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COVER SHEET 

UTILITIES UPGRADE PROJECT AT FORT GEORGE G. MEADE, MARYLAND 

Proponent: U.S. Department of Defense (DOD), National Security Agency (NSA) 

Affected Location: Fort George G. Meade, Maryland 

Report Designation: Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Proposed Action: DOD proposes to upgrade and modernize utilities infrastructure on the NSA campus 
of Fort Meade, Maryland. 

Abstract: DOD proposes to construct and operate (1) a North Utility Plant, (2) a South Generator 
Facility, and (3) a Central Boiler Plant. The proposed North Utility Plant would provide a fully redundant 
emergency electrical power supply. Components of the North Utility Plant include new transmission and 
distribution lines on the NSA campus, a North Electrical Substation and associated switchgear, and a 
North Generator Facility and associated fuel storage. The proposed South Generator Facility, and 
associated fuel storage, would upgrade emergency electrical power to an existing substation. The 
proposed Central Boiler Plant would replace an existing central boiler plant that is outdated and 
inefficient. This project would include replacement of four boiler units and associated piping and 
controls, and the replacement of the two fuel storage tanks. DOD proposes to use Tier 2 diesel-fueled 
emergency generators with selective catalytic reduction for both proposed generator facilities; and boilers 
with low oxides of nitrogen burners, flue gas recirculation, and selective catalytic reduction. 

The analysis in this EIS considers various alternatives to the Proposed Action, including the No Action 
Alternative, emergency power system alternatives, air emissions control alternatives, location alternatives 
for the various proposed facilities, and utility line location alternatives. As a result of the development of 
location alternatives, DOD must also consider alternatives to mitigate adverse impa<;ts associated with the 
loss of parking spaces. 

For additional information, contact Mr. Jeffrey Williams, Office of Occupational Health, 
Environmental, and Safety Services, 9800 Savage Road, Suite 6404, Fort Meade, MD 27055, 301-688-
2970. 

Written comments on the Final EIS should be submitted by mail to "Utilities Upgrades EIS," c/o elM, 
2751 Prosperity Avenue, Suite 200, Fairfax, VA 22031, or by email to UtilityEIS@e2m.net. 
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Final E/S for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

Executive Summary 

Introduction 

The U.S. Department of Defense (DOD) proposes to upgrade and modernize utilities and infrastructure on 
the National Security Agency (NSA) campus at Fort George G. Meade, Maryland (Fort Meade). 
Proposed upgrades include construction and operation of a North Utility Plant, a South Generator 
Facility, and a Central Boiler Plant. The Proposed Action would have a total construction footprint of 
183,000 square feet (ft2) (4.2 acres). 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (ElS) has been prepared through coordination with Federal 
and state agencies and will support DOD decisionmaking. The EIS identifies and assesses the potential 
impacts associated with the proposed construction and operation of the systems associated with the 
Proposed Action. This EIS is also being prepared to fulfill the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969. 

Purpose and Need 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to upgrade and modernize aging utilities infrastructure through 
renovation, modernization, and replacement. The Proposed Action is needed to support the capabilities of 
the existing NSA campus for current and future missions. 

Interagency and Public Involvement 

Agency and public participation in the NEP A process promotes open communication between the 
proponent and regulatory agencies, the public, and potential stakeholders. All persons and organizations 
having a potential interest in the proposed utilities upgrades are encouraged to participate in the public 
involvement process. 

The purpose of conducting scoping is to provide members of the public and applicable regulatory 
agencies with the opportunity to submit formal comments regarding the development of the Proposed 
Action and possible alternatives and on other issues relevant to the EIS. DOD initiated the public scoping 
process on January 2, 2008, with the publication of the Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS (73 Federal 
Register 172). Advertisements were published in the Baltimore Sun and the Washington Post on 
February 6 and 7, 2008, respectively, notifying the public of the intent to prepare an EIS, announcing the 
public meeting date, and requesting comments on the project. A letter was also distributed on 
February 12, 2008, to approximately 65 potentially interested Federal, state, and local agencies; Native 
American tribes; and other stakeholder groups or individuals. Subsequently, a scoping meeting was held 
on February 20, 2008, in Laurel, Maryland, at the Ramada Inn Laurel to provide a forum for the public 
and agencies to obtain information and to provide scoping comments. Scoping comments were accepted 
through March 3, 2008. Substantive concerns identified during scoping included the potential impacts of 
the proposed utilities project on the Baltimore-Washington Parkway CBW Parkway}-which is listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP}-specifically, the proximity to National Park Service 
(NPS) land, the removal of visual and scenic forest buffers, the addition of tall or visible buildings, and 
the importance of properly designed storm water management systems. 

A Notice of Availability for the Draft EIS was published in the Federal Register on October 17,2008. 
The Draft EIS was distributed to 14 agencies, organizations, and individuals that had expressed interest in 
reviewing it. In addition, 5 individuals requested copies during the public review period. A Public 
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Meeting was held in Laurel, Maryland, at the Ramada Inn Laurel on November 6, 2008 to provide a 
public forum for providing information to the public and agencies and for receiving comments. The 
meeting was advertised in the Baltimore Sun and the Washington Post on October 17,2008. The Public 
Meeting was attended by 10 individuals. No oral or written comments were provided during the Public 
Meeting. Comments on the Draft EIS were accepted through December 1, 2008. In total, 3 comments 
were received during the public review period (see Appendix C). 

Description of the Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action includes the construction and operation of a North Utility Plant, a South Generator 
Facility, a Central Boiler Plant, and associated infrastructure. 

The North Utility Plant is proposed to provide electrical power with redundancy, and would consist of a 
North Electrical Substation, a North Generator Facility, transmission lines, and distribution lines. The 
North Electrical Substation would provide 50 megavolt-amperes (MV A) of power to the NSA campus. 
The North Generator Facility would provide 60 to 65 megawatts (MW) of emergency electrical power 
generated by diesel engine/generator sets. The proposed generator sets would have a selective catalytic 
reduction (SCR) system to control air pollutant emissions, and each generator would be equipped with an 
exhaust stack no taller than 35 feet above ground level. The North Generator Facility would also include 
aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) for diesel fuel, waste oil, and urea. New transmission lines within the 
NSA campus would be installed to supply primary power. Distribution lines would connect from the 
proposed North Electrical Substation to an existing electrical power distribution system. The total 
building footprint for the North Utility Plant would be approximately 105,000 ff (2.4 acres). Installation 
of electrical distribution lines would disturb up to 90,000 ff of area. Installation of transmission lines, 
which could be either overhead or underground, could disturb up to 53,000 ff of area. It is assumed that 
all internal campus utility lines would be installed in previously disturbed areas. 

The South Generator Facility is proposed to provide emergency electrical power to supplement an 
existing South Utility Plant. As a part of this project, an emergency generator facility currently capable of 
generating 17.6 MW of electrical power would be replaced with a larger generator facility that is capable 
of generating 47 to 52 MW of emergency electrical power using diesel engine/generator sets. The 
proposed generator sets would have an SCR system to control air pollutant emissions, and each generator 
would be equipped with an exhaust stack no taller than 35 feet above ground level. The South Generator 
Facility would also include ASTs for diesel fuel, waste oil, and urea. The total building footprint would 
be 60,000 ft2 (1.4 acres). 

The proposed Central Boiler Plant would replace an existing outdated boiler plant. Four vintage boilers 
would be replaced with four comparably sized modem dual-fuel boilers with a total heat input rating of 
392 million British thermal units per hour (MMBtuIhr). Similar to the existing boiler plant, the proposed 
Central Boiler Plant would operate primarily using natural gas with No.2 fuel oil backup. Two modem 
ASTs for No. 2 fuel oil, with associated spill containment storage, are proposed to replace the existing 
ASTs. The footprint for the Central Boiler Plant would be approximately 18,000 ff (0.4 acres). 

Alternatives Analysis 

An alternatives analysis assists in avoiding unnecessary impacts by considering reasonable options to 
achieve the purpose and need. The alternatives considered include a No Action Alternative, emergency 
power system alternatives, emissions control alternatives, facility alternatives, corridors for installation of 
utility lines, and parking alternatives. 
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No Action Alternative. Under the No Action Alternative, DOD would not construct a North Utility Plant 
or upgrade the South Generator Facility. The aging components of the Central Boiler Plant would not be 
replaced. The existing South Generator Facility and Central Boiler Plant would continue to be used in 
their current conditions. The No Action Alternative is evaluated in detail in the EIS and serves as a 
baseline from which to evaluate impacts. 

Emergency Power Systems Alternatives. The emergency power systems alternative must be proven and 
commercially available technology, be reliable equipment, have rapid start-up, have sufficient energy 
output, and meet Federal and state environmental regulations. Diesel-fueled generator sets meet these 
criteria. Under this alternative, use of Tier 2 generators was selected as representative of the range of 
anticipated generators that could be used to provide emergency power for the proposed North Generator 
Facility and the South Generator Facility. All generators meeting Tier 2 air emissions standards in the 
range of 2.2 to 2.7 MW would have comparable emissions profiles. Depending on the size of the 
individual units actually used, between 23 and 29 generators would be needed to generate 65 MW of 
energy output for the North Generator Facility, and between 18 and 22 generators would be needed to 
generate 52 MW of energy output for the South Generator Facility. No other emergency power system 
alternatives were found to meet the evaluation criteria identified for this Proposed Action. Therefore, use 
of Tier 2 generators is the Proposed Action. 

Emissions Control Alternatives. To qualify as a reasonable alternative, emissions control alternatives 
must have the potential to significantly reduce air emissions, be proven and commercially available 
technology, be energy-efficient, and be cost-effective. Three emissions controls meet these criteria and 
are evaluated in detail in the EIS: low oxides of nitrogen (NOx) burners and flue gas recirculation (FGR) 
for boilers, SCR for boilers, and SCR for generators. In addition to emissions-control technologies, this 
EIS also considers limiting boiler and generator operations. Due to the operational requirements of the 
Proposed Action, limiting operations alone would not be a suitable method of controlling emissions. 
However, when used in conjunction with other control technologies, it might provide effective means to 
comply with state and Federal permitting requirements. Limiting operations is not pursued as a separate 
alternative but is addressed in this EIS. 

Low NOx burners and FGR are the most common combustion-control technologies for reducing NOx 
emissions in boilers. These control methods are not technically viable for internal combustion engines, 
such as generators. The combination of low NOx burners and FGR for boilers has the potential to 
significantly reduce air emissions, is a proven technology, is energy-efficient, and is cost-effective. Based 
on publicly available information, selected models of commercially available ultra-low NOx boilers 
would meet the Clean Air Act (CAA) New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) and incorporate low 
NOx burners and FGR technologies as combustion controls. 

The SCR alternative for boilers is analyzed in this EIS because strict permitting requirements exist in the 
region. SCR is not usually applied to boilers because the incorporation of low NOx burners and FGR in 
boiler design has marginalized the effectiveness of SCR in reducing the already ultra-low NOx emissions. 
However, SCR is a reasonably available control technology that could be applied to boilers if determined 
necessary to further control air pollutant emissions. 

SCR is a very effective post-combustion control method of reducing NOx emissions in generators. 
Despite its high cost and because of the limited effectiveness of other emissions-control technologies, 
SCR is the most effective NOx control for generators. SCR can also meet the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency's (USEPA) Lowest Achievable Emissions Rate (LAER) requirement for generators. 

Facility Alternatives. DOD considered various facility alternatives for siting new utilities. Reasonable 
locations should be within the NSA-controlled property, be available for development or redevelopment, 
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have sufficient square footage to accommodate the project, maximize use of existing infrastructure and 
utility connections, avoid disturbing environmental sensitive areas, minimize impacts on adjacent land 
uses (e.g., military family housing [MFH] or BW Parkway), and minimize the number of parking spaces 
lost. Eight sites were identified as meeting these criteria and are considered as facility alternatives in the 
EIS. Table ES-l summarizes all eight sites and identifies for which utility the site would be considered 
suitable. 

Utility Line Alternatives. DOD will not disclose the locations of existing or proposed utility corridors for 
security reasons. For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that approximately 90,000 fr of trenching 
would occur to install power distribution lines. Additionally, approximately 53,000 ff of trenching could 
be needed to install transmission lines, which would enter the NSA campus at an undetermined location 
along Maryland Route 32 and connect to the proposed North Electrical Substation. Transmission lines 
could be either overhead or underground. 

It is assumed that distribution lines and transmission lines would be installed in previously disturbed areas 
along existing utility corridors or roadways. It is anticipated that final selection of utility corridors would 
be made during the engineering and design process. If potential environmental impacts are identified that 
are beyond those analyzed in this EIS, DOD would undertake additional analyses at such time in 
accordance with all Federal and state review and permitting procedures. 

Parking Alternatives. The existing NSA campus has limited land that can be developed. Construction of 
new facilities could result in the displacement of some campus parking, depending on the facility 
alternative selected (refer to Table ES-l). Site-specific parking and transportation studies would be 
accomplished during the design and engineering process to ensure efficient and safe use of space, ingress 
and egress, and movement patterns. DOD considered various alternatives for siting replacement parking. 
Reasonable locations should have sufficient square footage to accommodate required project components, 
avoid disturbing environmentally sensitive areas, minimize impacts on adjacent land uses, minimize the 
distance employees would have to walk, and be cost-effective. 

Eight sites were identified as meeting these criteria; six sites (Sites I, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7) are identified in 
Table ES-l, and two additional sites (Sites 9 and 10) were also identified. Preliminary screening resulted 
in two primary parking alternatives: construction of one or more surface lots or construction of a parking 
garage. For the purposes of this EIS, a reasonable range of parking alternatives is analyzed in detail to 
bound the analysis. Assumptions under which replacement parking would be needed-and how much 
replacement parking would be required-are based on the combination of facility alternatives selected (as 
identified in Table ES-l). It is assumed that a one-to-one area replacement would be needed; that is, for 
I acre of parking lost, I acre of equivalent parking would need to be constructed. The full range of 
options that could be considered reasonable alternatives is identified in Appendix D of the EIS. The 
alternatives evaluated as representative of the range of alternatives include the construction of surface 
parking lots at undeveloped sites (Sites 4 and 6), construction of a parking garage at Site 3, construction 
ofa parking garage at Site 9, and construction ofa parking garage at Site 10. Table ES-2 summarizes the 
parking alternatives considered in detail. 
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Table E8-1. Summary of Facility Alternatives Evaluated in Detail 

Site No. Size Utility Brief Descripti9n 

1 7.3 acres North Utility Plant - Bounded by Connector Road, Canine Road, and forest 

- MFH is 500 feet northeast 

- BW Parkway is 1,850 feet northwest 

2 4.1 acres North Utility Plant - Bounded by Road A, Canine Road, Wray Road, and 
Dennis Road 

- MFH is 610 feet northeast 

- BW Parkway is 2,660 feet northwest 

3 5.6 acres North Utility Plant - Bounded by National Vigilance Park, Canine Road, and 
forest 

- BW Parkway is 1,200 feet northwest 

- National Cryptologic Museum is 890 feet north 

4 6.1 acres North Utility Plant - Surrounded by forest, between Sites 1 and 3 
(preferred site) - Undeveloped site (tree stand), within a Forest 

Conservation Area 

- BW Parkway is 1,220 feet west 

- National Vigilance Park is 1,160 feet southwest 

- National Cryptologic Museum is 980 feet north 

5 1.4 acres South Generator - Bounded by Emory Road and Canine Road 
Facility - Existing use is for seven emergency generator sets in 

(preferred site) utility yard 

6 2.6 acres South Generator - Bounded by Dennis Road, Herczog Road, Canine Road, 
Facility and Emory Road 

- Undeveloped site (tree stand) 

- Barracks are 370 feet northeast 

7 5.3 acres South Generator - Bounded by Canine Road and Emory Road 
Facility or Central - Currently used as a motor pool 

Boiler Plant (not both) 
- Barracks are 860 feet north 

8 1.8 acres Central Boiler Plant - Existing use is a boiler plant in a utility yard 
(preferred site) 
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Table ES-2. Summary of Parking Alternatives Evaluated in Detail 

Parking Alternative Total Project Size Site Description 

Construct surface lots at 8.7 acres - Sites 4 and 6 are undeveloped tree stands 
Sites 4 and 6 - Site 4 is surrounded by forest, between Sites 1 and 3, BW 

Parkway is 1,220 feet west, National Vigilance Park is 
1,160 feet southwest, and National Cryptologic Museum is 
980 feet north 

- Site 6 is bounded by Dennis Road, Herczog Road, Canine 
Road, and Emory Road, and barracks are 370 feet northeast 

Construct parking Three stories, - Bounded by National Vigilance Park, Canine Road, and forest 
garage at Site 3 35 feet tall, footprint - BW Parkway is 1,220 feet northwest 

of5.6 acres 
- National Cryptologic Museum is 890 feet north 

Construct parking Three stories, - Bounded by Emory Road, Wenger Road, and forested parcel 
garage at Site 9 35 feet tall, footprint - Barracks are 1,375 feet north 

of6.1 acres 
- Currently used as parking lot 

Construct parking Three stories, - Bounded by Emory Road and Obrien Road 
garage at Site 10 35 feet tall, footprint - Several existing structures (15,400 ff) and parking are on site 

of4.8 acres 
- Under investigation for potential contamination and presence of 

unexploded ordnance from a former mortar range 
- Barracks are 920 feet north 

Summary of Environmental Impacts 

The level of environmental impact resulting from the Proposed Action would primarily be dependent on 
the location alternative ultimately selected (refer to Tables ES-l and ES-2). Environmental impacts 
would generally be more adverse for sites that are currently undeveloped (i.e., Sites 4 and 6) than for sites 
that are already developed (i.e., Sites 1,2,3,5, 7, 8, 9, and 10). This summary of potential environmental 
impacts focuses on those impacts that are considered to be more adverse and limits discussions of minor 
adverse impacts that would be expected from construction activities. 

Generally, construction and demolition activities would be expected to result in some level of ground 
disturbance. Short-term adverse impacts on soil and water resources as a result of sedimentation, erosion, 
and storm water runoff are unavoidable. Construction and demolition activities also generate solid waste. 
These kinds of impacts would be expected regardless of the facility or parking alternative. 

Sites 4 and 6 are undeveloped sites that have a greater potential for impacts. If either of these sites is 
selected, then minor adverse impacts on vegetation, wildlife, and storm water would be unavoidable 
because those natural areas would be lost. It is anticipated that potentially adverse impacts on geological 
resources and water resources (i.e., sedimentation, erosion, storm water runoff, and stream crossing) 
could be avoided during site design. If Site 4 is selected and the stream in the southwestern comer cannot 
be avoided entirely, potential impacts would be minimized to the maximum extent practicable and any 
required mitigation would be implemented. A formal delineation of wetlands and waters of the United 
States was conducted on December 2, 2008, on Site 4 and along the unnamed perennial stream between 
the upstream end of the permanently flooded storm water pond near the northeastern comer of Site 1 and 
the existing stream crossing and entrance from Canine Road to Site 3. In addition, any wetlands in 
proximity to the existing staging and equipment storage area adjacent to the northeastern comer of Site 4 
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were also delineated. All wetlands and other waters of the United States within the assessment area were 
delineated. A jurisdictional determination of wetlands and waters of the United States was requested 
from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) Baltimore District and would be obtained prior to 
implementing the Proposed Action. Any additional required site-specific review and study would be 
accomplished in accordance with Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 and 404 and Maryland 
Department of the Environment (MDE) Wetlands and Waterways Division permitting requirements. The 
Section 404 and MDE Wetlands and Waterways Division permitting process would identify whether 
additional mitigation measures are required. If either Site 4 or Site 6 were selected, then a Forest Stand 
Delineation and Forest Conservation Plan, including mitigation, in accordance with the Maryland Forest 
Conservation Act would be required. 

Construction of the North Utility Plant would be expected to result in minor to moderate adverse impacts, 
regardless of the facility alternative selected. It is anticipated that construction of the North Utility Plant 
at either Sites 1 or 2 could have minor adverse impacts on the nearby MFH neighborhood because of 
potential visual intrusion of the exhaust stacks as well as operational noise when the generators are in use. 
Potential visual impacts on the BW Parkway were evaluated because the parkway is listed on the NRHP. 
On December 2, 2008, a balloon test to supplement and verify the visual impact assessment was 
conducted at the proposed locations of the North and South Generator Facilities (Sites 4 and 5). At no 
point were the balloons at either Sites 4 or 5 visible from the BW Parkway. This assessment concluded 
that the Proposed Action would not impact the viewshed from the BW Parkway, and therefore no effect 
on the NRHP-listed BW Parkway is expected (see Section 4.1.2.1 of this EIS). NSA consulted with the 
NPS under NHPA Section 106 on potential impacts to the BW Parkway (see Appendix C). Since no 
effect is expected on the BW Parkway, no mitigation measures would be necessary. 

Construction of the proposed North Utility Plant, the South Generator Facility, and the Central Boiler 
Plant would introduce stationary sources of noise emissions and air emissions. Long-term adverse 
impacts would occur during the time that generators in the North Generator Facility and the South 
Generator Facility would be operating. The total estimated direct and indirect annual air emissions of all 
criteria pollutants for the entire Proposed Action would be under de minimis levels, so a General 
Conformity Analysis under the CAA would not be required (see Air Quality Supporting Documentation 
in Appendix F of the EIS). The uncontrolled potential to emit criteria pollutants from the proposed 
stationary sources (i.e., North Generator Facility, South Generator Facility, and Central Boiler Plant) 
during operations would require emissions controls and limits on operations to avoid the requirement to 
obtain Nonattainment New Source Review (NNSR) and Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) 
major source permits. Short- and long-term air emissions would be minor with the incorporation of 
emissions control and limiting operations (see Mitigation Measures and Best Management Practices 
below and Section 5 of the EIS). 

Best Management Practices and Mitigation Measures 

The Proposed Action has the potential to result in adverse environmental impacts. The Proposed Action 
includes design measures to avoid adverse impacts to the extent practicable. Unavoidable impacts would 
be minimized or compensated for to the extent practicable. In accordance with Council on Environmental 
Quality regulations, mitigation measures must be considered for adverse environmental impacts. Once a 
proposed action is considered significant, then mitigation measures must be developed where it is feasible 
to do so. 
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Best Management Practices 

General Construction and Post-Construction. During construction and immediately following 
construction, the following best management practices (BMPs) would be implemented to avoid or 
minimize short-term minor adverse impacts for all construction activities. 

• Construction activities would be restricted between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to 
minimize adverse noise impacts. 

• Erosion- and sediment-control plans would be required for any project resulting in more than 
5,000 ft2 of land disturbance and would include sufficient information, drawings, computations, 
and notes to describe how potential soil erosion and offsite sedimentation associated with a land
disturbing activity would be minimized. 

• A storm water management plan would be required for any project resulting in more than 
5,000 nz of land disturbance and would include supporting computations, drawings, and 
sufficient information describing the manner, location, and type of measures in which storm 
water runoff would be managed over the entire project. The post-construction storm water 
release rate would not exceed the rate when undeveloped. Control of storm water runoff could 
include construction of ponds, infiltration practices, filtration practices, vegetative practices, or 
runoff pretreatment practices. 

• All construction equipment would be maintained according to manufacturer's specifications to 
ensure it is in proper working order. All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials would be 
contained and stored appropriately. The procedures identified in the NSA's Spill Prevention 
Control and Countermeasure Plan would be followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. 

• At least 40 percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition debris would be recycled to 
divert waste from being landfilled. 

• All construction vehicles would be equipped with backing alarms, two-way radios, and slow
moving vehicle signs, when appropriate. 

• Construction vehicle traffic would be routed and scheduled to minimize conflicts with other 
traffic. 

• Construction staging areas would be sited to minimize traffic impacts. 

North Utility Plant. The following BMPs are specific to the North Utility Plant. Additional measures are 
also included to reduce site-specific adverse impacts. No additional site-specific BMPs were identified 
for Site 2. Most of the following BMPs are intended to reduce potential long-term adverse impacts as a 
result of operations. 

• Noise-producing equipment would be contained inside a facility constructed with noise-reducing 
material. Generator exhausts open to the exterior of the building would be equipped with 
industrial silencers. 

• Best Available Control Technology (BACT)/LAER review for each criteria pollutant and 
Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) review for regulated hazardous air pollutants 
(HAPs) and designated categories would be conducted for new permitted stationary sources of 
emissions. Air dispersion modeling would be conducted if required by MDE. Procedures would 
be established for measuring and recording emissions and process rates, and meeting the NSPS 
and National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) requirements. 
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• The stream that is northwest of Site 1 (outside of site boundaries) would be avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

• The stream that is southwest of Site 3. (outside of site boundaries) would be avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

• The stream that is southwest of Site 4 would be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. 
Because a road crossing would be required, total avoidance ofthe stream might not be possible. 

• Wildlife would be allowed to move out of the path of construction equipment during site-clearing 
activities. 

South Generator Facility. The following BMPs are specific to the South Generator Facility. Additional 
measures are also included to reduce site-specific adverse impacts for Site 6; no site-specific mitigation 
measures were identified for Sites 5 and 7. Most of the following mitigation measures and BMPs are 
intended to reduce potentiatlong-term adverse impacts as a result of operations. 

• Noise-producing equipment would be contained inside a facility constructed with noise-reducing 
material. Generator exhausts open to the exterior of the building would be equipped with 
industrial silencers. 

• BACT ILAER review for each criteria pollutant and MACT review for regulated HAPs and 
designated categories would be conducted for new permitted stationary sources of emissions. Air 
dispersion modeling would be conducted if required by MOE. Procedures would be established 
for measuring and recording emissions and process rates, and meeting the NSPS and NESHAP 
requirements. 

• Wildlife would be allowed to move out of the path of construction equipment during site-clearing 
activities. 

Central Boiler Plant. The following BMPs are specific to the Central Boiler Plant. No site-specific 
mitigation measures were identified. This BMP is intended to reduce potential long-term adverse impacts 
as a result of operations. 

• Noise-producing equipment would be contained inside a facility. 

Surface Lots for Replacement Parking. The following BMPs are specific to the construction of two 
surface lots at Sites 4 and 6. 

• The stream that is southwest of Site 4 would be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. 
Because a road crossing would be required, total avoidance of the stream might not be possible. 

• Wildlife would be allowed to move out of the path of construction equipment during site-clearing 
activities. 
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Parking Garage. The following BMPs are specific to the construction of a parking garage. Site-specific 
parking and transportation studies would be accomplished to ensure efficient and safe use of space, 
ingress and egress, and movement patterns. No site-specific mitigation measures were identified for Site 
9. 

• The stream that is southwest of Site 3 (outside of site boundaries) would be avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

• Care would be taken during the construction process to restrict activities and equipment to the 
developed areas within the site to minimize the potential for encountering unexploded ordnance. 

Mitigation Measures 

North Utility Plant. The following mitigation measures are specific to the North Utility Plant. 
Additional measures are also included to reduce site-specific adverse impacts. Most of the following 
mitigation measures are intended to reduce potential long-term adverse impacts as a result of operations. 

• Mitigation would be required to reduce NOx emissions below the NNSR major source threshold. 
Use of SCR as an emissions control and voluntary federally enforceable limitations on the hours 
of operation (i.e., 100 hours) of the generators could reduce emissions enough to obtain a Minor 
NSR permit, but specific emissions controls and operating limitations would be decided during 
the permitting process. 

• The existing tree buffer between MFH and the NSA campus could be enhanced to ensure 
minimal visual intrusion. 

• The existing tree buffer between MFH and the NSA campus could be enhanced to ensure 
minimal visual intrusion. 

• The facility could be sited on the far northeastern end of the parcel to minimize impacts on 
National Vigilance Park. A tree buffer could be added to provide screening between National 
Vigilance Park and proposed development. 

• In accordance with Fort Meade's tree management policy and the Maryland Forest Conservation 
Act, a minimum of 20 percent of the forested area would be preserved. 

• If the stream that is southwest of Site 4 cannot be avoided entirely, potential impacts would be 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable and any required mitigation would be 
implemented. A formal delineation of wetlands and waters of the United States was conducted 
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on December 2, 2008, on Site 4 and along the unnamed perennial stream between the upstream 
end of the permanently flooded storm water pond near the northwestern comer of Site 1 and the 
existing stream crossing and entrance from Canine Road to Site 3. In addition, any wetlands in 
proximity to the existing staging and equipment storage area adjacent to the southwestern comer 
of Site 4 were also delineated. All wetlands and other waters of the United States within the 
assessment area were delineated. A jurisdictional determination of wetlands and waters of the 
United States was requested from the USACE Baltimore District and would be obtained prior to 
implementing the Proposed Action. Any additional required site~specific review and study would 
be accomplished in accordance with CWA Section 401 and 404 and MDE Wetlands and 
Waterways Division permitting requirements. The Section 404 and MDE Wetlands and 
Waterways Division permitting process would identify whether additional mitigation measures 
are required. 

South Generator Facility. The following mitigation measures are specific to the South Generator 
Facility. Additional measures are also included to reduce site-specific adverse impacts for Site 6; no site
specific mitigation measures were identified for Sites 5 and 7. Most of the following mitigation measures 
and BMPs are intended to reduce potentiatlong-term adverse impacts as a result of operations. 

• Mitigation would be required to reduce NOx emissions below the NNSR major source threshold. 
Use of SCR as an emissions control and voluntary federally enforceable limitations on the hours 
of operation (i.e., 100 hours) of the generators could reduce emissions enough to obtain a Minor 
NSR permit, but specific emissions controls and operating limitations would be decided during 
the permitting process. 

• In accordance with Fort Meade's tree management policy and the Maryland Forest Conservation 
Act, a minimum of 20 percent of the forested area would be preserved. 

Central Boiler Plant. The following mitigation measure is specific to the Central Boiler Plant. No site
specific mitigation measures were identified. This mitigation measure is intended to reduce potential 
long-term adverse impacts as a result of operations. 

• Mitigation would be required to reduce carbon monoxide emissions below the PSD major source 
threshold and NOx emissions below the NNSR major source threshold. Use of limited fuel 
throughput, low NOx burners, FGR, and SCR could reduce emissions enough to obtain a Minor 
NSR permit, but specific emissions controls and operating limitations would be decided during 
the permitting process. Limiting the hours of operation and installation of oxidation catalysts 
could ultimately be incorporated into the design and permit process in lieu of or in addition to 
fuel limitations to meet permitting requirements. 

Surface Lots for Replacement Parking. The following mitigation measures are specific to the 
construction of two surface lots at Sites 4 and 6. 

• Low-impact development could include use of landscaped parking lot islands to reduce heat 
island effect and manage storm water. 

• In accordance with Fort Meade's tree management policy and the Maryland Forest Conservation 
Act, a minimum of 20 percent of forested areas would be preserved. 

• If the stream that is southwest of Site 4 cannot be avoided entirely, potential impacts would be 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable and any required mitigation would be 
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implemented. A fonnal delineation of wetlands and waters of the United States was conducted 
on December 2, 2008, on Site 4 and along the unnamed perennial stream between the upstream 
end of the pennanently flooded stonn water pond near the northeastern corner of Site 1 and the 
existing stream crossing and entrance from Canine Road to Site 3. In addition, any wetlands in 
proximity to the existing staging and equipment storage area adjacent to the northeastern corner 
of Site 4 were also delineated. All wetlands and other waters of the United States within the 
assessment area were delineated. A jurisdictional detennination of wetlands and waters of the 
United States was requested from the USACE Baltimore District and would be obtained prior to 
implementing the Proposed Action. Any additional required site-specific review and study would 
be accomplished in accordance with CW A Section 401 and 404 and MDE Wetlands and 
Waterways Division pennitting requirements. The Section 404 and MDE Wetlands and 
Waterways Division pennitting process would identity whether additional mitigation measures 
are required. 

Parking Garage. The following mitigation measures are specific to the construction of a parking garage. 
Site-specific parking and transportation studies would be accomplished to ensure efficient and safe use of 
space, ingress and egress, and movement patterns. No site-specific mitigation measures were identified 
for Sites 9 and 10. 

• Low-impact development could include use of landscaped parking lot islands to reduce heat 
island effect and manage stonn water. 

• The garage could be sited on the far northeastern end of the parcel to minimize impacts on 
National Vigilance Park. A tree buffer could be added to provide screening between National 
Vigilance Park and proposed development. 

