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ABSTRACT: This Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) considers the proposed
implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) recommendations at Fort
Monroe, Virginia. The FEIS identifies, evaluates and documents the effects of property disposal
and reuse on the environment and economic and social conditions at Fort Monroe that would
result from the implementation of the base closure action mandated by the 2005 BRAC
Commission. A No Action alternative is also considered. The principal significant adverse
effects, both direct and indirect, from disposal and reuse of Fort Monroe are to transportation.
There would also be significant adverse cumulative effects on noise and to transportation.

FEIS PUBLICATION: The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency announced the publication of
the FEIS in its Notice of Weekly Receipts (NWR) of Environmental Impact Statements published
in the Federal Register. Not less than 30 days after publication of the NWR, the Army will sign a
Record of Decision (ROD) that will include an overview of the alternatives considered for Fort
Monroe, state which of the alternatives considered in the FEIS will be implemented, and include
mitigation measures associated with the chosen alternative. During the period between
publication of the NWR and the ROD, copies of the FEIS can be obtained by contacting Mr.
Robert Reali, Fort Monroe BRAC Environmental Coordinator, Directorate of Public Works, 318
Cornog Lane, Fort Monroe, Virginia 23651-1110, or: monr.post.nepapublic@us.army.mil.
Copies have also been provided to the libraries listed in Section 6 of the FEIS.
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Policy Act and implementing regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (Title
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

The 2005 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission made recommendations
for realignment and closure actions for military installations on 8 September 2005, in
conformance with the provisions of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990 (Base Closure Act), Public Law (Pub. L.) 101-510 as amended. These
recommendations included the closure of Fort Monroe, Virginia. In the absence of
congressional disapproval, the BRAC Commission’s recommendations became binding
on 9 November 2005. Under the Base Closure Act, all Department of the Army (Army)
missions at Fort Monroe must cease or be relocated and the Army’s excess real property
interests at Fort Monroe will be disposed of and transferred to new owners according to all
applicable laws, regulations, and national policy; closure is required by no later than 15
September 2011.

Prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), this
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates the environmental and socioeconomic
impacts of closing the installation and disposing of the non-reversionary property and
considers reasonable reuse alternatives. The EIS also considers the cumulative impacts
of potential reuses of the property.

BACKGROUND

Fort Monroe is a 565-acre United States (U.S.) Army garrison located on Old Point
Comfort at the southeastern tip of the Virginia Lower Peninsula between Hampton Roads
and the Lower Chesapeake Bay. Fort Monroe is located on a peninsula surrounded by the
waters of the lower Chesapeake Bay, the harbor of Hampton Roads, and Mill Creek. The
northern boundary of the installation abuts the City of Hampton community of Buckroe.

The hallmark of Fort Monroe is the largest stone fort and moat ever constructed in the
U.S. A wood stockade fort was built on the site in 1609, primarily to protect the
Jamestown colonists. That fort was destroyed by fire and, and a series of progressively
stronger and larger forts were built and lost to storms. Construction began on the present-
day fort in 1819 with completion in 1834. While Old Point Comfort has shown that it is
vulnerable to the elements, its location at the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay was chosen
for strategic defense advantages. Fort Monroe became the keystone of the nation’s
coastal defense system following the War of 1812.

Upon completion, the primary mission of Fort Monroe was to guard Hampton Roads
Harbor. Its secondary military objective was to protect the lower Chesapeake Bay, and in
so doing, it restricted access to Washington, DC. Today, Fort Monroe’s mission is to
provide quality base operations support for national defense agencies while preparing the
Fort Monroe community for the future. Tenant organizations are the U.S. Army Training
and Doctrine Command (TRADOC) Headquarters, the Installation Management
Command Northeast Region Headquarters, the U.S. Army Network Enterprise
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Technology Command Northeast Region Headquarters, the Army Contracting Agency
Northern Region Office, the U.S. Army Accessions Command, Joint Task Force Civil
Support, the 902nd Military Intelligence Group, and the U.S. Army Cadet Command.

The developed southern half of Fort Monroe, where virtually all of the buildings are
located, includes over 250 building structures, including 113 housing buildings, 60
administrative buildings, garages, support buildings, and the stone fort itself. Most of the
building square footage at Fort Monroe is used for professional office space.
Administrative space includes public works, information management, safety, public
affairs, legal counsel, civilian and military personnel, resource management, health and
dental clinics. Morale, welfare, and recreation facilities include the marina, bowling alley,
RV park, and fithess center. Other space includes digital photograph processing, grounds
maintenance buildings, mechanical and structural shops, entomology shop, U.S. Navy
boat testing and maintenance facilities, waste accumulation facility, and gas stations.

Non-federal facilities located on Fort Monroe include the Chamberlin, Saint Mary Star of
the Sea Catholic Church and Rectory, and the Old Point National Bank. The Old Point
Comfort Lighthouse is owned and operated by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security
(U.S. Coast Guard). Fort Monroe also includes grass-covered vacant land, wetlands,
shallow water areas, beaches, paved roads, and parking lots.

The stone fortification, which will revert to the Commonwealth, has granite walls that are
10 feet thick at the base and 12 feet high. These were designed to support approximately
400 guns. Earthwork and stone casemates increase the total wall thickness to as much as
95 feet at the base. Ramps are incorporated into the earthen berms to more easily move
troops and weapons to the top of the wall.

The fort was designed to support a peacetime garrison of approximately 600 men and a
wartime population of approximately 2,600 soldiers and officers. In 1825, more than one-
tenth of the entire U.S. Army was garrisoned within its walls. Present population is
approximately 3,500, including 1,400 military and 2,100 civilian or contract employees
(Department of Defense [DoD] 2005). Over 800 soldiers and family members reside on
post.

Fort Monroe, and the fortifications that preceded it, have played a dominant role in every
major American military conflict, from the Revolutionary War through the current wars,
including Higher Headquarters Command support and TRADOC Headquarters for
Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan and Operation Iraqi Freedom in Iraq. In
recognition of the many significant events that have taken place within its boundaries over
nearly four centuries, and the value of its structures as examples of American military
architecture and community, Fort Monroe has been designated a National Historic
Landmark (NHL).

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The proposed federal action analyzed in this EIS is to dispose of the surplus property
generated by the BRAC-mandated closure of Fort Monroe, Virginia. Reuse of non-
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reverting property at Fort Monroe by others is a secondary action resulting from disposal.
Under provisions of the Base Closure Act, Pub. L. 101-510 mandates the initiation of
closure and realignment actions no later than two years after the president transmits the
recommendation to the congress and actual closure and realignment actions no later than
six years after the president transmits the recommendation to the congress. The proposed
federal action for this installation will be the disposal and reuse of surplus non-reverting
property. Evaluation of the impact from the reuse of the remaining reverting property is
also included in this EIS as a cumulative effect.

Moves of tenant organizations are planned to be complete by 15 September 2011, the
date on which the Army must cease performance of its active Army missions at Fort
Monroe.

The DoD recognized the Fort Monroe Federal Area Development Authority (FMFADA) as
the Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA) for the reuse planning associated with Fort
Monroe, so the terms FMFADA and LRA are, in this case, interchangeable. As of 1 June
2010, the FMFADA has become an independent Commonwealth agency known as the
Fort Monroe Authority (FMA).

With occupation in colonial times, before the existence of a federal government, this
property was in military use by the Virginia Colony. Over the years, additional land has
either naturally accreted through coastal processes or has been filled with imported
materials. When Fort Monroe is no longer used for national defense purposes, there will
be property reverting to the Commonwealth of Virginia, property disposed of by the federal
government, and reversion or disposal of the accreted and filled properties depending on
which entity is determined to be the owner.

A large number of historically significant structures and sites are located within Fort
Monroe. In 1960, the Secretary of the Interior declared the stone fort at Fort Monroe to be
a NHL, and upon enactment of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, Fort
Monroe was placed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

The Army and the Virginia Department of Historic Resources continue to work together to
identify all contributing elements and features of the NRHP. The Chamberlin, Saint Mary’s
Church and Rectory, and the Old Point Comfort Lighthouse are also contributing elements
within the Fort Monroe NHL and district, but are not owned or managed by the Army. The
Old Point Comfort Lighthouse and the Chamberlin are also individually listed on the NRHP
and the Chamberlin was individually listed on the Virginia Landmarks Register in
December 2006.

Within the FMFADA-developed Reuse Plan for Fort Monroe are five basic essentials that
emerged as a result of the public input received at the Hampton Federal Area
Development Authority (FADA) Public Planning Workshops and other public meetings
held since 2006. The five basic essentials are:

» Protecting the historical significance of Fort Monroe;
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= Assuring the property is open and accessible;

» Establishing a large-scale open park space;

= Seeking economic sustainability; and

= Allowing new development within strict limitations.
The Reuse Plan is presented in Appendix B of this EIS.

Prior to disposal, the Army may find it necessary to maintain the non-reverting portions of
Fort Monroe for an undetermined period. Though it is the goal of this round of BRAC to
dispose quickly of federal properties for reuse, if disposal of BRAC properties were
delayed, the Army would employ two levels of maintenance under the caretaker status
alternative: initial and long-term.

DISPOSAL PROCESS

Under BRAC law, continuation of Army operations at Fort Monroe is not feasible. There is
no alternative to closure as described by the 2005 BRAC Commission’s recommendation
without further legislative action.

Once closure of Fort Monroe became law, the Army began the screening process by
offering its excess federal property not subject to reversion to other DoD agencies and
federal agencies for their potential use. As a result, the Army transferred Big Bethel
Reservoir and Water Treatment Plant, a satellite property of Fort Monroe that lies
approximately nine miles northwest of the installation, to the U.S. Air Force. The entire
property, which consisted of 447 acres of land and 46.5 acres of easements, was
transferred in July 2006. No other agencies requested property. This included the National
Park Service (NPS) and its parent agency, the U.S. Department of the Interior.

Consistent with the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, screening notices
were sent to federal agencies that approve or sponsor public benefit conveyances and
appropriate state and local agencies in the vicinity of the property. The Army initiated this
screening after coordination with the Hampton FADA. In response to this screening, the
Army received no requests for transfer of federal property.

For non-reverting property, the Army has identified two disposal alternatives (early
transfer and traditional), a caretaker status alternative, and the no action alternative.
Under the no action alternative, the Army would continue operations at Fort Monroe at
levels similar to those occurring prior to the 2005 BRAC Commission’s recommendation
for closure. With the early transfer alternative, the Army would utilize various property
transfer and disposal methods that allow for reuse before environmental remedial action
has been completed. Under the traditional disposal alternative, the Army would transfer or
dispose of property once environmental remediation is completed for individual parcels of
the installation. The caretaker status alternative would arise in the event the Army is
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unable to dispose of any or all portions of the non-reverting property within the period of
initial maintenance.

Three reuse scenarios, based on a range of redevelopment intensities, encompass the
community’s reuse plan and are evaluated as secondary actions. The EIS addresses
reuse of all property on Fort Monroe, (e.g., Wherry Quarter, Parks and Recreation area to
the north, North Gate, Historic Village, and Inner Fort), including property that will revert
back to the Commonwealth of Virginia as part of the plan for reuse.

Applicable laws and regulations that pertain to each of the alternatives are outlined in
Section 1.4. With respect to permits, no specific permits are required of the Army for
implementation of their actions under the alternatives evaluated in this EIS. However,
applicable permits would be required upon implementation of redevelopment of Fort
Monroe, which will be the responsibility of other entities.

The Reuse Plan is the primary referral source in development of the reuse scenarios and
effects analysis in the Army’s NEPA process for the disposal action. The Army expresses
no preference with respect to reuse scenarios because decisions implementing reuse will
be made by other entities.

REUSE ALTERNATIVES

The reuse planning process is dynamic and often dependent on market and general
economic conditions beyond the control of the reuse planning authority. In recognition of
the complexities attending reuse planning, the Army uses intensity-based probable reuse
scenarios to identify the range of reasonable reuse alternatives required by NEPA and by
DoD implementing directives. Rather than speculatively predicting exactly what will occur
at a site, the Army establishes ranges or levels of activity that reasonably might occur.
These levels of activity, referred to as intensities, provide a flexible framework capable of
reflecting the different kinds of uses that could result at a location.

The Reuse Plan, signed on 20 August 2008, by the Honorable Tim Kaine, Governor of the
Commonwealth of Virginia, is provided as Appendix B to this EIS. The Reuse Plan
presents concepts and limits for future use within each of the five land management
zones:

1) Inner Fort;

2) Historic Village and Entry Gate;

3) North Gate;

4) Wherry Quarter; and

5) Parks and Recreation Areas.
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Each of the planning essentials and management zones is discussed in detail in the
Reuse Plan.

With five distinct land management zones to consider, the FMA is focusing reuse of Fort
Monroe on multiple land-use options and financial resources. The Reuse Plan proposes
various land uses within each zone, all of which will be open to the general public. The
end state of redevelopment and reuse will be determined gradually over time as the
balance between preservation, development, and economic viability is fine-tuned.

Controlling the future of Fort Monroe are federal and state laws, protective covenants, the
enforceable programs of the Commonwealth of Virginia, and the Programmatic
Agreement (PA), prepared by the Army in consultation with and signed by the NPS, the
Governor of the Commonwealth of Virginia, the Virginia State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO), and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and other consulting parties
(see Appendix F). Because of these restrictions, the maximum reasonably foreseeable
intensity of reuse is considered to be within the brackets defined in this EIS. To bracket
potential reuse of Fort Monroe, three separate levels of intensity will be analyzed,
including a Lower Bracket, Middle Bracket, and Upper Bracket. The Middle Bracket is
considered to be commensurate with long-term build-out of the Reuse Plan. The Lower
Bracket and Upper Bracket provide ranges of intensity meant to bound reasonable long-
term redevelopment of Fort Monroe. The Lower Bracket scenario would be commensurate
with a recreational tourism destination (e.g., beaches, open space, military museums,
historic structures, accommodations, and amenities), with reduced employment and
limited changes to existing structures as compared to current conditions. The Upper
Bracket scenario would be similar to the Reuse Plan, but with higher residential and
commercial development than what is assumed for the Middle Bracket scenario. This
increased development is principally associated with redevelopment in the Wherry
Quarter. These brackets are fully defined in Section 3.3.5 of the EIS.

The Executive Summary of the Reuse Plan discusses, on pages 5-7, the NPS’s
reconnaissance study on making Fort Monroe a national park. The study concluded that
while the resources of Fort Monroe are likely to meet the criteria for national significance
and suitability as a national park should a Special Resource Study be authorized by
congress, it would be unlikely that all of Fort Monroe would be feasible for NPS
designation. The study also concluded that even the stone fort itself would require a
strong and financially sustainable partner for long-term viability as a NPS unit. The NPS
proposed to offer technical assistance in devising plans for the historic preservation of the
fort’s resources and development of a master plan to promote public understanding and
appreciation of Fort Monroe. The NPS also found that current and anticipated NPS budget
constraints make it “unlikely” that the historic fort itself (the area inside the moat) would be
feasible for inclusion in the NPS without strong, substantial financial support to manage,
maintain, and operate it. As such, the Reuse Plan signed by the governor does not
include a NPS unit.

The FMFADA board voted on 19 November 2009 to request that a portion of Fort Monroe
be managed as a NPS unit, with ownership of the land retained by the Commonwealth of
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Virginia. The specific area proposed includes the “Old Quarters #1, the stone fort structure
and moat, the outer works of the fort, Batteries Parrott and Irwin (Endicott-era coastal
batteries), and the radar station on the fort’s parapet”. Fort Monroe historic resources will
be managed in accordance with the PA. Therefore, the effect on historic properties will be
identical regardless of whether the management responsibility lies with the NPS, the
Commonwealth of Virginia, the FMA, or any other entity or entities.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The evaluated resource areas include land use, aesthetics and visual resources, air
quality, noise, geology and soils, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources,
socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, and hazardous and toxic substances. Direct and
indirect impacts of each disposal alternative on the resource areas include a variety of
short- and long-term impacts, both adverse and beneficial. In most instances, the effects
noted below would be most prominent at the conclusion of redevelopment activities, which
may occur 20 years in the future following property transfer (i.e., 20 years beyond 2011,
which is 2031).

DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES

Early Transfer Disposal Alternative. With early transfer, parcels could become available
for redevelopment and reuse sooner under this disposal alternative than under any other
and at least minor short- and long-term adverse effects would be expected to occur for all
resource areas. In addition, minor beneficial effects would be expected to occur in the
areas of land use, aesthetics and visual resources, cultural resources, socioeconomics,
transportation, and utilities. There would also be moderate beneficial effects to
socioeconomics and cultural resources as well as moderate adverse effects to land use
and cultural resources. Significant adverse effects could be expected to occur in the
context of transportation and for the cumulative effects to noise.

Traditional Disposal Alternative. For traditional disposal, effects similar to those
described for early transfer would be expected, but would occur further in the future.

Caretaker Status Alternative. For the caretaker status alternative, minor adverse effects
would be expected to occur for all resources areas with the exception of air quality, noise,
and water resources. Some localized minor beneficial effects would be expected to occur
in the areas of air quality, geology and soils, water resources, biological resources,
transportation, and hazardous and toxic substances. There would also be moderate
beneficial effects to land use and noise. No significant adverse effects, either direct,
indirect, or cumulative, were identified for caretaker status. Any eventual redevelopment
and subsequent reuse would be delayed under this alternative.

No Action Alternative. The no action alternative would result in no new adverse direct,
indirect, or cumulative impacts.
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REUSE ALTERNATIVES

Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the three reuse scenarios evaluated have the
potential for a variety of adverse and beneficial short- and long-term effects. As a result of
future property reuse at full build-out (i.e., 2031), significant adverse effects could be
expected to occur in the area of transportation. Significant cumulative effects resulting
from noise are expected at full build-out, as well.

Lower Bracket Reuse. Minor adverse or beneficial effects would be expected for all
resource areas with the exception of cultural resources, which are expected to have a
direct moderate beneficial effect. In addition, indirect moderate beneficial effects would be
expected for land use. No significant adverse or beneficial effects were identified for any
resource area.

Middle Bracket Reuse. At least minor short- and long-term adverse effects would be
expected to occur for all resource areas. In addition, minor beneficial effects would be
expected to occur in the areas of land use, aesthetics and visual resources,
socioeconomics, transportation, and utilities. As a result of future property reuse
significant adverse effects could be expected to occur in the context of transportation at
full build-out (i.e., in 2031). Significant cumulative effects from noise are expected at full
build-out, as well.

Upper Bracket Reuse. Effects similar to the Middle Bracket would be expected, but with
a slighter greater intensity due to higher residential development. As a result of future
property reuse significant adverse effects could be expected to occur in the context of
transportation. Significant cumulative effects from noise are expected as well.

