recogonizes that the mix of military personnel vs. civilian personnel at APG will change 
with implementation of the BRAC actions.  This will result in a functionally different mix of pay grades and 
commuter origins and destinations.  Assumptions were made in the economic modeling (EIFS) and 
analysis and traffic anaylsis to account for these differences.

.

141 RE:   Traffic and Transportation Analysis

A)  The EUL impacts, both at the APG Northern and Southern Peninsulas, were not taken into 
account when traffic counts and analyses were conducted. 

B)  Additionally there is significant growth that will occur in the Perryman peninsula area that will 
directly support the APG BRAC Actions and this impact was not taken into consideration regarding 
the traffic counts and further transportation analysis that is off-Post.

 A)  In section 4.11.2 Consequences, the EIS states, "Much of the on-post and gate traffic information is 
drawn directly from the Draft Planning Study.  The study analyzed potential impacts resulting from the 
Proposed Action, and included predicted traffic volumes for the Maryland Boulevard EUL project, an APG 
project unrelated to this BRAC EIS."  Because the Lauderick Creek EUL was removed from consideration 
as part of the Proposed Action, traffic counts resulting from its implementation were not included.

B)  The Maryland Boulevard EUL,  Lauderick Creek EUL, and continued development along interstates, 
highways, and roads around the installation are also identified and assessed as reasonably foreseeable 
future actions that would contribute to traffic effects in section 4.14 Cumulative Effects Summary.  
Detailed analysis of off-post traffic engineering is the responsibility of local and State agencies.

.

Harford County - Health Department

143 Follow best management practices and comply with all environmental regulations, as specified in 
the DEIS, during building demolitions, site development, and construction of facilities.

Comment noted.  As stated in section 1.5 Regulatory Framework for Realignment, "In addressing 
environmental considerations, APG is guided by relevant statutes (and their implementing regulations) 
and Executive Orders (EO) that establish standards and provide guidance on environmental and natural 
resources management and planning."

.
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U.S. Department of Interior

127 A)  Aesthetics and Visual Resources.  The Department is not familiar with the Aberdeen Proving 
Ground Installation Design Guide (IDG), with which the DEIS states that construction of all new 
buildings, structures, landscape, and parking areas shall be in accordance. Pertinent information 
from this document should be included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

B)  The DEIS states that “A long-term beneficial impact would occur with landscape plantings 
associated with installation design guidelines and design objectives for new building construction.” 
We are supportive, provided the guidelines specify planting species native to Maryland, promoting 
native pollinators, and enhancing infiltration with rain gardens. Please clarify the landscape design 
specifications, and if needed, amend them to current conservation standards such as the “Draft 
Conservation Landscaping for Federal Facilities: A Guide to Beneficial Landscaping in the 
Chesapeake Bay Watershed,” developed by the multi-agency Chesapeake Bay Program. We 
recognize that the Department of the Army is an active partner in implementing the restoration 
goals of the Chesapeake Bay Program.

C)  The DEIS does state, on page 4-54, that temporarily disturbed areas would be vegetated with 
project-specific landscape plans, and that “only regionally native trees and shrubs suitable for the
site would be planted.” We advise vigilance in writing and enforcing contract specifications for 
native plant species of Maryland (not regional Mid-Atlantic species).

For questions or further coordination concerning these comments, please contact Ms. Janet 
Norman at the FWS Chesapeake Bay Field Office, Annapolis, Maryland, phone 410-573-4533.

A)  The Aberdeen Proving Ground Installation Design Guide is incorporated by reference in the DEIS and 
will be included in the Administrative Record.  The IDG provides guidance for the improvement of APG's 
visual environment and sets standards and criteria that are integrated into construction and renovation 
activities at APG.

B)  To the extent practicable for military construction, and as fiscal and manpower resources are 
available, conservation standards such as the Draft Conservation Landscaping for Federal Facilities:  A 
Guide to Beneficial Landscaping in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed will be implemented.

C)  Comment noted.

.

128 A)  Water and Biological Resources.  Increased impervious surface area from new buildings and 
roadways will present challenges for maintaining water infiltration and managing stormwater. New 
development on APG should not increase the contaminant load to nearby rivers and wetlands, and 
decrease biotic integrity of the aquatic community. A recent study of parking lot sealants (Mahler et 
al. 2005) found that a previously unidentified source of urban polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs), parking lot sealcoat, may dominate loading of PAHs to urbanized water bodies in the 
United States. One type of sealant tested, coal-tar based seal coat, was found to have the greatest 
runoff loads of PAHs. Alternatives to reduce impervious surface of parking lots, such as the use of 
porous pavers, should be used throughout the new construction designs at APG. In addition, the 
Department recommends a ban on the use of coal-tar sealants on the installation.

B)  These parking lot recommendations could serve to meet the Army’s “requirements for 
minimizing watershed disturbance and adverse affects on water quality” within the state designated 
Critical Area (mentioned on page 4-13, Anadromous Fish spawning waters), as well as on other 
lands that drain into the Chesapeake Bay.

C)  APG should also strongly consider using green roof technology to lessen the impact of its 
impervious surfaces, and to cool buildings to save on energy consumption. Fortunately, the 
Baltimore-Washington area has a strong base of contracting expertise in this field, with many 
Federal, municipal and private companies installing green roofs in recent years. A listing of area 
projects is available at www.greenroofs.com. The Washington, DC, area was second in the entire 
country for most green roof projects in 2006.

For questions or further coordination concerning these comments, please contact Ms. Janet 
Norman at the FWS Chesapeake Bay Field Office, Annapolis, Maryland, phone 410-573-4533.

A) Section 4.15.2 discusses BMPs.  To the extent practicable for military construction, and as fiscal and 
manpower resources are available, conservation measures such as pursuing alternatives to reduce 
impervious surface of parking lots, such as the use of porous pavers, should be used throughout the new 
construction designs at APG.  In addition, alternatives to coal tar sealants will be investigated.

B)  Comment noted.

C)  Comment noted.

.
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129 A)  Potential Impacts to Federally listed Species.  The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a 
federally threatened species and is locally abundant at the U.S. Army Aberdeen Proving Ground 
(APG). To address the growing bald eagle population and compliance with the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA), the Army in collaboration with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) developed the 
APG Bald Eagle Management Plan (BEMP) to protect nesting and communal roosting bald eagles. 
The BEMP is part of the installation’s comprehensive Integrated Natural Resources Management 
Plan, developed under the Sikes Act to protect and manage natural resources on Department of 
Defense (DoD) lands.

B)  The Army continues to coordinate and consult with the FWS to ensure DOD mission objectives 
are in compliance with ESA regulations to protect listed species, such as the bald eagle. The recent 
BRAC initiative will result in new construction, renovation, and re-use of existing infrastructure. At 
this time, it does not appear that either BRAC missions or their resulting land use changes will 
negatively impact habitats of nesting or communal roosting bald eagles at APG.

C)  The FWS anticipates delisting the bald eagle as a protected species under ESA in 2007, which 
then will no longer involve federal coordination under Section 7. However, the bald eagle will 
continue to be protected under other federal regulations such as the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (BGEPA) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

For questions or further coordination concerning these comments, please contact Ms. Janet 
Norman at the FWS Chesapeake Bay Field Office, Annapolis, Maryland, phone 410-573-4533.

A)  Comment noted.

B) Comment noted.

C)  Comment noted.

.

130 A)  The addition of approximately 4,403 personnel at the installation, raising the total estimated 
APG personnel level to 21, 008 after the proposed action, will have consequences for APG lands 
and waters beyond the construction of buildings. Some of these new personnel will take advantage 
of consumptive and non-consumptive recreational opportunities outdoors at APG. In order to better 
integrate the workforce to the unique APG environment on which they perform their duties, 
construction planning should also consider the human scale of daily interactions with the outdoor 
world. Walking paths connecting buildings, native gardens and lunch tables, fishing piers, and 
biking and walking trails along the water or forest’s edge can all enhance the employees 
understanding of the lands they are tasked with protecting and using in their mission. These 
elements are critical in the design and layout of new buildings, and not an afterthought to be the 
sole responsibility of Morale, Welfare and Recreation after all the design plans are completed.

B)  Outdoors experiences have been shown to reduce stress and promote better health and 
creative development in children and adults. The Department recommends that additional 
opportunities for disabled hunting, fishing, and nature walks be created as part of the restructuring 
construction, as many veterans often move into civilian defense contracting positions, such as 
those generated at APG.

For questions or further coordination concerning these comments, please contact Ms. Janet 
Norman at the FWS Chesapeake Bay Field Office, Annapolis, Maryland, phone 410-573-4533.

A)  Comment noted.   The Installation Design Guide provides guidance for the improvement of APG's 
aesthetic environment and sets standards and criteria that are integrated into construction and renovation 
activities at APG.

B)  Comment noted.

.