• If the proposed garage can be seen from the BW Parkway, particularly during winter months 
when deciduous trees have lost their leaves, mitigation to reduce viewshed impacts from the BW 
Parkway could include painting facilities to blend with the terrain or planting additional native 
evergreen species of trees to fill any gaps. 
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mgd million gallons per day PM2.5 particulate matter less than or 
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1. Purpose of and Need for Action 

1.1 Introduction 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) addresses the proposal by the Department of Defense 
(DOD) to upgrade utilities at the National Security Agency (NSA) campus on Fort George G. Meade 
(Fort Meade), Maryland. This EIS was prepared to comply with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] Section 
4321-4347); the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
Parts 1500-1508); and DOD's Environmental Effects in the United States of DoD Actions (32 CFR Part 
188). 

The EIS is organized into seven sections and appendices. Section 1 states the purpose, need, scope, and 
public involvement efforts for the Proposed Action. Section 2 contains a detailed description of the 
Proposed Action, the alternatives considered, and provides an introduction to projects considered for 
potential cumulative impacts. Section 3 describes the existing conditions of the potentially affected 
environment. Section 4 identifies the environmental impacts of implementing all reasonable alternatives, 
including direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. Section 5 describes the best management practices 
(BMPs) and mitigation measures developed to minimize potential impacts. Section 6 provides the names 
of those persons who prepared the EIS. Section 7 lists the references used to support the analysis. 

1.2 Purpose and Need Statement 

The DOD mission requires a robust and reliable utilities infrastructure. Although the utilities 
infrastructure at Fort Meade has been incrementally upgraded over the years, improvements are needed to 
support ongoing and future mission requirements. DOD proposes to embark upon a project to upgrade 
and modernize the utilities infrastructure at the NSA campus on Fort Meade. Figure 1.2·1 shows the 
location of Fort Meade, Maryland. The purpose of the project is to renew aging utilities infrastructure 
through renovation, modernization, and replacement. Utilities upgrades are needed to support the existing 
campus and the mission going forward. Specifically, DOD proposes to construct and operate a North 
Utility Plant, to upgrade the existing South Generator Facility, and to replace the existing Central Boiler 
Plant. 

1.3 Scope of the EIS 

Scope consists of the range of actions, alternatives, and impacts to be considered. Upgrading utilities 
infrastructure consists of several separate actions (i.e., constructing a North Utility Plant, upgrading a 
South Generator Facility, and replacing the Central Boiler Plant). These individual actions are considered 
together in this EIS as one proposal because they are similar in timing and location and would fulfill a 
common need to renew aging infrastructure. 

DOD prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) and a subsequent Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) analyzing the replacement of an electrical substation that services the southern portion of the 
NSA campus on Fort Meade (DOD 2007). Relevant components of this EA, hereafter referred to as the 
South Electrical Substation EA, will be analyzed as appropriate for potential cumulative impacts; 
however. this EIS does not reassess those actions previously analyzed and found not to be significant. 
The South Electrical Substation EA is incorporated by reference into this document. 

DOD, Fort Meade, Maryland January 2009 



Final EIS for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

Miles ~ 
0 .. ::::1--.::5

2
_ .... l1li

4 
t\ 

Scale 
Map Projection: Lambert Conformal Conic 
State Plane, Maryland, FIPS 1900, Feet 

__ Nort_~_Am_er_i~~,.-::;Di?Pat~um_,O\efe_19-;83-c-___ "" __ ".J 

Figure 1.2-1. Location of Fort Meade, Maryland 
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The scope of the Proposed Action and the range of alternatives to be considered are presented in detail in 
Section 2. In accordance with CEQ regulations, the No Action Alternative is analyzed in order to provide 
the baseline against which the environmental impacts of implementing the range of alternatives addressed 
can be compared. This EIS identifies appropriate mitigation measures that are not already included in the 
Proposed Action or alternatives in order to avoid, minimize, reduce, or compensate for adverse 
environmental impacts. 

The original scope of the EIS considered an additional utilities upgrade project: construction of a Central 
Chiller Plant to provide chilled water throughout the campus to cool equipment and facilities. The 
Central Chiller Plant would have included a chiller facility, chilled water distribution lines, a dedicated 
electrical substation, dedicated emergency electrical power supply, and power transmission lines. 
However, DOD determined this project should be removed from the scope of this EIS because the 
requirement for the Central Chiller Plant includes future campus expansion. At this time, future campus 
expansion is not ripe for decisionmaking. If DOD pursues construction of a Central Chiller Plant in the 
future, the appropriate NEP A analysis will be conducted at that time. 

1.3.1 Environmental Laws, Regulations, and Executive Orders 

To comply with NEPA, the planning and decisionmaking process involves a study of other relevant 
environmental laws, regulations, and Executive Orders (EOs). The NEP A process does not replace 
procedural or substantive requirements of other environmental laws; it addresses them collectively in the 
form of an EA or EIS, which enables decisionmakers to have a comprehensive view of major 
environmental. issues and requirements associated with the Proposed Action. According to CEQ 
regulations, the requirements ofNEPA must be integrated "with other planning and environmental review 
procedures required by law or by agency practice so that all such procedures run concurrently rather than 
consecutively" (40 CFR 1500.2). 

This EIS examines the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and reasonable alternatives on the 
following resource areas: land use, noise, air quality, geological res()urces, water resources, biological 
resources, cultural resources, infrastructure, transportation, hazardous materials and wastes, and 
socioeconomics and environmental justice. Appendb A of this EIS contains summaries of the 
environmental laws, regulations, and EOs that might apply to this project. Where relevant, these laws are 
described in more detail in the appropriate resource areas presented in Section 3. The scope of the 
analysis of potential environmental consequences given in Section 4 considers direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts. 

As required in 40 CFR 1502.25, the Final EIS contains a list of aU Federal permits, licenses, and 
coordination that might be obtained in implementing the Proposed Action or alternatives (see Table 
1.3-1). 

1.3.2 Other Relevant Laws, Regulations, and Executive Orders 

The policies and goals of NEPA are supplementary to an agency's existing authorizations (42 U.S.C. 
Section 4335). The DOD will adhere to mission requirements as identified in the National Security Act 
of 1947 (50 U.S.C. Section 401) and EO 12333, United States Intelligence Activities, as amended by 
EO 13355, Strengthened Management of the Intelligence Community. There could be aspects and details 
of the Proposed Action that are classified. However, this EIS presents the Proposed Action and 
alternatives in sufficient detail to adequately describe the types and magnitudes of environmental impacts 
potentially associated with the Proposed Action while also ensuring that sensitive information is 
safeguarded. 
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Table 1.3-1. List of Federal Permits, Licenses, and Other Entitlements for the Proposed Action 

Agency Permitl Approval/Coordination 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) - Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 coordination 

- Migratory Bird Treaty Act coordination 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) - Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permit 

Maryland Department of the Environment - CWA Section 401 State Water Quality Certification 
(MDE), Water Management Administration - CWA NPDES permit 

MDE, Air and Radiation Management - Clean Air Act (CAA) Minor New Source Review 
Administration (NSR) construction permit 

- CAA Title V Minor permit modification 

- CAA Title V Significant permit modifications 

Maryland Department of Natural Resources - Forest Stand Delineation and Forest Conservation Plan 
Forest Service approval 

National Park Service (NPS) - Consultation regarding potential viewshed impacts 

Federally recognized Native American Tribes - Consultation regarding potential impacts on cultural 
resources 

Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) - National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 
consultation 

Maryland Public Service Commission - Waivers from Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity (CPCN) 

1.4 Interagency and Public Involvement 

Agency and public participation in the NEP A process promotes open communication between the 
proponent and regulatory agencies, the public, and potential stakeholders. All persons and organizations 
having a potential interest in the proposed utilities upgrades are encouraged to participate in the public 
involvement process. 

1.4.1 Scoping Process 

The purpose of conducting scoping is to provide members of the public and applicable regulatory 
agencies with the opportunity to submit formal comments regarding the development of the Proposed 
Action and possible alternatives and on issues relevant to the EIS. Scoping helps ensure that relevant 
issues are identified early in the NEP A process and are properly studied,. that minor issues do not 
needlessly consume time and effort, and the Proposed Action and alternatives are thoroughly developed. 

DOD initiated the public scoping process on January 2, 2008, with the publication of the Notice of Intent 
(NOI) to prepare an EIS (73 Federal Register [FR] 172). Advertisements were published in the 
Baltimore Sun and the Washington Post on February 6 and 7, 2008, respectively, notifying the public of 
the intent to prepare an EIS, announcing the public meeting date, and requesting comments on the project. 
A letter was also distributed on February 12, 2008, to approximately 65 potentially interested Federal, 
state, and local agencies; Native American tribes; and other stakeholder groups or individuals. 
Subsequently, a scoping meeting was held on February 20, 2008, in Laurel, Maryland, at the Ramada Inn 
Laurel to provide a forum for the public and agencies to obtain information and to provide scoping 
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comments. Scoping comments were officially accepted through March 3, 2008. All scoping outreach 
tools, including the NOI, the text of the display advertisements, the interested party letter, interested party 
mailing list, and scoping comments received are included in Appeadix B. All scoping comments were 
considered during the preparation of the Draft EIS. Substantive concerns identified during scoping 
included the potential impacts of the proposed utilities project on the Baltimore.Washington Parkway 
(BW Parkway)-which is listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-specifically, the 
proximity to National Park Service (NPS) land, the removal of visual and scenic forest buffers, the 
addition of tall or visible buildings, and the importance of properly designed storm water management 
systems (Syphax 2008). 

1.4.2 Review of the Draft EIS 

DOD provided a 45·day public review period for the Draft EIS (40 CFR 1506.10). The public review 
period was initiated through publication ofa Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Federal Register (73 FR 
202, pp. 61859) on October 17, 2008. Methods similar to those used during the scoping period were used 
to notify the public and agencies of the public review period for the Draft EIS, including a mailing to 35 
potentially interested parties. 

The Draft EIS was distributed to 14 agencies, organizations and individuals that had expressed interest 
during the scoping process in reviewing the Draft EIS. In addition, 5 individuals requested copies during 
the public review period (40 CFR 1502.19). A Public Meeting was held in Laurel, Maryland, at the 
Ramada Inn Laurel on November 6, 2008 to provide a forum for the public and agencies to obtain 
information and to provide scoping. The meeting was advertised in the Baltimore Sun and the 
Washington Post. The Public Meeting was attended by 10 individuals. No oral or written comments 
were provided during the Public Meeting. Comments on the Draft EIS were accepted through December 
1,2008. In total, 3 comments were received during the public review period. All comments on the Draft 
EIS were considered during the preparation of the Final EIS. Appeadix C of the EIS includes all 
materials, including the NOA and other outreach tools used, and all comments on the Draft EIS that are 
received during the public review period. 

1.4.3 Availability of the Final EIS 

An NOA for the Final EIS will be published in the Federal Register announcing that the Final EIS is 
available for review. At a minimum, the Final EIS will be circulated to Federal and state agencies having 
jurisdiction by law or special subject matter expertise; any person, organization, or agency that has 
requested a copy of the Final EIS; and any person, organization, or agency that has made a substantive 
comment on the Draft EIS (40 CFR 1502.19). During the 30.day waiting period associated with the Final 
EIS, DOD will take no action nor make any decisions regarding whether or not to implement the 
Proposed Action. Comments that are received during the waiting period associated with the Final EIS 
will be considered in the decisionmaking process and documented as such input in the Record of Decision 
(ROD). 
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2. Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.1 Proposed Action 

DOD proposes to upgrade and modernize utilities infrastructure on the NSA campus at Fort Meade, 
Maryland. The Proposed Action would include construction and operation of (1) a North Utility Plant, 
(2) a South Generator Facility, and (3) a Central Boiler Plant (which is actually a replacement of an 
existing boiler plant). Detailed descriptions of the requirements associated with construction and 
operation of each of these infrastructure components are described in detail in Sections 2.1.1, 2.1.2, and 
2.1.3, respectively. 

2.1.1 North Utility Plant 

DOD proposes to construct a North Utility Plant to provide electrical power with redundancy. The North 
Utility Plant would consist of the following components: 

• Transmission Lines. Baltimore Gas and Electric (BGE) would supply the primary power for the 
North Utility Plant. In order to ensure that power sources are redundant to existing users, new 
high-voltage transmission lines would be installed to provide primary power from off site to the 
proposed electrical substation. This EIS considers the potential impacts of installing transmission 
lines within the NSA campus only. It is assumed that that the transmission lines would begin 
along Maryland Route 32 (or MD-32) and run to the North Electrical Substation. 

• North Electrical Substation. The new transmission lines would connect to the proposed 50-
megavolt-ampere (MV A) substation, where transformers would step down the high-voltage 
electricity to medium-voltage (i.e., 15 kilovolts [kV]) for use on site. The proposed North 
Electrical Substation, including switchgear housing, would require a footprint of approximately 
45,000 square feet (ft2) (URS 2008). 

• Distribution Lines. Distribution lines would connect from the proposed substation to an existing 
electric power distribution system. All ground disturbances associated with the distribution lines 
would be in areas that are previously disturbed and that do not contain sensitive resources. 

• North Generator Facility. The North Generator Facility would connect to the proposed North 
Electrical Substation identified above and provide a source of redundant emergency power. DOD 
proposes to use multiple generator sets sized at 2.2 to 2.7 megawatts (MW) (i.e., 23 to 29 
generator sets) to form a 60- to 65-MW North Generator Facility. The diesel engine/generator 
sets would have battery-powered starter motors and operate using ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel. 
DOD proposes to use generator sets that have selective catalytic reduction (SCR) as a pollution
control system. Each diesel engine would have its own exhaust stack that would be no taller than 
35 feet above ground level. The North Generator Facility would include 26 to 31 20,000-gallon 
aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) for diesel fuel (depending on the number of generators), two 
6,000-gallon storage tanks for urea used in the SCR systems, and one 500-gaUon AST for waste 
oil. Each storage tank would have spill containment consistent with the volume of fluid 
contained and in accordance with all current regulatory requirements. Small containers for 
chemicals used in water chemistry for cooling water systems, which would use internal 
circulation, would also be included. The proposed generator plant, including the surrounding 
support area, would require a footprint of approximately 60,000 ft2 (URS 2008). 
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For the purposes of analysis, the EIS assumes the upper boundary of impacts. For example, this EIS 
assumes that there would be 29 generator sets to provide the maximum footprint, and that the power 
generation would be 65 MW to provide the maximum emissions. 

For the proposed North Utility Plant, DOD has identified an undeveloped wooded area (Site 4) as the 
preferred location for this facility (see discussion of Site 4 in Section 2.2.4). Three other location 
alternatives are also considered (see discussion of Sites 1,2, and 3 in Section 2.2.4). The EIS does not 
disclose the locations of existing or proposed transmission or distribution lines for security purposes; an 
alternatives analysis for proposed transmissions lines and utility corridors is presented in Section 2.2.5. 
Power generating alternatives and emissions control alternatives are discussed in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, 
respectively. 

2.1.2 South Generator Facility 

DOD currently operates a South Utility Plant, which includes a South Electrical Substation, switchgear, 
and emergency generators. Replacement of the South Electrical Substation was recently analyzed in a 
separate EA (DOD 2007). 

DOD proposes to construct a South Generator Facility that is capable of generating 47 to 52 MW of 
emergency electrical power to supplement the South Utility Plant. As part of this project, seven existing 
diesel-powered generator sets, with a combined capacity of 17.6 MW, and the associated building and 
ancillary equipment would be removed. DOD proposes to use multiple generator sets sized at 2.2 to 2.7 
MW (i.e., 18 to 22 generator sets) to form a 47- to 52-MW generator facility. The diesel engine/generator 
sets would have battery-powered starter motors and operate using ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel. DOD 
proposes to use generator sets that have SCR as a pollution-control system. Each diesel engine would 
have its own exhaust stack that would be no taller than 35 feet above ground level. The South Generator 
Facility would include 16 to 20 20,OOO-gallon ASTs for diesel fuel (depending on the number of 
generators), two 6,000-gallon storage tanks for urea used in the SCR systems, and one 500-gallon AST 
for waste oil. Each storage tank would have spill containment consistent with the volume of fluid 
contained and in accordance with all current regulatory requirements. Small containers for chemicals 
used in water chemistry for cooling water systems, which would use internal circulation, would also be 
included. The generator facility would connect to the South Electrical Substation and provide a source of 
redundant emergency power. The proposed South Generator Facility, including fuel storage, would 
require a footprint of approximately 60,000 if (URS 2008). 

For the purposes of analysis, the EIS assumes the upper boundary of impacts. For example, this EIS 
assumes that there would be 22 generator sets to provide the maximum footprint, and that the power 
generation would be 52 MW to provide the maximum emissions. 

For the proposed South Generator Facility, DOD identified the existing site (Site 5) as the preferred site 
(see discussion of Site 5 in Section 2.2.4). Two other location alternatives were identified and are 
analyzed in this EIS (see Section 2.2.4). Power-generating alternatives and emissions-control alternatives 
are discussed in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, respectively. 

2.1.3 Central Boiler Plant 

DOD currently operates a central boiler plant that consists of four high-pressure steam boilers, pumps, 
and piping, and two ASTs that store backup fuel for the boilers. The underground steam distribution and 
condensate return system does not require replacement. The proposed Central Boiler Plant would include 
the following components: 
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• Boilers. DOD proposes to remove four vintage boilers and replace them with four modem, 
energy-efficient dual-fuel boilers. The proposed boilers would primarily bum natural gas but 
would be capable of burning No. 2 fuel oil as a backup. Each boiler would be rated at 98 million 
British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr), but only two boilers would normally operate at any 
given time. Each boiler would have its own exhaust stack that would be approximately 100 feet 
above ground level l

. DOD proposes to construct a new Central Boiler Plant in the general 
vicinity of the existing boiler facility. Existing piping would be used to the extent possible to 
interconnect with the existing steam and condensate distribution and return systems. The new 
Central Boiler Plant would have a footprint similar to the existing facility, approximately 
12,000 W. 

• Aboveground Storage Tanks. DOD proposes to remove two 200,000-gallon ASTs that supply 
fuel oil to the Central Boiler Plant and the associated spill containment surrounding the ASTs, 
and to replace them with modem ASTs and spill containment. Each of the proposed ASTs would 
be steel tanks for storing fuel oil. Secondary containment would meet or exceed U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE), 
and National Fire Protection Association standards. It is anticipated that the replacement of the 
ASTs and containment dikes would disturb approximately 6,000 W. 

For the new Central Boiler Plant,DOD has identified the existing site of the boiler plant and ASTs as the 
preferred alternative (Site 8) and one alternative location (see Section 2.2.4). Emissions control 
alternatives are discussed in Section 2.2.3. 

2.1.4 Summary of Proposed Action Requirements 

Table 2.1-1 summarizes the minimum electrical, heating, cooling, and facility space requirements of the 
Proposed Action, as described in Sections 2.1.1 through 2.1.3. 

The Proposed Action would not result in a direct increase in NSA or government employees because it is 
anticipated that all proposed facilities would be maintained under existing maintenance contracts. The 
Proposed Action would be expected to result in indirect increases in contracted workers. For the purposes 
of this analysis, it is assumed that indirect personnel increases would be less than 1 percent, which is 
considered minimal. 

2.2 Alternatives Analysis 

An alternatives analysis assists in avoiding unnecessary impacts by considering reasonable options to 
achieve the project purpose and need, as stated in Section 1.2. An agency must consider alternatives to a 
proposed action, the scope of which must include the No Action Alternative, other courses of actions, and 
mitigation measures (40 CFR 1508.25). Accordingly, Section 2.2.1 presents the No Action Alternative. 
Other alternatives under consideration include power systems for emergency electrical generation 
facilities (see Section 2.2.2), emissions control on pollutant-emitting equipment (i.e., generators and 
boilers) (see Section 2.2.3), locations where there is land available for construction or redevelopment to 
construct facilities (see Section 2.2.4), corridors for installation of utility lines (see Section 2.2.5), and 
types and locations of replacement parking (see Section 2.2.6). 

I The stack height for the proposed Central Boiler Plant is an estimate only. The actual height could vary if MDE 
determines that site-specific air modeling is required in conjunction with permitting. 
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Table 2.1-1. Summary ofthe Minimum Requirements Associated with the Proposed Action 

Infrastructure Component Total Load or Capacity Needed Building Footprint 

North Utility Plant * 
North Electrical Substation 50MVA 45,000 fe 

North Generator Facility 60 to 65 MW 60,000 re 
Subtotal 105,000 .rr; 2.4 acres 

South Generator Facility 47 to 52MW 60,000 II; 1.4 acres 

Central Boiler Plant 

Boilers 392 MMBtuIhr 12,000 re 
ASTs 400,000 gallons 6,000 ft2 

Subtotal 18,00011; 0.4 acres 

Total Proposed Action Building 
183,000 ft2

; 4.2 acres 
Requirements 

Note: * Ground disturbance associated with utility corridors, including both transmission and distribution lines, is accounted for 
in the utility corridors alternatives in Section 2.2.5. 

2.2.1 No Action Alternative 

CEQ regulations specify the inclusion of the No Action Alternative in the alternatives analysis (40 CFR 
1502.14). Since DOD has already identified a need for action by specifying infrastructure components 
that are required to sustain the mission on Fort Meade's NSA campus, it is understood that taking no 
action does not meet the project purpose and need. The No Action Alternative is analyzed to provide a 
baseline of the existing conditions against which potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of 
the Proposed Action and alternative actions can be compared. 

Under the No Action Alternative, DOD would not construct a North Utility Plant, upgrade the aging 
South Generator Facility, or replace the aging Central Boiler Plant. 

The No Action Alternative would have no effect on· primary electrical supply but would also fail to 
provide the means to ensure multiple redundant power supplies. 

The Central Boiler Plant would continue to be used in its current condition and maintained, as needed. 
The boilers are old and inefficient; furthermore, aging units would become more expensive and difficult 
to maintain as replacement parts become harder to find. The ASTs servicing the Central Boiler Plant are 
a potential source of environmental contamination because of their condition and age; the associated 
containment dikes are compromised, despite ongoing maintenance, by intruding vegetation and 
groundhog holes. A leak from an AST or a spill during AST refueling could result in soil or water 
contamination and subsequent expensive and possibly difficult remediation. 

2.2.2 Emergency Power System Alternatives 

DOD proposes to construct emergency generator facilities to ensure a redundant power supply. The 
Proposed Action would involve two utility projects that would provide emergency power: the proposed 
North Generator Facility (60 to 65 MW) for the North Utility Plant (see Section 2.1.1) and the proposed 
South Generator Facility (47 to 52 MW) (see Section 2.1.2). This section describes the process used to 
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objectively identify emergency power alternatives to be carried forward, and the alternatives to be 
eliminated from further detailed environmental analysis in this document. A comparative summary of the 
alternatives, and how they do or do not meet specific selection criteria, is also included. 

As demonstrated in Section 1.2, the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action have been carefully 
examined and documented. The following analysis was prepared to determine which power generation 
alternatives have the best potential to satisfy emergency power requirements. Alternatives that did not 
fully satisfy the purpose and need were not carried forward for further detailed analysis in this EIS. 
Alternatives to supply emergency power that were considered potentially viable included internal 
combustion generator sets, microturbines, and fuel cells. 

2.2.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

In an effort to satisfy the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action, DOD developed evaluation criteria 
to compare alternative ways of providing emergency power. The DOD invited stakeholder input on the 
scope of analysis for this EIS (see Section 1.4.1), and through scoping and meetings with planners, DOD 
identified the following seven evaluation criteria in determining reasonable alternatives for emergency 
power generation: 

1. Proven and commercially available technology 
2. Reliable equipment 
3. Rapid start-up 
4. Sufficient energy output 
5. Meets Federal and state environmental regulations 
6. Energy-efficient 
7. Cost-effective. 

For an emergency power system to be considered reasonable, at a minimum it must meet the first five 
criteria. Furthermore, any alternative that DOD selects would need to comply with Federal policy for 
energy efficiency and cost effectiveness in accordance with EO 13221, Energy Efficient Standby Power 
Devices, and EO 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation 
Management. Table 2.2-1 compares internal combustion generator sets, microturbines, and fuel cells to 
the evaluation criteria outlined above. The specific reasons as to whether or not the various evaluation 
criteria were met or not are elaborated upon within the discussion associated with each respective 
alternative given in Section 2.2.2.2. 

Table 2.2-1. Comparison of Emergency Power Alternatives to Critical Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation Criteria 

Emergency Proven and Meets 
Sufficient Meets evaluation 

Power System commercially Reliable Rapid environmental criteria available equipment start-up 
energy 

technology 
output regulations 

Generator Sets Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Microturbines Yes No No Yes Yes No 

Fuel Cells No No No Yes Yes No 

DOD, Fort Meade, Maryland January 2009 



Final E/S for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

2.2.2.2 Alternatives Evaluated in Detail in this EIS 

Generator Sets. Generators used to generate electricity are driven by internal combustion engines that 
run on diesel fuel. They range in size from a few hundred to several thousand kilowatts (kW). 
Generators are commonly used for electricity and emergency power generation in central utility facilities 
and industrial applications. This alternative considers the use of 2.2- to 2.7-MW Tier 2 generators to 
provide emergency power for the proposed North Generator Facility and the South Generator Facility. 
Manufacturers' specifications for several generator types were reviewed. The 2.2- to 2.7-MW generator 
sets were selected for analysis because they are among the largest commercially available off-the-shelf 
units in terms of energy output that meet the Tier 2 air emissions standards. Tier 2 emissions controls are 
very effective for off-the-shelf generators of this size and type, and are ideal for the addition of other post
combustion control technologies. One 2.2- to 2.7-MW generator unit has a minimum space requirement 
of approximately 22 feet long, 8.5 feet wide, and 10 feet high (Caterpillar 2008). Depending on the size 
of the individual units selected, between 23 and 29 generators would be needed to generate 65 MW of 
electrical energy output for the North Generator Facility, and between 18 and 22 generators would be 
needed to generate 52 MW of energy output for the South Generator Facility. 

Although not required for emergency applications, it is possible that new Tier 4 generators could be 
available for nonemergency applications in the next few years. Generators ultimately selected might 
differ in specific features from the ones described in this EIS, but the emissions profiles would be 
consistent with or lower than. the Tier 2 engines described herein. All generators meeting Tier 2 air 
emissions standards in the range of 2.2 to 2.7 MW would have comparable emissions profiles. Therefore, 
the 2.5-MW Tier 2 generators have been carried forward to facilitate a detailed analysis under NEPA. 

Generator sets are the industry standard for emergency power generation and are a proven commercially 
available technology with rapid start-up capabilities. Banks of off-the-shelf generator sets can be 
configured to provide the emergency power requirements outlined and have the capacity for application 
of emission-control technologies to meet the strict state and Federal air quality regulations within the 
Baltimore Metropolitan region. The use of generator sets is the only emergency power alternative that 
fully meets the critical evaluation criteria, and consequently, this alternative is carried forward for further 
detailed analysis. 

2.2.2.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Detailed Evaluation 

Microturbines. Microturbines are small combustion turbines that produce between 25 kWand 1,000 kW 
of power. Microturbines were derived from turbocharger technologies found in large trucks or the 
turbines in aircraft auxiliary power units. Turbines of many sizes are commonly used for electricity 
generation in central utility generating stations and industrial applications. There are a number of 
manufacturers of turbine generator sets in a size appropriate to the Proposed Action. For the purposes of 
this analysis, this alternative considers the use of I-MW microturbines for emergency power. 
Manufacturers' specifications for several microturbines types were reviewed. The I-MW microturbines 
were selected for analysis because they are among the largest commercially available units in terms of 
energy output. One I-MW microturbine unit has a minimum space requirement of approximately 28 feet 
long, 8 feet wide, and 10 feet high (Capstone 2008). All microturbines would be driven by internal 
combustion engines, though not all units would necessarily be made by the same manufacturer. Sixty
five I-MW units would be needed to generate 65 MW of energy output. Other microturbines reviewed 
were smaller in size and power output, and had a higher cost per MW than other options evaluated. They 
would require larger overall building footprints and cost and were not realistic for the facilities being 
proposed. 
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Microturbines have limited air emissions, have a long record of commercial service in emergency and 
standby power applications, and are highly reliable. They come in a variety of sizes and can be operated 
together to meet the proposed project power requirements. However, they require more extensive start 
sequences and do not increase load quickly because of the need to equalize internal temperatures before 
applying additional load. Microturbines are not considered to be a viable alternative because of the time 
it takes for them to generate useful power. Additionally, microturbines have a substantially high capital 
cost and are more financially viable for uses requiring full-time operation (Capstone 2008, USEPA 
2002a). Therefore, microturbines were eliminated from further detailed evaluation as an emergency 
power alternative. 

Fuel Cells. A fuel cell is an electrochemical device that uses a constant supply of fuel to convert 
chemical energy to electrical energy. The fuels, hydrogen and oxygen, are fed to the fuel cell and a 
chemical reaction occurs that produces electricity along with heat and water. Although they produce 
virtually no emissions, they are not widely used or technically feasible for emergency power generation 
(DOE 2008, CERL 2008). For the purposes of this analysis, this alternative considers the use of 2.4-MW 
fuel cells for emergency power. Manufacturer's specifications for several fuel cell types were reviewed. 
The 2.4-MW fuel cells were selected for analysis because they are among the largest commercially 
available units in terms of energy output. One of these 2.4-MW fuel cells is considered relatively large, 
measuring approximately 60 feet long, 55 feet wide, and 30 feet high (FCE 2007). Fuel cells for different 
facilities would not necessarily be made by the same manufacturer, and would vary depending on the size 
and type ultimately selected. Twenty-seven 2.4-MW units would be needed to generate approximately 
65 MW of energy output. Other fuel cells reviewed were smaller in size and power output, and had a 
higher cost per MW than those carried forward. They would require larger overall building footprints and 
cost and were not realistic for the facilities being proposed. 

Fuel cells have virtually no av emissions, and they might be configured to meet the overall power 
requirements of the Proposed Action. However, this emergency power alternative is not a proven 
technology and does not have rapid startup capabilities. Fuel cell technology is in an early stage of 
development and even the few commercially available models have limited operating experience. In 
addition, fuel cells require approximately 20 seconds to bring online, which does not meet the design 
needs for emergency power generation (DOE 2008, FCE 2007). Even more so than with microturbines, 
fuel cells have substantially higher capital and operating cost when compared to generators. DOD, 
through the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers (USACE), has evaluated sites and installed 30 fuel cells for 
stationary applications. The primary use of the fuel cells has been heating applications and small-scale 
full-time electricity generation. At this time, the DOD fuel cell group has not selected emergency power 
generation as a suitable application for fuel cells (CERL 2008). Therefore, fuel cells were eliminated 
from further detailed evaluation in this EIS as an emergency power alternative. 

Renewable Energy Sources. Renewable sources of energy include wind power, solar power, and 
hydropower. While these energy sources are proven and commercially available, they do not have 
adequate reliability or a rapid enough start-up time to consider them as reasonable alternatives for 
emergency power systems. Energy output is inherently constrained by the natural environment. While 
windmills can be engineered to generate large energy outputs through structure height and length and 
angle of the propeller blades, the energy output varies from moment to moment with wind velocity. Solar 
panels can only generate electricity when the sun is shining. Hydroenergy requires a strong perennial 
flow, which might not be available during periods of drought. Furthermore, the physical resources for 
constructing any of these structures are simply not available at Fort Meade. Some of the largest 
commercially available (in energy output) windmills generate between 1.5 MW (onshore applications) 
and 3.6 MW (offshore applications) of electrical energy and tower more than 30 stories above ground 
level (GE 2oo5a, GE 2005b). Solar panels require between 80 and 120 W, depending on the panel angle, 
per kW of energy output (GE 2007); the Proposed Action would require between 5.2 million and 7.8 
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million fe (119 and 179 acres) of exposed sun surface to generate 65 MW of total emergency electric 
power. Hydroelectric dams require a moving water source and a large area that can be dammed to form a 
reservoir. None of these alternatives were considered reasonable for this Proposed Action, and they were 
eliminated from further detailed evaluation in this EIS. 