Table ES-1 presents a summary of direct, indirect and cumulative effects by resource
area associated with each of the disposal and reuse alternatives evaluated in the EIS.
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Table ES-1 Summary of Effects from Disposal and Reuse of Fort Monroe
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o Beneficial Effect (Minor
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NOTE: No significant beneficial effects were identified.

[BLANK CELL] No or Negligible Effects Expected

o Adverse Effects (Minor)
m Adverse Effects (Moderate)
m Adverse Effects (Significant)

Adverse Effects (Significant) - Middle Bracket and Upper Bracket
apply as a result of future property reuse.
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MITIGATION AND MANAGEMENT MEASURES

The Army’s methodology for ensuring environmentally sustainable redevelopment of
BRAC disposal property includes identifying natural and man-made resources that must
be protected after ownership transfers out of federal control.

The Army creates encumbrances to protect specific resources when required by a
specific statute or as a result of agreements with regulatory agencies. For example,
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
Section 120 requires deeds to include a right of the U.S. to re-enter the property to
undertake remedial action. Federal deed restrictions, which would apply only to non-
reversionary land, run with the land forever or until removed in accordance with its own
terms. In other cases, statutes may impose restrictions on all owners. In such cases, a
specific encumbrance is not required.

Federal, state, and local regulations and policies applying to entities that receive
properties at Fort Monroe will govern to a large extent the appropriate use and
conservation of the environment, including air quality, wetlands resources, water quality,
cultural resources, and other resources. Beyond such regulations and policies, mitigation
measures may be implemented by the Army or the FMA in order to reduce adverse
effects from disposal and redevelopment of Fort Monroe according to the principles of
sound and sustainable planning. The Army has committed to items of mitigation that are
stipulated in the PA between the U.S. Army and other federal and state entities (Appendix
F and summarized in Section 4.15). Specific mitigation measures the Army commits to
perform for both disposal alternatives are outlined below.

» |ncorporation in the deeds and continuing enforcement of historic preservation
restrictions, covenants, and/or easements on non-reversionary land.

= If a site investigation or remediation will or may have an adverse effect on certain
properties, the Army will develop a plan, in consultation with the SHPO, to avoid,
protect, or recover information or prepare appropriate documentation. The Army
will also be required to determine whether or not such activities will have a
potential affect on cultural landscapes that contribute to the NHL District, and
prepare a landscape treatment plan if necessary in accordance with the terms
outlined in the PA.

= |dentify significant viewsheds from and toward the Fort Monroe NHL District within
18 months of the execution of the PA.

= Submit a Cultural Landscape Study within 18 months of the execution of the PA
that will document the evolution of the land form at Fort Monroe from its earliest
known occupation to the present.

» Conduct property management to the standard of DoD Base Redevelopment and
Realignment Manual (1 March 2006) until transfer out of Army ownership.
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Property management requirements will include: continued consultation on non-
BRAC undertakings in accordance with 26 Code of Federal Regulations Part 800;
development of protections for deeds and lease agreements, as well as
adherence to administrative requirements specified in the PA; and provide
schedule updates regarding vacating buildings to the Commonwealth and FMA.

= Mothballed buildings and structures that have been or will remain vacant for 12
months or longer, or if there is no planned use for them, will be preserved in
accordance with NPS guidance found in NPS Preservation Brief 31 and related
requirements outlined in the PA.

= Revise the Fort Monroe NHL District nomination to more clearly define boundaries
of the NHL and to more accurately identify those buildings, structures, objects,
archaeological sites, historic viewsheds, and landscape features that contribute to
the Fort Monroe NHL District.

= Complete draft NRHP nominations for those buildings at Fort Monroe identified as
individually eligible and submit them to the SHPO for review and concurrence, and
then submit the nominations to the NPS for listing.

= Consider, under the guidance of the U.S. Army Center of Military History, the on-
site loan of all or part of the collections pertinent to Fort Monroe's historic
significance.

= Provide, upon request by the FMA, copies of specific archival materials (letters,
photos, documents, etc.) and information on individual artifacts (accession
records, files, notes, etc.) from the Casemate Museum's indexed collection.

= Conduct additional archaeological testing within the boundary of Fort Monroe to
identify any remnant of the former Freedmen's Cemetery (current field
investigations are ongoing and will be reported separately from the EIS process).

= Establish, within 18 months of the execution of the PA, procedures to make
available to the FMA and to the Commonwealth appropriate documents related to
historic and other properties on Fort Monroe, such as maintenance records,
architectural plans, survey materials and similar documents, to facilitate the proper
management of Fort Monroe.

* Provide notice to the FMA and the Commonwealth of the future locations of all
collections removed from Fort Monroe. The FMA and the Commonwealth may
request, from the Army, access to such collections in accordance with Army
policies and regulations.

Additional deed notification and restrictions required of the Army and the FMA in keeping
with the assumptions of this EIS, along with potential mitigation measures that will ensure
successful management of environmental resources according to the principles of sound
environmental planning, are outlined below for each alternative.
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Early Transfer/Traditional Disposal Alternatives. Beyond the mitigation requirements
specified in the PA, the Army will implement appropriate management measures to fulfill
obligations pertaining to Army policy and regulations relative to property disposal, and
may implement additional mitigation to avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse effects
that might occur as a result of early transfer or traditional disposal, as outlined below.

= Develop conveyance documents that would notify future owners of particular
notification requirements concerning natural and cultural resources, in accordance
with Army regulations and policies (see Appendix F). Conveyance documents
would also identify past hazardous substance activities at each site, as required by
CERCLA and the Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act, including
restrictions on land use (e.g., groundwater use).

= Continue to work with the FMA to ensure that disposal transactions are consistent
with the adopted Reuse Plan.

= Continue remediation actions as prioritized by the Army and completing all
required remediation prior to traditional disposal.

* Maintain installation buildings, infrastructure, and natural resources to the extent
provided by Army policy and regulations until final disposal.

= Manage all environmental resources to ensure that the federal facility remains in
compliance with state and federal laws and local regulations.

Caretaker Status Alternative. Beyond the mitigation requirements specified in the PA,
the Army will implement appropriate management measures to fulfill obligations pertaining
to Army policy and regulations relative to caretaker conditions, and may implement
additional mitigation to avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse effects that might occur
as a result of early transfer or traditional disposal, as outlined below.

» Conduct installation security and maintenance operations to the extent provided
by federal policies and regulations.

= Continue to identify clean or remediated portions of the installation excess
properties and prioritize restoration and cleanup activities.

» Recycle solid waste and debris where practicable.
= Continue with remediation actions as prioritized by the Army.

= Maintain necessary natural and cultural resources management measures,
including continued close coordination with other agencies.

= Actively support the leasing of property over the interim period between closure
and redevelopment, where environmental restoration efforts permit, to provide for
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job creation, habitation and maintenance of structures, and rapid reuse of the
installation.

No Action Alternative. Under the no action alternative, the Army would continue
operations at Fort Monroe at levels similar to those occurring prior to the 2005 BRAC
Commission’s recommendations for closure. This continuation of operations would
include the continuation of the Army’s obligations as stewards of environmental and
cultural resources, as required by federal laws, policies and executive orders. Thus, no
changes to existing effects would occur relative to continuation of the Army’s mission
relative to conditions in November 2005.

Reuse Scenarios. Under the intensity-based reuse scenarios, non-Army entities would
assume reuse planning and execution of redevelopment actions. Measures to reduce or
avoid impacts associated with intensity-based reuse scenarios, including specific
mitigation measures, except for those related to federally protected interests, remediation,
or other Army concerns, are not the responsibility of the Army but are the responsibility of
those who are redeveloping the property. As previously discussed, the Army would
develop conveyance documents and implement other measures to mitigate adverse
effects from reuse, including implementing mitigation measures specified in the PA for the
protection of cultural resources. Specific mitigation measures to reduce adverse effects to
the transportation network from future property reuse are outlined in Section 4.11 and
Appendix H, while measures to reduce other adverse effects are outlined in Section 4.15.
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1.0 PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

Recommendations of the 2005 Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission, also
known as the 2005 BRAC Commission, made on 8 September 2005 made in
conformance with the provisions of the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of
1990 (Base Closure Act), Public Law (Pub. L.) 101-510, as amended, included the
closure of Fort Monroe, Virginia (Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission
2005). In the absence of congressional disapproval, the 2005 BRAC Commission’s
recommendations became binding on 9 November 2005. The Fort Monroe installation
property has been determined to be surplus to Department of the Army (Army) needs and
will be disposed of according to applicable laws and regulations (see Section 2.0 for
further details). The purpose of the proposed action is to carry out the 2005 BRAC
Commission’s recommendations. The proposed action supports the Army’s obligations
under the Base Closure Act and to transfer the excess non-reverting property to new
owners.

Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and its implementing
regulations, the Army has prepared this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to
evaluate the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of closing the installation and
disposing of the non-reverting property and to consider reasonable reuse alternatives.
The EIS also considers the cumulative impacts of potential reuses of the large portion of
the property that will revert to the Commonwealth of Virginia according to deed provisions
established when the Army was granted ownership of the property.

1.2 SCOPE

This EIS has been developed in accordance with NEPA and associated implementing
regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR), 40 CFR 1500-1508 and the Army implementing regulation,
“‘Environmental Analysis of Army’s Actions” (32 CFR Part 651). Its purpose is to inform
decision makers and the public of the likely environmental consequences of the proposed
action and alternatives. This EIS identifies, documents, and evaluates the potential
environmental effects of non-reverting property disposal and the effects of reasonably
foreseeable reuses of the property on which Fort Monroe is located.

The Base Closure Act specifies that NEPA does not apply to actions of the president, the
BRAC Commission, or Department of Defense (DoD) except “(i) during the process of
property disposal, and (ii) during the process of relocating functions from a military
installation being closed or realigned to another military installation after the receiving
installation has been selected but before the functions are relocated.” Specifically, the
Base Closure Act specifies in Section 2905(c)(2) that in applying the provisions of NEPA
to the process, the Secretary of Defense and the secretaries of the military departments
concerned do not have to consider (i) the need for closing or realigning the military
installation which has been recommended for closure or realignment by the BRAC
Commission, (ii) the need for transferring functions to any military installation, or (iii)
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military installations alternative to those recommended or selected. Accordingly, this EIS
does not address the need for closure or realignment. NEPA does, however, apply to
disposal of excess federal property as a direct Army action and the reuse of such property
as a secondary effect of disposal; therefore, those actions are addressed in this
document.

For this EIS, the proposed action is to dispose of the non-reverting property generated by
the BRAC-mandated closure of Fort Monroe. The non-reverting property accounts for
approximately 193 of the 565 acres of property within Fort Monroe. When the Army
ceases to use Fort Monroe for national defense purposes, ownership of approximately
372 acres of "reverting property" granted by the 1838 and 1936 deeds will automatically
pass from the United States (U.S.) to the Commonwealth of Virginia. Upon such
occurrence, the Commonwealth will have the same titles that it granted to the U.S.

This EIS analyzes the disposal of approximately 193 acres of non-reverting property as
the federal action and the cumulative environmental effects resulting from the reuse of the
372 reverting acres. Two disposal alternatives (early transfer and traditional) are identified
in the EIS for the non-reverting property, as well as a caretaker status alternative, which
might arise prior to disposal, and the no action alternative.

In addition to disposal alternatives for the proposed federal action, three reuse intensities
are evaluated as secondary actions on all property at Fort Monroe. These are based on a
range of reuse intensities encompassing the Reuse Plan developed by the Fort Monroe
Federal Area Development Authority (FMFADA). These alternatives and scenarios, and
the rationale for their selection, are further described in Section 3.0. Cumulative impacts
from reuse on the reverting property are included in the evaluation of the secondary
actions.

An interdisciplinary team of environmental scientists, biologists, planners, economists,
engineers, archaeologists, historians, and military technicians performed the impact
analysis. The team identified the affected resources, analyzed the proposed action
against the existing conditions, and determined the relevant beneficial and adverse
effects associated with the action. Section 4.0, Affected Environment and Consequences,
describes the baseline conditions of the affected resources at Fort Monroe as of
November 2005. The environmental consequences of disposal and reuse are also
described in Section 4.0.

1.3  PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

1.3.1 NEPA Public Involvement Process

The Army invited full public participation in the Fort Monroe BRAC NEPA process to
promote open communication and better decision making. All persons and organizations
that had a potential interest in the proposed action, including minority, low-income,
disadvantaged, and Native American groups, were urged to participate in the NEPA
environmental analysis process.
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Public comments were welcomed throughout the NEPA process. Formal opportunities for
public participation followed the Army’s publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare
an EIS and included submission of comments on the scope of the environmental
evaluation, review of the Draft EIS (DEIS), presentation of comments at a public meeting
held during the DEIS review period, and review of the Final EIS (FEIS) before the
initiation of the proposed action. Each of these steps in the process is briefly discussed
below.

1.3.2 Notice of Intent

The NOI is the first formal step in the NEPA public involvement process. It notified the
public that an EIS would be prepared. The agency proposing an action publishes the
notice in the Federal Register prior to the start of the scoping process. The NOI includes a
description of the proposed action and gives the name and address of an agency contact
person. An NOI announcing the Army’s intent to prepare an EIS for the disposal and
reuse of Fort Monroe was published in the Federal Register on 19 September 2008 (see
Appendix A).

1.3.3 Scoping Process

The purpose of scoping is to solicit public and agency comment on issues or concerns
that should be addressed in the EIS. It is designed to involve the public early in the EIS
process. Public comments are solicited through mailings, media advertisements, and both
agency and public scoping meetings. Although informal comments are welcome at any
time throughout the process, the scoping period and the scoping meeting provide formal
opportunities for public participation in and comment on the environmental impact
analysis process.

Although not part of the NEPA process, public input on reuse scenarios was solicited by
the Hampton Federal Area Development Authority (FADA) in 2006. This process began
with the Fort Monroe Public Planning Workshops in late July of that year, attended by
more than 200 people. Additional discussion on the Hampton FADA and the public’'s
reuse concepts are discussed in Section 2.2.3 Community Reuse. The Hampton FADA
became the FMFADA in 2007 by enactment of Virginia Senate Bill 1392 and maintains an
ongoing account of public involvement related to the Reuse Plan on their website
<http://www.fmfada.com>. As of 1 June 2010, the FMFADA has become an independent
Commonwealth agency known as the Fort Monroe Authority (FMA).

The Army conducted a Public Scoping Meeting for an Environmental Assessment (EA) of
the proposed action at the City of Hampton’'s Sandy Bottom Nature Center on the evening
of 30 January 2007. During this open house forum, the public and agencies were given a
verbal presentation on the BRAC mandated closure of Fort Monroe and the Army’s plan
to close the installation and dispose of non-reverting property. Attendees were able to
visit various resource area stations and, with the aid of large graphics, storyboards and
handouts, converse with subject matter experts on NEPA, Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), members of the Fort Monroe Restoration Advisory
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Board, and the Hampton FADA. At this meeting attendees were also invited to comment
on the scope of the EA for a 30-day period, and that period was later extended. This
extension allowed, in total, 72 days for providing comment. Comments received during
the Fort Monroe scoping process are contained in Appendix A. Public comments
requesting an EIS and screening analyses to indicate the potential for significant adverse
impacts led the Army’s decision to prepare this EIS for the proposed action. The public
comments received during preparation of the EA were considered in the development of
the DEIS, in addition to the public comments received during the scoping process
discussed below.

The Army published a NOI to prepare an EIS in the 19 September 2008 edition of the
Federal Register and on the evening of 28 October 2008, the Army conducted a Public
Scoping Meeting for the EIS in the Virginia Room of Northampton Community Center
located at 1435-A Todds Lane, Hampton, Virginia 23665. This meeting was announced in
the two largest local newspapers — the Virginian Pilot and the Daily Press — and a letter of
invitation was sent to a mailing list of approximately 90 addresses that included U.S.
senators and members of congress, Virginia’s governor, state senators and delegates,
federal and state agencies, local government officials, Native American tribes, and
community and special interest groups.

In attendance beyond those representing the Army and the Scoping Meeting support
personnel were Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) staff (two) and City of
Hampton, Planning (one). Also present were the Buckroe Civic Association (one), Rain for
Rent (one), and private citizens (five). The private citizen group included a Hampton city
councilwoman. Comments received during the Scoping Meeting are presented in
Appendix A.

1.3.4 Public Review of Draft EIS

A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the DEIS was published by the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (USEPA) in the Federal Register on 11 September 2009, while the full
text of the Army’s NOA was published on 14 September 2009. A news release was
published on 11 September 2009 in each of the primary newspapers serving the Fort
Monroe vicinity, including the Virginian-Pilot and the Daily Press. Copies of the DEIS were
also sent to offices and individuals on the distribution list, as well as to individuals who
requested copies in response to the NOA. Names on the list were compiled from a variety
of sources, including sources at the installation. All persons, agencies, and organizations
thought to have potential interest in the Army’s action were included. In addition, copies of
the DEIS were provided to the main public libraries in the vicinity of Fort Monroe. The
DEIS was also made available on the web at
<http://www.hgda.army.mil/acsimweb/brac/nepaeisdocs.htm>.

1.3.5 Public Meeting

The Army conducted a public meeting on the evening of 6 October 2009 at the Hampton
Roads Convention Center, 1610 Coliseum Drive, Hampton, Virginia 23666-4350, to solicit
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comments concerning the DEIS. This meeting was announced through public notices,
printed on 11 September 2009 in each of the major newspapers serving the Fort Monroe
vicinity, including the Virginian-Pilot and the Daily Press, encouraged all interested parties
to attend, including Native American tribes, federal, state, and local agencies, and the
public. These announcements coincided with the Federal Register printing of the NOA
which was published by the USEPA on 11 September 2009. In addition, over 100
individual invitations from the Fort Monroe Directorate of Public Works (DPW) were
issued to various interested parties, including federal and state agencies, local interest
groups, American Indian tribal representatives, local elected officials, media contacts, and
local information repositories. These invitations were sent on 8 September 2009 and
contained information detailing the locations in which the DEIS had been made available
for review and the details regarding the public meeting. A copy of the invitation and
invitation mailing list is provided in Appendix A.

At the public meeting, welcoming remarks were provided by Bob Edwards, acting deputy
garrison commander, Fort Monroe, followed by Mr. Richard Muller. Mr. Muller then
provided an explanation of the approach for preparation of the DEIS, briefly touching on
each resource area discussed in the DEIS. Upon conclusion of Mr. Muller’'s discussion,
the floor was opened for a questions and answer session. Appendix A includes the
agenda, other meeting materials, a list of attendees at the public meeting, and a transcript
of the public meeting. Approximately 40 individuals were present at the public meeting.