Page 12Draft EIS  -



Not Applicable to the EIS
Not Applicable to the EIS
Not Applicable to the EIS
Not Applicable to the EIS

Request for Detail
Request for Detail
Request for Detail
Request for Detail ScopingScopingScopingScopingComment

Land UseLand UseLand UseLand Use
Geology and Soils
Geology and Soils
Geology and Soils
Geology and Soils Air QualityAir QualityAir QualityAir Quality NoiseNoiseNoiseNoise Water ResourcesWater ResourcesWater ResourcesWater Resources

Biological Resources
Biological Resources
Biological Resources
Biological Resources

Cultural resources
Cultural resources
Cultural resources
Cultural resources

Asthetics and Visual Res.
Asthetics and Visual Res.
Asthetics and Visual Res.
Asthetics and Visual Res. SocioeconomicsSocioeconomicsSocioeconomicsSocioeconomics TransportationTransportationTransportationTransportation UtilitiesUtilitiesUtilitiesUtilities

Hazardous and Toxic Sub.
Hazardous and Toxic Sub.
Hazardous and Toxic Sub.
Hazardous and Toxic Sub. Response

Cumulative Effects
Cumulative Effects
Cumulative Effects
Cumulative EffectsBRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC ActionsBRAC Actions EULEULEULEUL

Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified
Both or Not Specified

Harford County - Department of Public Works

132 The report briefly discusses the County's Well Head Protection Area.  The location of the new 
facilities is shown at the perimeter of the wells recharge area and therefore should have a minimal 
impact on the water supply, however awareness of the wells proximity along with precautions for 
future hazardous materials handling are important issues to highlight for future site planning and 
design.

Comment noted.  Protection of the Well Head Protection Area will continue to be a planning and design 
consideration.

.

133 On page 4-110, third paragraph.  The document indicates that the Deer Creek water appropriation 
is 3.5 mgd.  It is our understanding that the water appropriation permit (which requires approvals 
from both the SRBC and MDE) is limited to the amount of emergency back-up supply available to 
the City.
It is also our understanding that the amount of backup supply that is currently secured is 1.5 mgd.
 
It should be noted that the Draft EIS considers only the impact of BRAC and does not include the 
impact of the EUL development.

Water users have a designated amount under the water use permit and an authorized withdrawal 
amount.  The 3.5 MGD amount is for both the City and APG.  The user can only withdraw, up to the 
permitted amount, what they have an alternate source for (i.e., 1:1 basis).  APG's 1.5 MGD authorized 
withdrawal amount is based on a 1.5 MGD supply contract they have with Harford County.   As discussed 
in the DEIS, the City has a contracted backup amount of 0.5 MGD with the County, plus a wellfield 
capacity of up to 2 MGD.  Therefore, on paper backup supply equals 4 MGD.

Comment noted.  The Maryland Boulevard EUL and the Lauderick Creek EUL are identified and 
assessed as reasonably foreseeable future actions in section 4.14 Cumulative Effects Summary.

.

134 § 4.12.6, P. 4-113                   
 In the discussion of Incineration, it should be noted that the Harford Waste To Energy, referred to 
as the Harford County Resource Recovery Facility, is currently operating at full capacity and may 
not be able to accommodate increased loading.  Harford County is currently working with the 
Northeast Maryland Solid Waste Disposal Authority to develop additional capacity for waste 
disposal and energy production at the facility.

The statement is also made that the Harford County Waste Disposal Center (HWDC) is projected 
to handle the County's landfill needs for decades.  While the County's plan is to utilize the HWDC 
for decades, the current permitted capacity of the landfill is nearly exhausted.  The County is 
actively pursuing a permit for expansion of the landfill; however, the Maryland Department of the 
Environment has not yet made a determination regarding issuance of the required permit.  The 
increased disposal capacity at the landfill is expected to be available approximately 18 to 24 
months after the approved permit is received.

"Harford County Resource Recovery Facility" has been changed to "Harford Waste to Energy facility".  
Text edited to state, "The HWEF is currently operating at full capacity.  Harford County is currently 
working with the Northeast Maryland Solid Waste Disposal Authority to develop additional capacity for 
waste disposal and energy production at the facility."

Text edited to add, "Because the HWDC is reaching its permitted capacity, the County is actively 
pursuing permitting for expansion of the landfill."

.

135 §4.12.2.2.6, P. 4-115               
In the discussion of direct impacts from Solid Waste, the effects of the increased generation of 
solid waste by on-post activities on the available capacity of Harford County's facilities are not 
considered.  The County is currently working to increase the capacity of the pertinent facilities, but 
the availability of those facilities is dependent, in part, on regulatory approval and adequate funding.

Text edited to state, "Harford County is currently working to increase the capacity of relevant solid waste 
disposal facilities.  The availability of those facilities is dependent on regulatory approval and adequate 
funding."

.

136 § 4.12.2.2.7, P. 4-116              
In the discussion of indirect impacts, the effects of increased solid waste generation by increased 
off-post residential and non-residential  development are not considered.   Harford County is 
working to quantify and address the increased loading on the solid waste disposal system.  This 
increase will have a permanent impact on required facilities.

Text edited to state, "Increased solid waste generation by increased off-post residential and non-
residential  development would result in a long-term impact to the regional solid waste disposal system.

.

137 Table 14.14.1, P. 4-132          
The portion of the table addressing Utilities only mentions impacts to solid waste disposal capacity 
from facility demolition, and states that all utilities have sufficient capacity for the Proposed Action.  
Harford County's current solid waste management program does not have adequate capacity to 
address the long-term impacts of the Proposed Action.  Harford County is working to develop the 
necessary capacity at the Harford Waste Disposal Center landfill and the Harford Waste To Energy 
plant; however, the availability of increased capacity at those facilities depends on regulatory 
approvals and adequate funding.

Table text edited to state, "Existing regional solid waste disposal system does not have adequate 
capacity to address the long-term impacts of the Proposed Action.  Additional capacity within this system 
is dependent on regulatory approval and adequate funding.

.
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138 I find that what they have generated is acceptable according to typical traffic impact analysis 
standards for the Maryland State Highway Administration.  They analyzed the intersections using 
the critical lane volume (CLV) and they generated and distributed traffic in accordance with the ITE 
Trip Generation Manual.  Based upon their analysis and an even distribution of traffic between the 
two Aberdeen Area main gates, they have determined that impacts were not significant and could 
be handled with intersection upgrades only, primarily at the following MD22 intersections:
Post Road, US40 and MD462. 
 
A few areas of concern are noted as follows:
 
A)  The document repeatedly says that the EUL is a separate issue and not part of this EIS, but 
then it states on page 4-92 that the off-post evaluation includes the Maryland Boulevard EUL traffic 
volumes.  When looking at the off-post estimated traffic volumes and LOS impacts, it is evident that 
they did not include the EUL volumes as this would have more then doubled the anticipated 
increase in traffic (from an estimated increase of 1,255 PM trips at the MD 715 gate to an estimated 
increase of 2,410 trips).
 
B)  Analysis of any new developments in this area without including EUL and the Perryman 
peninsula is short-sighted and will not give a true and complete impact of the new development.
 
C)  The MD715 analysis stops at Old Philadelphia Road.  This should be extended to include, at the 
very minimum, the US40 / MD715 and the US40 /
MD7 intersections.
 
D)  The EIS identifies the Maryland Department of Planning's BRAC study and all of the projects 
supported by that study including the MD715 extension, MD22 widening, and the MD543 and 
MD136 upgrades; but they are being mentioned in the context of the EIS study, not as a 
recommendation.  If the study supports the MDP's suggested improvements based upon long term 
build-out of APG with EUL, then it should state that in the text.  
 
E)  Critical Lane Volume was utilized as an analysis method as part of this study for an intersection 
LOS.  Although not required by the Maryland SHA, Harford County prefers to use the Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM) when we require the analysis of an intersection.  The HCM will provide a 
LOS for each directional approach to an intersection and, as a result, give a better idea of what the 
specific impacts are.

Note that the DEIS identified significant adverse impacts to traffic in section 4.11.2.2.

A)  The Draft BRAC Facilities, Infrastructure, and Environmental/HTRW Planning Study (USACE 
Baltimore 2006) that the EIS authors used a primary source for traffic analysis included the development 
of the Maryland Boulevard EUL.

B)   Comment noted.

C)   The preparers of the DEIS used an area of analysis for the traffic assessment appropriate to the 
scope of the Proposed Action to include both the Northern and Southern Peninsulas.

D)  Based on the analysis performed by the preparers of the DEIS, it is not in the scope of the DEIS to 
take a position on MDP's recommendations.

E)  Comment noted.

.
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The Army Alliance, Inc.

139 The number of jobs used as the basis of calculation in the Draft EIS is only half that used in other 
public statements.  The DEIS identifies a net of 4,400 positions coming to APG.  The State of 
Maryland and the APG Garrison have widely used and published a figure of 8,200 positions. 
 
Why does the DEIS not use the more commonly accepted number?  
 