2.2.3 Emissions Control Alternatives 

The proposed boilers for the Central Boiler Plant and proposed emergency generators for the North 
Generator Facility and South Generator Facility could emit pollution and have adverse contributions to 
already poor air quality in the.Fort Meade area. DOD has identified and considered alternatives to limit 
air emissions during implementation of the Proposed Action. These measures are being addressed 
proactively (1) to avoid, by design, significant impacts on air quality; and (2) to identify the most direct 
way to comply with strict state and Federal air quality regulations in the region. Fort Meade is in a 
nonattainment area for ozone (03) and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) (i.e., particulate matter [PM] less 
than or equal to 2.5 micrometers). DOD seeks to minimize-by design-the effects of the Proposed 
Action on regional air quality by limiting emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOx), volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), PM2.5, and oxides of sulfur (SOx), which are the precursors of 0 3 and PM2.5. 

Existing air quality conditions and air quality regulations pertinent to the Proposed Action are presented 
in detail in Section 3.3 of this EIS. 

Boilers and generators have the potential to emit (PTE) NOx at rates much greater than VOC, PM2.5, and 
SOx. NOx emissions, in particular, are a concern in 0 3 and PM2.S nonattainment areas. Due to the scope 
of the Proposed Action and the equipment requirements, NOx emissions could be considerable, and 
controls likely would be mandatory under Federal and state air permitting requirements. Although 
emissions controls for VOC, PM2.5, and SOx have all been carried forward for detailed analysis, NOx 
emissions are the focus of the control systems and strategies outlined herein. 

For both boilers and generators, NOx controls can be classified into two types: combustion and post
combustion control methods. Combustion-control methods prevent the formation of NOx during the 
combustion process, while post-combustion methods reduce NOx emissions after they are created by the 
combustion process. Simply speaking, combustion-control methods reduce the amount of NO x emissions 
by lowering combustion temperatures. They are more economical than post-combustion methods and are 
often incorporated directly into the design of boilers and generators to maximize efficiency and to meet 
regulatory requirements such as the Clean Air Act (CAA) New Source Performance Standards (NSPS) 
(40 CFR Part 60). Combustion-control methods include burner modification, such as low NOx burners 
and flue gas recirculation (FGR) , for boilers and injection timing retard (ITR) for generators. Post
combustion-control methods "treat" flue gases to remove NOx after its formation. Post-combustion 
control methods include selective noncatalytic reduction (SNCR) and SCR (Cleaver Brooks 2006a, 
USEPA 1995a, USEPA 2002b). 

2.2.3.1 Evaluation Criteria 

In an effort to satisfy the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action, DOD developed evaluation criteria 
to compare alternative ways of reducing air pollutant emissions. The DOD invited stakeholder input on 
the scope of analysis for the EIS (see Section 1.4.1), and through the public scoping process and meeting 
with planners, DOD identified the following four evaluation criteria in determining reasonable 
alternatives for controlling emissions: 

I. Potential to significantly reduce air emissions 
2. Proven and commercially available technology 
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3. Energy efficiency 
4. Cost effectiveness. 

Table 2.2-2 compares each emissions-control alternative to all the evaluation criteria outlined above. An 
emissions control alternative that meets all the evaluation criteria is carried forward in this EIS for 
detailed analysis. The reasons as to whether or not the various evaluation criteria are met are elaborated 
upon within the discussion associated with each respective alternative. 

Table 2.2-2. Comparison of Emissions Controls to Evaluation Criteria 

Evaluation Criteria 

Potential to Proven and Meets 
Source Emissions Controls significantly commercially Energy- Cost- evaluation 

reduce air available efficient effedive criteria 

emissions technology 

Low NOx Burners and Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
FGR 

Boilers 
SCR Yes Yes Yes No Yes • 

SNCR No Yes No No No 

SCR 
Generators 

Yes Yes Yes No Yes • 

SNCR Yes Yes Yes No No 

Note: * Although not a cost-effective control method, SCR was carried forward for both generators and boilers because they 
might be required to meet the strict permitting requirements within the region. 

2.2.3.2 Alternatives Evaluated in Detail in this EIS 

Low NOx Burners and FGR. Burner modifications (or low NOx burners) are the most common 
combustion-control technology in boilers. Burner modifications involve changing the design of a 
standard burner to lower the flame temperature and subsequent NOx formation. To comply with the more 
stringent air quality regulations, burner modifications must be used in conjunction with other NOx 

reduction methods, such as FGR. Ifburner modifications are used exclusively to achieve low NOx levels, 
adverse effects on boiler operating parameters such as turndown, decreased capacity, increased carbon 
monoxide (CO) levels, and decreased efficiency can result (Cleaver Brooks 2006a). 

FGR is another common and cost-effective combustion-control method of reducing NOx emissions in 
boilers. This control method is not technically viable for internal combustion engines, such as generators. 
FGR entails recirculating a portion of relatively cool exhaust gases back into the combustion chamber in 
order to reduce the flame temperature and limit NOx formation. The limit of NOx reduction varies for 
different fuels: 90 percent reduction for natural gas and a 25 to 30 percent reduction for standard fuel 
oils. Because of its effectiveness, uncomplicated design, and reliability, new boilers often use an integral 
FGR approach. By designing FGR and low NOx burners as a package with the boiler, the effects on 
boiler operating parameters (e.g., turndown, capacity, CO levels, and efficiency) can be minimized. 
Boilers that meet the NSPS, as well as boilers with ultra-low NOx designs, have been carried forward as a 
single alternative. Ultra-low NOx designs emit between 9 and 30 parts per million (ppm) NOx (Cleaver 
Brooks 2oo6a, Cleaver Brooks 2oo6b, USEPA 1995a). 
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Low NOx burners and FGR for boilers have been carried forward for detailed analysis. FGR, combined 
with burner modifications, has the potential to significantly reduce air emissions, is a proven and 
commercially available technology, is energy-efficient, and is cost-effective. Based on publicly available 
information, selected models of commercially available ultra-low NOx boilers meet the NSPS by 
incorporating low NOx burners and FGR technologies as combustion controls (40 CFR 60 Subpart Dc, 
Cleaver Brooks 2006a, Cleaver Brooks 2006b, USEPA 1995a). Ultra-low NOx boilers that use low NOx 

burners and FGR meet the evaluation criteria and are carried forward for detailed analysis. 

Combustion Control Methods for Generators. An example of a combustion-control technology for 
generators is ITR. Injection of fuel into the cylinder of an internal combustion engine initiates the 
combustion process. Retarding the timing of the diesel fuel injection causes the combustion process to 
occur later in the power stroke when the piston is in the downward motion and combustion chamber 
volume is increasing. By increasing the volume, the combustion temperature and pressure are lowered, 
thereby lowering NOx formation. Preignition chamber combustion, adjusting the air-to-fuel ratio, and 
derating are other combustion-control technologies used in generators. These technologies are often used 
in concert to meet the Federal Tier 1 and Tier 2 emissions standards for generators, and are naturally 
incorporated into the standard designs. Therefore, combustion-control technologies for generators are not 
distinctly and separately addressed in the EIS. Generators that meet the Tier 2 standards have been 
carried forward for detailed analysis, and it is assumed that they incorporate reasonable combustion
control technologies to meet these standards (40 CFR Part 60, Part 85 et seq., Caterpillar 2005, USEPA 
1995a). 

SCR. SCR is a very effective post-combustion-control method of reducing NOx emissions in generators. 
It involves the injection of ammonia in the exhaust gases in the presence of a catalyst. The catalyst allows 
the ammonia to reduce NOx levels at lower exhaust temperatures than SNCR (discussed below). SCR can 
result in NOx reductions up to 90 percent (USEPA 1994, 1995a, 1999,2006). Despite its high cost and 
due to the limited effectiveness of other emissions-control technologies incorporated into off-the-shelf 
generator units, SCR is the most effective NOx control for generators (Caterpillar 2007, USEPA 1995a, 
USEPA 2002b, USEPA 2006). SCR also meets the Lowest Achievable Emissions Rate (LAER) 
requirement for generators, which is by definition independent of cost (40 CFR 51.165, USEPA 2008a). 
It is likely that the use of SCR would be required to meet both Federal and state air permitting 
requirements. SCR for generators has been carried forward for detailed analysis. 

Emergency diesel generators greater than 2.237 MW (3,000 horsepower) must meet the Tier 4 NSPS in 
2011 only if add-on controls such as SCR are not required to do so (71 FR 39157). Since it is 
technologically unlikely the Tier 4 standards are achievable without add-on controls, the effective NSPS 
for 2.2- to 2.7-MW emergency diesel generators is Tier 2. Notably, there are currently no commercially 
obtainable Tier 4 generators of suitable size; therefore, nominal emissions factors are not available. 
Although not required for emergency generator applications, it is possible that Tier 4 generators could be 
available for nonemergency application within the next few years. For the purposes of this EIS, it is 
assumed that off-the-shelf Tier 4 generators available after 2011 will be similar in design or have 
emissions similar to the existing off-the-shelf Tier 2 units with SCR. Generators ultimately selected 
might differ in specific features from the ones described in this EIS, but the emissions profiles would be 
consistent with or lower than the Tier 2 engines described herein. Therefore, the Tier 2 generators have 
been carried forward to facilitate a detailed analysis in this EIS under NEP A because they are the most 
suitable off-the-shelf generators at this time. 

The incorporation of FGR and low NOx burners into boiler design has marginalized the effectiveness of 
SCR in reducing the already ultra-low NOx emissions, so SCR is rarely applied to boilers. This combined 
with their high capital and operating costs makes SCR an unreasonable emissions-control method for 
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boilers (USEPA 1994, USEPA 1999). However, due to the strict permitting requirements of the region, 
SCR for boilers has been carried forward for detailed analysis in this EIS. 

Limiting Generator Operation. Limiting emergency generator operation is the most direct and cost
effective emissions control method. It is accomplished by incorporating federally enforceable limits in 
the construction and operating permit(s) of new units. The obvious drawback to this approach is that if 
the limitations are not carefully chosen, the equipment might not meet the needs of the Proposed Action. 
Due to the operational requirements of the Proposed Action, limiting the operation would not be a 
suitable standalone approach to reducing emissions. However, when used in conjunction with other 
control methods, such as SCR, it might be a very effective approach to reduce the potential for emissions 
and to subsequently comply with state and Federal permitting requirements. Therefore, although not 
distinctly and separately addressed in this EIS, restricting operation through federally enforceable limits 
might be required in addition to other control methods, and has been addressed throughout this EIS in that 
context (40 CFR 51.165, USEPA 1995b). 

2.2.3.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Evaluation 

SNCR. SNCR is a moderately effective post-combustion-control method of reducing NOx emissions 
from both boilers and generators. It involves the injection of a NOx-reducing agent, such as ammonia or 
urea, in the exhaust gases. The ammonia or urea breaks down the NOx in the exhaust gases into water and 
atmospheric nitrogen. SNCR reduces NOx up to 50 percent. However, the technology is extremely 
difficult to apply to industrial boilers and emergency generators that do not operate under steady 
conditions because the location where the ammonia (or urea) must be injected is constantly changing 
(USEPA 1994, 1995a, 1999,2006). 

SNCR is rarely applied to boilers because the effectiveness of low NOx burners combined with FGR 
make the further reduction in emissions unnecessary. This factor combined with its high capital and 
operating costs makes SNCR an unreasonable emissions control method for boilers (USEPA 1994, 
USEPA 1999). Therefore, SNCR was eliminated from detailed evaluation as an emissions control 
alternative for boilers. 

Unlike SCR, SNCR does not meet the LAER requirements for generators. It is unlikely that it would be 
sufficient to meet Federal and state permitting requirements (USEPA 2008a). Therefore, SNCR was 
eliminated from detailed evaluation as an emissions-control alternative for generators. 

2.2.4 Facility Alternatives 

2.2.4.1 Evaluation Criteria 

DOD identified the following evaluation criteria in determining reasonable locations on which new 
utilities could be sited: 

• Is on NSA-controlled property 

• Is available for development or redevelopment 

• Has sufficient square footage to accommodate required project components and security stand-off 
distances 

• Minimizes mission impacts 

• Maximizes use of existing infrastructure and utility connections, if applicable 
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• Avoids disturbing environmentally sensitive areas (e.g., forests, streams, known contamination) 

• Minimizes impacts (visual or environmental) on adjacent sensitive land uses (i.e., military family 
housing [MFH], National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) listed BW Parkway) 

• Minimizes the number of parking spaces lost. 

The first three criteria are absolute in that they must all be met in order to consider any site as a location 
alternative. Sites that do not meet the remainder of the criteria might still be suitable through engineering 
or mitigation. 

2.2.4.2 Alternatives Evaluated in Detail in this EIS 

Eight sites have been identified as location alternatives, which are shown in Figure 2.2-1 and described in 
detail in the following text. These eight sites are carried forward as facility alternatives in this ElS. For 
the purposes of this EIS, the approximate size indicated for each site is assumed to be the area of 
disturbance for construction. 

Table 2.2-3 summarizes the relative suitability for each site alternative evaluated in detail in this EIS for 
the utilities projects. The relative rankings presented in Table 2.2-3 do not account for engineering, 
design, or mitigation that could improve site suitability for a specific use. The relative rankings are 
elaborated upon under each location alternative. The full analysis of the potential impacts of 
implementing the Proposed Action at each location alternative is presented in Section 4 of this EIS. 

Site 1. Site 1 (approximately 7.3 acres) is bounded by forest on the northwest, Connector Road on the 
northeast, and Canine Road on the south. Privatized MFH is approximately 500 feet to the northeast on 
the other side of Connector Road. The BW Parkway is approximately 1,850 feet to the northwest. The 
current use of Site 1 is a parking lot. DOD has identified Site 1 as a facility alternative for the North 
Utility Plant. 

Since Site 1 is currently a parking lot, construction of the North Utility Plant would avoid impacts on 
environmentally sensitive areas associated with development activities, such as tree removal. However, 
construction of the North Utility Plant with an approximate footprint of 2 acres on Site 1 would result in 
the loss of some current parking area. If Site 1 were selected as the location for th~ North Utility Plant, it 
is likely that the site design and engineering would be able to minimize the amount of actual parking area 
lost so that some parking could still be used. The number of acres that would be disturbed at Site 1 would 
be a maximum of 7.3 acres and could be less, but the exact space requirements would not be known until 
the detailed design process begins. At the time of publication of the Final EIS, only high-level 
engineering design has occurred and a conservative evaluation of impacts has been taken. However, for 
the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that construction of the North Utility Plant would result in the loss 
of 7.3 acres of parking, which would be the greatest parking loss of any of the North Utility Plant site 
alternatives. Site 1 is close to the Midway Common MFH neighborhood. A tree buffer does provide 
some separation between Site 1 and the MFH area. The overall ranking reflects Site 1 as the least suitable 
site for the North Utility Plant for the reasons listed in Table 2.2-3. 

Site 2. Site 2 (approximately 4.1 acres) is bounded by Road A on the north, Canine Road on the east, 
Wray Road on the south, and Dennis Road on the west. Privatized MFH is approximately 6lO feet to the 
northeast on the other side of Canine Road. The BW Parkway is approximately 2,660 feet to the 
northwest. The current use of Site 2 is a parking lot. DOD has identified Site 2 as a location alternative 
for the North Utility Plant. 
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Figure 2.2-1. Facility Alternatives under Consideration 
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Table 2.2-3. Suitability Comparison of Facility Alternatives for Proposed Utilities Projects 

Evaluation Criteria Ranking 

Site Minimizes Maximizes Avoids 
No. Mission Existing Environmentally 

Impacts Infrastructure Sensitive Areas 

North Utility Plant Location Alternatives 

Site 1 4 4 

Site 2 4 3 

Site 3 2 2 

Site 4 1 1 

South Generator Facility Location Alternatives 

Site 5 1 1 

Site 6 2 3 

Site 7 3 2 

Central Boiler Plant Location Alternatives 

Site 7 

Site 8 

Source: DRS 2008 
Notes: 

2 2 

1 1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

1 

3 

1 

1 

1 

Minimizes 
Adverse 

Impacts on 
Sensitive 

Surrounding 
Land Uses 

3 

4 

2 

1 

1 

3 

2 

1 

1 

Minimizes 
Parking 

Lost 

4 

2 

3 

1 

1 

1 

3 

2 

1 

The ranking is for relative comparisons of each location alternative for its possible use based on the following scale: 

lowest number = meets evaluation criterion and is the most favorable alternative 
highest number = does not meet evaluation criterion or is least favorable alternative 

numbers in between = relative rank based on suitability or preference for each criterion 
equal numbers = no preference among location alternatives for that criterion 

Overall 
Suitability 

3.2 

2.8 

2.0 

1.6 

1.0 

2.4 

2.2 

1.6 

1.0 

Overall suitability is the average of all values where the lowest number is the most suitable location alternative based solely on 
the evaluation criteria. 

Site 2 is a parking lot, so there is less potential to conflict with sensitive resources during construction 
activities. It is assumed that if Site 2 were selected as the location for the North Utility Plant then 
4.1 acres of parking would be lost. The number of acres that would be disturbed at Site 2 would be a 
maximum of 4.1 acres and could be less, but the exact space requirements would not be known until the 
detailed design process begins. At the time of publication of the Final EIS, only high-level engineering 
design has occurred and a conservative evaluation of impacts has been taken. Site 2 is also close to the 
Midway Common MFH neighborhood, but it is the farthest site from the BW Parkway. A tree buffer 
does provide some separation between Site 2 and the MFH area. The overall ranking reflects Site 2 as the 
third-most suitable site for the North Utility Plant for the reasons listed in Table 2.2-3. 

Site 3. Site 3 (approximately 5.6 acres) is just east of National Vigilance Park, a static aircraft display, 
and is northwest of Canine Road. Site 3 is on NSA-controlled property, but not within the NSA-patrolled 
fence line. If Site 3 is selected, the NSA-patrolled fence would be relocated to include the proposed 
facilities. On the north, this location alternative is surrounded by trees. MD-32 is approximately 800 feet 
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to the west, and the BW Parkway is approximately 1,200 feet to the northwest. The current use for this 
site is an overflow parking lot. DOD has identified Site 3 as a location alternative for the North Utility 
Plant. 

Site 3 is a parking lot, so there is less potential to encounter sensitive resources during construction 
activities. Similar to Site 1, if Site 3 were selected as the location for the North Utility Plant, it is likely 
that the site design and engineering would be able to minimize the amount of actual parking lost so that 
some parking could still be used for overflow. The number of acres that would be disturbed at Site 3 
would be a maximum of 5.6 acres and could be less, but the exact space requirements would not be 
known until the detailed design process begins. At the time of publication of the Final EIS, only high
level engineering design has occurred and a conservative evaluation of impacts has been taken. However, 
for the purposes of the EIS, it is assumed that construction of the North Utility Plant would result in the 
loss of5.6 acres of parking. A tree buffer provides some separation between Site 3 and the BW Parkway. 
The overall ranking reflects Site 3 as the second most suitable site for the North Utility Plant for the 
reasons listed in Table 2.2-3. Site 3 is also relatively close to adjacent land uses that, while not as 
sensitive as housing or NRHP-listed resources, could be impacted by the construction and operation of 
the North Utility Plant; these are National Vigilance Park (adjacent) and the National Cryptologic 
Museum (approximately 890 feet north). 

Site 4. Site 4 (approximately 6.1 acres) is west of Site 1 and northeast of Site 3, on NSA-controlled 
property, but not within the NSA-patrolled fence line. It is approximately 1,220 feet from the BW 
Parkway. This parcel is within a Forest Conservation Area. DOD has identified Site 4 as the preferred 
alternative for the North Utility Plant. 

Since Site 4 is undeveloped, construction of the North Utility Plant at this site would have greater 
potential for environmental impacts but no parking would be lost. Development of this site for the North 
Utility Plant would result in the removal of approximately 4 acres of trees to ensure site clearance, 
accessibility, and security (URS 2008). Additionally, this site would require a new access road, which 
would most likely cross a perennial stream (URS 2008). The number of acres that would be disturbed at 
Site 4 would be a maximum of 4 acres and could be less, but the exact space requirements would not be 
known until the detailed design process begins. At the time of publication of the Final EIS, only high
level engineering design has occurred and a conservative evaluation of impacts has been made. Final 
project design would limit impacts on forested areas and visual resources to the maximum extent 
practical. Some reforestation would occur to improve the adjacent pine scrub forest; however the extent 
of the forest restoration is not known at this time. 

Site 4 is the second farthest away from sensitive land uses. A tree buffer would continue to provide 
separation between Site 4 and the BW Parkway, but use of this site would require the removal of several 
acres of trees. This site, as with Site 3, is also relatively close to adjacent land uses that, while not as 
sensitive as housing or NRHP-listed resources, could be impacted by the construction and operation of 
the North Utility Plant; these are National Vigilance Park (approximately 1,160 feet southwest) and the 
National Cryptologic Museum (approximately 980 feet west). If Site 4 is selected, the NSA-patrolled 
fence would be relocated to include the proposed facilities. The overall ranking reflects Site 4 as the most 
suitable site for the North Utility Plant for the reasons listed in Table 2.2~3. 

Site 5. Site 5 (approximately 1.4 acres) is the location of seven existing generator sets (8,570 rr) and 
within an enclosed utility yard. It is immediately south of Emory Road, west of Canine Road, and north 
of the proposed site for the South Electrical Substation replacement project. Construction of the proposed 
South Generator Facility at Site 5 is the preferred alternative, as described in Seetion 2.1.2. 
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Site use as a generator facility has historically resulted in fuel spills and some environmental 
contamination. In the 1970s and early 1980s, it is known that an area south of the site was used as a 
burial site for ash and magnetic tape residue that was used during that time. Groundwater sampling 
around the area has not indicated any contamination from the presence of these materials. The previously 
identified South Electrical Substation is planned immediately south of Site 5, as previously analyzed in 
the South Electrical Substation EA (DOD 2007). The remnant foundation of a former chiller facility and 
the decommissioned Canine Road Pretreatment Plant are also in the immediate vicinity the proposed site. 
Since Site 5 is the location of existing generators, the continued use of this site for emergency generators 
would maximize existing infrastructure. The overall ranking reflects Site 5 as the most suitable site for 
the proposed South Generator Facility (see Table 2.2-3). 

Site 6. Site 6 (approximately 2.6 acres) is bounded by Dennis Road on the west, Herczog Road on the 
north, Canine Road on the east, and Emory Road on the south. Site 6 is one of two remaining tree stands 
on the central portion of the campus. Development of this site would result in the loss of several acres of 
forest. DOD has identified Site 6 as a potential location alternative for the South Generator Facility. 

Since Site 6 is undeveloped, construction of the South Generator Facility at this site would have greater 
potential for environmental impacts but no parking would be lost. Land uses surrounding Site 6 include 
primarily parking and the utility yard, but there are also some barracks (approximately 370 feet northeast) 
and administrative buildings on the east side of Canine Road. Of the three alternative sites, Site 6 was 
ranked as least suitable for minimizing impacts on adjacent land uses because of its proximity to the 
barracks. The overall ranking reflects Site 6 as the least suitable site for the South Generator Facility for 
the reasons listed in Table 2.2-3. 

Site 7. Site 7 (approximately 5.3 acres) is southeast of the intersection of Canine Road and Emory Road. 
Site 7 is the location of the former motor pool. Use of Site 7 would require moving the remnants of the 
motor pool to another location (approximately 1.3 acres of parking). DOD has identified Site 7 as a 
location alternative for the South Generator Facility and the Central Boiler Plant. 

Though Sites 5 and 8 are more suitable for the South Generator Facility and the Central Boiler Plant 
because of the existing infrastructure, Site 7 also has access to the necessary utility connections to 
accommodate either facility with only minor utility work. It is assumed that if Site 7 were selected as the 
location for the South Generator Facility or the Central Boiler Plant, 1.3 acres of parking would be lost, 
though the motor pool is small enough to possibly be accommodated in an existing overflow lot. 
Surrounding land uses are primarily parking and administrative buildings; the barracks are approximately 
860 feet north and separated from Site 7 by other structures. The overall suitability ranking for Site 7 for 
both facilities is shown in Table 2.2-3. 

Site 8. Site 8 (approximately 1.8 acres) is the location of the existing boiler facility and within an 
enclosed utility yard. Replacement of the Central Boiler Plant at Site 8 is the preferred alternative, as 
described in Section 2.1.3. 

Site use as a boiler plant has historically resulted in fuel spills and generation of hazardous waste from 
water descaling units (these are no longer used at the plant). Contaminated soils have been removed from 
the site at various times, and groundwater monitoring wells are in place (DOD 2001). Site 8 is 
periodically sampled and monitored, and soil and groundwater contamination are not thought to occur. 
Since Site 8 is the current location of the boiler plant, replacement of an in-kind Central Boiler Plant with 
comparably sized units would maximize the use of existing infrastructure. The overall ranking reflects 
Site 8 as a suitable site for the Central Boiler Plant for these reasons (see Table 2.2-3). 
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2.2.4.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Evaluation 

Areas Outside the NSA Campus. As a tenant on Fort Meade, NSA is subject to real estate agreements 
and cannot begin construction of facilities outside their exclusive use area without officially acquiring the 
real estate agreements to do so from the Department of the Army. CEQ regulations state that agencies 
must consider alternatives outside their jurisdiction if an alternative is reasonable. Since the need for the 
action addressed in the EIS is to stabilize the existing infrastructure and is consequently an immediate 
need, the failure to begin construction in a reasonable time period could substantially delay utility 
construction. Therefore, for this reason, DOD does not consider areas outside of the existing campus as 
reasonable for this project. 

Other Areas Within the NSA Campus. NSA has land holdings on Fort Meade north of the central 
portion of the campus. This land is a Forest Conservation Area and abuts the BW Parkway. The 
installation of utility lines over the greater distance to this area would result in substantially more ground 
disturbance and would be operationally inefficient. Siting utilities so far outside the existing secured 
perimeter would result in a substantial expansion of the perimeter and associated ground disturbance, 
construction costs, and manpower to secure the perimeter. Therefore, the use of other areas within the 
NSA campus was eliminated from further detailed evaluation as location alternatives. 

2.2.5 Utility Corridor Alternatives 

The proposed North Utility Plant (Section 2.1.1) would require installation of utility lines (i.e., power 
distribution lines, high-voltage power transmission lines) on the NSA campus regardless of which site is 
selected. It is also possible that the Proposed Action or alternatives might require the relocation or 
realignment of some utility lines in order to accommodate a new structure at some of the sites identified 
in Section 2.2.4. The following selection criteria would be used in determining utility line corridors: 

• A void installation in undisturbed areas by preferentially choosing utility corridors to coincide 
with existing utility paths or along roadways. 

• A void environmentally sensitive areas (e.g., forests, wetlands, streams) when utility lines cannot 
be installed in previously disturbed areas. 

• Minimize potential disturbances to scenic views by careful site selection, if overhead utilities are 
installed (e.g., BW Parkway). 

• Minimize area of disturbance by collocating and installing proposed utility lines at the same time, 
to the greatest extent possible. 

• Minimize area of disturbance by choosing the shortest path possible, if the previously mentioned 
criteria cannot be applied. 

Existing above- and underground utility corridors would be used to the maximum extent possible to 
minimize construction disturbance. DOD will not disclose the locations of existing or proposed utility 
corridors for security reasons. For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that the maximum ground 
disturbance associated with utility trenching for power distribution lines would be 90,000~. The 
estimated 90,000 ~ would be on previously disturbed areas. 

In addition to power distribution lines, it is estimated that either overhead or underground power 
transmission lines would be required for the North Utility Plant. These transmission lines would provide 
power from a planned BGE substation to the proposed North Electrical Substation. Currently, the BGE 
substation has not been sited, so transmission lines could be either overhead or underground where they 
would enter the NSA campus. It is anticipated that the BGE substation will be constructed south of MD-
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32 and west of the BW Parkway and enter the NSA campus along MD-32. This EIS considers the 
installation of transmission lines as they enter the NSA campus. It is assumed that all transmission lines 
would be constructed along existing utility corridors and roadways to the maximum extent possible. 
Since it is unknown whether transmission lines would be overhead or underground, it is assumed that the 
area of disturbance on the NSA campus for transmission line installation would be 53,000 fro 

All utility lines would be installed and maintained in accordance with existing Federal and state safety 
standards and regulations. It is anticipated that final selection of the utility corridors would be made 
during the engineering and design process. If potential environmental impacts are identified that are 
beyond those analyzed in this EIS, DOD would undertake additional analysis at that time in accordance 
with all Federal and state review and permitting procedures. 

2.2.6 Parking Alternatives 

The existing NSA campus has limited developable land, as shown in Figure 2.2-1. Construction of new 
utility plant components would likely result in the displacement of some campus parking. Parking lots 
are fully used most days, including overflow parking, so the net loss of any parking would require 
replacement parking. However, the amount of replacement parking needed would depend on the facility 
alternatives selected, as described in Section 2.2.4. 

Since the utilities upgrades project is in the early planning stages, no engineering or design work for 
replacement parking has been accomplished. Therefore, this EIS does not consider various design factors 
in detail but makes generalizations about ·surface parking and parking garages. The exact space 
requirements would not be known until the detailed design process begins. At the time of publication of 
the Final EIS, only high-level engineering design has occurred. It is anticipated that site-specific parking 
and transportation studies would be accomplished during the design and engineering process to ensure 
efficient and safe use of space, ingress and egress, and movement patterns. 

2.2.6.1 Evaluation Criteria 

DOD identified the following evaluation criteria in determining reasonable locations where replacement 
parking could be sited: 

• Has sufficient square footage to accommodate required project components and security stand-off 
distances 

• A voids the disturbance of environmentally sensitive areas (e.g., forests, streams, known 
contamination) 

• Minimizes impacts (visual or environmental) on adjacent sensitive land uses (e.g., MFH, NRHP
listed BW Parkway) 

• Minimizes the distance that employees would have to walk 

• Is cost-effective. 

DOD identified eight sites as location alternatives for replacement parking based on the criteria above. 
Most sites available for construction of facilities (see Section 2.2.4) would also be considered available 
for mitigation parking. Sites 1,2,3,4,6, and 7, which are described in Section 2.2.4, were identified as 
parking alternatives. In addition, DOD identified Site 9 and Site 10 that could also be used as parking 
alternatives. Figure 2.2-2 shows the site locations of the parking alternatives evaluated in detail in this 
EIS. Table 2.2-4 summarizes each site under consideration as a parking location alternative, including 
the size of the site, the area of parking that exists at the site (if applicable), and considerations associated 
with the site. 
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Figure 2.2-2. Locations of Parking Alternatives under Consideration 
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Table 2.2-4. Summary of Locations Available for Use as Parking Areas 

Site 
Facility 

Site Size 
Existing 

No. Alternative for (acres) Parking Area Site Considerations 
Utility (acres) 

- Bounded by Connector Road, Canine Road, 

North Utility and forest 
Site 1 

Plant 
7.3 7.3 

- MFH is 500 feet northeast 

- BW Parkway is 1,850 feet northwest 

- Bounded by Road A, Canine Road, Wray 

Site 2 
North Utility 

4.1 4.1 
Road, and Dennis Road 

Plant - MFH is 610 feet northeast 

- BW Parkway is 2,600 feet northwest 

- Bounded by National Vigilance Park, 

North Utility 
Canine Road, and forest 

Site 3 
Plant 

5.6 5.6 - BW Parkway is 1,200 feet northwest 

- National Cryptologic Museum is 890 feet 
north 

- Surrounded by forest, between Sites 1 and 3 

- Undeveloped site (tree stand), within a 
Forest Conservation Area 

North Utility 
- BW Parkway is 1,220 feet west 

Site 4 Plant 6.1 --
(preferred site) - National Vigilance Park is 1,160 feet 

southwest 

- National Cryptologic Museum is 980 feet 
north 

- Bounded by Dennis Road, Herczog Road, 

Site 6 
South Generator 

2.6 
Canine Road, and Emory Road 

Facility -- - Undeveloped site (tree stand) 

- Barracks are 370 feet northeast 

South Generator - Bounded by Canine Road and Emory Road 

Site 7 
Facility or 

5.3 l.3 - Currently used as a motor pool 
Central Boiler 

- Barracks are 860 feet north 
Plant * 

- Bounded by Emory Road, Wenger Road, 

Site 9 6.1 6.1 
and forested parcel -- - Barracks are 1,380 feet north 

- Currently used as parking lot 

- Bounded by Emory Road and Obrien Road 

- Several existing structures (15,400 fr) and 
parking are on site 

Site 10 -- 4.8 2.2 - Under investigation for potential 
contamination and presence of unexploded 
ordnance (UXO) from a former mortar range 

- Barracks are 920 feet north 

Note: * Site 7 could accommodate either the South Generator Facility or the Central Boiler Plant, but not both facilities. 
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Preliminary screening resulted in two primary parking alternatives: construction of a surface lot (or 
several lots) or construction of a parking garage at those sites identified in Figure 2.2-2 and Table 2.2-4. 
For the purposes of this EIS, a reasonable range of parking alternatives will be analyzed in detail to bound 
the analysis. The parking mitigation alternative would depend primarily on the facility alternatives 
selected for the North Utility Plant, the South Generator Facility, and the Central Boiler Plant. The 
number of parking spaces eliminated by selection of a facility alternative for each utility upgrade 
component would vary, and the sites available for construction of mitigation parking would depend on the 
sites selected for the utility upgrade components. Table 2.2-5 summarizes all alternatives resulting from 
various combinations of siting options. Appendix D includes the detailed calculations and assumptions 
that show the full range of parking alternatives available. 