Several participants engaged the speakers during the question and answer session. A
detailed summary of these discussions is provided in the Public Meeting Transcript (see
Appendix A). The Army’s responses to oral comments received during the meeting are
included in the Comments and Responses matrix provided in Appendix A.

1.3.6 Final EIS

The Army considered all comments, both individually and collectively, that were provided
by the public and agencies on the DEIS that were received during the 48-day public
comment period. The FEIS incorporates changes suggested by those commenting on the
DEIS, as appropriate, and contains responses to all comments received during the public
comment period (i.e., 11 September 2009 through 29 October 2009; Note: the public
comment period was extended 3 days in case individuals failed to see the NOA published
by the USEPA on 11 September [which is the official start of the comment period], but
only saw the NOA published by the Army on the next business day of 14 September). All
comments on the DEIS are provided in Appendix A, along with the Army’s responses.

An NOA for the FEIS will be published in the Federal Register and display ads
announcing the document’s availability will also be published in each of the major
newspapers serving the Fort Monroe vicinity, including the Virginian-Pilot and the Daily
Press. Copies of the FEIS will be mailed to all offices and individuals who received the
DEIS and to those who request copies. The FEIS distribution will also include any person,
organization, or agency that submitted substantive comments on the DEIS. Additionally,
copies of the FEIS will be placed in the main public libraries in the vicinity of Fort Monroe.
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Following announcement of the availability of the FEIS, there is a 30-day waiting period.
At the end of this period, the Army will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD), which will
select from the alternatives discussed in this EIS. Once the ROD is signed the Army may
proceed with the proposed action.

1.4 FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS

Numerous factors contribute to Army decisions relating to disposal of the surplus
property. The land that reverts directly to the Commonwealth of Virginia does not fall
under the provisions of these disposal considerations as these lands cannot be disposed
by deed or otherwise made subject to Army restrictions on future use. The Base Closure
Act triggers action under several other federal statutes and regulations. In addition, the
Army must adhere to specific rules and procedures pertaining to transfer of non-reverting
property as well as executive branch policies. There are also practical concerns such as
identifying base assets to allow for disposal in a manner most consistent with statutory
and regulatory guidance. These matters are further discussed below.

1.4.1 BRAC Procedural Requirements

Statutory Provisions. The two laws that govern real property disposal in BRAC are the
Base Closure Act and the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act (FPASA)
(Title 40 of the U.S. Code [U.S.C.], Sections 101 and following, as amended). The
disposal process is also governed by 32 CFR Part 174 (Revitalizing Base Closure
Communities) and 32 CFR Part 176 (Revitalizing Base Closure Communities — Base
Closure Community Assistance), the President’s Program to Revitalize Base Closure
Communities and the Pryor Amendment that gives legal authority to the President’s
Program (see below), and regulations issued by DoD to implement BRAC law.

Screening Process. Having been recommended for closure, the Fort Monroe property
has been determined to be excess to Army needs and, therefore, subject to specific
procedures to identify potential subsequent public-sector users. The property has been
offered to a hierarchy of potential users through procedures called the screening process.
This process and its results to date are discussed in Section 2.3.4, Real Estate Disposal
Process.

The President’s Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities. On 2 July 1993,
President Clinton announced a major new program to speed the economic recovery of
communities near closing military installations. The president pledged to give top priority
to early reuse of each closing installation’s most valuable assets. A principal goal of the
initiative was to provide for rapid redevelopment and creation of new jobs. In announcing
the program, the president outlined the five parts of his community revitalization plan:

= Job-centered property disposal that puts local economic redevelopment first
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» Fast-track environmental cleanup that removes delays while protecting human
health and the environment'

= Appointment of transition coordinators at installations slated for closure
= Easy access to transition and redevelopment help for workers and communities
= Larger economic development planning grants to base closure communities

The Army is fully committed to the President’s Program to Revitalize Base Closure
Communities. A BRAC Environmental Coordinator and a Base Transition Coordinator
have been appointed for the Fort Monroe property, and the Army has taken an active role
in providing assistance to local officials in the community.

The Pryor Amendment. Congress endorsed the president’s plan by enacting the Base
Closure Communities Assistance Act (contained in Title XXIX, Pub. L. 103-160), popularly
known as the “Pryor Amendment” in recognition of its principal legislative sponsor. This
act, as amended, provides legal authority to carry out the president’s plan by granting
conveyances of real and personal property to a Local Redevelopment Authority (LRA). In
the case of Fort Monroe, the FMA has been recognized as the LRA by DoD. Specifically,
the act created a new federal property mechanism, the Economic Development
Conveyance (EDC). An EDC can help induce a market for the property, thereby
enhancing economic recovery and generating jobs. The Army is required to seek fair-
market-value consideration for EDC of property on installations that were approved for
closure or realignment after 1 January 2005. Some flexibility is given to the military
departments and the communities to negotiate the terms and conditions of the EDC. A
detailed application, including an approved community redevelopment plan, serves as the
basis for determining an LRA’s eligibility for an EDC. DoD’s regulations implementing the
Pryor Amendment appear at 32 CFR Parts 174 and 176. The EDC is further described in
Section 2.3.4, Real Estate Disposal Process.

1.4.2 Relevant Statues and Executive Orders (E.O.)

Numerous factors contribute to Army decisions relating to disposal of installation property
including mission requirements, schedule, availability of funding, and environmental
considerations. In addressing environmental considerations, the Army is guided by
several relevant statutes (and their implementing regulations) and E.O.s that establish
standards and provide guidance on environmental and natural resources management
and planning. These include, but are not limited to, the Clean Air Act (CAA); Clean Water
Act (CWA); Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA); Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA); Noise Control Act; Endangered
Species Act (ESA); NHPA; Archaeological Resources Protection Act; Migratory Bird

! Fast-track cleanup per the President’s Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities is no longer being exercised by
the Army.
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Treaty Act (MBTA); Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA);
American Indian Religious Freedom Act; Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA); Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA); Toxic
Substances Control Act (TSCA); E.O. 11988 (Floodplain Management); E.O. 11990
(Protection of Wetlands); E.O. 12088 (Federal Compliance with Pollution Control
Standards); E.O. 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations); E.O. 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal
Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds); E.O. 13045 (Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks); and E.O. 13508 (Chesapeake Bay
Protection and Restoration). Key provisions of these statutes and E.O.s are described in
more detail, as needed, in the text of this EIS.

1.4.3 Other Reuse Regulations and Guidance

DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment published its Community Guide to Base Reuse in
May 1995. The guide describes the base closure and reuse processes that have been
designed to help with local economic recovery and summarizes the many assistance
programs administered by DoD and other agencies. In 2006, DoD published its DoD Base
Redevelopment and Realignment Manual (BRRM) (DoD 4165.66-M) to prescribe the
procedures on how to reuse and redevelop bases. BRRM is a DoD instruction manual
prepared for DoD agencies. In part, it describes procedures for use by DoD to transfer
property in a manner that facilitates reuse and redevelopment. Private entities are not
constrained by the BRRM with regard to redevelopment of excess BRAC property. DoD
and the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) have published
guidance (at 32 CFR Part 176) required by Title XXIX of the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year (FY) 1994. The guidance establishes policy and
procedures, assigns responsibilities, and delegates authority to implement the President’s
Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities (2 July 1993), as endorsed through
congressional enactment of the Pryor Amendment (see above).
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

21 INTRODUCTION

The proposed action (Army primary action) is to dispose of the excess property generated
by the BRAC-mandated closure of Fort Monroe, Virginia. Reuse of non-reverting property
at Fort Monroe by others is a secondary action resulting from disposal. Although reuse of
property that will revert back to the Commonwealth of Virginia is not a secondary effect of
the federal disposal action, it would be considered a cumulative impact. In order to avoid
an unnecessarily disjointed analysis, the effects of reverted lands will be analyzed as part
of the Reuse Plan in this EIS.

Fort Monroe is a 565-acre U.S. Army garrison located at the southeastern tip of the
Virginia Lower Peninsula between Hampton Roads and the Lower Chesapeake Bay
(Figure 2.1-1).

Fort Monroe is the largest moat encircled stone ever built in the U.S. Construction began
in 1819 and was completed in 1834, but the first fort to occupy the site dates back to
1609, when a timber and earthwork stockade known as Fort Algernourne was completed.
It was destroyed by fire in 1612. Fort Algernourne was followed by what was known only
as “the fort at Point Comfort,” built in 1632 and lost to an ocean storm in 1667. Fort
George was next, completed in 1728 and then destroyed by a hurricane in 1749. As it
stands today, Fort Monroe is located on a peninsula surrounded by the waters of the
lower Chesapeake Bay, the harbor of the Hampton Roads, and Mill Creek. The
installation’s northern extension ties into land in the Hampton, Virginia community of
Buckroe Beach.

Fort Monroe is accessible by two low bridges that converge at the main gate. Downtown
Hampton is just west of Fort Monroe, and the Hampton community of Phoebus, through
which all motor vehicle traffic approaching Fort Monroe must pass, lies to the northwest.
Other major nearby cities include Newport News, Norfolk, Virginia Beach, and
Portsmouth. All these have had strong relationships to military organizations, and the
military currently employs many residents of these surrounding cities. More distant is
historic Williamsburg, located about 30 miles northwest of Fort Monroe. Richmond is
about 75 highway miles northwest of Fort Monroe, and 175 highway miles to the north is
Washington, DC.

The other principal military installations on Virginia’s Hampton Roads Peninsula are:
Langley Air Force Base (AFB), the site of the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration (NASA) Research Center and Headquarters for the Air Combat Command,;
Fort Eustis, home of the Army Transportation Corps and a major training installation; the
Yorktown Naval Weapons Station; and Camp Peary. Across Hampton Roads Harbor are
Naval Air Station (NAS) Oceana, Little Creek Amphibious Base, Fort Story, and Naval
Base Norfolk. Naval Base Norfolk is the world's largest naval base, with about 71,000
active duty military and 16,000 civilian personnel assigned to support more than 130
ships, 25 aircraft squadrons, and 70 major commands.
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Figure 2.1-1 Location Map

Despite Old Point Comfort’s apparent vulnerability to the elements, its location at the
mouth of the Chesapeake Bay had been repeatedly chosen as a defense site for its
strategic advantages. Fort Monroe became the keystone of the nation's coastal defense
system following the War of 1812.

The original mission of Fort Monroe was to guard Hampton Roads Harbor. Its secondary
mission was to protect the lower Chesapeake Bay and access to Washington, DC. Today,
Fort Monroe’s mission is to provide quality base operations support for national defense
agencies while preparing the Fort Monroe community for the future.

Over 250 building structures at Fort Monroe include 113 housing buildings, 60
administrative buildings, garages, support buildings, and the stone fort itself. Most of the
building square footage at Fort Monroe is used for professional office space.
Administrative space includes public works, information management, safety, public
affairs, legal counsel, civilian and military personnel, resource management, health and
dental clinics. Morale, welfare, and recreation facilities include the marina, bowling alley,
RV park, and fitness center. Other space includes digital photograph processing, grounds
maintenance buildings, mechanical and structural shops, entomology shop, U.S. Navy
boat testing and maintenance facilities, waste accumulation facility, and gas stations.
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Non-federal facilities located on Fort Monroe include the Chamberlin, St. Mary Star of the
Sea Catholic Church and Rectory, and the Old Point National Bank. The Old Point
Comfort Lighthouse is owned and operated by the U.S. Department of Homeland Security
(U.S. Coast Guard [USCG]) and is not part of the disposal action. Fort Monroe also
includes grass-covered vacant land, wetlands, shallow water areas, beaches, paved
roads, and parking lots.

There are several military tenant organizations at Fort Monroe. The largest and most
significant is Headquarters, U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC).
TRADOC recruits, trains, and educates the Army’s soldiers; develops leaders; supports
training in units; establishes standards; and builds the future Army. As the Army's
principal combat developer, TRADOC guides, coordinates, and integrates the Army's total
combat effort and develops and maintains the total Army training system.

The stone fortification, which occupies 63 acres, will revert to the Commonwealth of
Virginia with closure of the installation. The granite walls, 10 feet thick at the base and 12
feet high, were designed to support approximately 400 guns. Earthwork and stone
casemates increase the total wall thickness to as much as 95 feet, providing a slope to
more easily move troops and weapons to the top of the wall. The fort was planned to
support a peacetime garrison of approximately 600 men and a wartime population of
approximately 2,600 soldiers and officers. In 1825, more than one-tenth of the entire U.S.
Army was garrisoned within its walls. Fort Monroe now carries a total daytime population
of approximately 3,500, including 1,400 people in uniform and 2,100 civilian and contract
employees. Over 800 soldiers and their families reside on post. In addition, the
Chamberlin provides 133 apartment suites for occupancy by the general public.

Fort Monroe, and the fortifications that preceded it, have played a role in every major
American military conflict, from the Revolutionary War to Operations Enduring Freedom in
Afghanistan and Iragi Freedom in Iraq. In recognition of the many significant events that
have taken place within its boundaries over nearly four centuries, and the value of its
structures as examples of American military architecture and community, since 1960 Fort
Monroe has been designated a National Historic Landmark (NHL).

2.2 IMPLEMENTATION PROPOSED

221 Army Disposal Action

Actions recommended for Fort Monroe, Virginia, by the Commission are: “Close Fort
Monroe, VA. Relocate TRADOC Headquarters, the Installation Management Agency
Northeast Region Headquarters, the U.S. Army Network Enterprise Technology
Command, Northeast Region Headquarters and the Army Contracting Agency Northern
Region Office to Fort Eustis, VA. Relocate the U.S. Army Accessions Command and U.S.
Army Cadet Command to Fort Knox, KY.” (Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission 2005). BRAC Law states that these realignments must be completed by 15
September 2011.
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The proposed federal action analyzed in this EIS is to dispose of the surplus property
generated by the BRAC-mandated closure of Fort Monroe, Virginia. Reuse of non-
reverting property at Fort Monroe by others is a secondary action resulting from disposal.
Under provisions of the Base Closure Act, Pub. L. 101-510 mandates the initiation of
closure and realignment actions no later than two years after the president transmits the
recommendation to the congress and actual closure and realignment actions no later than
six years after the president transmits the recommendation to the congress. The
proposed federal action for this installation will be the disposal and reuse of surplus non-
reverting property. Evaluation of the impact from the reuse of the remaining reverting
property is also included in this EIS as a cumulative effect.

222 Property Considerations

Fort Monroe includes both reverting and non-reverting property. Table 2.2-1 lists the
acreage of the property categories and Figure 2.2-1 shows the corresponding locations.

Table 2.2-1 Land Acreages at Fort Monroe, Virginia

Reversionary Property (acres)
Wetlands Dry Land Total
Area 1 0 371.8 371.8
on-Reversionary Property (acres)
Area 2 0 31.6 31.6
Area 3 0 38.8 38.8
Area 4 32.2 90.1 122.3
Sub-Total 32.2 160.5 192.7
Combined (acres)
TOTAL 322 | 532.3 564.5
Note: All acreage figures compiled from the Fort Monroe Boundary Survey,
Final Submittal 17 August 2009.
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. Area 1- Reverts to Virginia 371.770 acres
Area 2 - Federal Land 31.611 acres

Area 3 - Federal Land 38.820 acres
. Area 4 - Federal Land 122,318 acres

Total Federal Land - 192,749 acres
Total Fort Monroe - 564.519 acres
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Figure 2.2-1 Property Categories at Fort Monroe, Virginia
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223 Community Reuse

DoD recognizes the FMA as the LRA for the reuse planning associated with Fort Monroe,
so the terms FMA and LRA are, in this case, interchangeable. The FMA consists of a
chairman, an executive director, eighteen board members (seven appointed by the
governor: five from his cabinet and two non-legislative members with recent and
significant experience — one in historic preservation, one in heritage tourism), seven
members named by the Hampton City Council, and four elected officials. The executive
director, staff, consultants, and advisory groups support the FMA but are not board
members.

Within the Reuse Plan for Fort Monroe are five basic essentials that emerged as a result
of the public input received at the Hampton FADA Public Planning Workshops held in July
2006. (The Army does not plan reuse or solicit comments on reuse and therefore did not
participate in these workshops.) The five basic essentials are:

» Protecting the historical significance of Fort Monroe;

= Assuring the property is open and accessible;

= Establishing a large-scale, open park space;

=  Seeking economic sustainability; and

= Allowing new development within strict limitations.
The Reuse Plan is presented in Appendix B of this EIS.

224 Implementation

The BRAC process of property disposal includes predisposal activities and real estate
disposal, which in turn allow for subsequent reuse development. Predisposal activities
may include, but are not limited to, NEPA compliance, Section 106 coordination in
accordance with the NHPA, property inventories and title reviews, completion of
environmental remediation (unless early transfer is negotiated), interim uses, and
caretaking of vacated facilities until disposal. In transferring or conveying federally-owned
property at Fort Monroe, the Army would identify encumbrances consistent with
requirements of law, or that would arise through the implementation of environmental
remedies. Section 3.2.5 provides details on the encumbrances expected to exist at the
time of transfer.

2.3 DISPOSAL PROCESS

2.31 Maintenance of Property Until Disposal

Prior to disposal, the Army may find it necessary to maintain the federal non-reversionary
portions of Fort Monroe for an undetermined period. If disposal of BRAC properties were
delayed, the Army would employ two levels of maintenance.
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Initial Maintenance. From the time of operational closure until conveyance of the
property, the Army would provide for maintenance procedures to preserve and protect
those facilities and items of equipment needed for reuse in a manner that facilitates
redevelopment in accordance with Army regulations and the Programmatic Agreement
(PA). The levels of maintenance during this initial period would not exceed maintenance
standards in effect before approval of the closure decision or as required by the PA.
Maintenance would not include any property improvements such as construction,
alteration, or demolition. In an appropriate case, however, demolition of non-historic
buildings could occur if required for health, safety or environmental reasons.

Long-Term Maintenance. In the unlikely event that the property were not transferred, the
Army would reduce maintenance levels to the minimum level for surplus government
property required by 41 CFR 101-47.402, 41 CFR 101-47-4913, the PA, and by Army
Regulation 420-70 (Building and Structures). Long-term maintenance would not be
focused on keeping the facilities in a state of repair to permit rapid reuse. Rather,
maintenance during this period would consist of minimal activities intended primarily to
ensure security and to avoid deterioration. This reduced level of maintenance would
continue indefinitely until disposal.