What is the impact on the EIS conclusions and recommendations when the more accurate figure is 
used?

The DEIS, in Table 2.2.2, identifies 8,774 new positions to be staffed at APG.  Table 2.2.2 also identifies 
a loss of 4,371 current positions from APG.  The result (8,774 minus 4,371) is a -net- increase of 4,403 
positions.

The State of Maryland and the DEIS are consistent in citing over 8,000 new positions to be staffed at 
APG.  The EIS recogonizes that the mix of military personnel vs. civilian personnel at APG will change 
with implementation of the BRAC actions.  This will result in a functionally different mix of pay grades and 
commuter origins and destinations.  Assumptions were made in the economic modeling (EIFS) and 
analysis and traffic anaylsis to account for these differences.

.

Harford County - Department of Planning and Zoning

145 Include commitments of Chesapeake 2000 Agreement; use of Low Impact Development Practices; 

Description of impacts to wetlands was very general.

To the extent practicable for military construction, and as fiscal and manpower resources are available, 
provisions of the Chesapeake 2000 agreement and low impact development techniques will be used in 
carrying out the Proposed Action.

Comment noted.  Impact analyses now reflect the scope of the potential effects to wetlands at section 
4.8.2.2 and Table 4.14.2.  Site specific impacts are included in the FEIS.  Since publication of the DEIS, 
the Army has developed more site-specific and resource-specific impact discussions.

.
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Maryland Department of Transportation

163 The combination of the direct impacts to the transportation system as a result of the mandated job 
growth by 2011, the EUL’s and the indirect impacts associated with this growth will, in many cases, 
cause a degradation in the quality of the transportation system in terms of delay, congestion, and 
safety.  Therefore, capital and operational improvements to Maryland highways and transit systems 
will be needed to mitigate the traffic impacts of the preferred alternative.  Typically, during the 
NEPA process, traffic and environmental mitigating actions to lessen the negative impacts of the 
project are identified and included as a part of the project.  These traffic mitigation projects and 
their timing and impacts should be identified in the document.  In addition, funding sources for 
these highway and transit improvements, including but not limited to Defense Access Road (DAR) 
funds , should be identified in the document.

The EIS describes the current regional transportation system serving APG.  It indicates that current 
transit usage has little impact on reducing negative traffic impacts near APG.  Although it is not possible 
to accurately predict the future transit ridership (Maryland Department of Planning BRAC Study, 2006), it 
should be noted that ridership would have to substantially increase to minimally reduce the volume of 
privately owned vehicles entering APG.  Potential mitigation measures are discussed in section 4.11.3, 
and include agreement by the Army to participate with state and regional agencies to further study and 
implement future transportation and transit improvements, including increased use of mass transit 
alternatives.  The Army agrees to work with the state and regional agencies to address alternative 
funding mechanisms for these capital and operational improvements, including the Defense Access 
Roads program.   

The Defense Access Roads (DAR) program, authorized in 23 U.S.C. 210, provides a means by which the 
federal government may pay its fair share of the cost of highway improvements needed for adequate 
highway service to defense and defense-related installations.  Administered jointly with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), the DAR program provides a means for DoD to work with state and 
local authorities who execute the projects.  Funding for DAR projects is obtained through Military 
Construction Program funds appropriated by Congress.  APG will coordinate with MDOT to identify future 
transportation projects that may be funded under the DAR program to mitigate the traffic impacts due to 
BRAC implementation.

.

164 The document's evaluation of the transportation impacts to both highway and transit systems and 
needed mitigation, both within and outside the base, remains unfinished.

The transportation section of the EIS addresses direct and indirect impacts to on- and off-post regional 
traffic resulting from the Proposed Action.  The impacts were evaluated using the data from regional 
highway and transit systems available during preparation of the EIS.  The impacts include a worsening of 
the LOS at selected intersections near APG.  To address these impacts, the EIS provides examples 
mitigation activities and recommendations for transportation improvements provided in Army and 
Maryland Department of Planning studies.  The Army commits to participation with state and regional 
agencies to review transit alternatives, including shuttle service for APG employees from mass transit 
hubs.

.

165 The DEIS does not adequately attempt to predict the Indirect and Cumulative Effects (ICE) of the 
changes in demographics on and around the base.  The influx of the jobs and development 
associated with the Enhanced Use Leases will undoubtedly bring about land use and travel 
changes (and its associated socio-economic and natural environmental impacts) leading to the 
installation that have not been adequately accounted for.  Specific traffic and environmental 
mitigation must be identified in the Final EIS.

The Socioeconomics section of the EIS provides detailed descriptions of the likely socioeconomic 
demographic changes and impacts resulting from the Proposed Action.  The Biological Resources 
section evaluates likely impacts to the natural environment from the Proposed Action.   The 
Transportation section of the EIS considers the traffic impacts from both the Maryland Road EUL and the 
Proposed Action.  The Lauderick Creek EUL has been removed from the Proposed Action and was not 
evaluated in the EIS.  The cumulative impacts from the Proposed Action and the Maryland Road EUL are 
addressed in the EIS.

.

166 All transportation discussion and analysis are weighted towards highway impacts with minimal 
discussion concerning potential public transportation impacts or recommendation for needed transit 
to support the BRAC growth.

Existing public transportation options are described in the EIS. No firm planned transit alternatives were 
provided by state agencies.  Transit planning and mitigation remain the primary responsibility of state 
agencies.

.

167 There is no identification of specific transit impacts and corresponding mitigation 
recommendations.  Please identify this in the DEIS.

Existing public transportation options are described in the EIS and indicate minimal use of regional transit 
to APG.  Given the low ridership volume and minimal impact of the BRAC actions on current transit 
systems, the predicted future impacts are minimal.  Interviews with transit officials revealed no current 
planned transit alternatives that would reduce the impacts on transportation networks.  The Army will 
participate with state and regional agencies to further study transportation and transit planning 
alternatives.  Some alternatives are described in the EIS as provided in Army and Maryland Department 
of Planning reports.

.

168 The transit recommendations given are broad and not tied to any proposed numbers/ridership 
projections, as evidenced by their listing below (DEIS pp. 4-107 to 108):
• Improve regional bus and/or rail service from Baltimore
• Increase MARC service
• Investigate relocation of Aberdeen MARC station
• Investigation potential MARC maintenance & striate facility
• Construction Middle River multi-modal station
• Commuter rail into Cecil Co.
• Expand local bus service in the US 40 corridor
• Explore shuttle service to base from Aberdeen MARC station"

The transportation section of the EIS describes current MARC ridership to and from APG.  The ridership 
numbers provided by MARC are small and were not a factor in the evaluation of impacts from the 
Proposed Action.  APG is committed to interaction with state and regional transit authorities to address 
the viability of potential future transportation and transit alternatives, including shuttle services.

.
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169 No mention of funding contributions towards needed transportation improvements as a result of 
BRAC expansion related to APG.

The Defense Access Roads (DAR) program, authorized in 23 U.S.C. 210, provides a means by which the 
federal government may pay its fair share of the cost of highway improvements needed for adequate 
highway service to defense and defense-related installations. Administered jointly with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), the DAR program provides a means for DoD to work with state and 
local authorities who execute the projects.  Funding for DAR projects is obtained through Military 
Construction Program funds appropriated by Congress.  APG will coordinate with MDOT to identify future 
transportation projects that may be funded under the DAR program to mitigate the traffic impacts due to 
BRAC implementation.

.

170 There needs to be more upfront discussion regarding proposed security measures and the need for 
seamless transit connections at he gates between on-Post and off-Post transit services.

All entrance/exit gates on APG have planned renovations to enhance security, reduce waiting times, and 
provide smoother traffic flow on and off post.  The Maryland Blvd Gate will undergo extensive changes, 
including a larger number of incoming security inspection lanes as well as a new visitor pass center.  The 
Army is committed to participation with state and regional agencies to plan and integrate transit options, 
including shuttle services at some gate locations.  For security reasons, the EIS will not discuss existing 
or planned security processes or procedures related to vehicular access to APG.

.

171 No mention of financial impact to local and State funding sources. The Defense Access Roads (DAR) program, authorized in 23 U.S.C. 210, provides a means by which the 
federal government may pay its fair share of the cost of highway improvements needed for adequate 
highway service to defense and defense-related installations. Administered jointly with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), the DAR program provides a means for DoD to work with state and 
local authorities who execute the projects.
Funding for DAR projects is obtained through Military Construction Program funds appropriated by 
Congress.  APG will coordinate with MDOT to identify future transportation projects that may be funded 
under the DAR program to mitigate the traffic impacts due to BRAC implementation.

.

172 p ES-7, The first paragraph states that “coordinated efforts will be needed to evaluate and maintain 
roadway integrity, intersection optimization, and roadway improvements”.  There needs to be 
mention of the surrounding transit system here as well.