Site No. Site Size 
(acres) 

Site 1 7.3 

Site 2 4.1 

Site 3 5.6 

Site 4 6.1 

Site 6 2.6 

Site 7 5.3 

Site 9 6.1 

Site 10 4.8 

Notes: 

Table 2.2-5. Summary of Parking Alternatives Based 
on Combinations of Facility Alternatives 

AU Combinations of Facility Alternatives 

Option 1 .2P!i!m.l OP!i!!! ) Option 4 OptionS ORtioR 6 
North·t North·l North-2 North·2 North·) North-) 
South or South-S South or South-S South or South·S 
Boiler·7 Boiler-8 Boiler-7 Boiler·8 Boiler·7 Boiler-8 

.- -- 2 stories 2 stories 2 stories 2 stories 

4 stefies 4 stefies -- -- 3 stories 3 stories 

3 stories 3 stories 3 stories 2 stories -- --
1 lot 110t 1 lot 

210ts 210ts 210ts 
0 0 NA 

-- 3 stories -- 2 stories -- 3 stories 

3 stories 3 stories 3 stories 2 stories 2 stories 3 stories 

4 steRes 3 stories 3 stories 2 stories 3 stories 3 stories 

-- = Site could not be used for parking because it would be used for a utility in this option. 
o = No replacement parking would be needed under this option. 

Option 7 Option 8 
North·4 North-4 
South or South-S 
Boiler·7 Boiler·8 

2 stories 0 

2 stories 0 

2 stories 0 

110t --
110t 0 

-- 0 

2 stories 0 

2 stories 0 

4 staRes = Site is not considered a reasonable parking garage location because of its height and availability of other alternatives. 

NA = Not considered a reasonable parking alternative because the site would not be large enough for one lot that accommodates all 
parking needs in this scenario. 

North = North Utility Plant, South = South Generator Facility, and Boiler = Central Boiler Plant 

As discussed in Section 2.2.4, either the South Generator Facility or the Central Boiler Plant could be located at Site 7, but not both. 

2.2.6.2 Alternatives Evaluated in Detail in the EIS 

Assumptions under which replacement parking would be needed-and how much replacement parking 
would be required-are based on the combination of site alternatives selected, as discussed in Seetion 
2.2.4 and shown in Figure 2.2-1. It is assumed that a one-to-one area replacement would be needed; that 
is, for 1 acre of parking lost, 1 acre equivalent would need to be constructed as a replacement. To 
determine the possible outcomes of all combinations of facility alternatives, all scenarios were compared 
to determine the amount of parking lost to the amount of space available at each of the remaining sites 
that could fulfill parking requirements either through the construction of a parking garage or through 
converting undeveloped sites to surface parking lots. Appendix D includes the detailed calculations and 
assumptions that show the full range of parking alternatives available. 

DOD, Fort Meade, Maryland January 2009 

2-21 



Final EIS for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

Any of the options identified in Table 2.2-5 would be considered reasonable alternatives, unless indicated 
otherwise. Option 8 identified in Table 2.2-5 is the preferred alternative (i.e., construction of the North 
Utility Plant at Site 4, construction of the South Generator Facility at Site 5, and construction of the 
Central Boiler Plant at Site 8) and would result in no additional need for parking because no parking 
would be lost. This option is not analyzed separately because it would not result in impacts above and 
beyond those described for implementing the Proposed Action at the preferred sites. The alternatives 
described below and evaluated in detail in Section 4 of this EIS are considered representative of the range 
of reasonable alternatives that are available for replacement parking. 

Construct Surface Parking Lots. This alternative assumes that surface parking would be constructed on 
both Site 4 and Site 6 (see detailed description of sites in Section 2.2.4 or in Table 2.2-4). Use of these 
two sites would result in the conversion of approximately 8.7 acres of forest to paved parking. Site 4 and 
Site 6 are the only undeveloped sites that have been identified as available for development on the NSA 
campus. 

It is anticipated that Sites 4 and 6 would be able to provide sufficient replacement parking for any of the 
facility alternatives selected for the North Utility Plant, South Generator Facility, and Central Boiler 
Plant. For example, use of Site 1 for the North Utility Plant and Site 7 for either the South Generator 
Facility or Central Boiler Plant would result in the loss of approximately 8.7 acres, which would be the 
greatest parking loss of any of the facility alternatives for the utilities. While some combinations of siting 
alternatives might require only the use of Site 4 or Site 6, the potential impacts of using both sites for 
surface lots are considered in this EIS to provide the upper limit of potential environmental impacts on 
undeveloped sites. 

Construction of two surface lots would be considered more cost-effective than construction of a parking 
garage. However, this alternative would result in disturbance and removal of forest resources, which are 
more environmentally sensitive areas than other developed areas. Large surface parking areas can also 
exacerbate other environmental problems. Large areas of paved surfaces can contribute to warming of air 
temperatures in the vicinity of the lot. Surface lots tend to absorb and accumulate fuels, oils, road salt, 
and other materials that can be transported into surface water bodies during rainfall events. Large areas of 
flat surfaces can also contribute to sheet flow and increased storm water velocity during heavy rainfall 
events. 

Construct a Parking Garage. Under this alternative, a multistory parking garage would be constructed to 
provide replacement parking. A parking garage could be constructed on a developed site (Le., an existing 
parking lot). For the purposes of this EIS, three scenarios for a parking garage will be analyzed in detail: 
(1) a three-story parking structure on Site 3, (2) a three-story parking structure on Site 9, and (3) a three
story parking structure on Site 10. The maximum height of a three-story parking structure is assumed to 
be 35 feet for this EIS, though actual height would vary depending on the final design and engineering. 
These three alternatives are mutually exclusive in that selection of one of these alternatives would be 
expected to provide the amount of parking required to replace any parking that is lost as a result of 
constructing the North Utility Plant, the South Generator Facility, and the Central Boiler Plant. 

As presented in Appendix D, Sites 1, 2, 3, 7, 9, and 10 could be used to construct a parking garage. 
However, given the possible combinations of where facilities could be constructed, only three 
representative locations have been selected for detailed analysis to cover the range of reasonable parking 
alternatives: Sites 3, 9, and 10. The number of stories could vary, again, according to the combination of 
sites, but three stories was selected as representative for a parking garage and would encompass a two
story structure. Several scenarios result in a requirement for four stories (see Appendix D), which are not 
considered as alternatives in this EIS at any sites because of the potential for visual impacts on 
surrounding land uses when there are other less-intrusive options available (see Table 2.2-4). 
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Construction of a parking garage on the undeveloped Sites 4 or 6 is also not considered as an alternative 
in this EIS because there are other alternatives available at less sensitive and previously developed sites. 

Construction of a parking garage would be considered a more expensive alternative than construction of 
surface parking lots. Construction of parking structures are considerably more expensive to design and 
engineer and require parking and traffic flow studies to ensure safe ingress and egress and traffic 
movement inside the structure. Parking structures also pose the challenge of being visually integrated 
into a campus or setting. Parking garages offer other environmental and land use benefits, such as a 
smaller impervious surface and construction footprint. Furthermore, use of existing parking lots to 
construct a parking garage would minimize impacts on undeveloped sites, such as removal of trees and 
soil erosion. 

2.2.6.3 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Evaluation 

Site 5 and Site 8. Sites 5 and 8 are described in Section 2.2.4. Site 5 is the preferred site for the South 
Generator Facility, and Site 8 is the preferred site for the Central Boiler Plant. There are location 
alternatives for both the South Generator Facility and the Central Boiler Plant. However, if other location 
alternatives were selected for the construction of these facilities, then Sites 5 and 8 could not be used for 
employee parking because they are in the middle of a utility yard. Therefore, Sites 5 and 8 are not 
considered further in this EIS in the parking lot alternatives analysis. 

Areas Outside the NSA Campus. As a tenant on Fort Meade, NSA is subject to real estate agreements 
and cannot begin construction of parking lots without officially acquiring the real estate agreements to do 
so from the Department of the Army. Even if construction of parking lots were to occur outside the 
campus, employees would be required to walk unreasonable distances from parking lots to bUildings. 
Therefore, areas outside the NSA campus were eliminated from further detailed evaluation as parking 
mitigation alternatives. 

Other Areas Within the NSA Campus. NSA has land holdings on Fort Meade north of the central 
portion of the campus. This land is a Forest Conservation Area and abuts the BW Parkway. If 
construction of parking lots were to occur in other areas that are currently undeveloped and well beyond 
the main buildings of the campus, employees would be required to walk unreasonable distances from 
parking lots to buildings. Therefore, other areas within the NSA campus were eliminated from further 
detailed evaluation as parking mitigation alternatives. 

Mass Transportation or Ride-Sharing Programs. EO 12191, Federal Facility Ridesharing Program, 
and EO 13150, Federal Workforce Transportation, state a Federal policy for promoting the use of 
ridesharing by personnel working at Federal facilities and encouraging the use of fringe benefit programs 
and nonmonetary incentives for mass transportation and vanpool use. Use of mass transportation and 
ride-sharing would be beneficial in reducing DOD employees' contributions to traffic congestion and air 
pollution, but it is not anticipated that increased mass transportation and ride-sharing programs would 
reduce the demand for parking sufficient to compensate for the loss of entire parking areas. Mass 
transportation and ride-sharing incentives could be explored outside this Proposed Action to increase 
commuting options, but it is not considered a reasonable alternative as a parking mitigation alternative. 

2.3 Identification of the Preferred Alternative 

CEQ's implementing regulations instruct EIS preparers to "Identify the agency's preferred alternative, if 
one or more exists in the draft statement and identify such alternative in the final statement unless another 
law prohibits the expression of such a preference" (40 CFR 1502.14(c». The DOD's preferred alternative 
is to construct the North Utility Plant as described in Section 2.1.1 at Site 4, upgrade the South Generator 
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Facility as described in Section 2.1.2 at Site 5, and replace the Central Boiler Plant as described in 
Section 2.1.3 at Site 8. If Sites 4, 5, and 8 are selected for the facility locations, then no additional 
replacement parking would be needed. 

2.4 Identification of Cumulative Actions 

CEQ defines cumulative impacts as "the impact on the environment which results from the incremental 
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period 
of time." Informed decisionmaking is served by consideration of cumulative impacts resulting from 
projects that are proposed, under construction, recently completed, or anticipated to be implemented in 
the reasonably foreseeable future. 

The following discussion presents those actions or projects that are temporally or geographically related 
to the Proposed Action and, as such, have the potential to result in cumulative impacts. The cumulative 
impacts analysis will be presented by resource area in Section 4.15. 

NSAActions 

Past Actions. Prior to development, the NSA campus was previously used as farmland (DOD 2001). 
Development began in the mid-1950s when NSA became a tenant of Fort Meade. Past actions and 
development of the campus that could result in cumulative impacts would be encompassed in the existing 
condition (see Section 3). Therefore, no specific past actions have been identified for cumulative impacts 
analysis. 

South Electrical Substation EA. As mentioned in Section 1.3, DOD prepared an EA for the replacement 
of an electrical substation in the southern portion of the NSA campus (DOD 2007). The South Electrical 
Substation EA analyzed the replacement of switchgear, two step-down transformers with N+ 1 
redundancy built-in, and air brake switches, and included associated miscellaneous improvements such as 
storm water management and roadway modifications. No significant impacts were identified; however, 
this project will be considered in the cumulative impacts analysis because the proposed South Generator 
Facility would be immediately north of the replaced substation and would connect to it. 

Expansion of the NSA Campus. NSA has considered areas of the Fort Meade campus for possible 
expansion in the future. The only area adjacent to the NSA campus where expansion could occur is the 
tract east of Canine Road and north of Emory Road, called the "9800 Area," extending to the Fort Meade 
Golf Course (see Figure 2.4-1). NSA has expressed interest in acquiring additional land from Fort 
Meade for mission expansion sometime in the future, but the possibility of additional missions and 
associated facilities needs, utilities demands, and personnel are not yet ripe for decisionmaking. In the 
future, this parcel of land could become a viable location for the construction ofNSA assets or expansion 
under appropriate real estate agreements. Future expansion would be the subject of appropriate additional 
NEP A analysis at that time. Any future expansion is unrelated to the purpose of and need for this 
Proposed Action. The possibility of expansion is considered too speculative at this point to include in the 
cumulative impacts analysis; therefore, it will not be addressed further. 

Fort Meade Actions 

Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Actions. The U.S. Army prepared a ROD in November 2007 
based on the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Implementation of Base Realignment and Closure 
2005 and Enhanced Use Lease Actions at Fort George G. Meade, Maryland (the "BRAC/EUL EIS") 
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(USACE 2007). The DOD will consolidate and relocate the Defense Infonnation System Agency 
(DISA), the Defense Media Agency (DMA), and Department of Adjudication Activities to Fort Meade. 
A Post Exchange, gym, and unaccompanied personnel housing would also be constructed on Fort Meade 
to provide facilities associated with accommodating additional incoming personnel. The locations of 
these projects are shown in Figure 2.4-1. Combined, these projects would require approximately 3.0 
million fe (69 acres) of new facility and vehicle space. Significant adverse impacts on traffic and 
transportation, vegetation and wildlife, and utilities were identified as a result of the associated increased 
personnel (approximately 5,700 people) and removal of forest (approximately 25 acres) (USACE 2007). 
BRAC actions are considered in the cumulative impacts analysis. 

Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) Actions. The November 2007 ROD based on the BRAC/EUL EIS also 
identified excess land owned by Fort Meade to be leased to a private developer for the construction of 
office buildings (173 acres) and two I8-hole golf courses (367 acres). The locations of these projects are 
shown in Figure 2.4-1. It is anticipated that approximately 2.0 million re (46 acres) would be developed 
for office space and parking. Significant adverse impacts on traffic and transportation, vegetation and 
wildlife, and utilities were identified as a result of the associated increased personnel (approximately 
10,000 people) and removal of forest (approximately 205 acres) (USACE 2007). EUL actions are 
considered in the cumulative impacts analysis. 

Military Family Housing. In 2002, the U.S. Anny transferred MFH responsibilities to Picerne Military 
Housing through leasing agreements. The neighborhood closest to NSA property is Midway Common 
(see Figure 2.4-1). Midway Common is the largest MFH neighborhood with more than 800 homes. It 
serves all ranks of soldiers and is home to single-family one-level ranch homes with basements, duplexes, 
and townhomes. Major renovations to Midway Common are anticipated to be complete in 2008 (Picerne 
2003a). An additional neighborhood center will be constructed in 2009 (Picerne 2003b). Ongoing 
actions at the Midway Common neighborhood are considered in the cumulative impacts analysis because 
it is adjacent to Sites 1 and 2 under consideration for this Proposed Action. 

902nd Military Intelligence Group Administrative and Operations Center. The U.S. Anny Intelligence 
and Security Command identified a requirement to construct a new 902nd Military Intelligence Group 
administrative and operations center. The proposed facility would occupy approximately 420,000 re on 
the western portion of Fort Meade (see Figure 2.4-1). The EA and FONSI for this project identified 
short-tenn impacts on transportation systems because of the influx of construction vehicles and 
construction workers traveling to and from Fort Meade (INSCOM 2007). Given the limited extent of 
potentially adverse impacts and the distance between the proposed 92nd Military Intelligence Group 
building and the Proposed Action, this project is not considered further in this EIS for potential 
cumulative impacts. 

Asymmetric Warfare Group Compound and Motor Pool. The Asymmetric Warfare Group prepared an 
EA analyzing the construction of a 50-acre compound for administrative and operations buildings, an 
indoor firing range, and a 2-acre motor pool for vehicle storage and maintenance (see Figure 2.4-1). The 
EA identified short-tenn impacts associated with construction activities (A WG 2006). Given the limited 
extent of potentially adverse impacts and the distance between the complex and motor pool and the 
Proposed Action, this project is not considered further in this EIS for potential cumulative impacts. 

Central Maryland Transit Operations Facility. Approximately 15 acres are proposed for lease to a 
Howard and Anne Arundel County Partnership for the construction, operation, and maintenance of a bus 
tenninal and maintenance facility. The proposed site is located in the southwestern comer of the 
installation, bordered by MD-32, MD-198, and the Tipton Airfield (USACE 2007). The facility would 
include storage and maintenance space for a 120-bus operation and employ 200 people (Scott 2008). 
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Figure 2.4-1. Locations of Other Actions under Consideration for Cumulative Impacts 
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Potential unexploded ordnance (UXO) issues at this site have yet to be completely assessed, and could 
cause the proposed facility to be located off the installation. This project is in the vicinity of the NSA 
campus and could help to alleviate existing parking problems at the NSA. It is currently in the planning 
stages and estimated to be complete by 2013 (MOOT 2008a). Therefore, this project is considered in the 
cumulative impacts analysis. 

Energy Savings Performance Contract Program. Anne Arundel County has agreed to sell methane 
produced at Millersville Landfill to Fort Meade. The methane can be used to help meet increasing energy 
demands on Fort Meade and support the OISA realignment (USACE 2007). The additional methane 
acquired from the landfill will meet some energy requirements but not meet them entirely (Rupar 2006). 
Generally, this program would be expected to result in short-term adverse impacts from pipeline 
construction and long-term beneficial impacts from economical energy practices. However, no 
cumulative impacts would be expected because the natural gas would not be available for this Proposed 
Action, and construction activities would be too geographically removed to result in cumulative impacts. 
This project is not considered further in this EIS for potential cumulative impacts. 

Other Actions Outside of NSA and Fort Meade 

BGE Substation. BGE has plans to construct a substation south ofMO-32 and west of the BW Parkway. 
This substation would supply power from the electrical grid to the proposed North Electrical Substation 
and other users in the surrounding area. Currently, this BGE Substation has not been sited, so it is 
unknown exactly where or how transmission lines would cross the BW Parkway and eventually enter the 
NSA campus. This project is in the early planning stages, but it is associated with the electrical needs of 
the Proposed Action and is in the vicinity of Fort Meade. Therefore, this project is considered generally 
in the cumulative impacts analysis. The Proposed Action, as described in Section 2.2.5, considers the 
installation of either overhead or underground power transmission lines entering the NSA campus along 
MO-32 and continuing to Site 1, Site 2, Site 3, or Site 4. All other activities associated with construction 
and utility line installation outside of the NSA campus are not considered a part of this Proposed Action 
but are included in the cumulative impacts analysis. 
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3. Affected Environment 

All potentially relevant resource areas were initially considered for analysis in this EIS. In compliance 
with NEP A and CEQ guidelines, the following discussion of the affected environment focuses only on 
those resource areas considered potentially subject to impacts and with potentially significant 
environmental issues. The affected environment for this EIS includes land use, noise, air quality, 
geological resources, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, infrastructure, 
transportation, hazardous materials and wastes, and socioeconomics and environmental justice. 

One environmental resource area that is often selected for analysis in an EIS was deleted from detailed 
analysis in this EIS: human health and safety. Human health and safety addresses (1) workers' health 
and safety during demolition activities and facilities construction, and (2) public and worker safety during 
facility operations. 

Construction site safety is largely a matter of adherence to regulatory requirements imposed for the 
benefit of employees and implementation of operational practices that reduce risks of illness, injury, 
death, and property damage. The health and safety of onsite military and civilian workers are safeguarded 
by DOD regulations designed to comply with standards issued by the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration and USEP A. These standards specify the amount and type of training required for 
industrial workers, the use of protective equipment and clothing, engineering controls, and maximum 
exposure limits for workplace stressors. Construction workers would not be exposed to greater safety 
risks from the inherent dangers at construction sites. Contractors would be required to establish and 
maintain safety. Therefore, the proposed construction would not introduce new or unusual safety risks, 
assuming construction protocols are followed. 

Industrial hygiene programs address exposure to hazardous materials, use of personal protective 
equipment, and availability of Material Safety Data Sheets. Industrial hygiene is the responsibility of 
contractors, as applicable. Contractor responsibilities are to review potentially hazardous workplace 
operations; monitor exposure to workplace chemical (e.g., asbestos, lead, hazardous material), physical 
(e.g., noise propagation), and biological (e.g., infectious waste) agents; recommend and evaluate controls 
(e.g., ventilation, respirators) for the protection of personnel; and ensure a medical surveillance program 
is in place to perform occupational health physicals for those workers subject to any accidental chemical 
exposures. 

All of the proposed construction sites are on the NSA campus of Fort Meade. Exposure by the public to 
these sites would be limited since the general public cannot freely access the NSA campus or Fort Meade. 
During times of demolition and construction, construction crews would display necessary warnings of 
possible safety concerns within the site area. Public health and safety is not expected to be impacted by 
the Proposed Action. The proposed construction would not expose members of the general public to 
increased safety risks. 

3.1 Land Use 

3.1.1 Definition of the Resource 

The term "land use" refers to real property classifications that indicate either natural conditions or the 
types of human activity occurring on a parcel. In many cases, land use descriptions are codified in local 
zoning laws. There is, however, no nationally recognized convention or uniform terminology for 
describing land use categories. As a result, the meanings of various land use descriptions, "labels," and 
definitions vary among jurisdictions. 
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Natural conditions of property can be described or categorized as unimproved, undeveloped, conservation 
or preservation area, and natural or scenic area. There is a wide variety of land use categories resulting 
from human activity. Descriptive terms often used include residential, commercial, industrial, 
agricultural, institutional, and recreational. 

Two main objectives of land use planning are to ensure orderly growth and compatible uses among 
adjacent parcels. Compatibility among land uses fosters the societal interest of realizing the best uses of 
real property. Tools supporting land use planning include written master plans/management plans and 
zoning regulations. In appropriate cases, the locations and extent of proposed actions need to be 
evaluated for their potential impacts on project site and adjacent land uses. The foremost factor affecting 
a proposed action in terms of land use is its compliance with any applicable land use or zoning 
regulations. Other relevant factors include matters such as existing land use at the project site, the types 
of land uses on adjacent properties and their proximity to a proposed action, the duration of a proposed 
activity, and its "permanence." 

3.1.2 Existing Conditions 

Fort Meade is primarily in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, and encompasses 5,067 acres (USACE 
2007). Fort Meade lies 16 miles northeast of Washington, D.C., and 12 miles southwest of the City of 
Baltimore (see Figure 2.2-1). Major transportation routes surrounding Fort Meade include the BW 
Parkway, MD-32, and Annapolis Road. Amtrak rail lines run along the southwest of the installation 
beyond the BW Parkway. See Section 3.9 for a detailed discussion on transportation. 

Land use surrounding Fort Meade consists primarily of developed property that supports a growing 
population. The populations of Severn, Odenton, and Jessup around Fort Meade have increased by 20 to 
60 percent between 1990 and 2000 (U.S Census Bureau 2000). The Patuxent Research Refuge lies to the 
immediate southwest of the installation boundary and is operated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS). The Patuxent Research Refuge is approximately 1.5 miles from the NSA campus and is the 
only refuge in the United States that is solely designated for research. The U.S. Geological Survey 
currently conducts scientific studies at the Patuxent Research Refuge concerning sensitive species such as 
the endangered whooping crane. Off-installation land use surrounding the NSA campus consists of office 
space, retail, and transportation/utilities with open space to the east (AAC 2004). 

The NSA campus is in the western portion of Fort Meade, adjacent to Jessup. Jessup is a semi-rural, low
density area with most land use designated as residential mixed use in the 1997 Anne Arundel County 
General Development Plan. A residential mixed-used site incorporates residential, retail, and office space 
(AAC 2004). Land to the south of the NSA campus is zoned residential. Land to the west is zoned 
industrial, and industrial heavy with open space farther west. The Oak Hill Youth Detention Center is to 
the west of Site 8 across from MD-32. To the north and east of the NSA campus, land is zoned 
residential (AAC 2004). 

Maryland counties adopted Smart Growth initiatives in 1997 as guidelines for future development. Smart 
Growth initiatives call for mixed-use land development, walkable communities, preservation of open 
space, a variety of transportation options, and compact building design. In addition to Smart Growth 
initiatives adopted by Maryland counties, Fort Meade has developed a Comprehensive Expansion Master 
Plan to establish goals for future development conducive to high technology, intelligence, administrative, 
and training missions by current and future tenants (U.S. Army 2005). The Comprehensive Expansion 
Master Plan envisions Fort Meade as a Federal campus, built for long-term sustainability for the mission 
and the environment. 
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The NSA campus consists of administrative and operations buildings, utilities, parking, and open space 
land uses. The entire campus occupies approximately 630 acres of Fort Meade. Areas on Fort Meade 
surrounding the NSA campus include the Midway Common MFH neighborhood to the northeast, 
administrative facilities and barracks to the east, and open space to the southeast. Additionally, the 
National Vigilance Park and the National Cryptologic Museum are on NSA's exclusive use area, adjacent 
to the BW Parkway and northwest of the developed portions of the campus; The National Vigilance Park 
is a static aircraft display honoring the soldiers who performed airborne signals intelligence missions 
during the Cold War. The park is surrounded by forested land to the north and abuts Site 3 to the west. 
The National Cryptologic Museum contains artifacts relevant to the history and legacy of cryptology. 
The museum is north of Site 3, surrounded by forested land to the south and east and transportation 
corridor to the north and west. The public has access to both the National Vigilance Park and the 
National Cryptologic Museum. Table 3.1·1 shows the current and surrounding land use for each facility 
and parking alternative location. 

Table 3.1-1. Summary of Land Use for Facility and Parking Alternatives 

Site Current Land 
Surrounding Land Use 

Alternative Being 
Number Use Considered in EIS 

Site 1 Parking lot Industrial, residential, North Utility Plant 
transportation/utility 

Site 2 Parking lot Industrial, residential, North Utility Plant 
transportation/utility 

Site 3 Parking lot Forest, transportation, National Vigilance North Utility Plant or three-
Park and National Cryptologic Museum story parking garage 

Site 4 Forest Forest, industrial North Utility Plant 
Conservation (preferred alternative) or 
Area surface parking lot 

Site 5 Utility yard Industrial South Generator Facility 
(preferred alternative) 

Site 6 Forest Parking, administrative, barracks South Generator Facility or 
surface parking lot 

Site 7 Former motor Parking, administrative, barracks South Generator Facility or 
pool Central Boiler Plant 

Site 8 Utility yard Industrial Central Boiler Plant 
(preferred alternative) 

Site 9 Parking lot Parking, administrative, forested wetland Three-story parking garage 

Site 10 Parking lot Parking, administrative Three-story parking garage 

3.2 Noise 

3.2.1 Definition of the Resource 

Noise is defined as any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with communication, is intense 
enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise intrusive. Human response to noise varies depending on the 
type and characteristics of the noise, distance between the noise source and the receptor, receptor 
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sensitivity, and time of day. Noise is often generated by activities that are part of everyday life, such as 
construction or vehicular traffic. 

Sound varies by both intensity and frequency. Sound pressure level, described in decibels (dB), is used to 
quantifY sound intensity. The dB is a logarithmic unit that expresses the ratio of a sound pressure level to 
a standard reference level. The cycles from high to low pressure each second, also called Hertz, are used 
to quantifY sound frequency. The human ear responds differently to different frequencies. A-weighting, 
referred to as dBA, approximates this frequency response to express accurately the perception of sound by 
humans. Sounds encountered in daily life and their approximate levels in dBA are provided in Table 
3.2-1. 

Table 3.2-1. Common Sounds and Their Levels 

Outdoor Sound level 
(dBA) 

Heavy Truck 100 

Noisy Office 80 

Conversational Speech 60 

Private Office 50 

Quiet Residence 40 

Recording Studio 30 

Leaves Rustling 20 
Source: Everest 2001 

The sound pressure level noise metric describes steady noise levels although very few noises are, in fact, 
constant. Therefore the day-night average A-weighted sound level (DNL) noise metric has been 
developed. DNL is defined as the average sound energy in a 24-hour period with a 10-dB penalty added 
to the nighttime levels (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.). DNL is a useful descriptor for noise because (1) it averages 
ongoing yet intermittent noise, and (2) it measures total sound energy over a 24-hour period. In addition, 
the equivalent sound level (Leq) is often used to describe the overall noise environment. Leq is best 
described as the average sound level over a period of time. Being an average, it is the total energy of the 
noise, so it is easier to measure and a better indicator of the likelihood that a noise would generate 
complaints. Many noise standards and noise ordinances are based on Leq. 

The Noise Control Act of 1972 (Public Law [P.L.] 92-574) directs Federal agencies to comply with 
applicable Federal, state, interstate, and local noise control regulations. In 1974, the USEPA provided 
information suggesting that continuous and long-term noise levels in excess of a DNL of 65 dBA are 
normally unacceptable for noise-sensitive land uses such as residences, schools, churches, and hospitals 
(USEPA 1974). 

The State of Maryland's Environmental Noise Act of 1974 limits noise to the level that will protect 
health, general welfare, and property. The State of Maryland limits both the overall noise environment 
and the maximum allowable noise level for residential, industrial, and commercial areas. Construction 
and demolition activities are exempt from the limits outlined in Tables 3.2-2 and 3.2-3 during the 
daytime hours. For construction and demolition activities, a person may not cause or permit noise levels 
that exceed 90 dBA during daytime hours (i.e., between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m.) or levels specified in 
Table 3.2-3 during nighttime hours. In addition, while the regulations specifY a maximum allowable 
noise level for pile-driving activities, that standard does not apply between the hours of 8:00 a.m. and 
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5:00 p.m. Emergency operations are completely exempt from the regulation (Code of Maryland 
Regulations [COMAR] 26.02.03). 

Although Anne Arundel County maintains a general planning noise policy, the local code does not set 
strict noise levels or standards not to be exceeded. It does prohibit the establishment of a facility or 
activity that will generate noise levels that would interfere with the welfare of other nearby land uses. 
Both the Federal and the state noise regulations are more restrictive and concise than the local ordinance. 

Table 3.2-2. State of Maryland Overall Environmental Noise Standards 

Zoning District 
Sound Level Measure 

(dBA) 

Industrial 70 Leq (24-hour) 

Commercial 64 DNL 

Residential 55 DNL 

Source: COMAR 26.02.03 

Table 3.2-3. Maximum Allowable Noise Levels for Receiving Land Use Categories 

Maximum Allowable Noise Levels (dBA) 
Day/Night 

Industrial Commercial Residential 

Day 75 67 65 

Night 75 62 55 
Source: COMAR 26.02.03. 

Note: Daytime construction noise limits are 90 dBA for all land use categories. 