2.3.2 Contaminated Sites

Unless inclusion of the CERCLA covenant in the deed is deferred, site remediation
activities must be completed before an individual surplus property parcel may be
transferred, and these parcels may be transferred in advance of uncertified parcels. To
determine the baseline nature of contamination on Fort Monroe as a result of past
activities, the U.S. Army prepared an Environmental Condition of Property (ECP) report
(U.S. Army. 2006a). To conduct this study, the property was divided into 18 sections, by
type of use, to facilitate analysis of site data and reporting the findings. The findings of the
ECP are presented in Section 4.13, Hazardous and Toxic Substances.

2.3.3 Interim Uses

During the period of transition preceding property transfer, the Army may enter into an
interim lease that would terminate, transfer, or be assigned at the time the property
conveys or reverts to its new owner. In such a case, the Army will consult with the FMA
before entering into such a lease.

2.3.4 Real Estate Disposal Process

The Army may dispose of the Fort Monroe non-reverting property as a single transfer or in
parcels. After identification of parcels, disposal may occur to meet objectives related to
reuse goals, tax revenue generation, and job creation. Methods available to the Army for
property disposal include EDC, public benefit discount conveyance, negotiated sale,
competitive sale, and exchanges for military construction.

= Economic Development Conveyance (EDC). The 1994 Defense Authorization
Act provides for conveyance of property to an LRA to promote economic
development and job creation in the local community. An EDC is not intended to
supplant other non-reverting property disposal authorities. The Army is required to
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seek fair-market-value consideration for EDC conveyance of property on
installations that were approved for closure or realignment after 1 January 2005.
To qualify for an EDC, the LRA must submit a request to the Army describing its
proposed economic development and job creation program.

= Public Benefit Disposal Conveyance. State or local government entities may
obtain property when sponsored by a federal agency for uses that would benefit
the public such as education, parks and recreation, wildlife conservation, or public
health.

= Negotiated Sale. The Army would negotiate the sale of the property to state or
local governmental entities including tribal governments or to private parties at fair
market value.

= Competitive Sale. Sale to the public would occur through either an invitation for
bids or an auction.

» Exchanges for Military Construction. Section 2869 of Title 10 U.S.C. provides
an alternative authority for disposal of real property at a closing or realigning
installation. This authority allows any real federal property not subject to reversion
at such an installation to be exchanged for military construction on that or another
location.

= Conservation Conveyance. Title 10 U.S.C. 2694a allows the military to convey
property to state or local government agencies, as well as nonprofit organizations,
to conserve natural resources. The deed of the property must include a reversion
clause in the event that the property is no longer used for conservation purposes.

= Conveyance for Cost of Environmental Remediation. Pub. L. 101-510
stipulates that the Military Department may convey property to an entity that
agrees to undertake the responsibility for a portion or all of the remaining
environmental actions on the property, such as environmental clean-up actions.
Under this provision, the Military Department would pay the entity the difference
between the fair market value of the property and the total remediation costs, if
such costs exceed the fair market value. Otherwise, if the environmental costs are
below the fair market value of the property, then the entity would pay the Military
Department the difference.

DoD and Federal Agency Screening. The Army began the screening process by
offering its excess non-reverting property not subject to reversion to other DoD agencies
and federal agencies for their potential use. As a result, the Army transferred to the U.S.
Air Force (USAF) Big Bethel Reservoir and Treatment Plant a satellite property of Fort
Monroe that lies approximately 9 miles northwest of the installation. The entire property,
which consisted of 447.2 acres of land and 46.53 acres of easements, was transferred in
July 2006. The screening process has concluded and no agencies other than the USAF
requested property. This included the National Park Service (NPS) and its parent agency,
the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI).
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LRA Screening. Pursuant to the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and
Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, federal property not subject to reversion that is surplus
to the federal government’s needs is to be screened through an LRA’s soliciting notices of
interest from state and local governments, representatives of the homeless, and other
interested parties. An LRA’s outreach efforts to potential users or recipients of the
property include working with the HUD and other federal agencies that sponsor public
benefit transfers under the federal FPASA. The Reuse Plan incorporates the notices of
interest submitted to the LRA and reflects an overall reuse strategy for the installation.

Public Agency Screening. Consistent with the FPASA, screening notices were sent to
federal agencies that approve or sponsor public benefit conveyances and appropriate
state and local agencies in the vicinity of the property. The Army initiated this screening
after coordination with the Hampton FADA, which was the original LRA for Fort Monroe.
In response to this screening, the Army received no requests for transfer of property not
subject to reversion.
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3.0 ALTERNATIVES

31 INTRODUCTION

This section addresses alternatives for the Army’s primary action of disposal of non-
reverting property (i.e., property that will not revert back to the Commonwealth of Virginia)
and for the secondary action of property reuse by other entities of this same property.
Pursuant to the Base Closure Act and the 2005 BRAC Commission’s recommendation
pertaining to Fort Monroe, continuation of Army operations at Fort Monroe is not feasible.
There is no alternative to closure as described by the BRAC Commission’s
recommendation without further legislative action. For non-reverting property, the Army
has identified two disposal alternatives (early transfer and traditional), a caretaker status
alternative, and the no action alternative. Three reuse scenarios, based on a range of
redevelopment intensity, encompass the community’s reuse plan and are evaluated as
secondary actions. Future reuse of Fort Monroe property is analyzed in the context of
land use intensity categories, as described in Section 3.3.2. Furthermore, the EIS
addresses reuse of property that will revert back to the Commonwealth of Virginia as part
of the plan for reuse.

The Reuse Plan is the primary factor in the development of reuse scenarios and effects
analysis in the Army’s NEPA process for the disposal action. Consideration of the Reuse
Plan along with the proposed federal action aids both the community and the Army in
achieving informed decision making and consensus on reuse at Fort Monroe.

3.2 DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES

3.21 No Action Alternative

Under the no action alternative, the Army would continue operations at Fort Monroe at
levels similar to those occurring prior to the BRAC Commission’s recommendation for
closure. However, implementation of this alternative is not possible in light of the BRAC
closure recommendation’s having the force of law. Inclusion of the no action alternative is
prescribed by the CEQ regulations implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark
against which federal actions can be evaluated. Accordingly, the no action alternative is
evaluated in this EIS.

3.2.2 Early Transfer Alternative

Under this alternative, the Army has available various property transfer and disposal
methods that allow the reuse of the property to occur before environmental remedial
action has been completed. This method of early disposal, allowable under the provision
of Section 120 (h)(3)(C) of CERCLA, would be to defer the requirement to complete all
necessary environmental cleanup prior to the transfer of the property and parcels could
become available for redevelopment and reuse sooner under this disposal alternative
than under any other. This provision, known as early transfer authority (ETA), authorizes
the deferral of the CERCLA covenant requiring Army to warrant that all remedial actions
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have been completed. Virginia’s governor must concur with the deferral request for
property at Fort Monroe.

ETA is not an actual conveyance mechanism, just a deferral of the CERCLA covenant
based on a finding that:

» The property is suitable for transfer for the use intended by the transferee, and the
intended use is consistent with protection of human health and the environment;

» The deed or other agreement proposed to govern the transfer between the U.S.
and the transferee of the property contains specified assurances;

» The federal agency requesting deferral has provided notice, by publication in a
newspaper of general circulation in the vicinity of the property, of the proposed
transfer and of the opportunity for the public to submit, within a period of not less
than 30 days after the date of the notice, written comments on the suitability of the
property for the transfer; and

» The deferral and the transfer of the property will not substantially delay any
necessary response action at the property.

3.2.3 Traditional Disposal Alternative

Under this alternative, the Army would transfer or dispose of property once environmental
remediation is completed for individual parcels of the installation. Under traditional
disposal, if a particular long-term environmental remedy is deemed to be working and
approved, the Army may transfer the land while continuing obligations for limited
environmental actions, such as continued monitoring, five-year review, and continued
operation of remedy systems (such as a groundwater recovery system).

The Army is required under CERCLA, as amended by CERFA, to identify uncontaminated
property within 18 months of the date the property is selected for closure. The Army has
categorized parcels through the analysis documented in the ECP report for Fort Monroe.
For the purposes of CERFA, uncontaminated property is defined as areas where no
release or disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum products has occurred,
including any migration of these substances from adjacent areas. The CERFA Report,
which identified the uncontaminated properties, was submitted to the regulatory agencies
on 10 January 2007. The Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VDEQ) did not
concur with these designations due to perceived data gaps that the agency believed
existed. Supplemental studies and investigations were initiated and a Draft Site
Investigation report was published in February 2008. Additional investigation work was
completed in 2009 and will continue in 2010 (see Section 4.13 for further details).

If a portion of a property has been contaminated, and the Army opts for traditional
disposal, then it must be able to certify that actions necessary to protect human health or
the environment have been taken before the transfer or disposal. Traditional disposal may
include land use restrictions which preclude, limit, or reduce the duration of contact with
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environmental media. These restrictions can take the form of general use restrictions,
such as prohibiting residential use, or more specific restrictions, such as prohibiting the
use of groundwater. Transfer of property not fully remediated is allowed if a long-term
environmental remedy is shown to be operating properly and successfully. Specifically,
under traditional disposal, properties that have been classified as Categories 1, 2, 3, or 4
per the American Society for Testing and Materials (ASTM) 5746-98, Standard
Classification of Environmental Conditions of Property Area Types for BRAC Facilities,
would be suitable for transfer. For properties classified as Categories 2, 3, and 4, a
release of contaminants may have occurred. The Category 2 designation is limited to
releases of petroleum products, even if those releases have been cleaned up. Category 3
describes releases of hazardous substances below an amount that poses an
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment. Because of the nature of the
release, a response of cleanup action is not required. A Category 4 parcel had at one
time been contaminated by a release of hazardous substances at levels that posed an
unacceptable risk to human health or the environment, but is currently remediated to an
acceptable level of risk, or by long-term remedy that is considered to be operating
properly and successfully. For properties currently classified as Category 5, 6, or 7,
transfer of property is not allowed under traditional disposal. These properties would need
to undergo continued environmental actions until they can be reclassified (such as
ensuring that a long-term environmental remedy is shown to be operating properly and
successfully and a parcel has been reclassified from Category 5 or 6 to a Category 4). In
addition, Category 7 parcels still require evaluation or additional investigation work to
determine the nature and extent, if any, of the environmental contamination.

Some environmental remedial actions may take a long time to be selected, approved, and
implemented. Therefore, there may be a prolonged period under this alternative during
which parcels are not available for transfer or disposal. Furthermore, it is possible that an
installation would be moved to long-term caretaker status during this period as discussed
further in Section 3.2.4 Caretaker Status Alternative.

3.24 Caretaker Status Alternative

The caretaker status alternative would arise in the event that the Army is unable to
dispose of any or all portions of the non-reverting property within the period of initial
maintenance (Section 2.3.1). Once the time period for initial maintenance elapses, and if
the Army has not yet disposed of its property, the Army would then reduce maintenance
to levels consistent with federal government standards for excess and surplus properties
(i.e., 41 CFR 101-47.402 and 101-47.4913), Army Regulation 420-70 (Buildings and
Structures), and with the PA. This long-term maintenance, or ‘caretaker status’ stage,
would no longer be focused on keeping the facilities in a state of repair to facilitate rapid
reuse. Rather, maintenance during this period would consist of activities intended
primarily to ensure security, health, and safety and to avoid physical deterioration.
Caretaker status would also include continuation of planned remediation activities. Active
natural resource management activities will continue in accordance with federal law.
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3.2.5 Encumbrances Applicable to Either Disposal Alternative

The Army’s methodology for promoting environmentally sustainable redevelopment of
BRAC disposal property includes identifying natural and man-made resources that should
be protected after ownership transfers out of federal control. The Army develops this
information from the environmental baseline information during the disposal process and
provides it to the LRA with the recommendation that redevelopment considers protecting
these valuable resources and any other conditions that might influence reuse. Using this
methodology, the Army hopes to promote sustainable redevelopment and protection of
valuable resources.

Use restrictions are legal constraints that may be imposed by deed on the non-reverting
property to protect cultural resources, human health, or the environment. Other
encumbrances can also arise on all of the property from the nature of the property or as a
result of past use of the property. Examples of natural encumbrances include the
tendency of some areas of the property to flood and the Mill Creek marsh to be
considered wetland. The presence of hazardous building materials or conditions, such as
asbestos-containing materials (ACM) and lead-based paint (LBP), are examples of legal
encumbrances that might require specific management strategies. In most cases, these
conditions will not materially or adversely affect redevelopment.

The Army’s general policy is to impose use restrictions to protect specific resources only
when required by a specific statute. For property transfers by deed (e.g., the non-reverting
property) there will be a clause in the deed allowing the U.S. access to the property to
take environmental remedial or corrective action (see 42 U.S.C. Section
9620(h)(3)(A)(iii)). Such a clause constitutes an encumbrance.

Use restrictions that the Army would consider include restrictions protecting and
preserving cultural resources, restrictions to protect public health and safety and access
to remediation sites. Encumbrances generally are not imposed for other facets of
environmental protection and conservation, such as endangered species protection,
CZMA, and wetlands protection, as these concerns are already regulated by local, state,
and/or federal statutes and must be complied with regardless of property ownership.
Furthermore, easements, rights-of-way, and leases may continue on portions of the land.

With respect to Fort Monroe, the encumbrances outlined in this section will only apply to
non-reversionary property of the Army. Consistent with this methodology and as part of
the disposal process, the Army will also meet all applicable requirements of federal law
necessary to carry out agreements with regulatory agencies or to address specific Army
needs.

Types of Encumbrances. Major categories of encumbrances, outlined below, can be
identified on federal properties not subject to reversion.

= Easements, rights-of-way, and other rights. Real estate might be burdened with
utility system, other infrastructure-related, roadway, or access easements, rights-
of-way, and other rights (e.g., water rights and mineral rights).
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» Use restrictions. Activities on property might be limited by existing conditions or in
recognition of adjacent land uses. For example, use of a former landfill site would
preclude ground disturbance of a clay cap but could permit passive uses such as
recreation. The presence of munitions and explosives of concern (MEC) might
preclude some uses of a parcel because of potential safety hazards. Use
restrictions might also require that transferees of property take certain actions
(e.g., remediate ACM or LBP prior to use of buildings for residential purposes) or
refrain from certain actions (e.g., prohibit use of on-site groundwater pending
completion of cleanup activities).

» Historic building or archaeological site protection. Negotiated terms of transfer or
conveyance would result in requirements for new owners to maintain the status
quo of historic buildings or archaeological sites or might impose a requirement for
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) before any
actions affecting such resources take place.

Encumbrances Identified at Fort Monroe. The following specific encumbrances would
be expected to apply at the time of transfer or conveyance of the federal property not
subject to reversion at Fort Monroe (the Commonwealth of Virginia will be informed of any
perceived encumbrances on reversionary properties):

Land Use Restrictions. As a component of remedy implementation, the Army may restrict
certain types of future land use, impose institutional controls, or take other actions
affecting land use to protect human health and the environment. Such restrictions would
be included in conveyance documents for property not subject to reversion.

Protection of Historic Properties and Cemeteries. Within Fort Monroe there are numerous
historic structures. In 1960 the Secretary of the Interior declared Fort Monroe a NHL and
in 1966 it was listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The 189
contributing elements to the NRHP include 113 housing units, 2 support buildings, 60
administrative buildings, the stone fort, 3 support structures, 9 landscape features and 1
object, the Lincoln Gun. The Chamberlin, St Mary's Church and Rectory and the Old Point
Comfort Lighthouse are contributing elements that are not owned or managed by the
Army. Wherry Housing (31 buildings) are also contributing features to the NHL. Any
adverse impacts to these buildings have already been mitigated through a Programmatic
Comment approved by the ACHP on 31 May 2002. The Old Point Comfort Lighthouse
and the Chamberlin are also individually listed on the NRHP. The Chamberlin, a privately
owned property, was individually listed on the Virginia Landmarks Register in December
2006 and is protected by a separate agreement between the owners and the
Commonwealth of Virginia.

The only cemetery known to have existed on Fort Monroe was the post cemetery,
established prior to the Civil War. Its approximate location was east of the inactive airfield.
Briefly designated a National Veterans Cemetery during the Civil War, it was used
primarily to inter soldiers, nurses, and civilians who died at Fort Monroe's hospital or in
battles in eastern Virginia during the period of the war in which Hampton Roads was too
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heavily contested to safely transport the deceased to other cemeteries. Although no
longer used as a Veterans Cemetery after the 1860s, the post cemetery continued to be
used through the 1890s. Burials from this cemetery were relocated to the hometowns of
the deceased or to the Hampton National Veterans Cemetery, beginning when the Civil
War's hostilities moved out of the Hampton Roads area and continuing until the 1930s,
when the Army wanted to reclaim the land as buildable acreage.

An investigation is currently underway to identify a potential African-American cemetery,
known as the ‘Freedman’s Cemetery’, which may be located at Fort Monroe. Based on
archival research, no cemetery could be identified. However, if it existed it would have
been used to inter the Contrabands (slaves claimed as the spoils of war for the purpose
of being set free) and free Blacks who took refuge at Fort Monroe during the Civil War.
Contraband was the term used by Brigadier General Benjamin Butler, commander of Fort
Monroe at the outset of the American Civil War, to refer to slaves that had sought
sanctuary there during the war. He had declared these people ‘Contraband’ and in doing
so refused to return them to Confederate troops.

Given the severe constraints on suitable land at Fort Monroe and the period burial
practices, it is likely that any possible African-American cemetery was either a section of
the post cemetery or adjacent to the post cemetery. There is some potential that not all
burials have been relocated, since wartime relocations, relocations occurring over an
extended period of time, and non-archaeologist aided disinterments are likely to miss
some human remains or associated funerary objects (further investigation is underway by
the Army and will be reported separately from the EIS process). Cemeteries and graves,
per se, are not ordinarily considered eligible for the NRHP unless they meet special
conditions (Potter and Boland 1992), but are protected by other legislation (Virginia
Antiquities Act, §10.1-2305 Code of Virginia), final regulations adopted by the Virginia
Board of Historic Resources and published in the Register on 15 July 1991, and NAGPRA
(25 U.S.C. 3001 and its implementing regulations, 36 CFR 10).

There is also a pet cemetery on Fort Monroe. The pet cemetery was started on the
terreplein (the flat top of earthen berm behind the fort’s stone walls) in the 1920s,
although the earliest stone dates from the 1930s. This practice ended in the mid-1980s.
The pet cemetery is now considered a contributing element in the Fort Monroe NHL.