The Defense Access Roads (DAR) program, authorized in 23 U.S.C. 210, provides a means by which the 
federal government may pay its fair share of the cost of highway improvements needed for adequate 
highway service to defense and defense-related installations. Administered jointly with the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), the DAR program provides a means for DoD to work with state and 
local authorities who execute the projects.
Funding for DAR projects is obtained through Military Construction Program funds appropriated by 
Congress.  APG will coordinate with MDOT to identify future transportation projects that may be funded 
under the DAR program to mitigate the traffic impacts due to BRAC implementation.

.

173 p ES-14, Table ES-2 (Summary of Potential Environmental Consequences): There is no mention of 
transit within the entire table.

Comment Noted..

174 Pg 9, Table EIS-2, Concern that the land use impacts are not adequately assessed given that the 
influx of the jobs and development associated with the Enhanced Use Leases will undoubtedly 
bring about land use changes (and its associated socio-economic and natural environmental 
impacts) leading to the installation that have not been adequately accounted for. Page 4-69 
mentions the “IMPLAN (Impact Analysis for Planning) economic model was used for this economic 
impact analysis.  The 4,400 additional jobs should be used to estimate potential induced land use 
growth to the APG expansion.

Section 2 of the EIS provides descriptions of the current planned new construction and renovations on-
post necessary to accommodate the incoming staff.  The Socioeconomics section of the EIS provides 
detailed descriptions of the likely socioeconomic impacts, including housing demand, likely to result from 
the Proposed Action.  The Transportation section of the EIS considers the traffic impacts from both the 
Maryland Road EUL and the Proposed Action.  The Lauderick Creek EUL has been removed from the 
Proposed Action:  The potential impacts from the Lauderick Creek EUL development were not included in 
this EIS.

.

175 p 1-7
• Figure 1.1-1 is not referenced in the text of the document.  Consider referencing this in the 
document and include other State routes, such as principle arterials and minor arterials, not just US 
routes.
• The symbology for Cities is incorrect for the larger map.  These locations are unincorporated 
communities.
• The map is missing the segment of I-695 south of I-95

Comment Noted..

176 On page 1-7, it is stated, “Once the Lauderick Creek EUL development process matures to the 
point of environmental analysis, is will be assessed in a separate NEPA document.”  When will the 
Lauderick Creek EUL be available for review?

If prepared, any NEPA documentation for the Lauderick Creek EUL will be advertised in local and 
regional newspapers of record.  The public will be available to read the document(s).

.

177 p 4-92, Beginning in the second paragraph and throughout the document there are references to 
the Draft Planning Study as the source of numbers for trips to and from APG.  Please note when 
this study is anticipated to be complete.  The final EIS for APG should reference the final study.

If the Draft Planning Study is finalized prior to the publication of the Final APG BRAC EIS, the reference 
will be changed.

.
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178 p 4-92, As previously stated in the second paragraph the Maryland Boulevard Enhanced Use Lease 
(EUL) is not part of the Proposed Action, however, this paragraph appears to state that EUL traffic 
is included in the off-Post evaluations.  The analysis of transportation impacts appears to be based 
on a study that includes EUL numbers, but these numbers are not actually specified.  Please 
include these numbers in a table in the Appendix.

The data will be provided in text as a table 4.11.1..

179 p 4-92, Paragraph 6 states that “the most recent data” from the MSHA was used to survey off-Post 
traffic patterns.  The reference section does not appear to contain a reference for MSHA traffic 
data.  Please include this reference and the date for the data used for the traffic analysis of current 
conditions.

The text revised to "Data to survey off-post traffic patterns for Harford County’s network of highways and 
roads was downloaded in July 2006 from the Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) website at 
http://www.sha.state.md.us/tmsreports."

.

180 Page 4-100, states that much of the on-Post and gate traffic impact information is drawn directly 
from the Draft Planning Study.  We have concerns that this information is subject to change.

Comment Noted..

181 p 4-98, Please provide information on the traffic entering the main gates on the northern peninsula.  
The Existing Conditions section only includes traffic volumes entering the southern peninsula at the 
two main gates.

Table G-5 in Appendix G provides these data..

182 p 4-99, The first paragraph, end of the 3rd sentence – add the following wording “but only Route 2 
connects to the APG Southern Peninsula area and without a direct connection to the Edgewood 
MARC Station nor the adjacent APG gate.  It does, however serve the housing area along McCann 
St (APG grounds), but at a rate of only once an hour.”; 4th sentence – reword as follows” “In 
addition, the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) operates a commuter bus Route 420) to and 
from Baltimore along U.S. 40.

Text will revised to "Only Route 2 connects to APG’s Southern Peninsula and does not have a direct 
connection to the Edgewood MARC Station or the adjacent APG gate.  It does, however serve the 
housing area along McCann Street at a rate of once an hour."

.

183 p 4-99, in the 2nd paragraph, second sentence – replace “five” with “three” Ttext will be revised as suggested..

184 p 4-99, There should be a figure showing the existing transit service adjacent to APG, similar to 
Figures 4.11-1 and 4.11-2 (Major State Highways).

Comment Noted..

185 p 4-100, Please provide more information regarding the Draft Planning Study, including lead agency. Page 8-6 References provides details requested..

186 p 4-102, Table 4.11.4 shows that the Proposed Action would result in the generation of 17,604 daily 
trips, with 2,088 inbound trips during the AM peak period and 2,225 outbound trips during the PM 
peak period.  How will these trips be applied to each of the three gates:  the Harford Gate (MD 
22/Hardord Blvd), the Maryland Gate (MD 715/Short Lane or Maryland Boulevard) and the 
Aberdeen Gate (Bel Air Blvd.)?

New inbound/outbound trips were allocated to the northern and southern gates proportionally to the 
existing percentage split.

.

187 p 4-102, Table 4.11.4: Is there any modal split data from the USACE Baltimore 2005 source or any 
other sources, that would help to determine estimated transit tips as a result of the BRAC Action?

No..

188 p 4-102, The document says that existing trips are split 50/50 between Harford Boulevard and 
Maryland Boulevard.  Specify in the text that the DEIS recommends utilization of the Aberdeen Gap 
to alleviate predicted traffic volumes.

Use of the Aberdeen Gate is not part of the proposed action.  APG officials are considering whether 
continued use of the Aberdeen gate meets safety and security requirements.

.

189 p 4-105, The Suggested Improvements section recommends utilizing the Aberdeen Gate for 
incoming traffic in the AM peak and outgoing traffic in the PM peak.  Please indicate how utilization 
of this gate affects predicted traffic volumes.  If utilization of the Aberdeen Gate were deemed 
necessary, please identify when the installation of the necessary security processing facilities will 
take place.

The suggested use of the Aberdeen Gate is offered as a potential local traffic mitigation, however no 
studies have been done to validate the suggestion.  APG officials are considering whether continued use 
of the Aberdeen gate meets safety and security requirements.

.

190 4-106, In the section that begins, “For APG’s Northern Peninsula,” the Army suggests improving 
two intersections along MD22 (Aberdeen Throughway), Post Road and the ramps at US 40.  What 
are the specific recommendations for the geometric improvement?

The DEIS does not make any recommendations for any geometric alterations at any off post intersection..

191 p 4-106, Section 4.11-3 one of the on-Post suggestions is to re-route traffic onto Rodman Road to 
remove the Maryland Boulevard EUL traffic from Maryland Boulevard.  What is the anticipated EUL 
traffic volume that will be removed from Maryland Boulevard?

No specific traffic rerouting studies have been conducted by APG..
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192 p 4-107, The first bullet states that, “Maryland is in the process of studying the implementation of 
improvements including “managed lanes” for Section 200 and 300 of I-95…” Suggest rewording to 
read “The Maryland Transportation Authority (MdTA) is currently conducting a project planning 
study for I-95 Section 200 from north of MD 43 to north of MD 22.  One of the alternatives under 
consideration, the Express Toll Lanes (ETL’s) Alternative, includes ETL’s from north of MD 43 to 
MD 543."

Text will be revised as suggested..

193 p 4-107, In the last bullet revise the end of the first sentence as follows “…from both the existing 
and proposed new Aberdeen MARC stations.”; simplify the second sentence as follows: “…service 
on and off-Post which would utilize current technologies helping to reduce dwell times.”; remove the 
ending of the third sentence after the word “service”.

Text revised to "Develop proximate and efficient transfer to base grounds from the existing and the 
proposed new Aberdeen MARC stations.  Explore a secure shuttle distribution service on and off post 
that would utilize current technologies to help reduce dwell times.  Improve and/or develop bicycle and 
pedestrian access at the station, between the station and base, and at the secure transfer point to on-
base circulator service."

.

194 p 4-124, Section 4.14 – Cumulative Effects Summary, the DEIS does not adequately attempt to 
predict the Indirect and Cumulative Effects of the changes in demographics on and around the 
base.  The influx of the jobs and development associated with the Enhanced Use Leases will 
undoubtedly bring about land use and travel changes (and its associated socio-economic and 
natural environmental impacts) leading to the installation that have not been adequately accounted 
for.