3.2.2 EXisting Conditions 

NSA and Fort Meade are relatively quiet with no notable sources of noise. The NSA campus does not 
have an airfield, heavy industrial operations, or heavy weapons ranges. The main source of noise on Fort 
Meade is vehicular traffic. Other sources of noise on the NSA campus include the normal operation of 
heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HV AC) systems; military unit physical training; lawn 
maintenance; snow removal; and construction activities. None of these operations or activities produces 
excessive levels of noise. Existing noise levels (Leq and DNL) were estimated for the facility and 
parking alternative sites and surrounding areas using the techniques specified in the American National 
Standard Quantities and Procedures for Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound Part 3: 
Short-term measurements with an observer present, and are provided in Table 3.2-4 (ANSI 2003). 
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Table 3.2-4. Estimated Existing Noise Levels 

Closest Noise-Sensitive Receptor 
Estimated Existing Sound Levels 

Predominant (dBA) 

Site Source of Leq Leq 
Distance Direction Type Noise DNL 

(Daytime) (Nighttime) 

1 500 feet 
East 

Residential 
BWParkway 65 64 57 

(152 meters) (MFH) 

2 609 feet 
Northeast 

Residential 
BWParkway 65 64 57 

(187 meters) (MFH) 

3 1,805 feet 
East 

Residential 
BWParkway 65 64 57 

(550 meters) (MFH) 

4 1,024 feet 
East 

Residential 
BWParkway 65 64 57 

(312 meters) (MFH) 

5 705 feet 
Northeast 

Residential Patuxent 
60 58 52 

(215 meters) (barracks) Freeway 

6 371 feet 
East 

Residential Canine and 55 53 47 
(113 meters) (barracks) Emory Roads 

7 864 feet 
North 

Residential Canine and 55 53 47 
(263 meters) (barracks) Emory Roads 

8 900 feet 
Northwest 

Residential 
Emory Road 55 53 47 

(274 meters) (barracks) 

9 1,375 feet 
Northeast 

Residential Patuxent 
60 58 52 

(419 meters) (barracks) Freeway 

10 920 feet 
North 

Residential Canine and 
55 53 47 

(280 meters) (barracks) Emory Roads 
Source: ANSI 2003 

3.3 Air Quality 

3.3.1 Definition of the Resource 

Air pollution is the presence in the outdoor atmosphere of one or more contaminants (e.g., dust, fumes, 
gas, mist, odor, smoke, or vapor) in quantities and of characteristics and duration such as to be injurious 
to human, plant, or animal life or to property, or to interfere unreasonably with the comfortable enjoyment 
of life and property. Air quality as a resource incorporates several components that describe the levels of 
overall air pollution within a region, sources of air emissions, and regulations governing air emissions. 
Below is a discussion of the regional climate, the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), 
local ambient air quality, and the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the CAA for the Baltimore Region. 

3.3.2 Existing Conditions 

Regional Climate. The climate of the project area is affected by its proximity to the Chesapeake Bay, 
Delaware Bay, and Atlantic Ocean. The daily average high temperatures range from 40 degrees 
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Fahrenheit CF) during January to 87 of during July. Daily average low temperatures range from 23 of 
during January to 67 of during July. The record minimum and maximum temperatures are -7 OF and 
105 OF, respectively. The annual average precipitation amounts to 41 inches and is uniformly distributed 
throughout the year. The annual average snowfall amounts to 20 inches. At least a trace of precipitation 
occurs on approximately one-third of the days during the year. Prevailing winds are from the west
northwest. Southwesterly winds are more frequent during the summer months and northwesterly winds 
are more frequent during the winter months. The region is frequently under the influence of the Bermuda 
High Pressure System during the summer months. Air quality problems in the region are typically 
associated with this summer phenomenon (USACE 2007). 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards and Attainment Status. USEPA Region 3 and MDE regulate 
air quality in Maryland. The CAA (42 U.S.C. 7401-7671q), as amended, gives USEPA the responsibility 
to establish the primary and secondary NAAQS (40 CFR Part 50) that set acceptable concentration levels 
for seven criteria pollutants: particulate matter less than 10 microns (PMIO), PM2.5, sulfur dioxide (S02), 
CO, NOx, 0 3, and lead. Short-term standards (i.e., 1-,8-, and 24-hour periods) have been established for 
pollutants contributing to acute health effects, while long-term standards (i.e., annual averages) have been 
established for pollutants contributing to chronic health effects. Each state has the authority to adopt 
standards stricter than those established under the Federal program; however, the State of Maryland 
accepts the Federal standards. 

Federal regulations designate air quality control regions (AQCRs) that have concentrations of one or more 
of the criteria pollutants that exceed the NAAQS as nonattainment areas. Federal regulations designate 
AQCRs with levels below the NAAQS as attainment areas. Maintenance areas are AQCRs that have 
previously been designated nonattainment and have been redesignated to attainment for a probationary 
period through implementation of maintenance plans. According to the severity of the pollution problem, 
nonattainment areas can be categorized as marginal, moderate, serious, severe, or extreme. Anne Arundel 
County (and therefore NSA) is within the Baltimore Intrastate AQCR, or AQCR 115 (40 CFR 81.12). 
AQCR 115 is within the ozone transport region (OTR) that includes 11 states and Washington, D.C. 
USEPA has designated Anne Arundel County as the following (40 CFR 81.321): 

• Moderate nonattainment for the 8-hour 0 3 NAAQS 
• Nonattainment for the PM2.5 NAAQS 
• Attainment for all other criteria pollutants. 

Local Ambient Air Quality. Existing ambient air quality conditions near NSA and Fort Meade can be 
estimated from measurements conducted at air quality monitoring stations close to the NSA campus. The 
most recent available data from MDE for nearby monitoring stations describe the existing ambient air 
quality conditions at NSA (see Table 3.3-1). With the exception of the 8-hour 0 3 NAAQS, most recent 
air quality measurements are below the NAAQS (USEPA 2oo8b). The reported measurement of 0.113 
ppm for the 8-hour level exceeds the NAAQS of 0.08 ppm. This exceedance is expected because the 
region has been designated an 0 3 nonattainment area. 

State Implementation Plan. The CAA, as amended in 1990, mandates that state agencies adopt SIPs that 
target the elimination or reduction of the severity and number of violations of the NAAQS. SIPs set forth 
policies to expeditiously achieve and maintain attainment ofthe NAAQS. 
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Table 3.3-1. 2007 Local Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Results 

Pollutant 

CO 

8-Hour Maximumc (ppm) 

I-Hour Maximumc(ppm) 

N02 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (ppm) 

0 3 

8-Hour Maximumd (ppm) 

PM2.5 

Annual Arithmetic Meane (J.lg/m3
) 

24-Hour Maximumf (J.lg/m3
) 

PM10 

Annual Arithmetic Meang (J.lg/m3
) 

24-Hour Maximumc (J.lg/m3
) 

S02 

Annual Arithmetic Mean (ppm) 

24-Hour Maximumc (ppm) 

Notes: 
a Source: 40 CFR 50.1-50.12. 

b Source: USEPA 2008b 

C Not to be exceeded more than once per year. 

Primary 
NAAQSa 

9 

35 

0.053 

0.08 

15 

65 

50 

150 

0.03 

0.14 

Secondary NAAQSa Monitored Datab 

None 3.1 

None 19 

0.053 0.019 

0.12 0.113 

15 14.1 

65 46 

50 29 

150 64 

None 0.004 

None 0.021 

d The 3-year average of the fourth highest daily maximum 8-hour average 0 3 concentrations over each year must not exceed 
0.08 ppm. 

e The 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM2.5 concentrations at each monitor within an area must not exceed 
15.0 ~g/m3. 

f The 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population-oriented monitor must not exceed 
65 ~glm3. 

g The 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PMIO concentration at each monitor within an area must not exceed 50 ~glm3. 

Because the Baltimore Metropolitan Area is a moderate nonattainment area for the 8-hour 0 3 NAAQS 
and a nonattainment area for the PM2.5 NAAQS, the State of Maryland was required to develop SIPs that 
outline the actions that would be taken to achieve the 8-hour 0 3 and the PM2.5 NAAQS. The current 
USEPA-approved regional air quality plans are the Baltimore Nonattainment Area 8-Hour Ozone State 
Implementation Plan and Base Year Inventory (MDE 2007) and the Baltimore Nonattainment Area PM2.5 

State Implementation Plan and Base Year Inventory (MDE 2008a). Within these plans, MDE compiles a 
regional emissions inventory and sets regional emissions budgets. The current US EPA-approved SIP 
revisions for the region estimates of NO x, VOCs, SOx. and PM2.5 are outlined below (see Table 3.3-2). 
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Table 3.3-2. 2009 Projected Annual Emissions Inventory for the Baltimore Nonattainment Area 

Criteria Pollutant or Precursor Emissions 

(tpy) 

Emission Source NOx VOC PM2•5 SOx 

Point 23,644 3,903 3,291 113,942 

Quasi-Point 3,401 500 408 2,189 

Area 7,862 37,537 9,196 5,396 

Non-Road 11,696 12,566 1,403 413 

On-Road 36,502 13,460 686 320 

Biogenics 635 33,527 0 0 

Total 83,742 101,496 14,987 122,261 
Source: MDE 2007 and MDE 2008a 

Since 1990, Maryland has developed a core of air quality regulations that have been approved by the 
USEPA. These approvals signified the development of the general requirements of the Maryland SIP. 
The Maryland program for regulation of air emissions affects industrial sources, commercial facilities, 
and residential development activities. Regulation occurs primarily through a process of reviewing 
engineering documents and other technical information, applying emissions standards and regulations in 
the issuance of permits, performing field inspections, and assisting industries in determining their 
compliance status with applicable requirements. 

The CAA defines mandatory Class I Federal areas as certain national parks, wilderness areas, national 
memorial parks, and international parks that were in existence as of August 1977. There are no Class I 
areas in the State of Maryland. Class I areas closest to the proposed site include Shenandoah National 
Park and James River Face in Virginia, and Otter Creek and Dolly Sods wilderness areas in West Virginia 
(USEPA 2008c). 

Clean Air Act Conformity. The 1990 amendments to the CAA require Federal agencies to ensure that 
their actions conform to the SIP in a nonattainment area. USEP A has developed two distinctive sets of 
conformity regulations: one for transportation projects and one for nontransportation projects. 
Nontransportation projects are governed by general conformity regulations (40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93), 
which are described in the final rule Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or 
Federal Implementation Plans (published in the Federal Register on November 30, 1993). The General 
Conformity Rule requirements became effective January 31, 1994. Under Section 176(c) of CAA, the 
General Conformity Rule became applicable 1 year after the 0 3 and the PM2.5 nonattainment designations 
became effective. Maryland has adopted the Federal conformity regulations by reference (COMAR 
26.11.26.03). The Proposed Action is a nontransportation project within a nonattainment area. 
Therefore, a general conformity analysis is required with respect to the 8-hour 0 3 and PM2.5 NAAQS. 

The General Conformity Rule specifies threshold emissions levels by pollutant to determine the 
applicability of conformity requirements for a project (see Table 3.3-3). For an area in moderate 
nonattainment for the 8-hour 0 3 NAAQS within the OTR, the applicability criterion is 100 tons per year 
(tpy) for NOx and 50 tpy for VOCs (40 CFR 93.153). For an area in nonattainment for the PM2.5 

NAAQS, the applicability criterion is 100 tpy for PM2.5, NOx, and S02 (71 FR 40420). VOCs and 
ammonia were also identified as potential PM2.5 precursors. However, neither Maryland nor USEPA has 
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Table 3.3-3. Applicability Thresholds for Nonattainment Areas 

Applicability 
threshold 

Criteria pollutants (tpy) 

0 3 (NOx or VOCs) 

Serious Nonattainment Areas 50 

Severe Nonattainment Areas 25 

Extreme Nonattainment Areas 10 

Other 0 3 Nonattainment Areas outside an OTR 100 

Marginal and Moderate Nonattainment Areas Inside an OTR 

VOC 50 

NOx 100 

CO 100 

All Nonattainment Areas 100 

S02 orNOx 

All Nonattainment Areas 100 

PM10 

Moderate Nonattainment Areas 100 

Serious Nonattainment Areas 70 

PM2.5 (PM2.s, NOx) 

All N onattainment Areas 100 

Lead 

All Nonattainment Areas 25 
Sources: 40 CFR 93.153 and 71 FR 40420 

found that ammonia contributes to PM2.5 problems in AQCR 115 or other downwind areas. Therefore, 
ammonia was not carried forward for detailed analysis, while the VOC emissions are addressed as a 
precursor to 0 3• 

Mobile Sources. Mobile sources of concern include primarily automobiles and vehicular traffic. The 
primary air pollutants from mobile sources are CO, NOx, and VOCs. Lead emissions from mobile 
sources have declined in recent years through the increased use of unleaded gasoline and are extremely 
small. Potential S02 and particulate emissions from mobile sources are small compared to emissions 
from point sources, such as power plants and industrial facilities. Air quality impacts from traffic are 
generally evaluated on two scales. 

• Mesoscale-Mesoscale analysis is performed for the entire AQCR by the MOE. Potential 
emissions increases from additional vehicle miles traveled resulting from an action could affect 
regional 0 3 or PM2.5 levels. However, because these are problems of regional concern and 
subject to air transport phenomena under different weather conditions, regional impacts are 
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generally evaluated using regional airshed models. Mesoscale analysis is generally not conducted 
on a project-specific basis and is not necessary for this ElS. 

• Microscale-Microscale analysis is performed to identify localized hot spots of criteria 
pollutants. CO is a site-specific pollutant with higher concentrations found adjacent to roadways 
and signalized intersections. Microscale analysis is often conducted on a project-specific basis in 
regions where CO is of particular concern. Anne Arundel County, and therefore NSA and Fort 
Meade, is neither a nonattainment nor a maintenance area for CO; therefore, microscale analysis 
is not necessary for this EIS. 

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the CAA. The MSATs 
are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and nonroad equipment. Some toxic compounds are 
present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. 
Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products. 
As with particulate matter, traffic from these intersections is not anticipated to be an air quality concern 
for MSA T because the intersections affected are primarily secondary arterial roads. Quantitative 
procedures to conduct MSA T analysis have not yet been standardized and are not standard practice for 
nontransportation projects on secondary arterials; therefore, such analysis is not included in this EIS 
(USDOT 2006a). In addition, quantitative procedures to address PM2.5 hot spot analysis have not yet 
been standardized, and it is not standard practice to conduct such analyses for nontransportation projects. 
Therefore, such analysis is not included in this EIS (USEPA 2008d). 

Existing Emissions. Title V of the CAA requires states to establish an air operating permit program. The 
requirements of Title V are outlined in the Federal regulations in 40 CFR Part 70 and in the MDE's 
regulations at COMAR 26.11.03. The permits required by these regulations are often referred to as Title 
V or Part 70 permits. Based on its PTE, NSA is a major source of air emissions for NO". Stationary 
sources of air emissions at NSA include boilers, generators, incinerators, and classified material 
reclamation furnaces. An NSA campuswide Title V permit (No. 24-003-00317) was issued on April 1, 
2005 (NSA 2005). As part of the Title V permit requirements, NSA must submit a comprehensive 
emissions statement annually. Table 3.3-4 summarizes the 2007 NSA campus emissions from significant 
stationary sources. 

Table 3.3-4. 2007 Emissions from Significant Stationary Sources at NSA (tpy) 

SO" CO PM10 PMZ•5 NO" VOC Total HAP 

9.31 4.06 0.88 0.01 47.60 3.05 0.67 

Source: NSA 2007 
Note: HAP = hazardous air pollutant 

Permitting Requirements. MDE oversees programs for permitting the construction and operation of new 
or modified stationary source air emissions in Maryland. Maryland air permitting is required for many 
industries and facilities that emit regulated pollutants. Based on the size of the emissions units and type 
of pollutants emitted (criteria pollutants or hazardous air pollutants [HAPs]), MDE sets permit rules and 
standards for emissions sources. 

The air quality permitting process begins with the application for a construction permit. The North Utility 
Plant, South Generator Facility, and the Central Boiler Plant would require permits to construct in one 
form or another. There are three types of construction permits available through the MDE for the 
construction and temporary operation of new emissions sources: Major New or Modified Source 
Construction Permits in Nonattainment Areas (Nonattainment New Source Review [NNSR]); Prevention 
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of Significant Deterioration (PSD) permits in Attainment Areas; and Minor New Source Construction 
Permits (Minor New Source Review [NSRD. 

NNSR and PSD permits are both part of the MDE Major NSR program. Thresholds that determine the 
type of construction permit that might be required depend on both the quantity and type of emissions. 
Thresholds requiring either an NNSR or a PSD permit for a modification to an existing source in Anne 
Arundel County are outlined in Table 3.3-5. PSD review and permitting is required for sources emitting 
100 tpy of any regulated pollutant for any of 26 named PSD source categories. One of the named source 
categories is fossil fuel boilers that singly or in combination at a single facility total more than 
250 MMBtulhr heat input (COMAR 26.11.01.01B(37». For all other sources not in the 26 named source 
categories, PSD review is required if the source emits 250 tpy or more of any regulated pollutant. 

Table 3.3-5. Major Modification Thresholds of Criteria Pollutants within Anne Arundel County 

New major source 

Pollutant 

PSDb 

CO 250 (100) 

NOx 

S02 

PM 250 (100) 

PM 10 250 (100) 

PM2.5 

VOCs 

Source: COMAR 26.11.17.01 and 40 CFR Part 52 
Notes: 

(tpy) 

NNSR 

25 

100 

100 

25 

a Represents the proj(:ct emission increase considered "significant." 

Major modification to 
an existing source a 

(tpy) 

PSD NNSR 

100 

25 

40 

25 

15 

10 

25 

b PSD review and permitting is required for sources emitting 100 tpy of any regulated pollutant for fossil fuel boilers (or 
combination of them) totaling more than 250 MMBtu/hr heat input (COMAR 26.11.01.01B (37»). 

Nonattainment New Source Review. Major New or Modified Source Construction Permits in 
Nonattainment Areas (NNSR Permit) are required for any major new sources or major modifications to 
existing sources intended to be constructed in an area designated as nonattainment. Currently, when 
undergoing a physical or operational change, a source determines major NSR applicability through a two
step analysis. First, determine if the increased emissions from a particular proposed project alone are 
above the thresholds. If the emissions increase is below the threshold, a NNSR permit would not be 
required. If the emissions increase is above the threshold, then determine through a procedure called 
"netting" if the project's net emissions plus aU contemporaneous increases and decreases in the previous 5 
years at the source are above the thresholds (COMAR 26.11.17.01 B (16) and COMAR 26.11.17.02 F 
(1». If this determination results in an increase that is lower than the threshold, a NNSR permit would 
not be required. 

NNSR permits are legal documents that specifY what construction is allowed; what emissions limits must 
not be exceeded; reporting, recordkeeping, and monitoring requirements; and often how the source can be 
operated. The NNSR permitting process typically takes 18 to 24 months. Specifically, typical 
requirements for a NNSR permit can include the following: 
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• Best Available Control Technology (BACT) review for qualifying attainment criteria pollutants 

• LAER review for qualifying nonattainment pollutants (i.e., VOCs, NOx and PM2.5) 

• Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) review for HAPs 

• Air quality analysis (predictive air dispersion modeling) 

• Acquiring emissions offsets at a one to three or greater ratio for all contemporaneous emissions 
increases that have occurred or are expected to occur 

• A public involvement process. 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration. The PSD program protects the air quality in attainment areas. 
PSD regulations impose limits on the amount of pollutants that major sources may emit. The PSD 
process would apply to all pollutants for which the region is in attainment (all but 0 3 and PM2.5). The 
PSD permitting process typically takes 18 to 24 months to complete. Sources subject to PSD are 
typically required to complete the following: 

• BACT review for criteria pollutants 
• Predictive modeling of emissions from proposed and existing sources 
• Public involvement. 

Minor New Source Review. A Minor New, Modified, and certain Major Source Construction Permit (or 
Minor NSR permit) would be required to construct minor new sources, minor modifications of existing 
sources, and major sources not subject to NNSR or PSD permit requirements. The Minor NSR permitting 
process typically takes 4 to 5 months to complete. Sources subject to Minor NSR could be required to 
complete the following: 

• BACT review for each criteria pollutant 
• MACT review for regulated HAPs and designated categories 
• Air quality analysis (predictive air dispersion modeling), upon request by MDE 
• Establish procedures for measuring and recording emissions and process rates. 

Maryland Public Service Commission. In Maryland, agencies constructing an electric generating station, 
including emergency power, must apply for and obtain either (1) a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity (CPCN) for larger power generation projects, or (2) a CPCN waiver for smaller power 
generation projects that meet certain applicability thresholds established by the Public Service 
Commission. Waivers are available for generating stations designed to generate less than 70 MW of 
electricity, or for stations where no electricity would be exported off site for sale to the electric distribution 
system. 

Operation Permits. Under MDE's Title V Facility Permit regulations (COMAR 26.11.02 and 26.11.03), 
a Title V Significant Permit Modification is required for facilities whose emissions increases exceed the 
emissions thresholds outlined in Table 3.3~S. In addition, a Significant Permit Modification would be 
required if it became necessary to establish federally enforceable limitations to reduce potential emissions 
below the thresholds. A minor permit modification would be required if emissions were below the 
thresholds and a federally enforceable limit was not necessary. Submission of an application for these 
permit modifications would be required within one year of the first operation of a new emissions source. 

Because this EIS has several separate project components that are being evaluated, it is important to 
assess how they can be combined or aggregated for permitting. Project emissions are aggregated from 
projects that are technically or economically dependent. A technically dependent project is incapable of 
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being performed as planned in the absence of the other project. Economically dependent projects require 
each other for their economic viability. The North Utility Plant, South Generator Facility, and the Central 
Boiler Plant are all both technically and economically independent of each other. Therefore, their 
emissions would not be aggregated for permitting purposes. 

In addition to the permitting requirements to construct and operate new or modified emissions sources, 
NSPS and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) set emissions control 
standards for categories of new stationary emissions sources of both criteria pollutants and HAPs. 

The NSPS process requires USEP A to list categories of stationary sources that cause or contribute to air 
pollution that might reasonably be anticipated to endanger public health or welfare. The NSPS program 
sets uniform emissions limitations for many industrial sources. As of July 11, 2005, stationary diesel 
engines (such as back-up generators) are subject to NSPS. Applicability of the NSPS is based on engine 
size and date of purchase and construction. Limitations on emissions come into effect. using a tiered 
approach over time, Tier 1 being the least restrictive and Tier 4 being the most. In addition, boilers with a 
maximum heat input of 10 MMBtu/hr or greater would be required to comply with NSPS. 

The CAA Amendments of 1990, under revisions to Section 112, required USEP A to list and promulgate 
NESHAPs to reduce the emissions of HAPs, such as formaldehyde, benzene, xylene, and toluene from 
categories of major and area sources (40 CFR Part 63). New stationary sources whose PTE HAPs 
exceeds either 10 tpy of a single HAP, or 25 tpy of all regulated HAPs, would be subject to MACT 
requirements. 

The construction projects would be accomplished in full compliance with Maryland regulatory 
requirements, through the use of compliant practices or products. These requirements appear in COMAR 
Title 26, Subtitle 11, Air Quality. They include the following: 

• Particulate Matter from Materials Handling and Construction (COMAR 26.11.06.03.D) 

• Open Fires (COMAR 26.11.06) 

• Control of Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds from Architectural Coatings (COMAR 
26.11.33) 

• Control of Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds from Consumer Products (COMAR 
26.11.32) 

• Control of Emissions of Volatile Organic Compounds from Adhesives and Sealants (COMAR 
26.11.35). 

In addition to the above stated regulations, on October 24, 2008 the MDE has proposed a new regulation 
under COMAR 26.11.09 Control of Fuel Burning Equipment titled "Stationary Internal Combustion 
Engines and Certain Fuel-Burning Installations for Emergency Generators". The regulation establishes 
emission requirements for new emergency generators. This listing is not all inclusive; NSA and any 
contractors would comply with all applicable Maryland air pollution control regulations. 

3.4 Geological Resources 

3.4.1 Definition of the Resource 

Geology and soils resources include the surface and subsurface materials of the earth. Within a given 
physiographic province, these resources typically are described in terms of topography, soils, geology, 
minerals, and paleontology, where applicable. 
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Topography is defined as the relative positions and elevations of the natural or human-made features of an 
area that describe the configuration of its surface. Regional topography is influenced by many factors, 
including human activity, seismic activity of the underlying geological material, climatic conditions, and 
erosion. Information describing topography typically encompasses surface elevations, slope, and 
physiographic features (i.e., mountains, ravines, or depressions). 

Site-specific geological resources typically consist of surface and subsurface materials and their inherent 
properties. Principal factors influencing the ability of geological resources to support structural 
development are seismic properties (i.e., potential for subsurface shifting, faulting, or crustal disturbance), 
topography, and soil stability. Soils are the unconsolidated materials overlying bedrock or other parent 
material. They develop from weathering processes on mineral and organic materials and are typically 
described in terms of their landscape position, slope, and physical and chemical characteristics. Soil types 
differ in structure, elasticity, strength, shrink-swell potential, drainage characteristics, and erosion 
potential, which can affect their ability to support certain applications or uses. In appropriate cases, soil 
properties must be examined for compatibility with particular construction activities or types ofland use. 

Prime and unique farmland is protected under the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981. Prime 
farmland is defined as land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for 
producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops, and is also available for these uses. Unique 
farmland is defined as land other than prime farmland that is used for the production of specific high
value food and fiber crops. It has the special combination of soil quality, location, growing season, and 
moisture supply needed to economically produce sustained high quality or high yields of a specific crop 
when treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods. Soil qualities, growing season, and 
moisture supply are needed for well-managed soil to produce a sustained high yield of crops in an 
economic manner. The land could be cropland, pasture, rangeland, or other land, but not urban built-up 
land or water. The intent of the FPPA is to minimize the extent that Federal programs contribute to the 
unnecessary conversion of farmland to nonagricultural uses. The FPPA also ensures that Federal 
programs are administered in a manner that, to the extent practicable, will be compatible with private, 
state, and local government programs and policies to protect farmland. 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) is responsible for overseeing compliance with the 
FPPA and has developed the rules and regulations for implementation of the FPPA (7 CFR Part 658). 
The FPP A applies to activities on prime and unique farmland, as well as farmland of statewide and local 
importance (see 7 CFR Part 658, July 5, 1984). Determination of whether an area is considered prime or 
unique farmland and potential impacts associated with a project is based on preparation of the Farmland 
Conversion Impact Rating Form AD-1006 for areas where prime farmland soils occur and by applying 
criteria established at Section 658.5 of the FPPA (7 CFR Part 658). 

3.4.2 Existing Conditions 

Physiography and Topography. Fort Meade is in the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province, 
characterized by relatively flat topography that gently slopes towards the east. The lowest elevation on 
the installation is less than 100 feet above mean sea level (amsl) in the southwestern comer along Little 
Patuxent River. The highest elevation is recorded at 300 feet amsl in the northwestern comer of the 
installation. Minor variation in microtopography occurs throughout Fort Meade and is attributable to 
disturbance caused by development (USACE 2005). 

Geology. The geologic history of the eastern United States is characterized by mountain-building 
processes and the cyclical opening and closing of a proto-Atlantic Ocean (USGS 2000). During the 
mountain building event called the Alleghenian Orogeny, shallow water marine sediments were uplifted, 
forming the Blue Ridge-South Mountain anticlinorium. During the Cenozoic Era (1.65 million years 
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before present to recent), the Blue Ridge-South Mountain anticlinorium began to erode, depositing 
Atlantic Coastal Plain sediments. Unconsolidated sand, clay, and silt compose the Atlantic Coastal Plain 
physiographic province. These sediments thicken towards the southeast, forming a wedge. Precambrian 
crystalline rocks underlie the sediments, and are exposed along the boundary between the Coastal Plain 
and Piedmont provinces several miles to the west of the installation. Slopes at Fort Meade are generally 
less than 10 percent grade (USACE 2007). Sediments underlying Fort Meade include interbedded, poorly 
sorted sand and gravel deposits up to 90 feet thick from the Pleistocene Epoch (100,000 to 1.65 million 
years before present); and the Patapsco Formation (0 to 400 feet thick), the Arundel Clay (0 to 100 feet 
thick), and the Patuxent Formation (0 to 250 feet thick) of the Potomac Group, which were deposited 
during the Cretaceous period (138 to 63 million years before present) (USACE 2004, MGS 2000). 
Metamorphic Precambrian bedrock underlies the Patuxent Formation at a depth of 600 feet amsl (USACE 
2005). The Arundel Clay is the confining layer between the Lower Patapsco Aquifer and the Patuxent 
Aquifer, in the Patapsco and Patuxent Formations, respectively. This clay is composed of red, gray, and 
brown grains with some ironstone nodules and plant fragments. Streams and wetlands are underlain by 
alluvium such as interbedded sand, silt, and clay with minor gravel inclusions. See Section 3.5 for a 
discussion on hydrology. 

Soils. Thirty-nine distinct soil series are mapped at Fort Meade, but the primary soil series is the 
Evesboro complex. The Evesboro complex composes 42 percent of the installation and is a deep, well- to 
excessively drained sandy loam, which has only been slightly modified from the geologic parent material 
(U.S. Army 2007). Soils classified as Urban Land have also been mapped at Fort Meade. This 
classification describes soil that has been modified and disturbed by earth-moving equipment. Soil 
surrounding pavement and buildings is classified as Urban Land. 

Urban Land, the Downer-Hammonton Urban Land Complex, Falsington sandy loam, Chillum loam, and 
the Evesboro and Galestown complex have been mapped at Sites 1 through 10 (NRCS 2008). About 90 
percent of Sites 1 through 10 is mapped as Urban Land or the Downer-Hammonton Urban Land 
Complex; both have been previously disturbed. The Urban Land mapping unit has a slope of ° to 5 
percent. The Downer-Hammonton Urban Land Complex has a slope of 0 to 5 percent and is well
drained. Evesboro and Galestown complex soils are only present in approximately 10 percent of Site 10. 
The Evesboro and Galestown complex is mapped in the northeastern comer of Site 10. The mapping unit 
consists of sandy soils that are excessively drained and occur on slopes of 5 to 10 percent. Site 4 is the 
only site devoid of disturbed soils; the Chillum loam and Falsington sandy loam have been mapped at Site 
4. The Chillum loam is well-drained and the Falsington sandy loam is poorly drained. Both the Chillum 
and the Falsington soils mapped on Site 4 occur on slopes of less than 6 percent. 

3.5 Water Resources 

3.5.1 Definition of the Resource 

Groundwater. Groundwater consists of subsurface hydrologic resources. It is an essential resource that 
functions to recharge surface water and is used for drinking, irrigation, and industrial processes. 
Groundwater typically can be described in terms of depth from the surface, aquifer or well capacity, water 
quality, recharge rate, and surrounding geologic formations. 

Hydrology, Surface Water, and Waters of the United States. Hydrology consists of the redistribution of 
water through the processes of evapotranspiration, surface runoff, and subsurface flow. Hydrology results 
primarily from temperature and total precipitation that determine evapotranspiration rates, topography 
that determines rate and direction of surface flow, and soil properties that determine rate of subsurface 
flow and recharge to the groundwater reservoir. 
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Surface water resources generally consist of wetlands, lakes, rivers, and streams. Surface water is 
important for its contributions to the economic, ecological, recreational, and human health of a 
community or locale. . 

Waters of the United States are defined within the Clean Water Act (CWA), as amended, and jurisdiction 
is addressed by the USEPA and the USACE. These agencies assert jurisdiction over (1) traditional 
navigable waters, (2) wetlands adjacent to navigable waters, (3) nonnavigable tributaries of traditional 
navigable waters that are relatively permanent where the tributaries typically flow year-round or have 
continuous flow at least seasonally (e.g., typically 3 months), and (4) wetlands that directly abut such 
tributaries. 

A water body can be deemed impaired if water quality analyses conclude that exceedances of water 
quality standards, established by the CW A, occur. The CW A requires that Maryland establish a Section 
303(d) list to identify impaired waters and establish Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for the source 
causing the impairment. A TMDL is the maximum amount of a substance that can be assimilated by a 
water body without causing impairment. 

Maryland's Coastal Zone Management Program (CZMP) is in effect for Fort Meade. MOE regulates 
activities proposed within Maryland's Coastal Management Zone through Federal consistency 
requirements. For activities impacting coastal and marine resources such as wetlands, a Coastal Zone 
Consistency Determination is issued as part of Maryland's environmental permitting process. Tributaries 
running through Fort Meade eventually empty into the Chesapeake Bay and therefore are applicable for 
protection under CZMP. 