Floodplains. Fort Monroe is located entirely within the 100-year floodplain. The majority of
the post is described as an area of 100-year floods with flood levels ranging from 9 to 10
feet. The northeastern edge of the base is a little higher, with an elevation of about 13
feet, and is described as an area of 100-year coastal flood with velocity (when there is
wave action). In 2009, a new seawall was completed along the Norfolk Harbor shoreline
to replace the deteriorating seawall that was built in 1934 in response to the Great
Hurricane of 1933. The new seawall is approximately 3,320 feet long and parallels the old
wall. In addition to being much more resistant to wave attack, the height of the new
seawall is nearly two feet higher than the old wall to provide greater protection to the
property in the event of a storm.
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In consideration of E.O. 11988, Army property conveyance documents will notify property
transferees of their obligations to adhere to applicable restrictions on the property
imposed by federal, state, or local floodplain regulations.

Munitions and Explosives of Concern (MEC). As a result of its history as the first Artillery
School of Practice, the largest arsenal during the Civil War, and a practice ground for
artillery troops, some excavations on the property have encountered munitions and, more
commonly, munitions debris.

In 1995 an Ordnance and Explosive Waste Investigation identified many metallic
anomalies across the fort (Parsons 1995). Very few were subsequently identified as
munitions. In addition, the 2006 Historical Record Review indicates that there is the
potential for MEC to remain at 4 Arsenal Area sites, 13 Fortress Area sites, and 23
Coastal Defense Area sites (Malcolm Pirnie 2006). This estimate was based on various
sources of information, including an ordnance removal project performed by Navy
explosive ordnance disposal in 1978.

The Army awarded a Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) in 2008 to
determine the nature and extent of potential buried munitions at Fort Monroe as well as a
course of action after closure. The geophysical and intrusive digging phase of this project
were completed by late 2009. Approximately 2,300 metallic anomalies were identified as
part of the geophysical investigation. These anomalies were intrusively investigated, and
two MEC items were ultimately discovered. The remainder of the anomalies, included 7
pieces of scrap munitions debris and over 1,700 pounds of scrap metal trash. The final
report is anticipated to be complete in late 2010.

Asbestos-containing Materials (ACM). Records indicate that ACM are present at Fort
Monroe. All buildings constructed prior to 1987 located on Fort Monroe were inspected for
the presence of ACM (Versar 1987, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers [USACE] 2003).
Additional ACM surveys were conducted by Versar in 2003 on 28 buildings (Versar
2004a) and in 2004 on 27 buildings (Versar 2004b). Additional ACM surveys were
conducted as needed for renovation and demolition projects. Although significant ACM
surveys, testing, and abatement has occurred at Fort Monroe, not all remaining identified
or suspected ACM was required to be abated. Prior to transfer or conveyance, the Army
will remove, enclose, or encapsulate any discovered friable ACM posing a risk to human
health, or negotiate agreements with the transferee to abate. The Army will provide notice
in the transfer and conveyance documents for those buildings that are known or
suspected to contain ACM.

Lead Hazards. Fort Monroe has managed all lead hazards (including LBP and lead in
drinking water) in accordance with its Lead Hazard Management Plan (1999), including,
but not limited to, informing occupants of the possible or known presence of LBP, testing
paint before maintenance projects, incorporating lead abatement into renovation projects,
and keeping a mulch cover over the ground along the dripline of residences. Almost every
building on Fort Monroe built prior to 1978 contains or contained LBP at some time in its
history. However, lead was abated through removal or enclosure in the majority of the
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quarters during renovations in the late 1990s and early 2000s, and many administrative
buildings have been partially or completely abated as well. The DPW Environmental
Division maintains a database of lead testing data collected for specific projects, as well
as information on what has been abated on specific buildings. The data include analytical
results of sampling paint chips, dust, soil, and drinking water. Consistent with the
Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act of 1992 (Pub. L. 102-550), the Army
will provide notice in transfer and conveyance documents that buildings containing LBP
would be restricted from residential use unless the recipient of the property abates LBP
hazards.

3.3 REUSE ALTERNATIVES

Depending on numerous factors, including information presented in this EIS, disposal
might occur as a single event involving transfer of all surplus property (i.e., property that
will not revert back to the Commonwealth of Virginia) within the facility to one or more
subsequent owners, or it might occur over time with multiple transactions involving the
same or several new owners. Regardless of the method of disposal, timing, or identity of
new owners, reuse of Fort Monroe is reasonably foreseeable. Consistent with statutory
requirements, this EIS analyzes the impacts of closing Fort Monroe and disposing and
reusing installation non-reverting property. Reuse of non-reverting property is treated as a
secondary action resulting from closure.

The FMA proposal involves primarily land that reverts to the Commonwealth of Virginia,
and to a lesser extent, federally owned land that will be disposed as well. CEQ
regulations require evaluation of reasonably foreseeable actions, without limitation on the
party conducting them, and evaluation of consequent environmental impacts.
Furthermore, reuse of both surplus property and the cumulative impacts of reusing
reverting property will be evaluated in this EIS.

The following subsections discuss the methodology used to define the reuse scenarios to
be considered. The Army considers the Reuse Plan for Fort Monroe the primary factor in
defining the reuse scenarios to be considered and evaluates the Reuse Plan for potential
environmental effects.

3.31 Development of Reuse Alternatives

The reuse planning process is dynamic and often dependent on market and general
economic conditions beyond the control of the reuse planning authority. In recognition of
the complexities attending reuse planning, the Army uses intensity-based probable reuse
scenarios to identify the range of reasonable reuse alternatives required by NEPA and by
DoD implementing directives. That is, instead of speculatively predicting exactly what will
occur at a site, the Army establishes ranges or levels of activity that reasonably might
occur. These levels of activity, referred to as intensities, provide a flexible framework
capable of reflecting the different kinds of uses that could result at a location. Reuse
intensity levels also take into account the effects that encumbrances exert on reuse.
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3.3.2 Reuse Intensity Categories Described

Five intensity-based levels of reuse can be evaluated for their potential environmental and
socioeconomic impacts as outlined in Base Realignment and Closure Manual for
Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (USACE 2006). These are low
intensity reuse (LIR), medium-low intensity reuse (MLIR), medium intensity reuse (MIR),
medium-high intensity reuse (MHIR), and high intensity reuse (HIR). At any given
installation, however, analysis of all five levels of intensity might not be appropriate due to
historical usage, physical limitations, or other compelling factors.

Levels of reuse intensity can be viewed as a continuum. In the context of Fort Monroe, an
MIR reuse scenario might be represented by conversion or replacement of existing
modern era and noneligible older structures, while at the same time renovating and/or
replacing base housing for full occupancy; accommodating recreational and tourism use
of natural areas, beaches, marina, and buffer areas; and providing for conservation and
tourism of historical areas.

Indicators of levels of intensity can be quantified by counting the number of people at a
location (employees or residents), the potential number of vehicle trips generated as a
result of the nature of the activity, or the number of dwelling units. Other indicators of the
intensity of use are the rates of resource consumption (electricity, natural gas, water) and
the amount of building floor space per acre (identified as the floor area ratio [FAR],
expressed as the amount of square feet (SF) of built space per acre).

Development of intensity parameters is based on several sources, including existing land
use plans for various types of projects and planning jurisdictions, land use planning
reference materials, and prior Army BRAC land use planning experience (USACE 2006).
Private sector reuse of property subject to BRAC action, on the other hand, seeks
different objectives and uses somewhat different planning concepts in that it focuses on
creation of jobs and capital investment costs, and it typically uses traditional community
zoning categories (e.g., residential, industrial).

Upon evaluation of various types of indicators in light of their applicability to Army lands
subject to BRAC action, the Army has selected four representative illustrative intensity
parameters. These are residential density, employee density (general spaces), employee
density (warehouse spaces), and FAR (USACE 2006). These intensity parameters aid in
evaluation of environmental effects at various levels of reuse (see Table 3.3-1).

Land used intensity parameters used in Table 3.3-1 are defined as follows:

» Residential density. This parameter identifies the number of dwelling units per
acre. It also provides an indication of the number of people who might reside
within that land use area.

= Square feet per employee (general space). This parameter indicates the number

of SF available per employee in all types of facilities at an installation except family
housing and warehouses or storage structures.
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= Square feet per employee (warehouse and storage space). This parameter
indicates the number of SF available per employee engaged in warehouse or
storage activities at an installation. Only built, fully enclosed, and covered storage
space is calculated; sheds or open storage areas are excluded from computation.
In describing uses of facilities, estimates of the number of employees engaged in
warehouse or storage operations are used to determine the portion of the
installation workforce in this employee density category.

* Floor area ratio (FAR). This ratio reflects how much building development occurs
at a site or across an area. For example, a three-story building having a 7,500 SF
footprint on a 4 acre site would represent a FAR of 0.13 in the medium intensity
range (22,500 SF of floor space within a 174,240 SF property).

Table 3.3-1 Reuse Intensity Parameters

Intensity Level Residential SF per Employee | SF per Employee Floor Area Ratio
Y Density (General Space) (Warehouse Space) | (FAR)

Low <2 >800 >15,000 <0.05

Medium-Low 2-<6 601-800 8,001-15,000 0.05-<0.10

Medium 6-<12 401-600 4,001-8,000 0.10-<0.30

Medium-High 12-<20 200-400 1,000-4,000 0.30-<0.70

High >=20 <200 <1,000 >=0.70

* Parameters are defined in the discussion below. Shaded area represents current land use

intensity levels that correlate directly with Fort Monroe.

Source: USACE 2006

Employee density, FAR, and residential density shown in Table 3.3-1 are appropriate to
describe intensity levels for reuse planning at Fort Monroe. The intensity parameters
shown in Table 3.3-1 reflect generalized values or ranges appropriate to describe the
variety of installations subject to Army management, as well as the variety of reuse
situations. The intensity parameters should be considered together in evaluating the
intensity of reuse of a site so as to provide full context. Use of any single parameter in
isolation might unduly emphasize certain aspects of a site or preclude broader
consideration when classifying a reuse scenario into one of the five intensity levels
presented in Table 3.3-1. As these metrics are scale-dependent, average metrics are
typically used for the entire installation for the purposes of classifying current and potential
future reuse scenarios for a closing installation. These metrics are principally used for the
purpose of developing a conceptual framework for bracketing and defining the intensity of
reuse for a site based on current conditions and reuse concepts developed and presented
as part of the Reuse Plan. The details presented in the Reuse Plan for specific areas and
more detailed resource-specific metrics, models, and analyses, are used to estimate
effects in Section 4.0 (as further discussed for each resource in Section 4.0).

3.3.3 Baseline Reuse Intensity

Present use of Fort Monroe remains near to what it was at the time of the BRAC closure
announcement, which is characterized as medium intensity based on FAR and SF per
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employee metrics (see Table 3.3-1) (Note: The residential density metric is not used for
characterizing baseline conditions at Fort Monroe because residential use is not a major
component of current use. However, residential density will be used for evaluating future
reuse, as further discussed in Section 3.3.4.) The total floor area of all buildings is
approximately 1.7 million SF over 365 acres of buildable land, resulting in an FAR of 0.11,
which narrowly represents a medium intensity use. Employee density in general space is
just below 500 SF per employee, which is also a medium intensity value. The ranges in
which these values fall are shaded in Table 3.3-1 for ease of reference. Table 3.3-2 is an
accounting of land use acreages by category for the entire installation.

Table 3.3-2 Land Use Summary, Fort Monroe, Virginia

Land Use Category Acres Pe;ﬁg} o
Administrative 25 4
Airfield 100 18
Ammunition Storage 9 2
Community Facilities 21 4
Family Housing 72 12
Troop Housing 4 1
Industrial/Service 57 10
Moat 20
Parade Grounds 10
Recreation 144 25
Other Areas 103 18
TOTAL 565 100
Adapted from Fort Monroe Environmental Master Plan (J.M. Waller
Associates 2005)

3.34 Local Reuse Plan

The Reuse Plan, as approved by Commonwealth of Virginia Governor Kaine on 20
August 2008 is provided in Appendix B. The Reuse Plan describes the five Fort Monroe
Planning Essentials that were developed with public involvement:

1) Protect this historic place and keep it vital;

2) Open it up;

3) Establish a large-scale open space park;

4) Seek economic sustainability; and
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5) Allow new development, within strict limits.

The Reuse Plan presents concepts and limits for future use within each of the land
management zones. An excerpt from the Executive Summary of the Reuse Plan
(FMFADA 2008) which summarizes the reuse concepts for each of the land management
zones is provided below.

“Inner Fort. This area will require the strictest standard of preservation and protection.
The Reuse Plan proposes no new development inside the stone fort; the existing
buildings will be maintained and can be reused for a variety of purposes, including
historic interpretation purposes, museums, meeting spaces, offices, lodging, and
residences. The adaptive reuse of buildings will explore the unique opportunities
presented for preservation, restoration, and rehabilitation and will look foremost to
supporting the interpretation of the Fort as a historic site and enhancing cultural
tourism.

Historic Village. This area has the largest concentration of historic buildings and
includes a diversity of building types and ages. The goal is to create a complete mix of
uses similar to those found in other historic towns and villages in the Tidewater region,
and should include workplaces, shops, residences, lodging, and civic institutional
uses. Historic buildings will be protected and reused. Selective infill development will
be allowed on a very limited basis.

Entry Gate. This area is the primary entrance to Fort Monroe, located within the
Historic Village management zone. Today, the existing circulation pattern is geared
toward security, with one entrance to and from the Fort. It is recommended that this
intersection be reconfigured to allow more than one option for entering and exiting.
The reconfiguration should respect the historic character, preserve the alignments of
bridges and street where possible, and combine historic structures together with new
civic spaces and buildings to create a memorable, functional entry.

North Gate. The North Gate area spans north from the moat to Mill Creek; today, this
area includes storage warehouses, surface parking lots, and garages. This area will
most likely be used for new construction that integrates seamlessly with contributing
historic structures and creates good addresses within a walkable urban framework.
Pedestrian connections should be incorporated throughout, including sidewalks along
all streets, crosswalks leading to key destinations, and a public trail along Mill Creek.

Wherry Quarter. The Wherry Quarter is the area northeast of the moat. It contains
warehouse and service/utility structures, surface parking, some areas of vacant
space, and the Wherry housing units along the bayfront. The eventual land use and
physical design of the majority of this zone is to be determined at a future date, after
additional studies are completed. By focusing first on the reuse of existing buildings
and selective infill development in other areas of the Fort, there will be ample time to
make informed final decisions for this area.
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Parks and Recreation Areas. The Parks and Recreation Area is divided into two sub
areas; Parks and Recreation Area 1 is an area devoted to open space uses, including
public beaches, preserved natural areas, recreation fields, and walking trails. Parks
and Recreation Area 2 (part of the Wherry Quarter management zone) features open
lands, existing buildings, several batteries, and areas where buildings were once
located. The batteries are contributing historic structures to be preserved and
potentially reused. Existing non-contributing buildings, such as the Bay Breeze
Community Center, can remain or be redeveloped. New construction will be limited,
conform to the same general geographic area as previous development, and support
the adjacent open space uses.” (FMFADA 2008)

Each of the planning essentials and management zones is discussed in detail in the
Reuse Plan. The Executive Summary and relevant figures depicting concepts of the
Reuse Plan are presented in Appendix B and Figure 3.3-1.

The Executive Summary of the Reuse Plan discusses, on pages 5-7, the NPS’s
reconnaissance study on making Fort Monroe a national park. The study concluded that
while the resources of Fort Monroe are likely to meet the criteria for national significance
and suitability as a national park should a Special Resource Study be authorized by
congress, it would be unlikely that all of Fort Monroe would be feasible for NPS
designation. The study also concluded that even the stone fort itself would require a
strong and financially sustainable partner for long-term viability as a NPS unit. The NPS
proposed to offer technical assistance in devising plans for the historic preservation of the
fort’s resources and development of a master plan to promote public understanding and
appreciation of Fort Monroe. The NPS also found that current and anticipated NPS
budget constraints make it “unlikely” that the historic fort itself (the area inside the moat)
would be feasible for inclusion in the NPS without strong, substantial financial support to
manage, maintain, and operate it. As such, the Reuse Plan signed by the Governor does
not include a NPS unit.

Subsequent to the issuance of the signed Reuse Plan, the FMFADA board voted on 19
November 2009 to request that a portion of Fort Monroe be managed as a NPS unit, with
ownership of the land retained by the Commonwealth of Virginia (FMFADA 2010). The
specific area proposed by the FMA includes “Old Quarters #1, the stone fort structure and
moat, the outer works of the fort, Batteries Parrott and Irwin (Endicott-era coastal
batteries), and the radar station on the fort’s parapet” (FMFADA 2010). Regardless of the
final outcome of this initiative the management of the proposed area, as outlined in the
Reuse Plan, will be governed by the PA, prepared in consultation with and signed by the
NPS (see Appendix F).

3.3.5 Alternatives Evaluated in Detail

With five distinct land management zones to consider, the FMA is focusing reuse of Fort
Monroe on multiple land-use options and financial resources. The Reuse Plan states that
“a mix of land uses and building types is important not just for the social culture of any
community, but for economic reasons as well. An enduring settlement contains not just
houses or workplaces, but a mix of uses that are adaptable for change over time. A
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variety of uses within a neighborhood, including commercial businesses, creates the
ability to live, work, shop and find other services within walking distance. Encouraging a
balance of people living and working on Fort Monroe provides multiple benefits, including
fewer daily trips that rely on the regional road network, increased support for local
businesses, and new and historic housing options to accommodate a diverse population.”

The Reuse Plan proposes various land uses within each zone and allows for flexibility for
the full potential of each to be reached in stages beginning with reuse of existing
structures; continues with selective infill, reclamation of underutilized land, careful
realignment of circulation patterns, and establishment of a large-scale open space to the
north; and lastly, proposes redevelopment of areas for which a consensus regarding
future use has not yet been determined. All land use zones will be open to the general
public. No gated communities are proposed.

The end state of redevelopment and reuse will be refined gradually over time as the
balance between preservation, development, and economic viability is fine-tuned.
Ultimately it will depend on long-term market conditions tempered by the five planning
essentials. Also protecting Fort Monroe are federal and state laws, covenants, and the
enforceable programs of the Commonwealth of Virginia. Based on the Reuse Plan and
supporting studies, reuse should be at, or less than, the medium intensity level. More
intensive reuse scenarios contemplated in early reuse planning efforts (e.g., Scenarios
IlIA and 11IB from the 2006 reuse planning effort), that are commensurate with a medium-
high intensity of redevelopment, were not selected as part of the final Reuse Plan and are
not considered reasonably foreseeable for Fort Monroe. Therefore, this document will not
analyze any level of reuse higher than medium intensity.