Comment Noted..

195 p 4-124, Figure G-12, Northern Peninsula – Predicted New Trips Off post – AM (PM) Peak, on page 
15 of Appendix G, shows minimal southbound trips using West Bel Air Ave (MD 132) toward the 
Aberdeen Gate.  What would be the trips generated along MD 132 if APG utilizes the Aberdeen 
Gate for incoming Traffic in the AM peak and outgoing traffic in the PM Peak as suggested in the 
DEIS on page 4-105?

The suggested use of the Aberdeen Gate is offered as a potential local traffic mitigation, however no 
studies have been done to validate the suggestion.  APG officials are considering whether continued use 
of the Aberdeen gate meets safety and security requirements.

.

196 Page 5-1, Findings and Conclusions: 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence – “Direct” and add “Adverse” 
after ;significant’; 2nd paragraph – reference Appendix D following mention of the EIFS model and 
spell out the acronym.

Comment Noted..

197 p 5-1, Findings and Conclusions:  This section should have an additional subheading that 
discusses Next Steps of Follow-Up Documentation.

Comment Noted..

198 Appendices E and F should be removed since there is no information or data. Comment Noted..

199 Appendix G – Any modal split data should be included here. Comment Noted..

201 p 4-107, The second bullet: Replace ‘MDOT’ with “MTA” and remove the existing “MTA” from that 
sentence.  Add a sentence to the end of the bullet that states “Coordination and cooperation from 
Amtrak and CSX is imperative.”; 3rd bullet – replace the existing sentence with the following – 
“Continue ongoing feasibility studies for both a new Aberdeen South MARC station and a new rail 
storage, operations and maintenance facility.”

Text will be revised as suggested..
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Memorandum 
 
Date:  April 3, 2007 
 
To:  Ray C. Dintaman, Jr., Director, Environmental Review Unit 
 
Re:  U.S. Army, Draft Environmental Impact Statement for BRAC 2005 Actions 

at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 
  
 
Dear Mr. Dintaman: 
 
Thank you for sending notice of the above referenced project.  This proposed federal 
action will be reviewed by the Critical Area Commission staff for consistency of federal 
action with the State Coastal Zone Management Program.  It appears that the 
development activity proposed at the Aberdeen Proving Ground will be partially located 
in the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. The information submitted indicates that the 
applicable Critical Area criteria are those of the Areas of Intense Development 
designation.  The Critical Area Commission staff has the following comments.   
 

1. The Critical Area 10% Rule Guidance Manual explains the pollution reduction 
calculations for development within the IDA of the Critical Area.  The applicant 
should provide the calculations of Worksheet A of the manual, and document how 
the proposed action will meet the 10% pollution reduction criteria. 

 
2. As required by the Critical Area criteria, a Buffer shall be established 100 feet 

landward from the mean high water line of tidal waters, tributary streams and tidal 
wetlands.  The Buffer should be expanded beyond 100 feet to include contiguous, 
sensitive areas, such as steep slopes, hydric soils, or highly erodible soils, whose 
development or disturbance may impact streams, wetland, or other aquatic 
environments.  In order to document that the Buffer has been accurately 
established, please submit a site plan with the proposed limits of disturbance, 
which also shows the location of tidal and non-tidal wetlands, topography, 
streams and soil types.  No new development activities are permitted within the 
100-foot Buffer except water dependant facilities.  

 



Dintaman 
April 3, 2007 
Page 2 
 
 

3. Our records indicate that the northern peninsula site may be within a sensitive 
species project review area.  Please contact Lori Byrne with the Maryland DNR 
Natural Heritage Division, at (410) 260-8573 to determine the type of habitat that 
may be located on this site. Once this information has been received from DNR, 
please forward a copy to our office. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on this project. If you have any 
additional questions please contact me at 410-260-3479. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Marshall Johnson  
Natural Resources Planner 
 
 



 United States Department of the Interior 
 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 
        Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 

                                       Custom House, Room 244 
                                                           200 Chestnut Street 
                                             Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19106-2904 
        
             

 
 
 
 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

 

April 25, 2007 
 
 
ER 07/239 
 
Mr. Buddy Keesee 
Department of the Army  
Directorate of Safety, Health and Environment  
Attention IMNE-APG-SHE-R 
Building 5650, 
Aberdeen Proving Ground, MD 21005-5001 
 
Re:  DEIS for BRAC Preferred Action at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland 
 
Dear Mr. Keesee: 
 
The U.S. Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Preferred Action at Aberdeen 
Proving Ground, Maryland, dated March, 2007.   We submit the following comments under the 
National Environmental Policy Act, and the Endangered Species Act. 
 
In general, we found the DEIS to be informative, well written, and well documented as to the 
resources present on the installation, and some of the goals to avoid impact to higher quality 
habitats.  We agree with the emphasis of steering new development to areas with existing 
infrastructure and existing developed or mowed lands. 
 
Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
 
The Department is not familiar with the Aberdeen Proving Ground Installation Design Guide 
(IDG), with which the DEIS states that construction of all new buildings, structures, landscape, 
and parking areas shall be in accordance.  Pertinent information from this document should be 
included in the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 
 
The DEIS states that “A long-term beneficial impact would occur with landscape plantings 
associated with installation design guidelines and design objectives for new building 
construction.”   We are supportive, provided the guidelines specify planting species native to 
Maryland, promoting native pollinators, and enhancing infiltration with rain gardens.  Please 
clarify the landscape design specifications, and if needed, amend them to current conservation 
standards such as the “Draft Conservation Landscaping for Federal Facilities:  A Guide to 
Beneficial Landscaping in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed,” developed by the multi-agency 
Chesapeake Bay Program.  We recognize that the Department of the Army is an active partner in 
implementing the restoration goals of the Chesapeake Bay Program. 
 
The DEIS does state, on page 4-54, that temporarily disturbed areas would be vegetated with 
project-specific landscape plans, and that “only regionally native trees and shrubs suitable for the 
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site would be planted.”  We advise vigilance in writing and enforcing contract specifications for 
native plant species of Maryland (not regional Mid-Atlantic species). 
 
Water  and Biological Resources 
 
Increased impervious surface area from new buildings and roadways will present challenges for 
maintaining water infiltration and managing stormwater.  New development on APG should not 
increase the contaminant load to nearby rivers and wetlands, and decrease biotic integrity of the 
aquatic community.  A recent study of parking lot sealants (Mahler et al. 2005) found that a 
previously unidentified source of urban polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), parking lot 
sealcoat, may dominate loading of PAHs to urbanized water bodies in the United States.  One 
type of sealant tested, coal-tar based seal coat, was found to have the greatest runoff loads of 
PAHs.  Alternatives to reduce impervious surface of parking lots, such as the use of porous 
pavers, should be used throughout the new construction designs at APG.  In addition, the 
Department recommends a ban on the use of coal-tar sealants on the installation. 
 
These parking lot recommendations could serve to meet the Army’s “requirements for 
minimizing watershed disturbance and adverse affects on water quality” within the state 
designated Critical Area (mentioned on page 4-13, Anadromous Fish spawning waters), as well 
as on other lands that drain into the Chesapeake Bay. 
 
APG should also strongly consider using green roof technology to lessen the impact of its 
impervious surfaces, and to cool buildings to save on energy consumption.  Fortunately, the 
Baltimore-Washington area has a strong base of contracting expertise in this field, with many 
Federal, municipal and private companies installing green roofs in recent years.  A listing of area 
projects is available at www.greenroofs.com.   The Washington, DC, area was second in the 
entire country for most green roof projects in 2006. 
 
Potential Impacts to Federally listed Species 
 
The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a federally threatened species and is locally 
abundant at the U.S. Army Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG).  To address the growing bald eagle 
population and compliance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Army in collaboration 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) developed the APG Bald Eagle Management Plan 
(BEMP) to protect nesting and communal roosting bald eagles.  The BEMP is part of the 
installation’s comprehensive Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, developed under 
the Sikes Act to protect and manage natural resources on Department of Defense (DoD) lands. 
 
The Army continues to coordinate and consult with the FWS to ensure DOD mission objectives 
are in compliance with ESA regulations to protect listed species, such as the bald eagle.  The 
recent BRAC initiative will result in new construction, renovation, and re-use of existing 
infrastructure.  At this time, it does not appear that either BRAC missions or their resulting land 
use changes will negatively impact habitats of nesting or communal roosting bald eagles at APG.    
 
The FWS anticipates delisting the bald eagle as a protected species under ESA in 2007, which 
then will no longer involve federal coordination under Section 7.   However, the bald eagle will 
continue to be protected under other federal regulations such as the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (BGEPA) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.     
 