Wetlands have been defined by agencies responsible for their management. The term "wetland" used 
herein, is defined using USACE conventions. The USACE has jurisdiction to protect wetlands under 
Section 404 of the CW A using the following definition: 

... areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and 
duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions (33 CFR 
328.3[b]). Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas. 
Wetlands have three diagnostic characteristics that include: (1) over 50 percent of the 
dominant species present must be classified as obligate, facultative wetland, or 
facultative, (2) the soils must be classified as hydric, and (3) the area is either 
permanently or seasonally inundated, or saturated to the surface at some time during the 
growing season of the prevalent vegetation (USACE 1987). 

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires that Federal agencies provide leadership and take actions to 
minimize or avoid the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the 
natural and beneficial values of wetlands. Federal agencies are to avoid new construction in wetlands, 
unless the agency finds there is no practicable alternative to construction in the wetland, and the proposed 
construction incorporates all possible measures to limit harm to the wetland. 

MOE is the state agency largely responsible for administering Maryland's environmental laws, 
regulations, and environmental permits related to wetlands, water withdrawal, discharges, storm water, 
and water and sewage treatment. The mission of the MOE is to protect the state's air, land, and water 
from pollution and to provide for the health and safety of its citizens through a cleaner environment 
(MOE undated). 
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Freshwater wetlands in Maryland are protected by the Nontidal Wetlands Protection Program, which sets 
a state goal of no overall net-loss of nontidal wetlands acreage and functions. Activities in nontidal 
wetlands require a nontidal wetland permit or a letter of exemption, unless the activity is exempt by 
regulation. Any activity that involves excavating, filling, changing drainage patterns, disturbing the water 
level or water table, or grading and removing vegetation in a nontidal wetland or within a 25-foot buffer 
requires a permit from the MDE's Water Management Administration (MDE undated). 

Floodplains. Floodplains are areas of low-level ground present along rivers, stream channels, or coastal 
waters. The living and nonliving parts of natural floodplains interact with each other to create dynamic 
systems in which each component helps to maintain the characteristics of the environment that supports it. 
Floodplain ecosystem functions include natural moderation of floods, flood storage and conveyance, 
groundwater recharge, nutrient cycling, water quality maintenance, and a diversity of plants and animals. 
Floodplains provide a broad area to spread out and temporarily store floodwaters. This reduces flood 
peaks and velocities and the potential for erosion. In their natural vegetated state, floodplains slow the 
rate at which the incoming overland flow reaches the main water body (FEMA 1986). 

Floodplains are subject to periodic or infrequent inundation due to rain or melting snow. Risk of flooding 
typically hinges on local topography, the frequency of precipitation events, and the size of the watershed 
above the floodplain. Flood potential is evaluated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA), which defines the 100-year floodplain. The 100-year floodplain is the area that has a 1 percent 
chance of inundation by a flood event in a given year. Certain facilities inherently pose too great a risk to 
be in either the 100- or 500-year floodplain, such as hospitals, schools, or storage buildings for 
irreplaceable records. Federal, state, and local regulations often limit floodplain development to passive 
uses, such as recreational and preservation activities, to reduce the risks to human health and safety. 

3.5.2 Existing Conditions 

Groundwater. Three aquifers underlie Fort Meade. Flowing to the south-southeast these aquifers are the 
Upper Patapsco, Lower Patapsco, and the Patuxent. The aquifers are composed of unconsolidated silt, 
sand, and gravel. The Upper Patapsco Aquifer is unconfined and considered to be the water table aquifer. 
The confining layer between the Upper and Lower Patapsco aquifers is composed of unnamed silts and 
clays ofthe upper Chesapeake Formation (Klohe and Kay 2007). The Arundel Clay is the confining layer 
between the Lower Patapsco Aquifer and the Patuxent Aquifer. The Patuxent Aquifer is confined above 
by the Arundel Clay and below by crystalline bedrock of the Baltimore Mafic Complex. The Patuxent 
Aquifer is 200 to 400 feet thick and is the deepest of the three aquifers (U.S. Army 2007). 

Drinking water for the installation is provided by six groundwater wells installed in the Patuxent Aquifer 
in the southern portion of Fort Meade. Well yield is dependent upon the thickness and permeability of 
sediments. Where strata are thick and permeable, well fields can produce up to a million gallons per day 
(mgd) of water (U.S. Army 2007). Average depth to groundwater in the six wells ranges from 80 to 120 
feet below ground surface (INSCOM 2007). Fort Meade averages about 3.3 mgd withdrawn from wells. 

Various VOCs, pesticides, and explosive compounds have been detected at Fort Meade in groundwater 
from the Upper and Lower Patapsco aquifers (U.S. Army 2007). 

Hydrology, Surface Water, and Waters of the United States. Fort Meade is primarily within the Little 
Patuxent River Watershed of the Patuxent River Basin, which drains 65,947 acres. The northeastern 
portion of the installation is within the Severn Run Watershed. The Little Patuxent River originates north 
of MD-70 in Howard County, Maryland, flowing through the City of Columbia and crossing MD-32 
where the Middle Patuxent River joins the Little Patuxent River at the Town of Savage. The Little 
Patuxent River flows through the southwestern comer of Fort Meade, and is 49 to 75 feet wide and 2 to 
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8 feet deep (U.S. Anny 2007). The velocity of the Little Patuxent River slows at Fort Meade, allowing 
fonnation of riffles and pools. The Little Patuxent River flows through Fort Meade before emptying into 
the Chesapeake Bay. 

Approximately 38,027 linear feet of perennial streams and many intennittent streams are present at Fort 
Meade, with the main streams flowing to the south and southwest (U.S. Anny 2007, INSCOM 2007). 
Figure 3.5·1 shows the water bodies that occur on Fort Meade. The three tributaries on Fort Meade to 
the Little Patuxent River are Midway Branch, Franklin Branch, and an unnamed branch composed of two 
smaller branches. Midway Branch flows to the south through the central section of Fort Meade, draining 
approximately 1,461 acres of the central and western portions of the installation. Franklin Branch flows 
intennittently to the south in the eastern portion of the installation, draining 1,176 acres of Fort Meade 
(U.S. Anny 2007). Midway Branch and Franklin Branch converge at the southern boundary of the 
installation, fonning Rogue Harbor Branch, which flows into Lake Allen beyond the installation 
boundaries. The unnamed branch is the southernmost branch of the Little Patuxent River at Fort Meade. 
The Chesapeake Bay, the largest estuary in the United States, lies approximately 12 miles east of the 
installation. 

In addition, several smaller water bodies exist on the installation (see Figure 3.5-1). A small pond is 
located along the installation's eastern boundary at the end of 20th Street, and another small pond is 
adjacent to Range Road in the southeastern comer of Fort Meade. Kelly Pool is an 8.0-acre man-made 
reservoir in the southeastern portion of the installation that is also used for outdoor activities (USACE 
2007). Lake Allen, in eastern Fort Meade, is a 19.7-acre man-made lake used for stonn water 
management, flood control, and some recreation (INSCOM 2007). Numerous swales, ditches, streams, 
and brooks also traverse Fort Meade, and flow into Kelly Pool, Lake Allen, or the Little Patuxent River. 

Figure 3.5-2 shows the surface water bodies in the vicinity of the alternative location and parking garage 
sites. Site I is adjacent to a pennanently flooded stonn water pond, which is near the northwestern comer 
of the site. An unnamed perennial stream flows along the southeastern boundary of Site 4 and the forest 
stand; this stream also flows past the southern boundary of Site 3 and continues on to the southwest 
(DOD 1995). There is a palustrine-forested wetland bordering the southeastern edge of Site 9 and the 
southwestern comer of Site 10. There is also a wetland along the banks of the Little Patuxent River, more 
than 1 ,500 feet to the southwest of Site 8. No surface water features are near Sites 2, 5, 7, or 8. 

A fonnal delineation of wetlands and waters of the United States was conducted on December 2,2008, on 
Site 4 and along the unnamed perennial stream between the upstream end of the pennanently flooded 
stonn water pond near the northwestern comer of Site 1 and the existing stream crossing and entrance 
from Canine Road to the parking lot associated with Site 3. In addition, any wetlands in proximity to the 
existing staging and equipment storage area adjacent to the northeastern comer of Site 4 were also 
delineated. All wetlands and other waters of the United States within the study area were delineated. 
Detennination of the extent of jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the United States in the 
assessment areas was based on the application of protocols and procedures established in the USACE 
Wetlands Delineation Manual, Technical Report Y-87-1 (USACE 1987). 

Two wetlands or waters of the United States were identified and delineated within the assessment area. 
Figure 3.5 .. 3 shows the locations and boundaries of the delineated areas. Wetland-! includes the 
permanently flooded open water stonn water pond adjacent to the northeast comer of Site 4 and the 
unnamed perennial stream that flows to the southwest just outside of the southeastern boundary of Site 4. 
The stonn water pond component of Wetland-l encompasses 0.639 acres and the stream component 
includes 0.303 acres within the assessment area. The stonn water pond is characterized by an excavated 
open water pond bordered by abrupt steep banks. The pond receives flows from a culvert at its 
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Figure 3.5-1. Surface Water Bodies and Wetlands on Fort Meade 

DOD, Fort Meade, Mary/and January 2009 

3-20 



Final EIS for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

Surface Water 

Water Bodies 

Wetlands 

Feet .. .. 
0 250 500 

Scale 

Source of Aeriat Photography: NAIP 2007; Location Alternatives: e2M Inc 2007; Water and Wetland Features: Fort Meade 2007 

Figure 3.5-2. Surface Water Bodies and Wetlands in Vidnity 
of Facility and Parking Alternative Sites 

DOD, Fort Meade, Maryland 

3-21 

N 

1,000 A 

January 2009 



Final EIS for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

Source of Aerial Photography: NAIP 2007; Location Alternatives: 82M Inc 2007, Wetland Boundary Areas: 82M Inc 2008. 
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northeastern end and discharges to the stream component of Wetland-l at its southwestern comer. Minor 
emergent vegetation characterized primarily by soft rush (Juncus effuses) occurs in the northeastern end 
of the pond adjacent to the inlet culvert. Vegetation on the banks of the pond is characterized by sweet 
gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), black cherry (Prunus serotina), and river birch (Betula nigra). 

The stream component of Wetland-l between the storm water pond and the parking lot associated with 
Site 3 is characterized by steep banks and flows through minor meanders in forested habitat. Vegetation 
occurring on the banks of the stream in this section of Wetland-l is characterized by sweet gum, tulip 
poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera), pin oak (Quercus paiustris), and black cherry, with southern arrow
wood (Viburnum dentatum), green briar (Smilax rotundifolia), and Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera 
japonica) characterizing the understory. The stream adjacent to Site 3 downstream to the crossing at the 
entrance from Canine Road has been channelized and its banks have been armored with riprap. The 
channel has been straightened and is narrow with steep banks. Vegetation adjacent to the banks along this 
section of Wetland-l is characterized by mowed and maintain lawn, with a few garden plots, and 
scattered landscape trees characterized by pin oak, river birch, and willow oak (Quercus phellos). The 
stream associated with Wetland-l continues to flow outside of the assessment area under the entrance 
road to the parking lot, then to the southwest and under Route 32 before emptying into the Little Patuxent 
River. 

Wetland-2 is a small disturbed 0.018-acre isolated emergent wetland habitat adjacent to and outside of the 
southwestern boundary of Site 4. The small emergent habitat is on the southeastern edge of a gravel
surfaced equipment and road supply storage area and has been impacted by past land disturbance 
activities. Vegetation occurring within Wetland-2 is characterized by soft rush, Frank's sedge (Carex 
frankii), false nettle (Boehmeria cylindrica), and mint (Mentha sp). The emergent wetland is bordered by 
forested habitat characterized by sweet gum, Virginia pine (Pinus virginiana), pin oak, and southern red 
oak (Quercus falcata). A Draft Wetland and Waters of the United States Delineation Report has been 
prepared for the area delineated on December 2, 2008, and will be submitted to the USACE Baltimore 
District as an application for a Jurisdictional Determination. 

Fort Meade uses an Advanced Wastewater Treatment Plant that discharges waste to the Little Patuxent 
River under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit number MD0021717, 
State Discharge Permit No. 97-DP-2533 (U.S. Army 2007). 

Floodplains. According to the May 2, 1983, FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map Panel No. 2400080010C 
for Anne Arundel County, Maryland, all of the NSA campus is classified as zone C, meaning it is located 
in areas of minimal flooding outside of the lOO-year floodplain (FEMA 1983). 

3.6 Biological Resources 

3.6.1 Definition of the Resource 

Biological resources include native or naturalized plants and animals and the habitats (e.g., wetlands, 
forests, and grasslands) in which they exist. Protected and sensitive biological resources include federally 
listed (endangered or threatened), proposed, and candidate species, and designated or proposed critical 
habitat; species of concern managed under Conservation Agreements or Management Plans; and state
listed species. 

Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. § 1536), an "endangered species" is defined as any 
species in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A "threatened species" 
is defined as any species likely to become an endangered species in the foreseeable future. Although 
candidate species receive no statutory protection under the ESA, the USFWS advises government 
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agencies, industry, and the public that these species are at risk and might warrant protection under the 
ESA in the future. 

MDE is the state agency largely responsible for administering Maryland's environmental laws, 
regulations, and environmental permits related to wetlands, water withdrawal, discharges, storm water, 
and water and sewage treatment. The mission of the MDE is to protect the state's air, land, and water 
from pollution and to provide for the health and safety of its citizens through a cleaner environment 
(MDE undated). 

The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (Natural Resources Article Section 5-1601 through 5-1613) is in 
effect for Fort Meade and the NSA complex. The main purpose of the Forest Conservation Act is to 
minimize the loss of Maryland's forest resources during land development by making the identification 
and protection of forests and other sensitive areas an integral part of the site planning process. Of primary 
interest are areas adjacent to streams or wetlands, those on steep or erodible soils or those within or 
adjacent to large contiguous blocks of forest or wildlife corridors (MDNR undated). 

Although the Maryland Department of Natural Resources, Forest Service administers the Forest 
Conservation Act, it is implemented on a local level. Gaining approval of the required Forest 
Conservation Plan (development of more than 1 acre) can necessitate long-term protection of included 
priority areas or planting/replanting a sensitive area offsite. Any activity requiring an application for a 
subdivision, grading permit, or sediment control permit on areas that are 40,000 fe or greater is subject to 
the Forest Conservation Act and requires a Forest Conservation Plan and a Forest Stand Delineation 
prepared by a licensed forester, licensed landscape architect, or other qualified professional (MDNR 
undated). 

3.6.2 Existing Conditions 

Vegetation. Vegetative cover types on the NSA campus include mowed lawn, primarily composed of 
bluegrasses (Poa spp.), fescues (Festuca spp.), and crabgrasses (Digitaria spp.), and isolated blocks of 
forest dominated by oaks (Quercus spp.), Virginia pine (Pinus virginiana), and sweetgum (Liquidambar 
styraciflua) (U.S. Army 2007). 

Sites 1, 2, 3, and 9 are parking lots containing little vegetation. Vegetation occurring on these parking 
sites includes young landscape trees composed of red maple (Acer rubrum) and honey locust (Gleditsia 
triacanthos). Site 1 is adjacent to a permanently flooded storm water pond. The vegetation surrounding 
this pond includes sweetgum, pin oak (Quercus paiustris), red maple, and black willow (Salix nigra). 

Site 4 is within a Forest Conservation Area (DOD 1995). The canopy is dominated by Virginia pine 
trees. Other species include sweetgum, red maple, sugar maple, sassafras (Sassa/ras albidum), pin oak, 
American holly (Ilex opaca), and choke cherry (Prunus virginiana). The understory is not very dense and 
is dominated by blueberry (Vaccinium spp.), sweetgum, choke cherry, Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera 
japonica), Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinque/olia), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), and 
common greenbrier (Smilax rotundifolia). Sites 1 and 3 border this Forest Conservation Area. 

Site 5 is the location of seven generator sets within an enclosed utility yard. Vegetation includes mowed 
maintained lawn and a few Virginia pine trees. There is a vegetation buffer containing southern red oak 
(Quercus/alcata), red maple, and sweetgum bordering the north side of this site. 

Site 6 contains hardwood forest dominated by willow oak (Quercus phellos) and southern red oak with 
Virginia pine occurring as a codominant. The understory coverage is sparse and characterized primarily 
by greenbriar with some blueberry and blackberry (Rubus sp.) present. Other species found on Site 6 
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include American beech (Fagus grandifolia), sweetgum, mockernut hickory (Carya tomentosa), loblolly 
pine (Pinus taeda), and black cherry (Prunus serotina) (USACE 1987). 

Site 7 is the location of the former motor pool. Site 8 is the location of the existing boiler facility and is 
within an enclosed utility yard. Both Sites 7 and 8 contain some maintained lawn. Site lOis a developed 
site with existing parking space. Vegetation on this site consists of a few young landscape trees 
composed of honey locust and pin oak. The remaining vegetation consists of maintained lawn. 

There is a palustrine-forested wetland bordering Site 9 and Site 10. Dominant vegetation in this wetland 
includes red maple and sycamore (Platanus occidentalis). Other species found on this site consist of 
greenbriar, switchgrass (Panicum virginium), elderberry (Sambucus nigra), box elder (Acer negundo), 
Virginia creeper, sweet gum, English ivy (Hedera helix), multiflora rose (Rosa multijlora), and Japanese 
honeysuckle. 

Wildlife. Wildlife species found on the campus are typical of those found in urban-suburban areas. 
Mammalian species found on the campus include white-tail deer (Odocoileus virginianus) and 
groundhogs (Marmota monax), particularly near the Little Patuxent River. Other mammals include gray 
squirrel (Seiurus carolinensis), raccoon (Procyon lotor), opossum (Didelphis virginiana), eastern 
chipmUnk (Tamias striatus), field mouse and vole (Microtus sp.), mole (Sealopus aquaticus), and fox 
(Vulpes vulpes) (U.S. Army 2007). 

Avian species common to the campus include species that have adapted to an urban-suburban habitat, 
such as American robin (Turdus migratorius), catbird (Dumetella carolinensis), mockingbird (Mimus 
polyglyottos), Carolina chickadee (Poecile carolinensis), Carolina wren (Thryothorus ludovicianus), 
house wren (Troglodytes aedon), downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), common flicker (Colaptes 
auratus), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), rock dove (Columba 
livia), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and song sparrow (Melospiza melodia) (USACE 2007). 

Sites 4 and 6 would be expected to support more wildlife than the remaining sites. Deer browse 
indications were observed in both of these sites and in the forested wetland next to Sites 9 and 10. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. Except for occasional transient individuals, no federally listed or 
proposed endangered or threatened species are known to occur on any of the sites. No legally state 
protected species are known to occur on any of the sites. 

A species survey of 70-acre northwestern extension of the NSA exclusive use area and the 580-acre NSA 
secure area was conducted in 2002. The only species of concern noted during this survey was the state 
rare mud salamander (Pseudotriton montanus) found along the west-central boundary of the 70-acre 
northwestern extension (U.S. Army 2007). 

As of September 2005, there have been no federally listed rare, threatened, or endangered species found 
on Fort Meade (U.S. Army 2007). However, Fort Meade does contain five Maryland species of concern: 

• Glassy darter (Etheostoma vitreum) - Maryland Threatened 
• Downy bushclover (Lespedeza stueve;) - Maryland Watchlist 
• Pubescent sedge (Carex hirtifolia) - Maryland Watchlist 
• Purple chokeberry (Aronia prunijloia) - Maryland Watchlist 
• Roughish panicgrass (Panicum leucothrix) - Maryland status uncertain. 
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3.7 Cultural Resources 

3.7.1 Definition of the Resource 

Cultural resources can include prehistoric and historic sites, structures, districts, or any other physical 
evidence of human activity considered important to a culture, a subculture, or a community for scientific, 
traditional, religious, or any other reason. Depending on their condition and use, such resources can 
provide insight into living conditions of previous existing civilizations, or retain cultural and religious 
significance to modem groups, referred to as Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs). 

NEPA instructs Federal agencies to assess the probable impacts of their actions on the "human 
environment" - defined as "the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that 
environment" (40 CFR 1508.1). Procedurally, Federal agencies conducting an analysis of impacts under 
NEP A must examine whether the action is likely to have physical, visual, or other impacts on the 
following: 

• Districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are included in the NRHP, or a state or local 
register of historic places 

• A building or structure that is more than 50 years old 

• A neighborhood or commercial area that might be important in the history or culture of the 
community 

• A neighborhood, industrial, or rural area that might be eligible for the NRHP as a district 

• A known or probable cemetery, through physical alteration or by altering its visual, social, or 
other characteristics 

• A rural landscape that might have cultural or aesthetic value 

• A well-established rural community or rural land use 

• A place of traditional cultural value in the eyes of a Native American group or other community 

• A known archaeological site, or land identified by archaeologists consulted by the General 
Services Administration as having high potential to contain archaeological resources 

• An area identified by archaeologists or a Native American group as having high potential to 
contain Native American cultural items. 

Similarly, under 36 CFR Part 800, the implementing regulations of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) (1966, as amended in 2000), Federal agencies must take into consideration the potential effect of 
an undertaking on "historic properties," which refers to cultural resources listed in, or eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. In order to be determined a "historic property," the resource must meet one or 
more of the criteria established by the NPS, and outlined in 36 CFR 60.4, that make the resource eligible 
for inclusion in, the NRHP. Procedures for the identification, evaluation, and treatment of cultural 
resources are contained in a series of Federal and state laws and regulations and agency guidelines. 
Archaeological, architectural, and Native American resources are also protected by a variety of laws and 
their implementing regulations: the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974, the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, the American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978, 
and the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990. 

As stipulated in 36 CFR 800.8, Section 106 can be coordinated with the requirements of NEPA. 
Preparation of an EA or EIS can be sufficient in fulfilling the required determination of effects for Section 
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106 compliance. Section 106 requires Federal agencies to afford the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP) and other interested parties a reasonable opportunity to comment. 

Typically, cultural resources are subdivided into archaeological resources (prehistoric or historic sites 
where human activity has left physical evidence of that activity but no aboveground structures remain 
standing) or architectural resources (buildings or other structures or groups of structures that are of 
historic or aesthetic significance). Archaeological resources comprise areas where human activity has 
measurably altered the earth or intact deposits of physical remains are found (i.e., prehistoric or historic 
habitation remains). Archaeological resources can also include submerged resources, including resources 
that are submerged as a result of wreck or intentional submersion (e.g., shipwrecks), resources submerged 
as a result of reservoir construction, or resources that have become submerged through sea level rise. 

Architectural resources include standing buildings, bridges, dams, and other structures of historic or 
aesthetic significance. Generally, architectural resources must be more than 50 years old to be considered 
potentially eligible for nomination to the NRHP, as stated in National Register Bulletin 15. More recent 
structures, such as Cold War-era resources, might warrant protection if they are associated with 
exceptionally significant events or persons, represent remains that are so fragile that examples of any ~ind 
are extremely rare, or have the potential to gain significance in the future, as stated in National Register 
Bulletin 22. 

TCPs or sacred sites can include archaeological resources, structures, neighborhoods, prominent 
topographic features, habitats, or areas where particular plants, animals, or minerals exist that Native 
Americans or other cultural groups consider to be essential for the preservation of traditional cultural 
practices, as stated in National Register Bulletin 38. 

To identify cultural resources that could be potentially affected by the Proposed Action, the area within 
which archaeological, architectural, and Native American resources would have the potential to be 
affected must be determined. As defined by 36 CFR 800.l6(d) of Section 106 of the NHPA, the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE) represents the " ... geographic area or areas within which an undertaking could 
cause changes in the character or use of historic properties, if any such exists." In delineating the APE, 
factors taken into account include the elements of the Proposed Action; the existence of buildings, 
vegetation, and terrain with respect to potential visual or audible impacts; and construction activities 
necessary for the Proposed Action. The APE for archaeological resources for the Proposed Action is the 
footprint of the Proposed Action development areas and any linear corridors representing construction of 
infrastructure, such as roads and utilities. The APE for architectural resources includes the viewshed 
surrounding the development areas and linear corridors. Initiation of the Section 106 process was 
implemented with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), which serves as the State Historic Preservation 
Office. 

3.7.2 Existing Conditions 

Cultural Context. Detailed cultural contexts for the vicinity of Fort Meade (inclusive of the NSA-Ieased 
parcel) were developed during preparation of the Fort Meade 1994 Cultural Resources Management Plan 
(CRMP), and in the 2001 and 2006 CRMP updates (McAloon et al. 1994, USACE 2006) and included 
prehistoric contexts, pre-military historic contexts, and military historic contexts. All contexts were 
defined by time ·period. Prehistoric contexts consist of the Paleo-IndianlEarly Archaic Period (11,000-
6,500 B.C.), Middle Archaic Period (6,500-3,000 B.C.), Late Archaic Period (3,000-1,000 B.C.), Early 
Woodland Period (1,000-500 B.C.), Middle Woodland Period (500 B.C-A.D. 900), and Late Woodland 
Period (A.D. 900-1638). Pre-military contexts identified were Euro-American and Contact and 
Settlement Period (1570-1750), Agrarian Intensification ( 1720-1815), Agricultural-Industrial Transition 
(1815-1870), IndustriallUrban Dominance (1870-1930), and the Modem Era (1930-Present). Military 
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contexts were defined as World War I (1917-1918), Inter-War Period (1919-1939), World War II (1940-
1945), and Post World War II Period (1946-Present). 

Archaeological Resources. A site file and literature search was conducted at MHT in Crownsville, 
Maryland. Research included the following: 

• Review of the Laurel, Maryland, 7.5-minute, U.S. Geological Survey topographic quadrangle 
maps on which the MHT records the locations of previous cultural resources surveys and 
identified cultural resources 

• Review of the MHT geographic information system (GIS) for data on the NSA campus 

• Review of previous cultural resources survey reports. 

Review of the topographic quadrangles and the MHT GIS found no previously recorded archaeological 
sites within the boundaries of the NSA campus. One archaeological site (18AN914) was previously 
recorded to the north of the NSA campus outside of Fort Meade and 40 sites have been recorded within 
Fort Meade to the east of the NSA campus. 

The 1994 CRMP for Fort Meade (McAloon et al. 1994) included an archaeological predictive model 
completed for the entire installation, inclusive of the NSA campus. The model was based on the results of 
a pedestrian survey, review of cartographic and archival materials, and limited field testing. Areas of 
previous disturbance were defined through a review of construction plans, map data, and master planning 
documents; the delineation of disturbance areas was then checked through pedestrian reconnaissance and 
vegetation studies (McAloon et al. 1994: Volume 3). In this model, the NSA campus was depicted 
almost entirely as previously disturbed. The exception to this was a narrow strip of land on the 
northwestern edge of the campus that was designated as "Disturbed High Potential" due to its location 
along a channelized stream. This area was not subjected to testing during the 1994 CRMP investigation; 
however, subsequent surveys conducted by R. Christopher Goodwin Associates, Inc., and Hunter 
Research, Inc., included testing of this area (Homum et al. 1995, Hunter 1998). 

The 1995 survey included four auger tests placed within two open areas along the northwestern boundary 
of the NSA campus. Most of this area is occupied by parking lots. Auger tests placed in the northeastern 
portion of the survey area encountered fill to a depth of 40 centimeters below ground surface. Tests in the 
northwestern portion of the survey area encountered intact soils, with profiles showing a gradual change 
from brown sandy loam to yellow brown loamy sand to a strong brown sandy clay loam (Hornum et al. 
1995). This latter area was recommended for further testing. 

In 1998, a supplementary survey of 19 parcels at Fort Meade included a follow-up investigation of the 
area tested in 1995 (Hunter 1998). Thirteen shovel tests were placed in a 3.3-acre area immediately 
adjacent to the northwestern comer of the NSA campus (Hunter 1998: Figures 3.1 and 3.5). Soils were 
found to be mostly fill with some shovel tests containing large quantities of gravel and cobbles. No 
cultural materials were recovered and no further testing was recommended. 

Additional archival research was conducted for one of the sites (Site 6) to ascertain whether the location 
could have been associated in some way with Fort Meade's Prisoner-of-War (POW) camp. The 
cartographic section of the National Archives and Records Administration (NARA), College Park, 
Maryland, was searched to identify any other aerial images or maps on file for Fort Meade. The NARA 
has 1938 and 1952 aerials and also a partial aerial survey of Anne Arundel County completed by the Soil 
Conservation Survey in 1943. However, the index contained insufficient information to indicate whether 
the 1943 survey included Fort Meade since surveys not commissioned by military entities during that 
time period often did not include military installations for security reasons. The inventory of maps for 
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Fort Meade includes a number of construction plans from the 1917 to 1921 time frame, a road network 
map from 1940 to 1942, and a more recent plan from 1978. The following from Record Group 389 
(Records of the Provost Master General's Office), Entries 457 and 461, were reviewed at the NARA: 
construction records, administrative records, inspection and labor reports, detention rosters, and the 
Master file of POW grave locations. 

The POW compound at Fort Meade was situated in the rough rectangle formed by Dutt Road and 
Broadfoot Road on the south, Zimborski A venue on the west, York A venue on the east, and Simonds 
Street on the north in the south-central section of the installation (south of the golf course). The POWs 
lived in hutments previously used to intern civilian aliens. None of the inspection reports mention burial 
of POWs or activities in the location currently occupied by the NSA. The POW Grave Location Master 
file accounts for all POWs that died while at Fort Meade and notes their locations within the Fort Meade 
POW cemetery. There is no evidence tying the tree-covered Site 6 location in the NSA complex to the 
Fort Meade POW camp. 

Given the 1994 predictive model and the subsequent testing that provided negative results and identified 
extensive disturbance, no further archaeological investigation should be required for the NSA campus. It 
should be noted that the MHT does not retain official correspondence in their files for more than a decade 
and has disposed of any correspondence concerning the predictive model presented in the 1994 CRMP 
and the subsequent testing investigations. 

Historic Buildings and Structures. Review of the topographic quadrangles and the MHT GIS found no 
previously recorded architectural resources within the boundaries of the NSA campus since no 
architectural surveys have been completed within the NSA campus. All architectural investigations have 
been completed for nearby Fort Meade, and the two eligible architectural resources, the Fort Meade 
Historic District and the Water Treatment Plant (Building 8868), are situated well east of the NSA 
campus and would not be impacted. 

The nearby BW Parkway is managed by NPS from the Washington, D.C., boundary to Fort Meade. The 
BW Parkway was listed on the NRHP in 1990, and the nomination recognized the flanking buffer of 
natural forests and other scenic features such as bridges and culverts as contributing elements to the BW 
Parkway's historical significance. The NPS expressed an interest during the scoping period for this EIS 
in the effect of the undertaking on this historic property from both an environmental and cultural 
standpoint (Syphax 2008, see Appendix B). 

Traditional Cultural Properties. To date, no TCPs have been identified in relation to the NSA campus. 
There are currently no federally recognized Native American tribes in Maryland. 

3.8 Infrastructure 

3.8.1 Definition of the Resource 

Infrastructure consists of systems and physical structures that enable a population in a specified area to 
function. Infrastructure is wholly human-made, with a high correlation between the type and extent of 
infrastructure and the degree to which an area is characterized as urban or developed. The availability of 
infrastructure and its capacity to support growth are generally regarded as essential to the economic 
growth of an area. The infrastructure components to be discussed in this section include electrical power, 
natural gas, liquid fuel. heating and cooling, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater, and solid waste 
management (i.e., nonhazardous waste). 

DOD, Fort Meade, Maryland January 2009 

3-29 



Final E/S for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

Communication systems are frequently considered in an infrastructure analysis. This Proposed Action 
would not be expected to increase or decrease communications demands or provide upgrades to any 
communications systems. Therefore, communications systems were not analyzed in detail. Furthermore, 
this section has been prepared to protect sensitive information pertaining to infrastructure systems and 
only discusses those points considered directly relative to this Proposed Action. 

3.8.2 Existing Conditions 

Electrical Power. BGE is the primary power supplier at Fort Meade. In the event of a power outage, 
electrical power is supplied by onsite generators at the NSA campus. DOD currently operates a South 
Utility Plant, which includes a South Electrical Substation, switchgear, and emergency generators. 
Replacement of the South Electrical Substation was recently analyzed in a separate EA (DOD 2007). The 
proposed construction and operation of additional generators and the additional plant are part of the 
utilities upgrade that is the subject of this EIS. 