To bracket potential reuse of Fort Monroe, three separate levels of intensity will be
analyzed, including a Lower Bracket, Middle Bracket, and Upper Bracket. The Middle
Bracket is considered to be commensurate with long-term build-out of the Reuse Plan.
The Lower Bracket and Upper Bracket provide ranges of intensity meant to bound
reasonable long-term redevelopment of Fort Monroe. Given that most of the structures at
Fort Monroe will remain, the development intensity as measured by the FAR metric for all
three scenarios ranges from the low- to the high-end of the medium intensity category
(i.e., just above 0.1 to nearly 0.3, as shown in Table 3.3-1).
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Land Use Concepts and Limits

FORT MONROE REUSE PLAN
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Figure 3.3-1 Fort Monroe Reuse Concepts
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Reuse intensity for the Lower Bracket, Middle Bracket, and Upper Bracket scenarios are
generally described using the metrics presented in Table 3.3-3. These metrics serve as a
point of departure for estimating resource-specific metrics and inputs for various models
and analyses for estimating resource-specific effects in Section 4.0. For example,
residential unit density metrics and non-residential square footage development metrics
from Table 3.3-3 are key input parameters required for simulating vehicular trips and
traffic generation, as further discussed in Section 4.11. Traffic generation is then used to
estimate noise and air emissions, along with estimates of land use and population change
(derived in part from residential unit metrics and redevelopment plans). The residential
unit density metrics and total employment metrics presented in Table 3.3-3 are important
input parameters for modeling socioeconomic changes, as well as for assessing changes
in water consumptions patterns and wastewater generation. In addition, the Reuse Plan
provided conceptual renderings and detailed maps depicting localized changes in building
footprints versus renovations, modifications to parking lots and impervious surface (e.g.,
airstrip), as well as plans for expanded road networks and coastal development. Analysis
of these redevelopment maps and baseline aerial photography allowed for estimation of
changes in impervious surface, estimates of ground disturbance, natural habitat
disturbance, and loss of green space. Furthermore, landscape artistic renderings of
viewsheds presented in the Reuse Plan for the lower fort area were also utilized for
assessing changes in the aesthetic character of Fort Monroe, in addition to other land use
metrics.

A description of the five management zones for each of the three intensity levels that
bracket the Reuse Plan is presented below.

Table 3.3-3 Reuse Scenarios Evaluated in Detail

Residential/ SF per Non-Residential FAR
Intensity Level Lodging Employees Employee Development (mid-
Units (General) (square feet) point)*
Lower Bracket Scenario 250 400 600 200,000 0.11
Middle Bracket Scenario 1,300 2,000 500 1,000,000 0.25
Upper Bracket Scenario 1,500 3,000 401 1,200,000 0.28

* The FAR metric represents a conservative estimate of the combined building square footage for all structures
on 365 acres of buildable space. For the Lower Bracket scenario, only existing structures will be renovated and
reused. The FAR for the Lower Bracket scenario is commensurate with current conditions. For the Middle and

Upper Bracket scenarios, most residential redevelopment will involve infilling and expansion (90 percent), while
most of the commercial/office construction will involve renovation of existing structures (~900,000 square feet).

Lower Bracket Scenario. The Lower Bracket scenario would be commensurate with
current baseline conditions with respect to building intensity, but with the added effect of a
recreational tourism destination (e.g., beaches, open space, military museums, historic
structures, lodging accommodations, and amenities). At this intensity there would be
minimal disturbance, but also limited economic resources for long-term self-sustainment,
relative to the other scenarios. For this scenario, there would be substantially lower
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employment opportunities and residential populations than are now on site (about one-
third of the current on-site population when considering the large reduction in
employment, with some increased tourism [see Section 4.11 for the discussion of tourism
estimates]), with some lodging and associated amenity requirements due to anticipated
tourism. Up to 250 residential units would be used exclusively for lodging
accommodations for tourism or both tourism and limited residential use. Residential units
would be created from renovation of existing structures, principally in the Historic Village,
Entry Gate, and North Gate areas. Existing structures will also be renovated to support
non-residential use (up to 200,000 SF of commercial and retail space). Unused structures
will be maintained in accordance with the terms of the PA. Development intensity would
be commensurate with current baseline conditions relative to existing structures, with little
to no demolition. Summary metrics that define the Lower Bracket scenario are presented
in Table 3.3-3.

Components of the Reuse Plan that are considered commensurate with the Lower
Bracket scenario are presented below.

INNER FORT: Adaptive reuse of buildings for a variety of purposes, including historic
interpretation, museums, meeting spaces, lodging, and limited residences.

HISTORIC VILLAGE AND ENTRY GATE: Historic buildings reused and renovated to
accommodate a range of alternative uses including limited retail, commercial, and
lodging amenities to support tourism, but virtually no expansion of building footprints
and no expansion of the marina area.

NORTH GATE: Historic buildings reused and renovated to accommodate a variety of
new uses including limited retail, commercial, and lodging amenities to support
tourism; neighborhood parks created; and enhanced accessibility to waterfront at Mill
Creek.

WHERRY QUARTER: Public park and recreation areas added. Existing structures
would remain in place and principally unused.

PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS: Nature center and walking trails created; an
outdoor amphitheater and visitor parking areas constructed; and adaptive reuse of
batteries implemented.

Middle Bracket Scenario. The Middle Bracket scenario would be commensurate with
reasonable long-term and successful execution of the Reuse Plan. Although there would
be infill and expanded development under this scenario, principally for residential and
lodging construction, the intensity of reuse would still be commensurate with a MIR
scenario with a FAR of 0.25 (based on combining existing structures, new
office/retail/commercial structures, and new residential development). Residential density
in the lower fort area will be approximately 6 units/acre after full build-out. The vast
majority (~90 percent) of the residential units will be created through infilling and new
building structures, while a smaller portion (~10 percent) will be created from renovation
of existing structures. Virtually all of the residential units will be created in the Historic
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Village, Entry Gate, and North Gate areas. Office space would be created by renovation
of existing buildings, which offer 516,622 SF, as well as some expansion and infill
development (~500,000 SF). Large buildings account for most of the square footage, but
within that figure are small office buildings that can be renovated to attract business
professionals. The Reuse Plan does consider the possibility that large tenants may want
to construct facilities on Fort Monroe. Furthermore, such development may be
encouraged by an “extensive recruitment plan.” Summary metrics that define the Middle
Bracket scenario are presented in Table 3.3-3.

Components of the Reuse Plan that are considered commensurate with the Middle
Bracket scenario are presented below.

INNER FORT: Full occupancy of buildings for uses such as a maritime research
center or oceanographic institute, a college campus, a specialized research center,
conference center, and/or national headquarters for a nonprofit organization.

HISTORIC VILLAGE AND ENTRY GATE: Selective infill development constrained by
a minimum-maximum height requirement of 2-3.5 stories; and marina expansion —
new slips and new facilities (assumed to be 4 new docks with an increased capacity of
up to 80 more boats).

NORTH GATE: New workplace and residential buildings meeting the 2-3.5 story
height restriction seamlessly integrated among the contributing historic structures.

WHERRY QUARTER: Limited workplaces established through refurbishment and
new construction; and limited residential housing created through renovation and new
construction. The majority of existing structures would remain in place and principally
unused (expansion and redevelopment of this area is mainly associated with the
Upper Bracket scenario).

PARKS AND RECREATION AREAS: Northern connection between Fort Monroe and
Buckroe areas (alignment undetermined); and beach nourishment along the
Chesapeake Bay shoreline.

Upper Bracket Scenario. The Upper Bracket scenario would be slightly more intense
than the proposed reuse, but still within a medium intensity of reuse (FAR of less than 0.3
when combining existing structures, new office/retail/commercial structures, and new
residential development). Office space would be created by renovation of existing
buildings, which offer 516,622 SF, as well as additional expansion and infill development.
The Reuse Plan provides no data on size or square footage of such new construction, but
significantly higher space would have to be occupied before the plan would spill over into
the realm of an Upper Bracket reuse scenario. Expansion of the marina would be greater
than in the Middle Bracket scenario (up to a 30 percent increase from existing conditions
for the construction of up to 5 docks for up to 100 additional boats). Summary metrics that
define the Upper Bracket scenario are presented in Table 3.3-3. In addition to the
increase in residential and non-residential development, additional marina expansion is
assumed with 5 new docks with an increased capacity of up to 100 more boats.

3-18



ALTERNATIVES
Final Environmental Impact Statement for BRAC 2005
Disposal and Reuse of Fort Monroe, Virginia

Although the intensity of development will be higher for the Upper Bracket scenario, the
type of development described above for the Middle Bracket is assumed to be the same
for each of the zones, with the exception of the Wherry Quarter. Overall, the Upper
Bracket is commensurate with the Reuse Plan with added development in the Wherry
Quarter and other areas, which reflects approximately a 20 percent increase in
development intensity over the Middle Bracket scenario. The increase in residential units
(200 units) and non-residential square footage (200,000 SF) from the Middle Bracket to
Upper Bracket scenario is assumed to occur principally within the Wherry Quarter area. It
is further assumed that most of these structures will consist of new construction, with
demolition of most existing structures (e.g., replacement of the existing Wherry housing
residential units). Residential density in the lower fort area, which would be a mix of new
construction and less than 10 percent renovation, will be approximately 7 units/acre at full
build-out. Thus, the Upper Bracket represents a reasonable upper-bound of full build-out
of Fort Monroe envisioned in the Reuse Plan, while the Middle Bracket represents the
most-likely full build-out scenario with limited changes to the Wherry Quarter. It should be
noted that this small adjustment in development intensity is relatively minor with respect to
most resources areas analyzed in this EIS.

3.3.6 Reuse Alternatives Not Evaluated in Detail

Medium-High Intensity Reuse (MHIR). Reuse of the Fort Monroe site to a MHIR level
would involve the creation of over 6.0 million SF of additional space. This would increase
total space to slightly over 8.0 million SF, or nearly five times greater than present
conditions. With Fort Monroe’s status as a NHL District, planning for reuse at a higher
intensity than Fort Monroe’s current level of activity is unrealistic, given the significant
complexity and expense of meeting federal, state, and local regulatory requirements for
historic properties. In addition, more intense reuse scenarios considered during early
reuse planning that were just slightly above a medium intensity based on the FAR
(approximately 0.35 for Scenarios IlIA and IlIB, which is within the range of a MHIR
scenario) were not selected for the final Reuse Plan. Therefore, they were not considered
reasonably foreseeable and were not considered in this EIS. Thus, the MHIR scenario is
not considered further in this EIS.

High Intensity Reuse (HIR). For the reasons stated under MHIR, the even higher levels
of development that would occur under a HIR scenario are not considered reasonable.
Therefore the HIR scenario is not considered further in this EIS.

Medium-Low Intensity Reuse (MLIR). Reuse of Fort Monroe at a MLIR would require
increased demolition of some existing structures in order to achieve more open space and
lower development density than baseline conditions. With Fort Monroe’s status as an NHL
District, and the need to generate a revenue base to maintain these historic structures,
planning for reuse at a lower intensity than Fort Monroe’s current level of activity is not
viable. Furthermore, creation of open space and demolition of structures to achieve an
MLIR intensity scenario would be precluded given the site’s NHL District status.
Therefore, the MLIR scenario is not considered further in this EIS.
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Low Intensity Reuse (LIR). For the reasons stated above, creation of even more open
space and demolition of additional structures that would be necessary to achieve an LIR
scenario are not considered reasonable. Therefore, the LIR scenario is not considered
further in this EIS.

National Park Service Alternative. Many commenters expressed support for a national
park on the Fort Monroe property and its evaluation as an alternative in the EIS. The
Army recognizes the strong support for a national park expressed by many in the
community and the recent NPS initiatives taken by the FMA (2010). The Army considered
a national park alternative for analysis in the DEIS, but for the following reasons declined
to include it as a separate alternative, either the conversion of Fort Monroe into a national
park or the establishment of a national park unit on a portion of Fort Monroe.

Conversion of Fort Monroe to a National Park. The CEQ and Army regulations and
guidance require that an EIS discuss a “reasonable range of alternatives” depending
upon the facts and nature of the proposal, including alternatives outside the jurisdiction of
the federal agency if these are reasonable ways to achieve the purpose of and need for
the action. For Fort Monroe, the two purposes for the federal action (as directed by the
2005 Base Closure Law) are disposing of the non-reverting property and making it
available for reuse.

Consistent with the BRAC Law and with considerable public participation, the FMFADA
prepared a comprehensive and detailed redevelopment plan with the objective of
establishing a mixed-use community on Fort Monroe. During the public participation
process, many members of the public instead favored establishing a national park on Fort
Monroe. Responding to her constituent's concerns, Rep. Thelma Drake asked the NPS to
conduct a Reconnaissance Study to determine if Fort Monroe should be evaluated for
inclusion in the National Park System. The survey process included a 6 December 2007
public meeting held by the NPS. The study concluded the following:

“It is “unlikely” that the entire 570-acre Fort Monroe property would qualify
for inclusion in the National Park System. The NPS also finds that, given
current and anticipated NPS budget constraints, the historic Fort itself (the
area inside moat) “unlikely” would be feasible for inclusion in the National
Park System without strong, sustainable financial support to manage,
maintain, and operate the historic Fort and grounds” (Reconnaissance
Study, pg 2 [U.S. DOI 2008]).

The FMFADA considered the study, accepted the NPS offer of general technical
assistance, and stated it would explore ways the FMFADA and NPS could partner
in the future (FMFADA 2008). This effort continues to this day, and may result in
technical and interpretive assistance from the NPS. However, the Reuse Plan
signed by Governor Kaine in August of 2008 does not include a national park or
NPS partnership.

It is recognized and discussed in the following section that the Commonwealth and the
FMFADA have collectively sought an affiliation with the NPS with the stipulation that the
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Fort Monroe property will remain under Commonwealth ownership. The affiliation
approach is embodied in the 2007 Act establishing the FMFADA and in the 18 May 2007
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the FMFADA and the Commonwealth.
Because the Commonwealth owns the vast majority of the historical and cultural
resources on Fort Monroe, the absence of a national park as part of the Reuse Plan is a
significant impediment preventing its selection as a reasonable alternative for detailed
analysis. It is therefore not appropriate to consider conversion of Fort Monroe into a
national park as an alternative in this EIS.

Establishment of an affiliation with the National Park Service (NPS) on a portion of
Fort Monroe. Although the FMA has been mandated from its very inception and
continues today to explore management of Fort Monroe’s historic resources through an
affiliation with the NPS, such an affiliation is not included in the Reuse Plan. The Reuse
Plan signed by the Governor outlines the agreed upon management role of NPS, which
includes providing support to the FMA, such as technical, interpretative, and other
assistance. This type of support is already included as part of the reuse alternatives
selected for detailed analysis in this EIS, as discussed in Section 3.3.5. The Army does
not believe the provision of technical, interpretive, or other assistance results in an
alternative different from those evaluated in this EIS.

Subsequent to the signing of the Reuse Plan, the FMFADA voted to initiate a course of
action on 19 November 2009 to request that a portion of Fort Monroe be managed as a
NPS unit, with ownership of the land retained by the Commonwealth of Virginia (FMFADA
2010). Regardless of the final outcome of FMFADA's request, the cultural resources and
historic properties of Fort Monroe will be reused and managed in accordance with the PA.
A recent FMFADA solicitation (Request For Proposal #: FMFADA-906-66-05-19-2009)
clearly states their intent “to contract for professional planning services to coordinate Long
Range Interpretive Master Planning, in accordance with the model standards adopted by
the National Park Service”.

When the Army vacates the property, there will be non-DoD personnel and resources
dedicated to the management of cultural resources at Fort Monroe in accordance with
NPS standards and the requirements of the PA. The uniform and affiliation of the
dedicated staff; be they from NPS, the Commonwealth, FMA, conservation volunteers, or
a mixture, will not impact the way in which the historic resources are conserved and
managed. Therefore, the effect on historic properties will be identical regardless of
whether the management responsibility lies with the NPS, the Commonwealth of Virginia,
the FMA, or any other entity or entities. The equivalency of these different management
resources is recognized by NPS Special Resource Studies under the “Need for NPS
management” criterion. In fact, the NPS concluded that “All of [Fort Monroe’s] resources
could be adequately protected and administered by the Commonwealth, with public
access and interpretation provided through state park designation, or through a well-
conceived, comprehensive public/private preservation, public education and reuse
venture” (U.S. DOI 2008).
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The Army concludes that the same impacts will result whether the historical resources are
managed by the NPS or by some other qualified cadre of personnel. Therefore, the
analysis of a separate and distinct NPS affiliation or partnership alternative is not
considered necessary, as this would be duplicative of the reuse alternatives already
selected for detailed analysis in this EIS.
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES

4.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes the current environmental conditions of the resource areas that would
be affected by implementation of the proposed action and alternatives, and the potential
effects that would arise. Descriptions of the affected environment represent baseline
conditions, or the “as is” conditions, at the installation. The baseline for this document has
been established as status quo environmental conditions in November 2005, the time that the
BRAC Commission’s recommendations became final. This baseline is used to compare any
changes that would result from closure, disposal, and reuse actions. Direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects of the proposed action are addressed.

The environmental consequences associated with each alternative follow the discussion of the
affected environment for each resource. The discussion of environmental consequences is
divided into five sections for each of the alternatives evaluated in the EIS: early transfer,
traditional disposal, caretaker status, no action, and reuse. Reuse is further divided into effects
associated with the Lower Bracket, Middle Bracket, and Upper Bracket scenarios. As
discussed in Sections 2.0 and 3.0, these reuse scenarios sufficiently bound the degree of
redevelopment that may occur in the foreseeable future.

For each of the three reuse scenarios, the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the
proposed action are addressed. These effects are characterized as either adverse or beneficial
and as minor, moderate, or significant. As defined by CEQ 40 CFR, Section 1508, direct
effects are those caused by the actions that occur during the same time and place. Indirect
effects are caused by the action but occur later in time, or are further removed from the
proximity of the action, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Significance of effects is
determined for each resource area in terms of both context at Fort Monroe and the intensity of
the impact. A minor effect is a slight impact that is detectable but too small to measure and that
may be naturally restored or easily minimized. A moderate effect is an impact that is readily
apparent and may not be naturally restorable, typically more amenable to quantification, such
as the volume of wastewater discharged to a local sewer, but is below a level of significance.
Cumulative effects and identification of mitigation measures are discussed at the end of this
section, in Sections 4.14 and 4.15, respectively.