 

http://www.greenroofs.com/
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Socioeconomics 
 
The addition of approximately 4, 403 personnel at the installation, raising the total estimated 
APG personnel level to 21, 008 after the proposed action, will have consequences for APG lands 
and waters beyond the construction of buildings.  Some of these new personnel will take 
advantage of consumptive and non-consumptive recreational opportunities outdoors at APG.  In 
order to better integrate the workforce to the unique APG environment on which they perform 
their duties, construction planning should also consider the human scale of daily interactions 
with the outdoor world.  Walking paths connecting buildings, native gardens and lunch tables, 
fishing piers, and biking and walking trails along the water or forest’s edge can all enhance the 
employees understanding of the lands they are tasked with protecting and using in their mission.   
These elements are critical in the design and layout of new buildings, and not an afterthought to 
be the sole responsibility of Morale, Welfare and Recreation after all the design plans are 
completed. 
 
Outdoors experiences have been shown to reduce stress and promote better health and creative 
development in children and adults.  The Department recommends that additional opportunities 
for disabled hunting, fishing, and nature walks be created as part of the restructuring 
construction, as many veterans often move into civilian defense contracting positions, such as 
those generated at APG. 
 
For questions or further coordination concerning these comments, please contact Ms. Janet 
Norman at the FWS Chesapeake Bay Field Office, Annapolis, Maryland, phone 410-573-4533.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the DEIS. 
 
 
       Sincerely, 

             
       Michael T. Chezik 
       Regional Environmental Officer 
 
cc: 
J. Norman, FWS, Annapolis, MD 
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DeMartino, Dawn

From: Keesee, Buddy L Mr USAGAPG [Buddy.Keesee@us.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 10:31 AM
To: DeMartino, Dawn; Montroy, Leo
Cc: Kirk.E.Bargerhuff@usace.army.mil)
Subject: FW: Comment on Draft EIS for BRAC 2005 Actions at Aberdeen Proving Ground 

(UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Leo, Dawn,

Here are comments from the Army Alliance.  I talked to this gentlemen earlier today.  He 
was also the one to bring up this issue at the meeting.
He just wants clarification (in simple terms) per reading about gaining 8000 plus 
employees but only a net of 4400.  I explained that 8000 plus new jobs will be coming to 
APG.  We are losing approx. 4000 with the bulk being soldiers.  The net of new peiole 
being 4400.  However there will be 8000 plus new jobs to fill.  There will be 4000 (new 
jobs) replacing the ones that are leaving and over 4000 additional jobs.  Again, he just 
wanted it stated in simple terms.  Not sure what else to say at the moment.  Maybe a small
table?

Buddy 

-----Original Message-----
From: Colclasure, Wyett [mailto:colclasure_wyett@bah.com]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 8:36 AM
To: buddy.keesee@us.army.mil
Subject: Comment on Draft EIS for BRAC 2005 Actions at Aberdeen Proving Ground

The Army Alliance, Inc., submits the following comment for inclusion in final EIS.
 
The number of jobs used as the basis of calculation in the Draft EIS is only half that 
used in other public statements.  The DEIS identifies a net of 4,400 positions coming to 
APG.  The State of Maryland and the APG Garrison have widely used and published a figure 
of 8,200 positions. 
 
Why does the DEIS not use the more commonly accepted number?  
 
What is the impact on the EIS conclusions and recommendations when the more accurate 
figure is used?
 
Wyett H. Colclasure II
President
Army Alliance
Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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DeMartino, Dawn

From: Keesee, Buddy L Mr USAGAPG [Buddy.Keesee@us.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 10:16 AM
To: DeMartino, Dawn; Montroy, Leo
Cc: Teague, Suzanne USAGAPG; Kirk.E.Bargerhuff@usace.army.mil)
Subject: FW: Harford County DPW comments on the DEIS for BRAC Actions at APG, MD 

(UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

Here are more comments from Harford County.  I think we may get some more from another 
office in the County probably through the Clearinghouse.

buddy 

-----Original Message-----
From: cooper, bob [mailto:rbcooper@harfordcountymd.gov]
Sent: Friday, April 27, 2007 3:57 PM
To: Buddy.Keesee@usag.apg.army.mil
Cc: caudill, joel; henderson, frank; pazdersky, dan; myers, hudson; stratmeyer, jeff; 
Richardson, James; carnaggio, denise
Subject: Harford County DPW comments on the DEIS for BRAC Actions at APG, MD

Buddy, attached are the comments from the Harford County Department of Public Works 
concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for BRAC Actions at APG, MD.  These 
comments have also been forward to the MD State Clearing House.
 
Bob Cooper
 
 
The Following are Harford County's Division of Water and Sewer Comments to the Aberdeen 
Proving Ground BRAC Action Draft Environmental Impact
Statement:
 
The project should be categorized as Item #2 - Generally consistent with our plans...
  
The report briefly discusses the County's Well Head Protection Area.  The location of the 
new facilities is shown at the perimeter of the wells recharge area and therefore should 
have a minimal impact on the water supply, however awareness of the wells proximity along 
with precautions for future hazardous materials handling are important issues to highlight
for future site planning and design.
 
On page 4-110, third paragraph.  The document indicates that the Deer Creek water 
appropriation is 3.5 mgd.  It is our understanding that the water appropriation permit 
(which requires approvals from both the SRBC and MDE) is limited to the amount of 
emergency back-up supply available to the City.
It is also our understanding that the amount of backup supply that is currently secured is
1.5 mgd.
 
            It should be noted that the Draft EIS considers only the impact of BRAC and 
does not include the impact of the EUL development.
 
 
The following are comments fro the Harford County Department of Public Works, Division of 
Environmental Affairs regarding the "Draft Environmental Impact Statement, BRAC Actions at
Aberdeen Proving Ground, Harford and Baltimore Counties, Maryland, March 2007":
 
§ 4.12.6, P. 4-113                    In the discussion of Incineration, it
should be noted that the Harford Waste To Energy, referred to as the Harford County 
Resource Recovery Facility, is currently operating at full capacity and may not be able to
accommodate increased loading.  Harford County is currently working with the Northeast 
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Maryland Solid Waste Disposal Authority to develop additional capacity for waste disposal 
and energy production at the facility.  The statement is also made that the Harford County
Waste Disposal Center (HWDC) is projected to handle the County's landfill needs for 
decades.  While the County's plan is to utilize the HWDC for decades, the current 
permitted capacity of the landfill is nearly exhausted.  The County is actively pursuing a
permit for expansion of the landfill; however, the Maryland Department of the Environment 
has not yet made a determination regarding issuance of the required permit.  The increased
disposal capacity at the landfill is expected to be available approximately 18 to 24 
months after the approved permit is received.
 
§4.12.2.2.6, P. 4-115               In the discussion of direct impacts from
Solid Waste, the effects of the increased generation of solid waste by on-post activities 
on the available capacity of Harford County's facilities are not considered.  The County 
is currently working to increase the capacity of the pertinent facilities, but the 
availability of those facilities is dependent, in part, on regulatory approval and 
adequate funding.
 
§ 4.12.2.2.7, P. 4-116              In the discussion of indirect impacts,
the effects of increased solid waste generation by increased off-post
residential and non-residential  development are not considered.   Harford
County is working to quantify and address the increased loading on the solid waste 
disposal system.  This increase will have a permanent impact on required facilities.
 
Table 14.14.1, P. 4-132          The portion of the table addressing
Utilities only mentions impacts to solid waste disposal capacity from facility demolition,
and states that all utilities have sufficient capacity for the Proposed Action.  Harford 
County's current solid waste management program does not have adequate capacity to address
the long-term impacts of the Proposed Action.  Harford County is working to develop the 
necessary capacity at the Harford Waste Disposal Center landfill and the Harford Waste To 
Energy plant; however, the availability of increased capacity at those facilities depends 
on regulatory approvals and adequate funding.  
 
 
These are the comments from the Traffic Engineering Section in the Highways Division of 
Public Works for Harford County.
 
I find that what they have generated is acceptable according to typical traffic impact 
analysis standards for the Maryland State Highway Administration.  They analyzed the 
intersections using the critical lane volume (CLV) and they generated and distributed 
traffic in accordance with the ITE Trip Generation Manual.  Based upon their analysis and 
an even distribution of traffic between the two Aberdeen Area main gates, they have 
determined that impacts were not significant and could be handled with intersection 
upgrades only, primarily at the following MD22 intersections:
Post Road, US40 and MD462. 
 
A few areas of concern are noted as follows:
 
1.  The document repeatedly says that the EUL is a separate issue and not part of this 
EIS, but then it states on page 4-92 that the off-post evaluation includes the Maryland 
Boulevard EUL traffic volumes.  When looking at the off-post estimated traffic volumes and
LOS impacts, it is evident that they did not include the EUL volumes as this would have 
more then doubled the anticipated increase in traffic (from an estimated increase of 1,255
PM trips at the MD 715 gate to an estimated increase of 2,410 trips).
 
2.  Analysis of any new developments in this area without including EUL and the Perryman 
peninsula is short-sighted and will not give a true and complete impact of the new 
development.
 
3.  The MD715 analysis stops at Old Philadelphia Road.  This should be extended to 
include, at the very minimum, the US40 / MD715 and the US40 /
MD7 intersections.
 