Natural Gas. Natural gas is supplied by BGE to the Defense Energy Support Center, a DOD agency, 
which in turn provides it to Fort Meade. Natural gas is supplied via high pressure (i.e., 100 pounds per 
square inch gauge) mains owned by BGE. The extensive natural gas distribution system includes BGE 
and government-owned systems that loop the entire installation. Most buildings are within a few hundred 
feet of an active supply line (USACE 2007, U.S. Army 2005). The natural gas system is in the process of 
being privatized. Natural gas is constrained by the connected meter limitations. BGE distribution mains 
are strategically located throughout the installation (US ACE 2007, U.S. Army 2005). 

Liquid Fuel. NSA operations involving liquid fuel are limited to the use of No. 2 fuel oil for heating and 
diesel fuel for running emergency generators. The NSA also operates truck-mounted fuel tanks 
(i.e., 50 gallons each) for refueling forklifts and other mobile equipment (DOD 2004). 

The currently operating boiler plant used to heat the NSA campus (Site 8) uses two 200,000-gallon No.2 
fuel oil ASTs for steam generation and a 10,000-gallon diesel day tank for an emergency diesel generator. 
The plant also contains a small pump station in a closed pit that houses return lines and fuel lines (DOD 
2001). The two 200,000-gallon ASTs are proposed to be replaced as part of the utilities upgrade that is 
subject to this EIS. 

Site 9 previously included vehicle fueling from underground storage tanks (USTs). The tanks were 
closed in 2000 under supervision from MDE who declared the site free and clear of contamination. The 
tanks were filled in place since they were partially located under the footers for the roof of the vehicle 
canopy and tank removal would have required destruction of the canopy (DOD 2007). 

Heating and Cooling. The NSA campus is heated by steam from dual-fuel natural gas/fuel oil-fired 
boilers. The boiler plant operates continuously. There are four boilers in the central plant, though the 
number in operation depends on the demand and the time of year. These boilers primarily operate on 
natural gas but use No. 2 fuel oil for backup. Contractors service the boiler plant though employees 
monitor the feed and perform daily chemical analysis (DOD 2001). Replacement of these boilers is 
proposed as part of the utilities upgrade subject to this EIS since the plant is old and inefficient. The 
aging boilers are expensive and difficult to maintain as replacement parts become difficult to find. 

There are some individual chillers associated with buildings on the campus, but there is no central chilled 
water distribution system to provide air conditioning. DOD has identified the need for a central chiller 
plant in the future. 
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Water Supply. Potable water is pumped from wells to Fort Meade's water treatment plant, which is in the 
southwestern quadrant of the cantonment area near the intersection of Mapes Road and Obrien Road. The 
water treatment plant provides potable water to the entire installation. NSA receives approximately 
3.4 mgd from the Fort Meade water treatment plant (USACE 2007). The water treatment plant is a 
multimedia filtration plant that contains three aboveground clearwell storage tanks with a combined 
capacity of 2.3 million gallons and seven active water storage tanks with capacities that range from 
200,000 to 600,000 gallons. The water treatment plant was constructed in 1919 and has undergone 
upgrades in 1942, 1956, 1968, 1984, and 1986. The design capacity is 7.2 mgd (USACE 2007). 
Additionally, the NSA campus has two water supply wells and is permitted to withdraw an annual 
average of 18,000 gallons per day (DOD 2001). 

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater. The Fort Meade wastewater treatment plant is a modified activated 
sludge wastewater treatment plant. The wastewater treatment plant has been operating for about 17 years 
and has undergone numerous upgrades since its inception. A capacity analysis conducted in 2002, 
indicated that the current flow to the treatment plant averages 2.2 mgd, which is approximately 50 percent 
of the original design capacity of 4.6 mgd. Similarly, the maximum observed flow was 4.18 mgd 
compared to the maximum design flow of 12.3 mgd. The 2002 wastewater capacity study recommended 
an effective treatment capacity rating of 2.2 mgd (USACE 2007). 

The sanitary sewer collection and pumping system at Fort Meade is composed of 58 miles of piping on 
and around the installation, 55 miles of gravity sewers, 3 miles of force mains, and 9 pumping stations 
(USACE 2007). 

Solid Waste. Fort Meade generates approximately 33.14 tons per day of household, commercial, and 
industrial waste (USACE 2007). Solid waste is ultimately transported by licensed contractor to the King 
George Landfill in King George, Virginia. The King George Landfill has a total capacity of 31.8 million 
tons. In 2000, the landfill had a remaining capacity of approximately 28 million tons. Fort Meade does 
not currently operate a landfill, but there is a closed landfill in the southeastern portion of the installation. 
Numerous other rubblefills and landfills are in the greater Baltimore area. NSA operates its own 
recycling program (USACE 2007). In 2007, more than 6,600 tons of material were recycled with a waste 
diversion rate of 69 percent. 

3.9 Transportation 

3.9.1 Definition of the Resource 

This section describes the existing transportation systems near NSA including on· and off-NSA campus 
roadways and traffic, access control points, and parking conditions on the NSA campus. 

3.9.2 Existing Conditions 

Fort Meade, and therefore NSA, is in western Anne Arundel County, near the eastern border of Howard 
County and the northwestern boundary of Prince George's County. 

Surrounding Road System. NSA can be directly accessed (via secured gates) from MD-32 and the BW 
Parkway. MD-32 borders the southern portion ofthe NSA campus and is classified as a freeway. Within 
the past 5 years, improvements to MD-32 have eliminated traffic signals and provided a roundabout with 
flyover ramps to access Samford Road, and a ramp and underpass to connect the BW Parkway and MD-
32 to Canine Road near the NSA campus. 
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MD-I98, which lies south and west of the NSA campus, terminates at the roundabout south of MD-32 
that leads into Fort Meade at Mapes Road. MD-I98 is primarily a two-lane undivided highway. The BW 
Parkway, to the west of Fort Meade, provides north/south access between Baltimore and Washington, 
D.C. No heavy trucks are permitted on the BW Parkway south ofMD-I75 as this section is owned and 
maintained by the NPS and identified as an historic resource (see discussion in Section 3.7). The BW 
Parkway is a limited-access freeway with two lanes in each direction. North of MD-I75, the BW 
Parkway is designated as MD-295. MD-32 and MD-175 provide access to the major north/south 
BaltimorelWashington D.C. connectors of MD-295, U.S. 1, 1-95, and U.S. 29 to the west, as well as 
providing for east/west travel between Odenton and Columbia in Howard County. 

Access Control Points. Access to Fort Meade is obtained through 12 control points; 8 are open and 
staffed on a regular basis and 4 service the NSA campus (see Table 3.9-1). NSA is its own distinct and 
secure facility within Fort Meade, and access is restricted to authorized personnel from other areas within 
the installation itself. At each control point, security guards check identification and inspect vehicles 
before allowing access into the NSA campus. 

Table 3.9-1. Fort Meade Access Control Points Servicing NSA 

Access Control Point Description Comment 

BWParkway Interchange with gate Restricted entry (authorized personnel only) 

MD-32 and Canine Interchange with gate Public access to Cryptologic Museum (visitor access 
Road to facility) 

MD-32 and Samford Interchange with gate Restricted entry (authorized personnel only) 
Road 

Vehicle Inspection Vehicle inspection Restricted entry (permitted visitor access and 
Facility point prior to entering authorized personnel only) 

campus 

Source: USACE 2007 

NSA Campus Roadways. Routes through Fort Meade to NSA include Mapes Road and Rockenbach 
Road, which extend from MD-175 to the NSA campus. Internal circulation near NSA is provided 
through collector roadways, such as Canine Road, Love Road, and Samford Road. Most roads consist of 
one lane in each direction with signals or stop signs at most intersections. The roadway network is 
generally able to serve the needs and mission of the NSA. Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure 
of the operating conditions of an intersection or other transportation facility. There are six LOSs (A 
through F); LOS A represents the best operating conditions with no congestion, and LOS F is the worst 
with heavy congestion. Roadways and intersections with LOSs E or F would have traffic conditions at or 
above capacity. Traffic patterns would be congested, unstable, and normally unacceptable to individuals 
attempting to access and use roadways and intersections with LOS E or F. All intersections on Fort 
Meade near the NSA campus operate at a LOS A during both morning and evening peak periods (USACE 
2007). There are no route restrictions to any of the roadways adjacent to or providing access to the NSA 
campus currently issued by the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT 2008b). 

Parking. Multiple surface parking areas exist throughout the NSA campus. Access to primary lots is 
provided along Rockenbach Road, Savage Road, and Samford Road. Approximately 112 acres of surface 
parking is available on the NSA campus. Parking spaces fall into one of four groups: 

• "General" spaces available for use by NSA employees or visitors at any time on a first-come, 
first-served basis 
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• "Reserved" spaces whose use is restricted on a 2417 basis to individual senior staff 

• "Handicap" spaces whose use is restricted to NSA employees or visitors whose vehicles display a 
valid disabled license plate or rearview mirror hang tag 

• "NSA Fleet" areas used by government or private trucks, buses, and other maintenance vehicles 
that are not available for use by NSA employees or visitors. 

Existing parking lots, including overflow parking, are at 100 percent capacity most weekdays during 
normal business hours. Ample parking capacity is available during offhours, weekends, and holidays. 

3.10 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

3.10.1 Definition of the Resource 

Hazardous materials are defined by 49 CFR 171.8 as "hazardous substances, hazardous wastes, marine 
pollutants, elevated temperature materials, materials designated as hazardous in the Hazardous Materials 
Table (49 CFR 172.101), and materials that meet the defining criteria for hazard classes and divisions in 
49 CFR Part 173." Transportation of hazardous materials is regulated by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation regulations within Title 49 CFR. 

Hazardous substances are defined by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act (CERCLA) at 42 U.S.C. 9601(14), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act· (SARA), and the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA). The definition of 
hazardous substance includes (1) any substance designated pursuant to 33 U.S.C. l321 (b)(2)(A); (2) any 
element, compound, mixture, solution, or substance designated pursuant to 42 U.S.C. 9602; (3) any 
hazardous waste; (4) any toxic pollutant listed under 33 U.S.C. 1317(a); (5) any hazardous air pollutant 
listed under Section 112 of the CAA (42 U.S.C. 7412); and (6) any imminently hazardous chemical 
substance or mixture with respect to which the Administrator of USEP A has taken action pursuant to 15 
U.S.C.2606. The term hazardous substance does not include petroleum products and natural gas. 

Hazardous wastes are defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) at 42 U.S.C. 
6903(5), as amended by the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments, as "a solid waste, or combination 
of solid wastes, which because of its quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious 
characteristics may (A) cause, or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in 
serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible, illness; or (B) pose a substantial present or potential 
hazard to human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, or disposed of, 
or otherwise managed." Certain types of hazardous wastes are subject to special management provisions 
intended to ease the management burden and facilitate the recycling of such materials. These are called 
universal wastes and their associated regulatory requirements are specified in 40 CFR Part 273. Four 
types of waste are currently covered under the universal waste regulations: hazardous waste batteries, 
hazardous waste pesticides that are either recalled or collected in waste pesticide collection programs, 
hazardous waste thermostats, and hazardous waste lamps. 

Toxic substances are regulated under TSCA (15 U.S.C. 2601 et seq.), which was enacted by Congress to 
give USEPA the ability to track the approximately 75,000 industrial chemicals currently produced or 
imported into the United States. USEP A reviews manufacturer specifications for these chemicals and can 
require reporting or testing of those that might pose an environmental or human-health hazard. USEPA 
can ban the manufacture and import of those chemicals that pose an unreasonable risk. Asbestos and 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are among the chemicals regulated by TSCA. 
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In general, hazardous materials, hazardous substances, and hazardous wastes include elements, 
compounds, mixtures, solutions, and substances whIch, when released into the environment or otherwise 
improperly managed, could present substantial danger to the public health, welfare, or the environment. 
Evaluation of hazardous materials and wastes focuses on USTs; ASTs; and the storage, transport, 
handling, and use of pesticides, herbicides, fuels, solvents, oils, lubricants, asbestos-containing material 
(ACM), and lead-based paint (LBP). Evaluation might also extend to generation, storage, transportation, 
and disposal of hazardous wastes when such activity occurs at or near the project site of a proposed 
action. In addition to being a threat to humans, the improper release of hazardous materials and wastes 
can threaten the health and well-being of wildlife species, botanical habitats, soil systems, and water 
resources. In the event of release of hazardous materials or wastes, the extent of contamination varies 
based on the type of soil, topography, and water resources. 

3.10.2 Existing Conditions 

Hazardous Materials 

The majority of the facilities within the NSA campus use hazardous substances or petroleum products 
during daily operations. Common chemicals used at NSA include various solvents (e.g., acetone, 
isopropyl alcohol, photo-resists), paints, stains, thinners, adhesives, resins, alcohols, acids 
(e.g., hydrochloric, sulfuric, hydrofluoric, nitric, acetic), hydroxides, mercury (bulbs), flammable 
chemicals and corrosives, lead acid batteries, antifreeze, photochemicals, refrigerant gases, and fertilizers. 

The currently operating boiler plant at the NSA campus (Site 8) uses a 10,OOO-gallon diesel day tank and 
two 200,OOO-gallon No.2 fuel oil ASTs. The plant also contains a small pump station in a closed pit that 
houses return lines and fuel lines. Materials used in daily operations include rust inhibitors (toluene and 
xylene), oil, grease, sodium hydroxide, corrosive liquids, sulfites, and water treatment salt crystals. 

Hazardous Wastes 

Several facilities at the NSA currently generate or store hazardous wastes. Nonhazardous waste oil is also 
generated at several facilities at the NSA campus. The NSA facility is regulated under RCRA as a Large 
Quantity Generator (USEPA 2008e). The State of Maryland and USEPA regulate waste-producing 
activities at NSA and all emissions to air, water, or soil are regulated and controlled. Air emissions and 
solid waste activities are regulated by RCRA permits issued by the State of Maryland. These permits 
require monitoring of the waste produced, and limit such wastes in a manner that is protective of the 
environment and public health (ATSDR 1999). 

The current boiler plant at NSA (at Site 8) historically generated hazardous waste from water descaling 
units, which are no longer used at the facility. No evidence of a release in the building or surrounding 
area was observed during a 2001 Building Survey and Contamination Assessment. Hazardous wastes are 
not currently generated, managed, or stored in the building or on its perimeter (DOD 2001). 

All hazardous wastes generated at the NSA campus are containerized and stored in NSA's less than 90-
day hazardous waste storage area prior to off site transportation (DOD 2001). This facility is 
approximately 0.2 miles south of Site 8, which is a parking alternative. All other alternative sites are at 
least 0.3 miles north or greater from this hazardous waste storage area. Hazardous wastes stored in this 
facility include mercury, methyl ethyl ketone, arsenic, gasoline clean-up material, all toxic ("V-listed") 
wastes, and some freons. Additionally, ash from the reclamation furnaces and printed circuit board debris 
are containerized in 55-gallon drums and stored at this facility. All structures used to store hazardous 
wastes are situated on bermed concrete pads and have secondary containment (DOD 2001). Seven 
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shallow (i.e., less than 40 feet deep) groundwater monitoring wells have been installed around the facility 
(i.e., Well Nos. 36, 37, 38, 39, 40, 41, and 42) (DOD 2001). 

Management of Hazardous Materials, Wastes, and Petroleum Products at NSA 

NSA Hazardous Waste Generators Guide. This plan applies to all generators of hazardous wastes on 
NSA and identifies policies, required procedures, and responsibilities for its proper management in 
compliance with all Federal, state, local, and NSA regulations, policies, and directives. In addition, 
contractors and subcontractors that generate hazardous waste while performing work on NSA will comply 
with all Federal, state, and local laws and regulations including all procedures outlined in this plan. 

Contingency Plans. NSA has contingency plans for hazardous waste operations on its campus. 
Contingency plans identify available material and equipment, responsibilities, and procedures to 
minimize hazards to human health and the environment from fire, explosion, or any unplanned sudden or 
nonsudden release of hazardous waste or hazardous constituents to air, soil, or surface water. 
Contingency plans satisfy requirements of COMAR 26.13.05.04, Contingency Plan and Emergency 
Response Procedures, and 40 CFR Part 265.30. COMAR 26.13.05.04 applies to owners and operators of 
all hazardous waste facilities, except as Regulation .01 otherwise provides. The provisions of the plan are 
to be carried out immediately whenever there is a fire, explosion, or release of hazardous waste or 
hazardous waste constituents that could threaten human health or the environment. The plan describes 
arrangements agreed to by local police departments, fire departments, hospitals, contractors, and state and 
local emergency response teams to coordinate emergency services, as well as a description of all 
emergency equipment at the facility. 

Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan. A Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure 
(SPCC) Plan was prepared for the NSA for the purpose of complying with applicable state and Federal 
regulatory requirements and providing facility personnel with a systematic approach for oil spill 
prevention and response. The plan has been prepared in accordance with the regulatory requirements 
promulgated by the USEPA in 40 CFR Part 112, Oil Pollution Prevention, and the State of Maryland 
requirements in COMAR 26.10.01, Oil Pollution. The Federal regulations were promulgated by the 
USEP A under the authority of Section 311 (j) (1) (C) of the CW A, as amended by the Oil Pollution Act of 
1990 (DOD 2004). 

NSA operations involving petroleum products are limited to the storage and use of No. 2 fuel oil for 
heating and diesel for running emergency generators. The NSA facility also operates truck-mounted fuel 

, tanks (50 gallons each) for refueling forklifts and other mobile equipment. All ASTs are provided with 
adequate secondary containment (either berms or double-walled construction), which should contain any 
oil spilled as a result of tank ruptures or leaks. Tank loading/unloading procedures are designed to 
minimize the probability and impacts of spills. Aboveground bulk storage tanks, pipes, and 
appurtenances are subject to integrity testing following the installation date of equipment and periodically 
thereafter within intervals of no longer than 10 years. The outside of tanks and containers, pumps, pipes, 
and piping appurtenances are visually inspected daily by operating personnel for signs of deterioration, 
leaks, or accumulation of petroleum inside and outside diked areas. Portable oil tanks and other storage 
containers, such as 55-gallon drums, are located in areas to prevent spilled oils from reaching U.S. waters 
and should have secondary containment (DOD 2004). 

All USTs comply with the 1998 UST standards, including corrosion protection and leak detection. All 
pipe supports are properly designed to minimize abrasion and corrosion and to allow for expansion and 
contraction. All aboveground pipes, valves, and appurtenances are examined daily to assess their 
condition. Visible oil leaks from ASTs and USTs are promptly corrected and the contaminant residue is 
removed within 72 hours of discovery for disposal (OOD 2004). 
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Previous Releases of Hazardous Materials and Petroleum Products 

Fort Meade is listed on the National Priorities List (NPL) of hazardous waste sites as of July 28, 1998, 
primarily due to contaminated groundwater discovered under the post and in the vicinity. Soil 
contamination has also been documented. Wastes stored at and disposed of in the contaminated areas 
were generated from operations at the Fort Meade facility, including municipal and domestic wastes, 
pesticides, solvents, PCBs, inert material, waste petroleum, oil, and lubricant products. Hazardous 
substances detected in the sampled areas include VOCs, semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), 
metals, pesticides, and PCBs. There is also a concern regarding UXO in former Fort Meade artillery 
impact areas on the adjacent Patuxent Wildlife Research Center to the south of Fort Meade (ATSDR 
1999). The Army has initiated environmental studies and remedial investigations on the installation, with 
additional environmental studies planned at areas of potential environmental concern. Several additional 
removal actions, records of decision, and remedial actions are planned within the next few years. In order 
to satisfy RCRA requirements, the Army has identified 150 Solid Waste Management Units and Areas of 
Concern (USEPA 2008t). None of these areas are within the NSA's use area or near any of the proposed 
sites. 

One of the site alternatives for the South Generator Facility (Site 5), an enclosed utility yard with seven 
existing generator sets, has been previously disturbed by various activities. An electrical substation 
(Substation 2 and 2A) adjoins Site 5 on the west. The substation is currently maintained by an offsite 
contractor who removes all wastes generated during maintenance and repair. Hazardous wastes are not 
generated, managed, or stored in this area or on its perimeter. A Phase· I Building Survey and 
Contamination Assessment for the NSA campus was performed in September 2001 that identified 
potential contamination at the South Generator Plant and substation based on the types of operations that 
occur there (DOD 2001). A building within Site 5 was identified for sampling because hazardous waste 
and waste batteries were generated at this location. Soil samples were taken to investigate any possible 
VOC contamination at the site. Readings from the soil cores were similar to background levels and no 
compounds were detected in analysis. No further action was recommended (DOD 2002). 

Three shallow groundwater monitoring wells (i.e., less than 40 feet deep) have been installed and 
monitored annually since 2003 at the generator facility at Site 5 (Well Nos. 10, 11, and 12) (NSA 2008). 
Well Nos. 10 and 11 at Site 5 exceeded the MOE-specified groundwater standard of 0.047 milligrams per 
liter (mgIL) for Diesel Range Organics (ORO) in 2007 (MOE 2008b, NSA 2008), though there are no 
USEPA-established groundwater standards for petroleum hydrocarbons in USEPA Region 3. NSA will 
address the potential ORO contamination at this site as necessary prior to any redevelopment. The total 
concentration of benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX) VOCs found in petroleum 
derivatives, such as gasoline, was far below the USEPA and MOE standard of 100 micrograms per liter 
(~g/L) for all groundwater monitoring years (NSA 2008). 

There is a classified material conversion (CMC) facility immediately east of the site alternative for the 
Central Boiler Plant or the South Generator Facility (Site 7). Site 7 is the location of a parking lot that 
was previously used as a motor pool. The CMC facility contains two reclamation furnaces that are 
permitted under NSA's Title V Air Permit. A 1O,000-gallon No.2 fuel oil UST is used for the furnaces 
and is located between this building and the parking lot in Site 7. A shallow groundwater monitoring well 
is in place in the motor pool parking lot to monitor this UST (Well No. 21). The CMC facility was 
recommended for Phase II sampling in a Phase I assessment because of possible hazardous waste releases 
to the environment (DOD 2001). One soil boring taken on the east side of the building contained a 
mercury level of 0.054 milligrams per kilograms (mg/kg), which was greater than the 2002 MOE 
Standard for the Protection of Groundwater (0.0056 mg/kg), but below the Anticipated Typical 
Concentration (0.51 mg/kg). Because the detected concentration did not exceed the Anticipated Typical 
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Concentration, the exceedance was deemed an elevated background concentration and not a release to the 
environment. No further action was recommended at this site (OOD 2002). 

The building immediately south of Site 7 is currently used as an archival facility for record storage and 
was previously used as a photoprocessing facility that might have generated hazardous waste. A release 
of anhydrous ammonia from a storage shed outside of this facility (quantity unknown) was reported on 
November 16, 1988, to the National Response Center and MOE Air and Radiation Management 
Administration. Photochemical wastes and process water were routinely discharged into a floor drain that 
was connected to the sanitary sewer (000 2001). This facility was decommissioned when photographic 
operations moved to digital processing (000 2007). This building was recommended for additional 
sampling in a Phase I assessment (000 2001). Soil sampling near the old photoprocessing facility 
during a Contamination Assessment conducted in 2002 did not reveal any organic compounds above the 
detection limit or RCRA metals above the MOE Non-Residential Clean-up Standard and the Standard for 
the Protection of Groundwater (DOO 2002). 

Three groundwater monitoring wells have been installed at Site 7 (i.e., Well Nos. 13, 14, and 15) (NSA 
2008). These three shallow wells have been monitored on an annual basis since 2003. Well No. 15 
exceeded the MOE-specified groundwater standard of 0.047 mg/L for ORO in 2007 (MOE 2008b, NSA 
2008), though there are no US EPA-established groundwater standards for petroleum hydrocarbons in 
USEPA Region 3. NSA will address the potential ORO contamination at this site as necessary prior to 
any redevelopment. The total concentration of BTEX VOCs found in petroleum derivatives, such as 
gasoline, was far below the USEPA and MOE standard of 100 ,...g/L for all groundwater monitoring years 
(NSA2008). 

A building southwest of Site 9 and just south of the former photoprocessing facility discussed above was 
identified for sampling because various chemicals and solvents were used at this location in the past and 
evidence of past soil contamination was discovered. A former lab located in the building'S vicinity, used 
for processing semi-conductors, previously stored and used solvents, VOCs, and acids. This lab was 
completely removed and the entire area demolished, decontaminated, and reconstructed for its current 
use. Soil borings did not reveal contaminants in concentrations that would pose an unacceptable risk to 
human health or the environment (000 2002). 

Twelve large oil spills (involving No. 2 fuel oil, No. 6 fuel oil, and hydraulic oil) were documented 
between May 1983 and February 2004 at the NSA. Of those, at least seven releases were from the ASTs 
next to the boiler plant, a facility alternative (Site 8) for the Central Boiler Plant (000 2004). All spills 
were reported to MOE, and affected areas were cleaned and remediated as needed. Seven shallow 
groundwater monitoring wells (i.e., less than 40 feet deep) have been installed to monitor the ASTs at the 
existing boiler plant at Site 8 (i.e., Well Nos. 23,24, 25, 26, 27, 28, and 29) (NSA 2008). These seven 
wells have been monitored on an annual basis since 2003. ORO and Gasoline Range Organics (GRO) 
were detected above the MOE-specified groundwater standard of 0.047 mg/L between 2003 and 2008 in 
several of these groundwater monitoring wells (MOE 2008b, NSA 2008). ORO levels were consistently 
above the MOE standard in the seven boiler plant wells in 2006 and 2007; however, most wells had lower 
or no concentrations of ORO in 2008. A total of 29 shallow groundwater monitoring wells at NSA have 
had at least one instance of higher ORO or GRO concentrations than the MOE groundwater standard, but 
only 4 wells were above the standard in 2008, all of which are in place to monitor the existing boiler plant 
ASTs (NSA 2008). NSA will address the potential ORO and GRO contamination at this site as necessary 
prior to any redevelopment. There are no USEPA-established groundwater standards for petroleum 
hydrocarbons in USEPA Region 3. The total concentration of BTEX VOCs found in petroleum 
derivatives such as gasoline, was far below the USEPA and MOE standard of 100 ,...gIL for all 
groundwater monitoring years (NSA 2008). 
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In addition, naphthalene, a base, neutral, acid-extractable SVOC found in petroleum derivatives, was 
detected at levels above the MDE-specified groundwater standard of 0.00065 mg/L in 2006 and 2007 in 
Well No. 23 (0.020 mg/L and 0.0185 mg/L, respectively) and Well No. 26 (0.024 mg/L and 0.0254 mg/L, 
respectively). These groundwater monitoring wells are located at the existing boiler plant (Site 8). 

3.11 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

3.11.1 Definition of the Resource 

Socioeconomics. Socioeconomics are defined as the basic attributes and resources associated with the 
human environment, particularly population and economic activity. Factors that describe the 
socioeconomic environment represent a composite of several interrelated and nonrelated factors. There 
are several factors that can be used as indicators of economic conditions for a geographic area, such as 
average educational attainment, personal income, employment/unemployment rates, percentage of 
residents living below the poverty level, employment by business sector, and cost of housing. Data on 
employment can identify gross numbers of employees, employment by industry or trade, and 
unemployment trends. Data on personal income in a region can be used to compare the "before" and 
"after" effects of any jobs created or lost as a result of a proposed action. Data on industrial or 
commercial growth or growth in other sectors provides baseline and trend line information about the 
economic health of a region. 

The Proposed Action has the potential to affect the construction industry; therefore, this section focuses 
primarily on that industry. For the purposes of this analysis, state, county, and local Region of Influence 
(ROI) data are tabulated and used. 

Environmental Justice. Title VI of the Civil Rights Act and EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations ("Environmental Justice"), direct 
Federal agencies to consider whether their actions would have a disproportionate share of the adverse 
environmental consequences resulting from industrial, municipal, and commercial operations or the 
execution of Federal, state, tribal, and local programs and policies. Consideration of environmental 
justice concerns includes race, ethnicity, and the poverty status of populations in the vicinity of where a 
proposed action would occur. Such information aids in evaluating whether a proposed action would 
render vulnerable any of the groups targeted for protection in the EO. 

3.11.2 Existing Conditions 

Fort Meade became a U.S. Army installation in 1917. It has expanded since then to its current size of 
5,067 acres and about 1,300 buildings. Fort Meade currently employs approximately 39,000 military, 
civilian, and contractor personnel. Fort Meade currently has 114 tenants, representing various 
government and military agencies. Among these tenants are the NSA and the National Cryptologic 
Museum, the Defense Information School, and the USEP A Environmental Science Center (USACE 
2007). Fort Meade and the NSA combined create the largest employer in the State of Maryland. Within 
the continental United States, Fort Meade has the fourth largest work force of all Army installations. Fort 
Meade currently contributes about $4 billion to the economies of Anne Arundel County and the State of 
Maryland (U.S. Army 2008). 

For this Proposed Action, the socioeconomic baseline is presented using three levels of comparison: the 
ROI, Anne Arundel County, and the State of Maryland. The ROJ was defined by identifying census 
tracts that composed Fort Meade and areas immediately around installation property. In order to include 
Fort Meade and the immediate surrounding area in which economic effects from the Proposed Action 
would be felt, the Fort Meade census-designated place (CDP) was used as the ROJ. Anne Arundel 
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County is where effects from the Proposed Action would also be evident and includes the population 
within the ROI, along with the major residential and commercial centers within the area of the Proposed 
Action and Fort Meade. Between 1990 and 2000, Maryland's population increased by 10.8 percent. In 
the same period of time, Anne Arundel County grew by 14.6 percent, and the ROI's population decreased 
by 15.6 percent (U.S Census Bureau 2000). 

Employment Characteristics. Table 3.11-1 shows the type of employment by industry for residents in 
the Fort Meade ROI, Anne Arundel County, and Maryland. A large portion of the residents in Anne 
Arundel County and Maryland are employed in the education, health, social services industry; the 
professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste management services industry; and the 
retail trade industry. As would be expected, there is a larger portion of the population in the ROI 
employed in the Armed Forces (50 percent), compared to Anne Arundel County (3 percent) and the State 
of Maryland (0.8 percent). The ROI also has a higher percent in the educational, health, and social 
services industry (25.8 percent), compared to Anne Arundel County and the State of Maryland at 17.1 
percent and 20.6 percent, respectively (U.S. Census Bureau 2000). 

Table 3.U-1. Overview of Employment by Industry 

Anne 

Employment by Industry ROI 
Arundel State of 
County, Maryland 

Maryland 

Percent of Employed Persons in Armed Forces 50.()% 3.0% 0.8% 

Industry of Civilian Labor Force 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and 
0.0% 0.2% 0.6% 

mining 

Construction 1.5% 8.1% 6.9% 

Manufacturing 2.5% 7.3% 7.3% 

Wholesale trade 3.2% 3.8% 2.8% 

Retail trade 14.3% 11.7% 10.5% 

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 1.2% 5.7% 4.9% 

Information 1.9% 3.6% 4.0% 

Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and 
6.0% 6.4% 7.1% 

leasing 

Professional, scientific, management, 
10.0% 12.1% 12.4% 

administrative, and waste management services 

Educational, health, and social services 25.8% 17.1% 20.6% 

Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, 
9.9% 6.6% 6.8% 

and food services 

Other services (except public administration) 1.6% 5.6% 5.6% 

Public administration 22.1% 11.9% 10.5% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000 
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Environmental Justice. Minority and low-income populations were characterized within the Fort Meade 
ROI, Anne Arundel County, and Maryland to establish a baseline for environmental justice analysis. The 
area identified as the Fort Meade ROI (i.e., the Fort Meade CDP) was evaluated for disproportionately 
low-income or minority populations compared to Anne Arundel County and the State of Maryland. As 
shown in Table 3.11-2, the Fort Meade ROI has a slightly lower percentage of African Americans 
(12.3 percent) when compared to Anne Arundel County (13.6 percent), but a significantly lower 
percentage than the State of Maryland (27.9 percent). The Fort Meade ROI has a lower median 
household income ($40,661) than both Anne Arundel County ($61,768) and the State of Maryland 
($61,876) (U.S. Census Bureau 2000). 