The baseline conditions are described in the Affected Environment section for each resource.
In general, baseline conditions are described as status quo conditions in keeping with full Army
utilization of Fort Monroe at the time of November 2005. Army BRAC decision in accordance
with U.S. Army guidance and CEQ regulations (i.e., USACE [2006] and 40 CFR Part 1500).
Baseline conditions are not defined as pristine environmental conditions, nor future potential
conditions. Future environmental conditions that may occur as a result of each alternative are
then compared to the same baseline condition in order to characterize effects and facilitate a
meaningful comparison of alternatives. Beneficial or adverse effects are then estimated
relative to the condition expected of the resource under continuation of Army ownership (e.g.,
environmental management was assumed to continue as is under no action).
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The effects of disposal are not simply the execution of legal documents. Specifically, as
ownership passes from the federal government to non-federal entities, whether they are public
or private, there are implications that will follow due to changes in applicable policies,
regulatory schemes, management regimes, and goals that are linked to future development of
the property at issue. Given that the final decisions with respect to reuse are beyond the
control of the Army, the reuse scenarios represented in the Reuse Plan are examined in the
context of intensity characterizations previously discussed (i.e., Middle Bracket). In this
manner, the EIS seeks to capture and analyze the potential short-term and long-term
implications of property disposal and reuse. The reuse scenarios evaluated in the sections to
follow sufficiently encompass the degree of redevelopment in the Reuse Plan.
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4.2 LAND USE
4.21 Affected Environment

4211 Regional Geographic Setting and Location

Fort Monroe is a 565-acre Army installation located on the Atlantic coast in southeastern
Virginia in the Hampton Roads region. The post completely occupies a large sand spit (2.6
miles in length) off the southeastern coastline of Hampton, Virginia, known as Old Point
Comfort and is bounded by the Chesapeake Bay to the east, Mill Creek to the west, and the
Port of Hampton Roads to the south.

4.21.2 Installation Land Use/Airspace Use

Fort Monroe is primarily an administrative post, with few physical training activities when
compared to other Army posts. The densest concentration of human activity on the installation
takes place at the southern end within the cantonment area where the administration, housing,
and other services are located.

The Wherry Quarter is considered a transition area between the highly developed lower fort
and the open northern area. Located outside of the historic fort area to the northeast, the
Wherry Quarter contains approximately thirty buildings with less than half the area considered
recreation land use. Buildings include two-story red brick residential structures (shown on
Figure 4.2-1 as Army family housing) that were designed and constructed in the 1950s as low-
cost residential housing. They are in livable condition and continue to serve their intended
purpose. Other structures in the Wherry Quarter (shown as community support and
administrative land uses on Figure 4.2-1) include a child development center (with adjacent
outdoor playground equipment), a bowling center, the Post Exchange (PX), a gas station,
warehouses, service and office buildings along with adjacent paved parking areas.
Approximately a dozen roads provide access to these buildings, recreation areas and the
coastal areas.

Recreation and open space are the predominate land uses in the North Gate area located on
the northern end of the peninsula. Developed recreation uses include a recreational
vehicle/camper park, beaches and swim club. Manmade features are limited to a few buildings
such as the Fort Monroe Club, Community Support as well as ammunition storage, several
roads and the Walker Air Field. Most of the land in the North Gate area is undeveloped open
space.

The marina and the fitness center are the only recreational facilities located at the southern
end. Photographs of many land use features described above are provided in Section 4.3
Aesthetics and Visual Resources (see Figure 4.2-1 for a generalized land use map). Table 4.2-
1 presents the land use descriptions and acreages at Fort Monroe.



AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES
Final Environmental Impact Statement for BRAC 2005
Disposal and Reuse of Fort Monroe, Virginia

Table 4.2-1 Fort Monroe Land Use - Description and Acreage

Land Use Category Acres Pefr?tg: g
Administrative 25 4
Airfield 100 18
Ammunition Storage 9 2
Community Facilities 21 4
Family Housing 72 12
Troop Housing 4 1
Industrial/Service 57 10
Moat 20

Parade Grounds 10

Recreation 144 25
Other Areas 103 18
TOTAL 565 100
Source: Adapted from Fort Monroe Environmental Master Plan (J.M. Waller
Associates 2005).

Further description of the above land use categories are provided below:

Administrative. This category includes office space, with utilities housed in support
buildings.

Airfield. Located on the west side of Fort Monroe is the inactive Walker Airfield.

Ammunition Storage. Portions of the casemates and the batteries are also used for
storage.

Community Facilities. This category is composed of the PX, a bank and credit union,
and a ball field. It also includes the Bay Breeze Community Center that contains a pool,
gymnasium, arts and crafts area, an automotive craft shop and adjacent bowling alley.

Family Housing. Family housing is interspersed throughout the southern part of the
installation.

Troop Housing. One building is provided for Troop housing.
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¢ Industrial/Service. Industrial/service facilities are located north of Patch Road.
o Moat. The moat is less than 8 feet deep, and it ranges in width from 65 to 260 feet.

o Parade Grounds. Located within the stone fort, the parade ground is a central green
space with surrounding trees, lawns, pathways, and historic objects.

¢ Recreation. Recreation areas include waterfront areas, a marina, beaches, tennis
courts, soccer fields, picnic and play areas, a RV park, open space, and a facility for
outdoor equipment rental. Along Mill Creek is a nature trail and a floating dock with
rental boats.

Additional information regarding land use can be found in Section 3.3 Reuse Alternatives (see
also Figures 3.3-1; 4.3-1; the Reuse Plan in Appendix B; and Section 4.3).

4.2.1.3 Surrounding Land and Airspace Use

The communities within Hampton, Virginia, most directly associated with Fort Monroe are
Phoebus, through which all traffic into and out of Fort Monroe must pass, and
Buckroe/Buckroe Beach, which lies to the north of Fort Monroe and is physically attached to
the installation by the sand spit that comprises the northern extremity of the post. Both
communities are mixes of residential housing (predominantly single family) and light
commercial use.

The Phoebus waterfront is home port to a small commercial fishing fleet. At any given time,
about half a dozen vessels are docked adjacent to the causeway that connects Fort Monroe
with Phoebus. St. Mary’s School is also on the Phoebus waterfront, but it is residential
properties that occupy the greatest portion, both to the south along the shoreline between
Water Street and Interstate (1)-64, and to the north along the western shoreline of Mill Creek.

Buckroe is known primarily for its two-mile stretch of beach along the Chesapeake Bay, where
there is single-family and condominium residential housing, and a public recreational beach
area that includes a large public parking area, an entertainment gazebo, a wooden observation
pier, and a newly constructed concrete fishing pier that replaces a former fishing pier.

Airspace surrounding Fort Monroe is heavily used by inbound and outbound traffic associated
with two major commercial airports: Norfolk International Airport and Newport News —
Williamsburg International Airport. Langley AFB and Naval Station Norfolk contribute military
air traffic. Traffic generated at NAS Oceana has no significant presence near Fort Monroe.

4214 Current and Future Development in Region of Influence (ROI)

The City of Hampton contains ten neighborhood districts and has developed master plans for
six of the districts including the two adjacent to Fort Monroe: Phoebus and Buckroe Beach
(see Figure 4.2-2). Both master plans summarized below outline an approach to street
networks, open space, waterfront access, land use, housing, and commercial development
and includes a series of drawings and illustrations to conceptualize the end state.
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Figure 4.2-2 Buckroe Beach and Phoebus Neighborhoods

Phoebus. The Phoebus Master Plan, adopted by the City Council in 2007, acknowledges the
close historical relationship and proximity with Fort Monroe. The plan states: “With the
anticipated closure and reuse of Fort Monroe and the established historical relationships
between the Fort and Phoebus, it was important to coordinate the reuse planning process with
the Fort and the master plan for Phoebus. The Phoebus waterfront at the end of Mellen Street
is an important gateway to Phoebus and Fort Monroe and is one of the few locations in
Phoebus that permits public access to Mill Creek and Hampton Roads. The Plan recommends
the creation of a waterfront park on publicly owned land at the end of Mellen Street as it bends
around to the bridge to Fort Monroe. With the redevelopment of Fort Monroe, it is anticipated
that expansion of retail uses and attractions such as the American Theatre can extend
southward along Mellen Street toward the proposed waterfront park and activity area.” ?

Key elements of the Phoebus plan include: new neighborhood gateways; development of a
coordinated parking strategy to support new and existing uses along Mellen and Mallory
Streets; a public waterfront with coordinated private development, additional community
recreation and open space connections; new residential development in the heart of the

2 Phoebus Master Plan: Hampton, Virginia, 2007 http://www.hampton.gov/community-
plan/iframe.html?linkfrom=main&bc=Phoebus%20Master%20Plan&url=pdf/phoebus_master_plan.pdf
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community; development of a commercial node at the intersection of Mercury Boulevard and
Mallory Street; phased development of properties along Mallory Street; and strategies for
neighborhood revitalization in the north and south Phoebus areas.

Current and proposed projects include: expansion of the American Theatre; expansion of the
Farm Fresh retail center; new luxury waterfront condominiums; improvements in the
infrastructure; development of a new hotel; a seafood market; and new residential
development.

Buckroe. The Buckroe Master Plan, adopted by the City Council in 2005, stresses the
potential for connections to the redeveloped Fort Monroe. As stated in the plan: “The recent
decision to close Fort Monroe may provide additional opportunities to connect and leverage
open space amenities for the growth and development of the Buckroe neighborhood. The
northern limit of the Fort Monroe property is located adjacent to the study area for the Buckroe
Master Plan. This area of Fort Monroe may be appropriate for reuse as open space or for
some other public use. Street and open space connections between Buckroe and Fort Monroe
will be explored as part of the reuse planning for the fort. The Buckroe Master Plan will be
amended 3if street and open space connections are identified in the Reuse Plan for Fort
Monroe.”

Key elements of the Buckroe Master Plan include: improvements to the entrances on Mallory
Street, Buckroe Avenue, and Pembroke Avenue; establishing new open space with trails,
paths, and restored wetlands; creating multifamily, mixed-income communities with
architectural design based on Colonial and Victorian styles to reflect the coastal location of
Buckroe; and enhancing commercial development by reestablishing Buckroe Avenue as the
community Main Street. This would include new commercial space and an overall mix of retail
that includes small restaurants and local retail.

Current projects include improvement and redesign of the recreation and open spaces to
promote connectivity throughout the Buckroe Area.

4.2.2 Consequences

4.2.21 Early Transfer Disposal Alternative

Direct. Minor short-term and minor to moderate long-term adverse effects are expected to
occur from early transfer disposal of Fort Monroe. Effects to land use were evaluated based on
increased development intensity and the addition of new land uses (lodging and retail) on Fort
Monroe as well as building metrics from Table 3.3-3. A primary objective of the Reuse Plan is
to minimize the impact on historic structures and permit limited new construction without
jeopardizing the fort’'s NHL status. After disposal, redevelopment of Fort Monroe would lead to

% Buckroe Master Plan: Hampton, Virginia, 2005 http://www.hampton.gov/community-
plan/iframe.html?linkfrom=main&bc=Buckroe%20Master%20Plan&url=pdf/buckroe_beach_master_plan.pdf
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construction, limited demolition, renovation, and new and expanded commercial and
residential land use. Therefore, existing land use patterns would change over time on some,
but not all, of the Fort Monroe property based on the degree of correlation between the land
uses proposed by the Reuse Plan and the existing land use at the fort. In addition, remediation
efforts could constrain the timing of redevelopment for some sites.

Land use controls, including dig restrictions would remain in place on Fort Monroe until the
investigation of contamination and, if needed, remediation is completed. The Remedial
Investigation report for MEC is not complete and is expected to be finalized by mid-2010. Land
use controls, such as dig restrictions and construction support will be in place for the entire
near-shore and land areas of Fort Monroe pending results of the RI/FS for non-reverting
property. In most instances, such land use controls would not preclude excavation or
development, but may include protocols and procedures for ensuring that excavations are
conducted safely; similar to excavation permitting procedures that are currently in place. For
other areas, such as Dog Beach Landfill, land use controls may preclude excavations in
perpetuity.

Residential, lodging and retail related land use changes are the greatest change in land use
proposed for the redeveloped site, compared to the existing condition. Office, recreation and
open space land uses generally will remain after redevelopment, although at different
intensities. According to the Reuse Plan, initial efforts will focus on the reuse of existing
structures. Although many existing structures will be reused and remain within their existing
land use category, such as most of the housing to be reused as residential, the Reuse Plan
does include changes in use of some of the structures. For example, the museum library and
coast artillery school would potentially be used for residential units and the audio visual
support center may be used commercially. These changes are not expected to result in an
effect on land use in the long-term.

Following reuse of existing structures, the plan focuses on selective infill, reclamation of
underutilized land and the establishment of large scale open space to the north. Inside the fort,
the Reuse Plan proposes renovations but does not propose any new structures. There will be
no adverse effects to the stone fort area and existing structures as previously discussed. In the
short-term, construction and demolition will have minor adverse effects, and although land
uses will not change substantially, increased development density will result in long-term minor
adverse impacts.

Overall, disposal and redevelopment may result in an unavoidable increase in land use
intensity relative to baseline conditions, resulting in a number of land use compatibility
concerns (e.g., increased traffic and noise, and increased residential density). In the long-term
at full build-out (20 years), it is likely that certain residential areas along major access roads in
the Phoebus community and on Fort Monroe will experience minor to moderate noise impacts
due to increases in traffic, resulting in land use compatibility concerns.

No appreciable direct effects on airspace use would be expected.

Indirect. Minor beneficial effects are expected. Existing remediation programs will continue
under either federal or non-federal ownership. Non-federal ownership could result in the
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availability of additional resources for the renovation or removal of facilities that are
substandard. An increase in tourism at anticipated levels may generate the need for off-site
lodging and dining facilities in adjoining communities of Phoebus and Buckroe. Thus, in the
long-term, disposal could indirectly generate minor beneficial effects. The master plans for
both these Hampton communities take into account the closure and redevelopment of Fort
Monroe.

No appreciable direct effects on airspace use would be expected.

4.2.2.2 Traditional Disposal Alternative

Direct. Minor short-term and minor to moderate long-term adverse effects, similar to those
described with the early transfer disposal alternative, are expected. However, with traditional
disposal, remedial clean-up actions would be conducted prior to the disposal of non-reverting
properties. This would be more beneficial for land use compared to early disposal. For non-
reverting property, there would be no difference. Also, in comparison to Early Transfer, these
effects would occur further into the future.

Indirect. Minor beneficial effects are expected, similar to the effects outlined for the early
transfer alternative.

4223 Caretaker Status Alternative

Direct. Moderate beneficial effects are expected. Under the caretaker status alternative, Army
activities would cease. The elimination of military operations and related vehicle trips of 10,500
per day to a small fraction of trips for security and maintenance functions will reduce any land
use incompatibilities (e.g., decreased traffic, noise) with surrounding residents and other noise
sensitive land uses.

Indirect. Long-term minor adverse effects are expected. Renovations that would have
otherwise taken place may not be initiated for facilities, resulting in long-term adverse effects
relative to status quo operating conditions. Long-term maintenance would not be focused on
keeping the facilities in a state of repair to permit rapid reuse. Rather, maintenance during this
period would be reduced to the minimum level required for surplus government property.
Maintenance would consist of minimal activities intended primarily to ensure security, health,
and safety and to avoid physical deterioration. This reduced level of maintenance would
continue until disposal. If the excess properties at Fort Monroe were to be maintained in
caretaker status for an extended period, the condition of buildings, facilities, roadways, and
utility system components could be expected to gradually decline.

4224 No Action Alternative

No direct or indirect effects are expected under the no action alternative. For this alternative,
the Army would continue operations at Fort Monroe at levels similar to those occurring prior to
the 2005 BRAC Commission’s recommendations for closure and realignment, which would
affect neither land use on Fort Monroe nor land use patterns external to the installation. No
effects would occur relative to continuation of the Army’s mission and conditions in November
2005.
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4.2.2.5 Intensity-Based Probable Use Scenario

Effects to land use were evaluated by comparing the existing land uses or baseline condition
with increased development intensity and the potential conflicts created by the addition of new
land uses (lodging and retail) on Fort Monroe. Building metrics from Table 3.3-3 were used as
the basis of the comparison and evaluation.

The Army’s environmental restoration efforts for Fort Monroe will attempt to accommodate the
land use and redevelopment needs presented in the Reuse Plan. While the Army has little
influence on reversionary property once it leaves Fort Monroe, for non-reversionary property
the Army may restrict certain types of future land use (e.g., residential use in certain areas),
impose institutional controls, or take other actions affecting land use to protect human health
and the environment. Such restrictions would be included in conveyance documents as
restrictions on future land use.

Lower Bracket, Direct. Minor short- and long-term beneficial effects are expected from
changes in land use and new construction. With this scenario, approximately 100,000 SF of
new non-residential development and 100,000 SF of renovated non-residential development
would be constructed. Also, a total of 250 units of residential/lodging would be created on-site
principally through the renovation of existing structures in the lower fort area. The newly
created units would be situated with an average density of approximately one unit per acre.
Along with these land use changes, there would be 2,400 less people on-site compared to the
baseline condition (taking into account projected changes in employment, residential
population, lodging, and projected tourism as compared to baseline conditions). Land use
conflicts resulting from this scenario are not expected. This scenario would result in a reduction
in noise impacts to residential and other noise sensitive land uses from the decreased level of
traffic compared with the baseline condition (see Section 4.5.2.5).

Lower Bracket, Indirect. Minor to moderate long-term beneficial effects are expected. This
scenario is beneficial to and compatible with the Phoebus and Buckroe Master Plans. The
Phoebus Master Plan anticipates an expansion of retail uses extending southward along
Mellen Street along with the redevelopment of Fort Monroe. The Buckroe Master Plan
foresees additional opportunities to connect and leverage open space amenities located at the
northern limit of Fort Monroe for the growth and development of the Buckroe neighborhood
with the closure and redevelopment of the installation.

Middle Bracket, Direct. Minor short- and long-term beneficial and moderate adverse effects
are expected. Effects to land use from increased development intensity were evaluated based
on building metrics from Table 3.3-3. Using the same methodology, the effects of expanding
the existing land uses on Fort Monroe were also evaluated. Overall, the Reuse Plan envisions
a mixed use of property, with reuse focusing primarily on a balanced mix of residential,
business/commercial, and conservation uses that would include construction of new facilities.
Reuse of the Fort Monroe property, including reuse of historic structures and construction of
new structures, would increase the monetary value of land on the installation creating minor
beneficial effects. Under this scenario land uses on the majority of the installation would
remain functionally the same or similar to the baseline condition and would be within the range
of current use. Although significant land use conflicts are not expected, increased development
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intensity would create unavoidable increases in traffic, noise, and visitation which will generate
minor to moderate land use conflicts between residential and non-residential areas.