4.  The EIS identifies the Maryland Department of Planning's BRAC study and all of the 
projects supported by that study including the MD715 extension,
MD22 widening, and the MD543 and MD136 upgrades; but they are being mentioned in the 
context of the EIS study, not as a recommendation.  If the study supports the MDP's 
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suggested improvements based upon long term build-out of APG with EUL, then it should 
state that in the text.  
 
5.  Critical Lane Volume was utilized as an analysis method as part of this study for an 
intersection LOS.  Although not required by the Maryland SHA, Harford County prefers to 
use the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) when we require the analysis of an intersection.  
The HCM will provide a LOS for each directional approach to an intersection and, as a 
result, give a better idea of what the specific impacts are.
 
 
Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE































Mr. Keesee, 
 
Below are my comments on the DEIS for BRAC Actions at APG, MD, for consideration in 
preparing the Final EIS.   
 
Harford County and Maryland government agencies may be relying on the information in this 
EIS to decide what roads and other support should be provided to APG.  The EIS is thus not just a 
document for Army-only use.  It is important that the EIS be accurate and complete because it is 
likely to be cited and used by non-Army planners.    
 
Regards, 
Morita C. Bruce 
507 Millwood Drive 
Fallston, MD 21047 
410-877-7146 
 
 
Impacts of Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Areas are not considered. 
 
The Lauderick Creek EUL (in the Edgewood Area) was dropped from APG’s BRAC EIS because 
its impacts, although substantial, have not yet been studied.  The EIS promises: “Once the 
Lauderick Creek EUL development process matures to the point of environmental analysis, it will 
be assessed in a separate NEPA document. That NEPA document will evaluate the cumulative 
impacts of its proposed action combined with the impacts of the BRAC Proposed Action 
addressed in this document.”  This is an honest statement with which I have no problem.   
 
What is a problem, however, is the Maryland Avenue EUL (in the “Northern Peninsula” or 
“Aberdeen Area”).  This EUL seems to have been totally ignored in this DEIS.  The EIS 
considers traffic data from 2004 and environmental data from 2005 to be the “baseline” against 
which BRAC changes are being measured. However, the EUL’s impacts, which occur concurrent 
with or prior to the BRAC, are neither part of the baseline nor are they included as BRAC 
impacts.  The result is that cumulative impacts of BRAC plus this Aberdeen Area EUL are not 
being provided nor assessed.  This is a significant concern since the EIS’ transportation analysis 
already concludes: “Without structural improvements to affected intersections, the Proposed 
Action will result in significant impacts at selected intersections leading to access to APG’s 
Northern Peninsula.” The EUL only makes the impacts worse. It is imperative that the Aberdeen 
Area EUL be included in EIS analyses. 
 
 
Traffic Analysis is inaccurate and perhaps deceptive. 
 
Traffic impacts will also be significantly higher than the EIS predicts for another reason beyond 
ignoring the EUL.  The traffic survey is incorrectly done and therefore grossly misleading 
because: 
 
- No complete surveys were done on either the Aberdeen Area (AA) or Edgewood Area (EA) 
gates.  Both areas have multiple entrances, and survey data was taken months apart for the gates 
leading into each one.  APG-EA’s had 2 gates sampled, one in May 2004 and one in July 2004. 
One of APG-AA’s gates was sampled 1-7 March 2004 and 1-5 September 2004 while the second 
was sampled  29 March – 1 April 2004.  This pattern of data acquisition cannot accurately total 



the number of vehicle entries into the post because it’s adding apples and oranges.  All gates for 
an Area (EA or AA) should be surveyed simultaneously. 
 
-  What matters are PEAK traffic counts, not daily averages or even “morning averages” and 
“evening averages”.   Any commuter knows the probability of traffic jams can change 
significantly in only 15 minutes – leave for work 15 minutes late and you can easily arrive 30 
minutes late.  Data should be provided daily and in 15-minute increments from about 6:30am to 
10:00am for incoming traffic in the morning, and similarly from about 3:00pm to 6:30pm for 
exiting traffic. 
 
-  Calculations of Total Predicted Inbound Trips Per Day are based on truly absurd averages that 
significantly underestimate the actual traffic on a normal workday.  The samples on 1-5 
September 2004 were from Wednesday before Labor Day weekend through that Sunday, with 
Monday being a federal holiday. This is a grossly unrealistic sample since only Wednesday and 
Thursday were likely to be “normal” commuting days.  The two EA samples were both 8 days 
long and included 2-day weekends, and another AA sample also included a full weekend in its 
count. One EA sample was taken in late July during a peak week for vacations. There is no 
regular commuter traffic on Saturday and Sunday so including Saturday and Sunday in these 
counts and using these days to create an average daily volume drastically underestimates actual 
commuter traffic. Fridays are often atypical of normal work traffic due to compressed work 
weeks.  Only non-holiday data from Monday through Thursday is realistic, and therefore, the 
traffic surveys must be redone.  Current estimates are much too low. 
 
-  The number of additional trips per day is also underestimated and the impact of the new 
commuters will be significantly greater than the EIS admits.  Table 2.2.2 shows 2,908 
Student/Trainees presently on post.  The vast majority of students stay on post and do not 
contribute to commuter traffic, so their departure does not offset the traffic impacts of an 
equivalent number of new BRAC-related civilians and contractors.  It’s not the net population 
change that matters, it’s the net change in commuters.  Once new traffic surveys have been 
completed, the number of current commuters should be compared to the number of cars currently 
entering APG.   This ratio of commuters-to-cars should then be multiplied by the number of new, 
BRAC commuters to predict the number of additional cars due to BRAC. 
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DeMartino, Dawn

From: Keesee, Buddy L Mr USAGAPG [Buddy.Keesee@us.army.mil]
Sent: Monday, April 30, 2007 7:20 AM
To: DeMartino, Dawn; Montroy, Leo
Subject: FW: Comments (UNCLASSIFIED)

Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE

 Here are comments from Carolyn Hicks.  

-----Original Message-----
From: APOLLO6732@aol.com [mailto:APOLLO6732@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, April 29, 2007 10:05 AM
To: Buddy.Keesee@us.army.mil
Subject: Comments

Hi Buddy,
     Here's my comments re: the DEIS.  I hope Lauderick Creek will continue to be a dead 
issue.  With the unknown factor of what is lurking underground on that site, it would be 
foolhardy and possibly dangerous to do any type of excavation.  Not only could there be 
UXO's but there could also be toxic chemicals in the soil.  To disturb the soil could 
release those chemicals into the air and would cause harm to the neighboring community.  
     However, with all of those variables in place, I hope there is a way of continuing to
safely monitor the site, and keeping an eye on its stability.

     Thanks for having the meetings to keep the community informed.

Sincerely,
Carolyn Hicks
1404 Old Joppa Rd.
Joppa, MD 21085

**************************************
See what's free at http://www.aol.com.
Classification:  UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE























































































   
 

   

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

CULTURAL RESOURCES COORDINATION 
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iREPLY TO
"TT-ENTlON OF

OEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
US ARMY INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT COMMAND

US ARMY GARRISON ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND
22Gl ABERDEEN BOULEVARD

ABE RDEEN PROVING GROUND MARYLAN D 21005-5001

April 5, 2007

Directorate of Safety, Health
and Environment

Ms. Elizabeth J. Cole
Administrator, Project Review/Compliance
State Historic Preservation 0 ffice
Maryland Historical Trust
100 Community Place
Crownsville, MD 21032-2023

Dear Ms. Cole,

This letter is in reference to the Environmental Impact Statement (ElS) for the Department of
the Army Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) activities at Aberdeen Proving Ground (APG),
Maryland.

The Mobile District Corps of Engineers is preparing the EIS for the realignment of certain
Department ofDefense activities to APG. Your office was contacted during the public scoping
process via a June 20061elter in order to initiate the consultation on historic resources (State
Clearinghouse No. MD20060621-0661). Thank you for your letter dated July 19, 2006 (see
enclosure) which included your preliminary comments as well as your acknowledgement of the
initiation of the Section 106 process with your office.

The draft EIS was released for public comment on March 16, 2007 (State Clearinghouse No.
MD2007032 1-0224). In accordance with the 2000 revised regulations, 36 CFR 800.8(c), this
draft EIS will serve as the Determination of Effect for cultural resources under Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act. We look forward to working through the Section 106
process with you.

Feel free to address any questions or comments to our point of contact, Ms. Ruth Golding,
P.E., Environmental Conservation and Restoration Division, 410-436-2651,
ruth.goldingrausag.apg.army.miL Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

~~
Kenneth P. Stachiw
Chief, Environmental Conservation

and Restoration Division
Enclosure



).