With this scenario, approximately 100,000 SF of new non-residential development and
900,000 SF of renovated non-residential development would be generated in the lower fort
area. Also, 1,300 units of residential/lodging would be created on-site at a density of 6 units
per acre. Approximately 10 percent of these would be through renovation of existing residential
structures and the majority would be new construction principally in the lower fort area.
Changes to the Wherry Quarter would be minimal. Overall, these changes equate to
approximately two times the development intensity relative to baseline conditions and the
Lower Bracket scenario. The airstrip, which is not actively used, would be removed.
Approximately 15 acres (5 percent) of green open space would also be lost under this
scenario. Along with these noted land use changes, there would be 1,400 additional people
on-site compared to the baseline condition (taking into account projected changes in
employment, residential population, lodging, and projected tourism as compared to baseline
conditions).

Residential land use and other land uses classified as sensitive to noise (schools, churches,
medical facilities) would experience long-term moderate adverse effects resulting from
increased traffic along major roads (see Section 4.5.2.5).

Middle Bracket, Indirect. Minor beneficial effects are expected. Under non-federal ownership,
additional resources could become available to remove or convert buildings and facilities that
are not consistent with the adjacent land uses, and repair buildings and facilities that are in
need of repair. Thus, in the long-term, disposal could indirectly generate minor beneficial
effects.

An increase in tourism at anticipated levels may generate the need for off-site lodging and
dining facilities in adjoining communities. This scenario is compatible with the Phoebus and
Buckroe Master Plans, which include provisions for increased lodging and food service, and
the effects are considered beneficial. The Phoebus Master Plan anticipates an expansion of
retail uses extending southward along Mellen Street along with the redevelopment of Fort
Monroe. The Buckroe Master Plan foresees additional opportunities to connect and leverage
open space amenities located at the northern limit of Fort Monroe for the growth and
development of the Buckroe neighborhood with the closure and redevelopment of the
installation.

Upper Bracket, Direct. Short- and long-term minor beneficial and moderate adverse effects
are expected. This intensity of reuse would be above the baseline condition intensity of use of
the property. Direct effects similar to but greater in magnitude than those expected for the
Middle Bracket scenario would also occur in this scenario. Overall, land uses on the majority of
the installation would remain functionally the same or similar to existing use. Therefore, only
minor to moderate land use conflicts between residential areas and non-residential areas are
expected from unavoidable increased development intensity, noise, and traffic. With this
scenario, approximately 200,000 SF of new non-residential development and 1,000,000 SF of
renovated non-residential development would be constructed in the lower fort area. Also, 1,500
units of residential/lodging units would be created on site at a residential density of 7 units per
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acre. Most of these would be new construction and less than 10 percent would be from
renovation of existing structures. Increased development beyond the levels specified for the
Middle Bracket scenario (i.e., 200 additional residential units and 200,000 SF of non-residential
development) would mainly occur in the Wherry Quarter, where some demolition of existing
structures would occur. These changes equate to approximately a 10 percent increase in
development intensity relative to the Middle Bracket scenario. The airstrip, which is not actively
used, would be removed and approximately 25 acres (10 percent) of green open space would
be lost under this scenario. Along with these noted land use changes, there would be 2,700
additional people on-site compared to the baseline condition (taking into account projected
changes in employment, residential population, lodging, and projected tourism as compared to
baseline conditions).

Residential land use and other land uses classified as sensitive to noise (schools, churches,
medical facilities) would experience long-term moderate adverse effects resulting from
increased traffic along major roads (see Section 4.5.2.5).

The Reuse Plan envisions a mixed use of property, with reuse focusing primarily on a
balanced mix of residential, business/commercial, and conservation uses that would include
construction of new facilities. Reuse of the Fort Monroe property, including reuse of historic
structures, and construction of new structures, would increase the monetary value of land on
the installation. Land uses on the majority of the installation would remain functionally the
same or similar to existing uses and would be within the range of current use.

Moderate adverse effects to open space and recreation land uses may occur as a result of
increased development intensity, particularly in the North Gate and Wherry Quarter areas.
While disposal and reuse of Fort Monroe will reduce the amount of remaining open space, the
majority of the current open space will be preserved. The residential buildings located in the
Wherry Quarter may eventually be replaced. To minimize effects to open space and recreation
areas, the footprint of new development may be located in the same geographic area of
disturbance as these buildings, other existing buildings or previously existing buildings or
parking lots.

Upper Bracket, Indirect. Minor beneficial effects are expected. Under non-federal ownership
and at the discretion of the new owner, additional resources could become available to remove
or convert buildings and facilities that are not consistent with the adjacent land uses, and repair
buildings and facilities that are in need of repair. Thus, in the long-term, disposal could
indirectly generate minor beneficial effects.

An increase in tourism at anticipated levels may generate the need for off-site lodging and
dining facilities in adjoining communities. Because this scenario is compatible with the
Phoebus and Buckroe Master Plans, which includes provisions for increased lodging and food
service, the effects are considered beneficial. The Phoebus Master Plan anticipates an
expansion of retail uses extending southward along Mellen Street along with the
redevelopment of Fort Monroe. The Buckroe Master Plan foresees additional opportunities to
connect and leverage open space amenities located at the northern limit of Fort Monroe for the
growth and development of the Buckroe neighborhood with the closure and redevelopment of
the installation.
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4.3 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES
4.3.1 Affected Environment

4311 Visual Environment

A visual resource is generally defined as an area of unique beauty that is a result of the
combined characteristics of the natural aspects of land and human aspects of land use. Wild
and scenic rivers, topography, and geologic landforms are components of the natural aesthetic
aspects of land. Examples of human-created aesthetic aspects of land use include scenic
highways, architectural elements within historic districts, and cultural landscapes. The
assessment of visual and aesthetic value involves a characterization of existing natural and
man-made resources in the study area. Changes in visual character are influenced by social
considerations, including public value placed on the resource, public awareness of the area,
and general community concern for visual resources in the area.

Fort Monroe has areas that are currently protected by various laws and by implementation of
the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP) and the Integrated Cultural
Resources Management Plan (ICRMP). These plans establish standard operating procedures
to ensure compliance with applicable laws and regulations that facilitate the management and
preservation of significant natural resources and historic properties. Fort Monroe has no wild or
scenic rivers or majestic topography. Fort Monroe lies on an essentially low and flat coastal
landform, with diverse types of shorelines, including sandy beaches, marshes, and seawall
with an open promenade. Fort Monroe’s visual zones, shown in Figure 4.3-1, are associated
with the bay-front housing and its extensive beachfront, community center, gateway, historic
fort, open spaces, service/storage areas, and the village campus. Photos showing “typical
views” for each zone are displayed in Figure 4.3-2. The village campus area contains not only
the installation’s highest density of historic homes, but also adding high visual appeal are St.
Mary’s Church and Rectory, the Chamberlin, USCG’s Old Point Comfort Lighthouse, and Old
Point Comfort Marina.

4.31.2 Visual Quality of the Surrounding Properties

Low-density residential housing bounds Fort Monroe to the northwest on the opposite
shoreline of Mill Creek. Density of the homes is greater toward the south, where Mill Creek
meets the East Mercury Boulevard causeway onto Fort Monroe, and diminishes to the north
where land parcels are larger. Small boat piers are densely and evenly distributed along the
lower half of this shoreline and very sparse above and to the north. To the southwest is a
causeway component of I-64 that carries the highway traffic to and from the Hampton Roads
Bridge-Tunnel (HRBT). To the south and east of Fort Monroe are Hampton Roads Harbor and
the Chesapeake Bay, respectively. The Port of Virginia is one of the nation’s busiest; it is the
7™ largest U.S. port in terms of both tonnage and dollars. Norfolk International Terminal is the
Port of Virginia’s largest terminal (Port of Virginia 2009) and commercial shipping traffic is
always part of the seaward of harbor viewscape. Fort Monroe is not bounded by waterbodies
protected by the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968, as amended, but the water views across
the Chesapeake Bay and Hampton Roads Harbor are visually very appealing. The open
waters of the bay and harbor, particularly in summer, display a broad range of recreational
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watercraft from kayaks and wind-surfers to small power boats, cruising sailboats, and luxury
motor yachts.

Legend
Visual Zones and Themes

City of Hampton

Fort Monroe, Virginia
Visual Zones and Themes

Q280 500 1000 1500 29':-
Source: R&K Engineering 2002
Figure 4.3-1 Visual Zones and Themes
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Figure 4.3-2 Photos of Visual Zones and Themes of Fort Monroe, VA

4313 Visually Sensitive Resources

The most sensitive visual resources are the historic properties within Fort Monroe, the
village campus outside the moat and, unquestionably, the fort within the moat. These
historic properties are described more fully in Section 4.9 Cultural Resources. The
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open spaces along the northern portion of the installation and the beaches along the
Chesapeake Bay shoreline are also sensitive to changes that may occur on Fort

Monroe. Sensitivity, in these cases, refers to changes in how the visual resources will
appear from other vantage points, and how other vantage points will appear from the

resources. Example photographs of visually sensitive resource features are displayed
in Figure 4.3-3.
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Figure 4.3-3 Visual Resource Features of Fort Monroe, VA

4314 Other Visual Resources North of the Historic Fort

The Wherry Quarter can be considered a visual transition area between the highly developed
lower fort and the open northern area. The visual quality of the Wherry Quarter is substantially
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less than that of the historic fort area due to the unremarkable architectural features of the
building structures and lack of thoughtfully designed landscaping and street network. The best
views from the Wherry Quarter are of the open waters of Mill Creek to the west and the
Chesapeake Bay across the street with its headland breakwaters. Especially from the western
portion of the Wherry Quarter, views are unobstructed across open grass and recreation areas.
Otherwise views within the Wherry Quarter are primarily of buildings, parking lots, and roads.
Views to the area from the Chesapeake Bay are dominated by the row of residential buildings,
utility poles, beach, and seawall.

The open space and recreational areas on the northern end of the peninsula provide panoramic
views to both Mill Creek and the Chesapeake Bay. The northern area peninsula narrows as one
travels north, offering more views of trees, other natural vegetation and open water. The visual
quality of manmade features in this area is relatively low as they lack architectural significance
when compared to the historic fort. These features include the Fort Monroe Club and
Community Support building, as well as ammunition storage, the Walker Air Field and several
roads. Trees are the primary features viewed from the Chesapeake Bay to the North Gate area,
along with the beach in the foreground. (see Section 4.2.1.2 for further discussion of
descriptions of the Wherry Quarter and North Gate areas).

Example photographs of visual resource features north of the historic fort are displayed in
Figure 4.3-4.

4.3.2 Consequences

4.3.2.1 Early Transfer Disposal Alternative

Direct. Minor long-term adverse and beneficial effects are expected. Effects to visual quality
were evaluated based on changes to landscapes and historic structures as described in the
Reuse Plan, increased development intensity including the proposed new construction on Fort
Monroe as well as building metrics from Table 3.3-3.
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Wherry Housing — Viewed from Chesapeake Bay

Thrift Shop

Wherry Quarter Open Space — North of Wherry Housing

Figure 4.3-4 Visual Resource Features of Wherry Quarter, Fort Monroe, VA

Visual quality at Fort Monroe would experience beneficial effects to existing historic structures,
landscapes and viewsheds based on the protections and enhancements outlined in the PA and
the Reuse Plan. The PA committed the Army to prepare a viewshed study of Fort Monroe and
the Reuse Plan emphasizes the preservation of significant landscapes and viewsheds, including
the open space/recreation areas, views and natural areas (marsh and wetlands) at the northern
end of the fort. Figure 4.3-5 is an artist rendering (looking southward) of the fort’s north end
depicting the potential future condition with open space and recreational areas. Figure 4.3-6 is
an aerial oblique (developed from a Google Earth image) of the open space and recreation
areas existing today.
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Source: Fort Monroe Reuse Plan, November 2006

Figure 4.3-5 North Portion of Fort Monroe, Future Condition
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Source: Google Earth 2010
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Figure 4.3-6 North Portion of Fort Monroe, Existing Conditions
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The plan places a high priority on preserving, maintaining, and reusing historic buildings on Fort
Monroe and it envisions the preservation of the majority of contributing buildings located within
the Fort Monroe NHL District. In addition, the Reuse Plan and the PA would require design
standards to control and restrict the height, form, architecture styles, and geographic extent of
new development to maintain the NHL designation. The Reuse Plan includes planning to
address visual resources that will be preserved or developed, for example it states that new
streets would be visually appealing due in part to the inclusion of street trees and a narrower
expanse of pavement. The improvements to streets would result in a long-term beneficial effect
to visual quality on the installation property. Another beneficial effect of redevelopment based on
the Reuse Plan, is the proposed conversion of the surface parking lot located in a portion of the
parade ground to a central green space, thus enhancing the visual quality of this area. Figure
4.3-7 shows an “after” artist rendering of the North Gate Road depicting the potential future
condition of a residential area with street trees and sidewalks followed by a photograph showing
a “before”, or existing condition, of the same location (see Figure 4.3-8).

Source: Fort Monroe Reuse Plan, November 2006

Figure 4.3-7 North Gate Road, Future Condition

Source: Fort Monroe Reuse Plan, November 2006

Figure 4.3-8 North Gate Road, Existing Conditions
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The Reuse Plan envisions a public waterfront esplanade along the existing seawall from the Old
Point Comfort Lighthouse to Engineer Pier, allowing residents and visitors improved access to
unobstructed views of open water.

The management programs, and projects outlined in the ICRMP for Fort Monroe may not be
fulfilled to the same degree once the parcels are disposed of and moved from federal to non-
federal ownership. Federal regulations will not be applicable following transfer, except to the
extent that these may be applicable in connection with federal grants. State and local
regulations may apply where NHL designated properties are concerned.

The Reuse Plan gives no clear direction on the ultimate disposition of the housing units in the
Wherry Quarter. It can only be assumed that, whether the units are removed or renovated, the
net effect would be beneficial effects on aesthetics and visual resources.

Indirect. No effects are expected.

4.3.2.2 Traditional Disposal Alternative

Direct. Minor long-term adverse and beneficial effects are expected. Effects would be similar to
those described under the early transfer disposal alternative, but the changes in effects would
take place further in the future.

Indirect. No effects are expected.

4323 Caretaker Status Alternative

Direct. Minor to moderate long-term adverse effects are expected. Under the caretaker status
alternative, the appearance of buildings and grounds could decline and deteriorate over time,
decreasing the aesthetic value of the installation properties. Renovations that would have
otherwise taken place may not be initiated for facilities, resulting in long-term adverse effects
relative to their appearance. Long-term maintenance would be reduced to required levels
specified in the PA (see Appendix F). Long-term maintenance levels will ensure security, health
and safety and to avoid physical deterioration, but not necessarily preserve the visual quality of
Fort Monroe. If the excess properties at Fort Monroe were to be maintained in a caretaker
status for an extended period, the condition of some buildings and facilities could be expected to
gradually decline and deterioration would reduce their visual appeal.

Indirect. No effects are expected.

4324 No Action Alternative

No direct or indirect effects are expected. Under the no action alternative, the Army would
continue operations at Fort Monroe at levels similar to those occurring prior to the 2005 BRAC
Commission’s recommendation for closure. Thus, no effects would occur relative to continuation
of the Army’s mission and conditions in November 2005.

4.3.2.5 Intensity-Based Probable Use Scenario

Lower Bracket, Direct. Minor short- and long-term beneficial and adverse effects are expected.
Effects to visual quality were evaluated based on changes to landscapes and historic structures
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as described in the Reuse Plan, increased development intensity including the proposed new
construction on Fort Monroe, as well as building metrics from Table 3.3-3. Restoration site-
clearing and construction activities would result in a short-term adverse visual effect that would
likely be contained within the Fort Monroe property. With the Lower Bracket scenario, there
would be no change in the amount of open space, or loss of natural areas and their respective
viewsheds in comparison to the baseline condition. The northern end of the peninsula, currently
the location of open space and recreational areas, is projected to be preserved and enhanced
under the Reuse Plan, thus maintaining the visual appeal of the area. With this scenario, new
construction would be added to the viewshed in the form of approximately 100,000 SF of new
non-residential development and 100,000 SF of renovated non-residential development. Also,
250 units of residential/lodging would be created on-site principally through the renovation of
existing structures in the lower fort area (see Section 3.3.5 for further discussion). The newly
created units would be situated with an average density of approximately one unit per acre.
Based on the protections and enhancements outlined in the PA and the Reuse Plan, the
proposed renovations and new construction, would present a long-term minor beneficial change
in visual character compared with the baseline condition.

The management programs, and projects outlined in the ICRMP for Fort Monroe may not be
fulfilled to the same degree once the parcels are disposed of and moved from federal to non-
federal ownership. Federal regulation will not be applicable following transfer except to the
extent that these may be applicable in connection with federal grants. State and local
regulations may apply to NHL designations and other historic properties.

Lower Bracket, Indirect. Minor beneficial effects are expected. Vehicular traffic would be less
than half of the baseline condition. This decrease in traffic flow could create a beneficial visual
impact for surrounding neighborhoods and on Fort Monroe.

Middle Bracket, Direct. Minor short- and long-term beneficial and adverse effects are
expected. Building metrics from Table 3.3-3 were the basis for evaluating the effects on visual
quality from changes to landscapes and historic structures, and increased development
intensity, including the proposed new construction on Fort Monroe, as described in the Reuse
Plan. Restoration site-clearing and construction activities would result in an unavoidable short-
term adverse visual effect that would likely be contained within the Fort Monroe property. As
redevelopment of the property proceeds, infill development could create attractive buildings
designed to blend into the historical fabric of the installation.

With the Middle Bracket scenario, there would be a 5 percent (15 acres) loss of open space and
less than one percent loss of natural areas and their respective viewsheds in comparison to the
baseline condition, which results in a minor long-term adverse effect (see Section 4.8.2 for
further discussion of natural area impacts). The impact to natural areas would involve a potential
loss of less than 2 acres of tidal wetlands in the event that a northern entrance is constructed.
Loss of open space (15 acres) includes development in highly disturbed areas which are now
maintained as open lawns and fields, principally in the northeastern portion of the lower fort (i.e.,
the North Gate area and far western portion of the Wherry Quarter).
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While disposal and reuse of Fort Monroe will reduce the amount of remaining open space, the
majority of the current open space will be preserved. To minimize effects to open space and
recreation areas, the footprint of new development may be located in the same geographic area
of disturbance as existing buildings, previously existing buildings, and/or parking lots. The
Reuse Plan allows the opportunity for the northern area to be preserved as open or recreational
space, including new open space, recreational facilities, pedestrian trail system, parks, and
expansion of the beach.

The visual appeal of these areas is expected to remain largely intact. The maijority of the current
open space will be preserved with man