JID?
Maryland Department ofPlanning

Maryland Historical Trus t

Rebert L Ehrlich, Jr.
Governor

:'..-1[(had S. Steele
Lt. Govemcr

July 19, 2006

Mr. Bud Kee see, Project Manager
Department of the Army
Commander USAG-APG
Directorate of Safety, Health, and Environment
ATIN: [Mt>,'E-APG-SHA-R (Bud Keesee) Building 5650
Aberdeen Proving Ground, "'ill 21005-500 I

Audrey E. Scott
Secretary

florence B. Burian
Deputy Secretary

Re: Request for scoping comments - EIS for Department of the Army Base Realignment and Closure (BR1\.C) 2005
Actions and Lauderick Creek EUL at Aberdeen Proving Ground, Harford County, Maryland
State Clearinghouse No. MD20060621-D661

Dear Mr. Keesee:

Thank you for your recent letter, dated 20 June 2006 and received by the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) on 22 June
2006 informmg our agency of the above-referenced action and requesting seeping comments on the undertaking, We also
received notification of the proposed action through the Mary land State Clearinghouse for Intergovernmental Assistance.
The Trust, as Maryland's State Historic Preservation Office, will be reviewing the proposed undertaking for effects on
historic properties, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and its
implementing regulations 36 CPR Part 800, We offer the following preliminary comments,

The proposed EIS will addres s consequences resulting from implemenling the various BRAC 2005 realignment activities
at Aberdeen Proving Ground and development of the Lauderick Creek Enhanced Use Lease (EUL). Aberdeen Proving
Ground contains numerous known historic properties (including buildings, structures, districts, and archeological sites)
eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, and undouhtedly includes additional properties that have
not yet been identified. As part ofplanning for the BRAC 2005 activities and Lauderick Creek BUL, the Army must
consider and address the effects of the actions on historic properties and fulfill compliance with Section 106 in
consultation with the Trust. The EIS should include a thorough description and evaluation of potential impacts to historic
and archeological properties resulting from the proposed action and a discussion of the Section 106 process. We look
forward to further consultation with the Army, and other relevant parties, to successfully complete the Section 106 review
of this important initiative at Aberdeen Proving Ground as project planning proceeds.

If you nave questions or require further assistance, please contact Beth Cole ofmy staffat41O-514-763 1 or
bcok@mdp.state.md,us. Thank you for providing this opportunity to present early comments.

Sincerely,

~Litlle
Director/State Historic Preservation Officer

JRLEJCi200602070
cc: Kenneth Stachiw (Army APGj

Bob Rosenbush (MDP)
100 Community Place· Crmvns,,"ille, [o.·Luy'L"3rLd 21032 • .i:1O.514.760J • \vv."W,.mJrYl~_~~~~S[ori=::-_ltn~sr..~~~ __~~~ i
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TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES 
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This Appendix contains detailed information on traffic data, traffic volume, and intersection turning 
movements that were used to prepare the Transportation Section in the APG EIS. 
 

The following off-post intersections on the Northern Peninsula were evaluated for this EIS. 

Aberdeen Throughway (MD 22) at Beards Hill Road (MD 132A) 

Aberdeen Throughway (MD 22) at Paradise Road (MD 462) 

Aberdeen Throughway (MD 22) at US 40 

Aberdeen Throughway (MD 22) at Post Road 

W. Bel Air Ave (MD 132) at Beards Hill Road (MD 132A) 

W. Bel Air Ave (MD 132) at Paradise Road (MD 462) 

W. Bel Air Ave (MD 132) at US 40 

Short Lane (Maryland Boulevard) (MD 715) at Old Philadelphia Road 

 

The following off-post intersections on the Southern Peninsula were evaluated for this EIS. 

Edgewood Road (MD 755) at Philadelphia Road (MD 7) 

Edgewood Road (MD 755) at US 40 

Edgewood Road (MD 755) at Emmorton Road (MD 24) 

Edgewood Road (MD 755) at Hanson Road 

Edgewood Road (MD 755) at Willoughby Beach Road 

Emmorton Road (MD 24) at Philadelphia Road (MD 7) 

Emmorton Road (MD 24) at Otter Creek Road 

Emmorton Road (MD 24) at Hanson Road 

Emmorton Road (MD 24) at Trimble Road 

 

Figure G-1 shows the AM and PM peak hour volumes on routes with direct access to APG’s three 
security gates on the Northern Peninsula.  The Draft Planning Study assumed that the Aberdeen gate 
would be more accessible since it represents the best scenario for reducing the potential impact resulting 
from the Proposed Action.  The AM Peak traffic volumes were noted at the Harford and Maryland Road 
gates.   

Figure G-2 shows AM and PM peak existing LOS calculations for the off-post intersections providing 
access to APG’s Northern Peninsula. 

Figure G-3 shows the AM and PM peak hour volumes on off-post routes with direct access to APG’s 
Southern Peninsula’s two security gates.  The Magnolia Road security gate was not included because of 
limited access to public traffic.  

Figure G-4 shows AM and PM peak existing LOS calculations for the off-post intersections providing 
access to APG’s Southern Peninsula. 

Figure G-5 shows the AM and PM peak hour volumes for on-post routes on the Northern Peninsula.  
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Figure G-6 shows AM and PM peak existing LOS calculations for the on-post intersections on the 
Northern Peninsula. 

Figure G-7 shows the AM and PM peak hour volumes for on-post routes on the Southern Peninsula. 

Figure G-8 shows AM and PM peak existing LOS calculations for the on-post intersections on the 
Southern Peninsula. 

Figure G-9 shows the predicted AM and PM peak hour vehicle trips for on-post routes on the Northern 
Peninsula. 

These projected trips and their distribution are shown in Figure G-9.  As noted on Figure G-9, it was 
assumed that the main entrance for the New Campus was on Boothby Hill Avenue opposite Darlington 
Street and that a new signal would be installed at this location. 

Figure G-10 shows the predicted AM and PM peak hour volume for on-post routes on the Northern 
Peninsula. 

Figure G-11 shows the predicted AM and PM peak hour LOS for on-post routes on the Northern 
Peninsula. 

Figure G-10 shows the additional trips added to the on-post roadway network from the Proposed Action, 
and Figure G-11 shows the resulting on-post LOS.  The PM Peak LOS at the on-post signalized 
intersections are generally LOS D, indicating intersections have a high density, though stable, traffic flow. 

Figure G-12 shows the predicted AM and PM peak hour vehicle trips for off-post routes on the Northern 
Peninsula. 

Figure G-13 shows the AM and PM peak hour volumes for off-post routes on the Northern Peninsula. 

Figure G-14 shows the predicted AM and PM peak LOS for off-post routes on the Northern Peninsula. 

Figure G-12 shows the new off-post trips generated by the Proposed Action:  Figure G-13 shows 
the corresponding new traffic volume (existing plus Proposed Action traffic), and Figure G-14 
provides the resulting levels of service for off-post intersections in APG’s Northern Peninsula. 

Figure G-15 shows the predicted AM and PM peak hour vehicle trips for off-post routes on the Southern 
Peninsula. 

Figure G-16 shows the predicted AM and PM peak hour volumes for off-post routes on the Southern 
Peninsula. 

Figure G-17 shows the predicted AM and PM peak LOS for off-post routes on the Southern Peninsula. 

 

Figure G-15 shows the additional trips added to the roadway network, and Figure G-16 shows the 
resulting new traffic volume of baseline flow plus the new volume.  These results were calculated by 
using the trip generation rate and the following gate access patterns (USACE Baltimore District 2006).  
Figure G-17 shows the resulting level of service for off-post intersections in APG’s Southern Peninsula.  
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Figure G-1 Northern Peninsula – Existing Conditions off Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Traffic Volume 
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Figure G-2 Northern Peninsula – Existing Conditions off Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Level of Service 
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Figure G-3 Southern Peninsula – Existing Conditions off Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Traffic Volume 
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Figure G-4 Southern Peninsula – Existing Conditions off Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Level of Service
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Figure G-5 Northern Peninsula – Existing Conditions on Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Traffic Volume 
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Figure G-6 Northern Peninsula – Existing Conditions on Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Level of Service 
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Figure G-7 Southern Peninsula – Existing Conditions on Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Traffic Volume 
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Figure G-8 Southern Peninsula – Existing Conditions on Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Level of Service 
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Figure G-9 Northern Peninsula – Predicted New Trips On Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour 
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Figure G-10 Northern Peninsula – Predicted On Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Traffic Volume 
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Figure G-11 Northern Peninsula – Predicted On Post – AM(PM) Peak Level of Service 
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Figure G-12 Northern Peninsula – Predicted New Trips Off Post – AM(PM) Peak 
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Figure G-13 Northern Peninsula – Predicted Off Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Traffic Volume 
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Figure G-14 Northern Peninsula – Predicted Off Post – AM(PM) Peak Level of Service 
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Figure G-15 Southern Peninsula – Predicted New Trips Off Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour 
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Figure G-16 Southern Peninsula – Predicted Off Post – AM(PM) Peak Hour Traffic Volume 
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Figure G-17 Southern Peninsula – Predicted Off Post – AM(PM) Peak Level of Service 
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