In 2000, the unemployment rate in the Fort Meade ROI (2.5 percent) was slightly higher than Anne 
Arundel County (2.1 percent), but lower than the State of Maryland (3.2 percent). As shown in Table 
3.11-2, residents within the Fort Meade ROI have a lower median household income compared to Anne 
Arundel County and the State of Maryland. However, a smaller percentage of individuals in the Fort 
Meade ROI are below the poverty line (4.7 percent) than the State of Maryland (6.1 percent) but higher 
than Anne Arundel County (5.3 percent) (U.S. Census Bureau 2000). Therefore, the ROI does not have a 
disproportionate number of minority or low-income populations, so no environmental justice issues 
would be expected. 

Table 3.11-2. Race and Poverty Characteristics 

ROI 
Anne Arundel State of 

County, Maryland Maryland 

Total Population 9,882 489,656 5,296,486 
Percent White 75.1% 81.2% 64.0% 
Percent Black or African American 12.3% 13.6% 27.9% 
Percent American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut 0.9% 0.3% 0.3% 
Percent Asian 3.6% 2.3% 4.0% 
Percent Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 

0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 
Islander 
Percent reporting some other race 5.5% 0.9% 1.8% 
Percent reporting 2 or more races 2.4% 1.7% 2.0% 
Percent Unemployment 2.5% 2.1% 3.2% 
Percent Families below Poverty 4.7% 3.6% 6.1% 
Median Household Income $40,661 $61,768 $61,876 
Source: u.S. Census Bureau 2000 
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4. Environmental Consequences 

This section presents an analysis of the potential direct and indirect impacts each alternative would have 
on the affected environment, as characterized in Section 3. Each alternative was evaluated for its 
potential to affect physical, biological, and socioeconomic resources in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.16. 

The following discussion elaborates on the nature of the characteristics that might relate to various 
impacts: 

• Short-term or long-term. These characteristics are detennined on a case·by·case basis and do 
not refer to any rigid time period. In general, short-tenn impacts are those that would occur only 
with respect to a particular activity or for a finite period or only during the time required for 
construction or installation activities. Long-tenn impacts are those that are more likely to be 
persistent and chronic. 

• Direct or indirect. A direct impact is caused by and occurs contemporaneously at or near the 
location of the action. An indirect impact is caused by a proposed action and might occur later in 
time or be farther removed in distance but still be a reasonably foreseeable outcome of the action. 
For example, a direct impact of erosion on a stream might include sediment·laden waters in the 
vicinity of the action, whereas an indirect impact of the same erosion might lead to lack of 
spawning and result in lowered reproduction rates of indigenous fish downstream. 

• Negligible, minor, moderate, or major. These relative terms are used to characterize the 
magnitude or intensity of an impact. Negligible impacts are generally those that might be 
perceptible but are at the lower level of detection. A minor effect is slight, but detectable. A 
moderate impact is readily apparent. A major impact is one that is severely adverse or 
exceptionally beneficial. 

• Adverse or beneficial. An adverse impact is one having unfavorable or undesirable outcomes on 
the man·made or natural environment. A beneficial impact is one having positive outcomes on 
the man-made or natural environment. A single act might result in adverse impacts on one 
environmental resource and beneficial impacts on another resource. 

• Context. The context of an impact can be localized or more widespread (e.g., regional). 

• Intensity. The intensity of an impact is detennined through consideration of several factors, 
including whether an alternative might have an adverse impact on the unique characteristics of an 
area (e.g., historical resources, ecologically critical areas), public health or safety, or endangered 
or threatened species or designated critical habitat. Impacts are also considered in tenns of their 
potential for violation of Federal, state, or local environmental law; their controversial nature; the 
degree of uncertainty or unknown effects, or unique or unknown risks; if there are precedent. 
setting impacts; and their cumulative impacts (see Section 4). 

The impact analyses consider all alternatives discussed in Section 2 that have been identified as 
reasonable for meeting the purpose of and need for action. These alternatives include the following: 

• The No Action Alternative (described in Section 2.2.1). 

• The Proposed Action, which includes the construction of the North Utility Plant (Section 2.1.1), 
the South Generator Facility (Section 2.1.2), the Central Boiler Plant (Section 2.1.3), and 
installation of associated utility lines (Section 2.2.5). As discussed in Sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3, 
the Proposed Action includes construction of two generator facilities that would use diesel-fueled 
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generator sets with SCR emissions-control technology, and four natural gas boiler units that 
would use low NOx and FGR burners and optional SCR. 

• Facility Alternatives (Section 2.2.4). 

• Parking Alternatives (Section 2.2.6). 

Sections 4.1 through 4.11 discuss potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts on the affected 
environment, as described in Section 3. Section 4.12 presents unavoidable adverse impacts associated 
with implementing the Proposed Action and alternatives. Section 4.13 describes the relationship between 
the short-term uses of man's environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term 
productivity. Section 4.14 discusses any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources that 
would be involved in the Proposed Action or alternatives. Finally, Section 4.15 discusses potential 
cumulative impacts of implementing the Proposed Action and alternatives in conjunction with other 
projects that have been identified in Section 2.4 at NSA, Fort Meade, and surrounding Fort Meade. 

4.1 Land Use 

Land use impacts are based on the level of land use sensitivity in areas affected by a proposed action and 
compatibility of proposed actions with existing conditions. In general, a land use impact would be 
adverse if it were to be inconsistent or in noncompliance with existing land use plans or policies, preclude 
the viability of existing land use, or be incompatible with present or future planned uses. Potential 
impacts on land use should also consider the indirect impacts from a proposed action, such has how other 
resource areas could affect land use. For example, changes in the noise or visual environment could 
result in an adverse impact on land use. 

4.1.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, DOD would not construct a North Utility Plant, South Generator 
Facility, or Central Boiler Plant. Conditions would remain as described in Section 3.1. No impacts on 
land use would be expected. 

4.1.2 Proposed Action 

The environmental consequences of the Proposed Action on land use are dependent upon the proposed 
site locations, discussed in the following paragraphs. None of the emissions control alternatives would be 
expected to impact land use. 

4.1.2.1 North Utility Plant 

Construction of the North Utility Plant would result in short-term minor adverse impacts due to an 
increased presence of construction vehicles and disturbances related to construction activities. These 
activities are not expected to preclude adjacent land use activities. All of the site alternatives are located 
on DOD property. Operation of the North Utility Plant would result in long-term negligible to moderate 
impacts on land use, depending on site location (see environmental consequences of alternative site 
locations in Section 4.1.5). Construction of the North Utility Plant at Sites 1,2, and 3 would have minor 
impacts on land use as a result of visual impacts and the potential impacts of replacing the parking lots at 
a new location. Construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 4 would have minor to moderate adverse 
impacts on land use as a result of visual impacts and the development of land in a Forest Conservation 
Area. 
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Because Sites I and 2 are adjacent, and Sites 3 and 4 are adjacent, Sites I and 4 were selected to study 
potential visual impacts on land use in more detail. Figure 4.1-1 shows photographs from the BW 
Parkway looking towards Site 4 (and in the general direction of Site 3) and from Midway Commons MFH 
looking towards Site I (and in the general direction of Site 2). As shown in these photographs, there is 
substantial tree and shrubbery cover that blocks the views of adjacent land uses on the NSA campus. To 
show what the proposed North Generator Facility would look like at Sites I and 4, a visual model of the 
NSA campus was constructed with the proposed building shown at both sites. Figure 4.1-2 shows an 
aerial snapshot of this model. 

Figure 4.1-3 shows the simulated view from the BW Parkway looking towards Site 4. As shown in the 
model, the proposed North Generator Facility and associated 35-foot exhaust stacks are not visible from 
this angle on the BW Parkway (the building shown in Figure 4.1-3 is the National Cryptologic Museum). 
Though not captured in the simulated view in Figure 4.1-3, the photograph in Figure 4.1-1 shows that 
heavy undergrowth and shrubbery further reduces visibility from the BW Parkway onto the NSA campus. 
The trees and undergrowth, aided by changes in topography, provide adequate visual screening of the 
North Utility Plant from the BW Parkway. During winter months deciduous trees will lose their leaves, 
creating some spots that are sparser. From a land use perspective, there would be no visual impacts on 
the BW Parkway from the construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 4. See Section 4.7 for a 
discussion of cultural impacts associated with the BW Parkway. 

Figure 4.1-4 shows the simulated view from the Midway Commons MFH neighborhood looking towards 
Site 1. As shown in the simulated view, tree cover would almost entirely block the view of the proposed 
North Generator Facility. Though not captured in the simulated view in Figure 4.1-4, the photograph in 
Figure 4.1-1 shows that heavy undergrowth and shrubbery would almost entirely block the view of the 
North Generator Facility under the trees. However, there might be some areas along the tree buffer that 
are thinner, where trees are not as tall, or where undergrowth is not as thick. During winter months 
deciduous trees will lose their leaves, creating some spots that are sparser. Therefore, it is possible that 
the exhaust stacks or the structure could be seen from some angles during winter months. From a land 
use perspective, visual impacts on MFH would be considered a minor adverse impact. 

In comments on the Draft EIS dated November 21,2008, the NPS requested an additional assessment to 
ensure that the Proposed Action would not impact the BW Parkway viewshed. Specifically, NPS 
requested that balloons be raised from the locations proposed for the electric generator exhaust stacks and 
that visual observations be made and documented to determine the extent to which the balloons would be 
visible from the BW Parkway. On December 2, 2008, a balloon test to supplement and verify the visual 
impact assessment was conducted at the proposed locations of the North and South Generator Facilities 
(Sites 4 and 5). Four 6-foot-diameter balloons were raised to a height of 35 feet, the proposed maximum 
stack height. One balloon was positioned at the comers of Sites 4 and 5. Photographs were taken from 
the BW Parkway at the same position used in the computer simulation that was presented in the Draft 
EIS. At no point were the balloons at either Sites 4 or 5 visible from the BW Parkway. This assessment 
concluded that the Proposed Action would not impact the viewshed from the BW Parkway, and therefore 
no effect on the NRHP-listed BW Parkway is expected (see Seetion 4.1.2.1). The Visual Impact 
Assessment Report is included in Appendix C, pages C-21 through C-29. 
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Figure 4.1-1. Photographic Views of Facility Alternatives for North Utility Plant from Sensitive 
Land Uses 
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1 

Figure 4.1-3. Simulated View in the Direction of the Proposed North Generator Facility at Site 4 
from the BW Parkway (View 1) 

2 

Figure 4.1-4. Simulated View in the Direction of the Proposed North Generator Facility at Site 1 
from Midway Commons MFH (View 2) 
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4.1.2.2 South Generator Facility 

Construction of the South Generator Facility would result in short-term minor adverse impacts due to an 
increased presence of construction vehicles and disturbances related to construction activities. These 
activities are not expected to preclude adjacent land use activities. The South Generator Facility is 
proposed to be constructed at Site 5, which is currently a utility yard, or Sites 6 or 7. There would be no 
long-term impacts on land use from the operation of the South Generator Facility at Site 5 and minor 
adverse impacts expected at Sites 6 and 7. 

4.1.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

Construction of the Central Boiler Plant would result in short-term minor adverse impacts due to 
increased presence of construction vehicles and disturbances related to construction activities. These 
activities are not expected to preclude adjacent land use activities and would occur on property owned by 
Fort Meade. There would be no long-term impacts on land use from the operation of the Central Boiler 
Plant at Site 8 and minor adverse impacts expected at Site 7. 

The stack height of the proposed Central Boiler Plant would be approximately 100 feet tall, which is 
40 feet taller than the existing stack. To explore the potential for visual impacts on land use, the Central 
Boiler Plant was modeled at Site 8 with a 100-foot stack to determine whether the stack could be seen 
from the BW Parkway or MFR housing (see overview in Figure 4.1~2). As shown in Figure 4.1-5, 
which is a view from the BW Parkway, and Figure 4.1-6, which is a view, from MFR, negligible visual 
impacts would be expected. If glimpses of the proposed stacks are seen, visual impacts would not be 
expected because there are taller structures that are more visible. The view of the stacks would not be 
considered out of character with the rest of the NSA campus. 

3 

Figure 4.1-5. Simulated View in the Direction of the Proposed Central Boiler Plant at Site 8 from 
the BW Parkway (View 3) 
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4 

Figure 4.1-6. Simulated View in the Direction of the Proposed Central Boiler Plant at Site 8 from 
Midway Commons MFH (View 4) 

4.1.2.4 Utility Corridors 

Utility corridors, including both the power distribution lines and the high-voltage power transmission 
lines, would be installed in disturbed areas along existing utility corridors or roadways on the NSA 
campus. If the utility lines (particularly the transmission lines) were to be overhead, then the lines could 
introduce a new visual element. However, it is not anticipated that overhead lines would be out of 
character with or change existing or reasonably foreseeable land uses on the NSA campus. Therefore, no 
long-term adverse impacts on land use would be expected. Potential cumulative impacts on land use 
resulting from transmission lines leaving the planned BGE substation to the NSA campus are addressed in 
Section 4.15.1. 

4.1.3 Facility Alternatives 

4.1.3.1 Site 1 

Site I is an alternative location for the North Utility Plant and is currently a parking lot. It is anticipated 
that construction and operation of the North Utility Plant at this location would have minor adverse 
impacts on land use. This facility alternative would result in the removal of 7.3 acres of parking surfaces. 
This could result in indirect minor impacts on land use depending on where the replacement parking lot 
would be constructed. Depending on the parking alternative chosen, personnel could have to park farther 
away from their destination or the additional parking lot could be constructed on an undeveloped site, 
which would change the existing land use and possibly affect the surrounding land uses. In addition, Site 
1 is approximately 500 feet from the Midway Common MFH area. Consequently if this alternative were 
chosen, the proposed North Utility Plant would be adjacent to existing military residences. A tree buffer, 
which would remain between the MFH and the proposed plant, would aid in separating the industrial and 
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residential land uses (see Figure 4.1-1). The trees are estimated at 30 to 40 feet tall, so the proposed 
exhaust stacks and their emissions might be seen by residences at the MFH buildings closest to Site 1 in 
some places, which would be an impact on their visual environment. In addition, during construction, the 
Midway Common MFH would experience substantial levels from construction noise, as described in 
Section 4.2.3. The closest off-installation land is classified as transportation and utility and would be 
compatible with the land use of the proposed North Utility Plant. Given the distance from Site 1 to the 
installation boundary, it is not anticipated that off-installation populations would experience adverse 
impacts on land use from the construction or operation of the North Utility Plant at Site 1. 

4.1.3.2 Site 2 

Site 2 is an alternative location for the North Utility Plant and is currently a parking lot. Construction and 
operation of the North Utility Plant at this location would be expected to have no adverse impacts on land 
use. Site 2 is surrounded by roadways, parking, and the Midway Common MFH neighborhood, similar to 
Site 1. This facility alternative would result in the removal of 4 acres of parking surfaces. Similar to the 
parking alternatives discussed at Site 1, this could result in indirect minor impacts on land use depending 
on where the replacement parking lot would be constructed. In addition, the MFH is approximately 
610 feet northeast of Site 2. A tree buffer that would be denser than the tree buffer between Site 1 and the 
proposed plant would separate Site 2 and the MFH (see Figure 4.1-1). The trees are estimated at 30 to 
40 feet tall, so the proposed exhaust stacks and their emissions might be seen by residences at the MFH 
buildings northeast of Site 2, although to a lesser degree than if the North Utility Plant were constructed at 
Site 1. Effects on the Midway Common MFH due to increased noise during construction would be 
similar to those described for Site 1. Given the distance from Site 2 to the installation boundary, it is not 
anticipated that off-installation populations would experience adverse impacts on land use from the 
construction or operation of the North Utility Plant at Site 2. 

4.1.3.3 Site 3 

Site 3 is an overflow parking lot and is an alternative location for the North Utility Plant. Construction 
and operation of the North Utility Plant at this location would be expected to have moderate adverse 
impacts on land use. Site 3 is surrounded by roadways, forest, and the National Vigilance Park and is 
close to the National Cryptologic Museum. This facility alternative would result in the removal of 
5.5 acres of parking surfaces. Similar to the parking alternatives discussed at Site 1, this could result in 
indirect minor impacts on land use, with respect to parking, depending on where the replacement parking 
lot would be constructed. The proposed industrial facility and the exhaust stacks, which would be about 
35 feet tall, would be adjacent to the static aircraft display at the National Vigilance Park and 
approximately 890 feet south of the National Cryptologic Museum and would therefore impact the visual 
environment at the National Vigilance Park. Visual impacts on populations visiting the National 
Cryptologic Museum resulting from the view of the exhaust stacks and their emissions would be 
negligible. Effects of the construction and operation of the North Utility Plant could be minimized if the 
tree buffer was retained between the proposed plant and the museum and construction occurred on the far 
northeastern end of the site to provide distance between the proposed plant and the park. Site 3 is 
approximately 1,200 feet southeast of the BW Parkway. A tree buffer, which would remain between the 
proposed plant and the BW Parkway, would aid in separating the industrial and transportation land uses 
(see Figure 4.1.1). The Midway Common MFH is the closest residential facility and would not be 
expected to experience a substantial increase in noise levels during construction or operational activities. 

4.1.3.4 Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 4 is in a Forest Conservation Area under the Maryland Forest Conservation Act and is 1,220 feet 
from the BW Parkway (USACE 2007). Construction and operation of the North Utility Plant at this 
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location would be expected to have minor to moderate adverse impacts on land use. Under the Proposed 
Action, several acres of trees would be removed and land use would be altered from forested to industrial. 
If Site 4 is chosen for development, then a minimum of 20 percent of the forested area should be 
preserved as Forest Conservation Mitigation Areas to mitigate impacts of any construction projects in 
accordance with Fort Meade's tree management policy to comply with the Maryland Forest Conservation 
Act (USACE 2007). Final project design review would limit impacts on forested areas and visual 
resources. Some reforestation would occur to improve the adjacent pine scrub forest; however the extent 
of the forest restoration is not known at this time. The National Vigilance Park and National Cryptologic 
Museum are approximately 1,160 feet and 980 feet, respectively, from Site 4. The proposed exhaust 
stacks and their emissions could impact the view seen by patrons at these publicly accessible facilities. 
The presence of a tree buffer between Site 4 and these facilities would minimize the adverse impacts of 
the change in the visual environment as well the adverse impacts of construction and operation of the 
North Utility Plant. A tree buffer would remain between the proposed plant and the BW Parkway, which 
would aid in separating the industrial and transportation land uses (see Figure 4.1-1). As concluded from 
the December 2, 2008, visual impact assessment, the Proposed Action would not impact the viewshed 
from the BW Parkway, and, therefore, no effect on the NRHP-listed BW Parkway is expected (see 
Section 4.1.2.1). The closest residential facility to Site 4 would be the Midway Common MFR, and 
impacts on the noise environment from construction would be similar to those of Site 3. Operational 
activities of the North Utility Plant are anticipated to be similar to those described for Site 1. In addition, 
the park and museum near Site 4 would experience an increase in noise, particularly during construction 
activities. 

4.1.3.5 Site 5 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 5 is the preferred location for the South Generator Facility. No adverse impacts on land use would be 
expected due to implementation of the Proposed Action. This site is currently within a utility yard and, 
therefore, continued use of this site for electrical power generation would be consistent with the present 
and foreseeable land uses. As concluded from the December 2, 2008, visual impact assessment, the 
Proposed Action would not impact the viewshed from the BW Parkway, and therefore no effect on the 
NRHP-listed BW Parkway is expected. Increases in noise at the barracks would be expected during 
construction. See Section 4.2.3.5 for a discussion on noise for Site 5. No land use incompatibilities 
would be expected on surrounding communities. 

4.1.3.6 Site 6 

Land at Site 6 is currently undeveloped, and development of this site would result in a loss of 2.6 acres of 
forest. If the South Generator Facility were constructed at Site 6, the land use would change from 
forested to industrial. Construction of the Proposed Action is expected to have long-term moderate 
adverse impacts on land use. The land use immediately surrounding Site 6 consists primarily of parking 
lots and would be consistent with present and foreseeable land uses. Land use adjacent to Site 6 (within 
500 feet) consists of military barracks and administrative facilities. The construction of the South 
Generator Facility at Site 6 would change the visual environment for some of the residents (those living 
on the west end) at the barracks. In addition, the nearest sensitive noise receptor to Site 6 would be the 
barracks. Impacts on noise for the barracks would be similar to those described for Site 5. Given the 
distance from Site 6 to the installation boundary, it is not anticipated that off-installation populations 
would experience adverse impacts on land use from the construction or operation of the South Generator 
Facility at Site 6. 
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4.1.3.7 Site 7 

Site 7 is a location alternative for the South Generator Facility or the Central Boiler Plant, although only 
one facility would be constructed at this site. Minor adverse impacts on land use would be expected. 
This site is currently surrounded by parking and administrative land uses; there are barracks 
approximately 860 feet north that are separated from Site 7 by other structures. The barracks are the 
nearest sensitive noise receptor and are expected to experience increases in noise during construction of 
the South Generator Facility or the Central Boiler Plant (see Section 4.2.3.7.) If the Central Boiler Plant 
were constructed at Site 7, approximately 1.3 acres of parking would be lost. Similar to the parking 
alternatives discussed at Site 1, this could result in minor impacts on land use depending on where the 
replacement parking lot would be constructed. Given the distance from Site 7 to the installation 
boundary, it is not anticipated that off-installation populations would experience adverse impacts on land 
use from the construction or operation of the South Generator Facility at Site 7. 

4.1.3.8 Site 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 8 is the preferred location of the proposed Central Boiler Plant. No adverse impacts on land use 
would be expected. This site is currently within a utility yard; therefore, continued use of this site as a 
boiler plant would be consistent with the present and foreseeable land uses. Adverse impacts on the noise 
environment would not be expected since there are no sensitive noise receptors nearby. No land use 
incompatibilities would be expected on the surrounding communities. 

4.1.4 Parking Alternatives 

4.1.4.1 Surface Parking Lot on Sites 4 and 6 

Construction of surface parking lots at Site 4 and Site 6 would have moderate adverse impacts on land 
use. Under this parking alternative, 8.7 acres of land would change from forest to parking uses. All of 
this land is within installation boundaries. The number of acres that would be disturbed at Sites 4 and 6 
would be a maximum of 8.7 acres and could be less, but the exact space requirements would not be 
known until the detailed design process begins. Impacts on forested areas and visual resources will be 
minimized to the maximum extent practical. At the time of publication of the Final BIS, only high-level 
engineering design has occurred and a conservative evaluation of impacts has been made. No land use 
incompatibilities would be expected on the surrounding communities. 

4.1.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

Construction of a parking garage on Site 3 would have minor adverse impacts on land use. Since this site 
is currently used as overflow parking, construction of a parking garage would not change the functional 
land use of the site; however, changes in visual appearance and changes in local traffic flow to the site 
could have minor indirect adverse impacts on the National Vigilance Park and the National Cryptologic 
Museum. It is not anticipated that construction of a three-story parking garage would result in 
incompatible surrounding uses. 

4.1.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

Construction of a parking garage on Site 9 would have negligible impacts on land use. Site 9 is a parking 
garage alternative site and is currently surrounded by parking lots, administrative buildings, and a forested 
wetland to the east. Because this site is currently used as a parking area, no functional change in land use 
would occur if this site were used for a parking garage. Although barracks are north of Site 9, buildings 
separate these areas from the site. Therefore, impacts on the visual environment are not anticipated. It is 
not anticipated that construction of a three*story parking garage would result in incompatible surrounding 
uses. 
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4.1.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

Construction of a parking garage on Site 10 would have negligible impacts on land use. Site lOis also a 
parking garage alternative site and consists of a parking area and several structures. The land surrounding 
this site includes parking lots, administrative buildings, and some forested areas. The existing structures 
on this site would be demolished if the parking garage was constructed. Since a large portion of this site 
is currently used as parking area, there would not be a functional change in land use if this site were used 
for a parking garage. There are barracks north of Site 10; however, buildings separate these areas from 
the site. Therefore, impacts on the visual environment are not anticipated. It is not anticipated that 
construction of a three-story parking garage would result in incompatible surrounding uses. 

4.2 Noise 

This noise analysis considers potential impacts on nearby noise-sensitive receptors including residents, 
schools, churches, and hospitals. All significant sources of noise, their contribution to the overall noise 
environment, and maximum sound level were estimated for comparison to local noise control standards. 
The analysis considers construction and operation of the proposed facilities. 

4.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementing the No Action Alternative would result in no impact on the ambient noise environment. 
No construction would take place and no additional generators would be located at NSA. Ambient noise 
conditions would remain as described in Section 3.2.2. No impacts on the noise environment would be 
expected. 

4.2.2 Proposed Action 

4.2.2.1 North Utility Plant 

The primary source of noise at the North Utility Plant would be construction noise and the operation of 
emergency power generators. Impacts due to noise would vary with location and the nearest noise
sensitive receptor. An overview of construction and operational noise for the Proposed Action is 
presented below. An evaluation of the impacts of construction and operational noise for the different 
facility locations is presented in Section 4.2.3. 

Construction Noise. Each of the proposed sites for the North Utility Plant, if selected, would have some 
form of heavy construction. Sources of construction noise would be the operation of heavy equipment, 
and pile-driving activities. The level of impact on a noise-sensitive receptor would vary depending on the 
type, number, and loudness of equipment in use at any given time. Individual pieces of heavy 
construction equipment typically generate noise levels of 80 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 feet. With 
multiple items of equipment operating concurrently, noise levels would be relatively high during daytime 
periods at locations within several hundred feet of active construction sites. Pile driving for the storage 
tank foundations would generate the most intense noise associated with construction of the proposed 
facilities. Noise associated with pile-driving activities is an impact-type noise. Impact-type noises are 
those of high intensity and a very short duration, and can be particularly intrusive. Table 4.2-1 outlines 
the level of short-term impact due to construction noise at each site, if selected, and restrictions as 
outlined in the Maryland noise regulation that would likely apply. Short-term minor to moderate adverse 
impacts would be expected depending on the site location. Figure 4.2-1 presents maximum noise levels 
versus distance for heavy construction and pile-driving activities. 
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Table 4.2-1. Estimated Level of Short-term Impact Due to Construction Noise 

Closest Noise- Restricted Restricted Clearly Audible Level of 
Site Sensitive Daytime Nighttime Construction Short-term 

Receptor· Construction b Construction C Noised Impact 

1 
500 feet 

No Yes Yes Minor 
(152 meters) 

2 
609 feet 

No Yes Yes Minor 
(187 meters) 

3 
1,805 feet 

No Yes No Negligible 
(550 meters) 

4 
1,024 feet 

No Yes No Negligible 
(312 meters) 

5 705 feet 
No Yes Yes Minor 

(215 meters) 

6 
371 feet 

No Yes Yes Minor 
(113 meters) 

7 
920 feet 

No Yes Yes Minor 
(280 meters) 

8 
1,375 feet 

No Yes No Negligible 
(419 meters) 

Notes: 
a The closest Noise-Sensitive Receptor is military family housing for Sites 1,2,3, and 4, and barracks for Sites 5, 6, 7, and 8. 

b Noise-Sensitive Receptor Closer than 200 feet (61 meters). 
C Noise-Sensitive Receptor Closer than 5,000 feet (1,525 meters). 

d Noise-Sensitive Receptor Closer than 1,000 feet (305 meters). 
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Figure 4.2-1. Maximum Noise Levels vs. Distance for Construction-Related Activities 
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The zone of relatively high construction noise levels typically extends to distances of 400 to 800 feet from 
the site of major equipment operations. Locations more than 1,000 feet from construction sites seldom 
experience substantial levels (greater than 62 dBA) of construction noise. For noise-sensitive receptors 
closer than 200 feet ( 61 meters) to the site, construction noise would be louder than the maximum allowed 
in the State of Maryland noise regulation for daytime activities (90 dBA). For noise-sensitive receptors 
closer than 5,000 feet (1,525 meters) (approximately 1 mile) to the site, construction noise would be 
louder than the maximum allowed in the State of Maryland noise regulation for nighttime activities (55 
dBA). Military family housing would be the primary noise-sensitive receptor. The level of short-term 
noise impact would be negligible to minor depending on the facility alternatives. See Section 4.2.3 for 
construction noise analysis by site. 

Operational Noise. The emergency generators would dominate the noise-producing equipment 
associated with the North Utility Plant. This facility is in the preliminary design stage. Therefore, a 
complete equipment list and associated manufacturers specifications are not finalized. Much of the noise
producing equipment would be contained inside the facility superstructure, which would be fabricated 
with noise-reducing material. Generator exhausts would be open to the exterior of the buildings and 
would be equipped with industrial silencers. 

Noise levels generated by operation of the proposed generators at the North Utility Plant were estimated 
for 50 percent capacity and 100 percent capacity. Sound level data for the proposed generators were 
obtained from vendors, and noise levels were calculated using empirical formulas based on process and 
mechanical equipment data. It was assumed that at 50 percent operating conditions, 100 percent of the 
emergency generators would be operating at 50 percent load; and that at 100 percent capacity, 100 
percent of the emergency generators would be operating at full load. Table 4.2-2 outlines noise levels 
that would be generated by operation of the proposed generators at the North Generator Facility for the 
period of time emergency power is required. Detailed operating noise calculations are summarized by 
site in Section 4.2.3 and outlined in Appendix E. Any emergency operations are exempt from the State 
of Maryland's noise regulation. However, the levels outlined in the regulation were carried forward to 
gauge the level of impacts under NEP A. Operating noise levels would exceed state noise limits for the 
period of time that an emergency electrical power supply is needed. The level of long-term noise impact 
would be negligible to minor depending on the facility alternative and the percent capacity at which the 
North Generator Facility would be operating. 

Table 4.2-2. Estimated Long-term Noise Levels Due to Generator Operations 

Distance to 
Sound Level (dBA) Exceeds State 

Site Proposed 
Noise Sensitive 

Noise Limits for 
Number Facility 100% 50% Nighttime 

Receptor (feet) Capacity Capacity (>55 dBA) 

1 500 71 65 Yes 

2 North Utility 609 69 63 Yes 

3 Plant 1,805 57 51 Yes 

4 1,024 64 58 Yes 

5 South 705 67 61 Yes 

6 Generator 371 73 67 Yes 

7 Facility 920 64 58 Yes 
Note: The analysis assumes casing and intake noise are completely controlled by the building superstructure. Industrial silencers 

are based on those common to the selected generator set. Overall, noise could vary somewhat based on the final design 
parameters. 
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4.2.2.2 South Generator Facility 

The primary sources of noise at the South Generator Facility would be construction noise and the 
operation of emergency power generators. In general, noise sources and levels from the construction and 
operation of the South Generator Facility would be the same as that outlined under the North Utility Plant 
in Section 4.2.2.1. As with the North Utility Plant, impacts due to noise would vary with location and the 
nearest noise-sensitive receptor. Table 4.2-1 outlines the level of short-term impact due to construction 
noise at each site, if selected, and restrictions as outlined in the Maryland noise regulation that would 
likely apply. Short-term minor to moderate adverse impacts would be expected depending on the site 
location. Table 4.2-2 outlines noise levels that would be generated by operation of the proposed 
generators at the South Generator Facility for the period of time emergency power is required. Any 
emergency operations are exempt from the State of Maryland's noise regulation. However, the levels 
outlined in the regulation were carried forward to gauge the level of impacts under NEP A. Long-term 
negligible to minor adverse impacts would be expected depending on the site location. An evaluation of 
the impacts of construction and operational noise for the different facility locations are presented in 
Section 4.2.3. 

4.2.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

The primary source of noise at the Central Boiler Plant would be construction noise. In general, noise 
from the construction of the Central Boiler Plant would be the same as that outlined under the North 
Utility Plant in Section 4.2.2.1. Table 4.2-1 outlines the level of short-term impacts due to construction 
noise at each site, if selected, and restrictions as outlined in the Maryland noise regulation that would 
likely apply. Short-term negligible to minor adverse impacts would be expected depending on the site 
location. 

No appreciable sources of noise would be expected with the operation of the proposed Central Boiler 
Plant. Noise-generating equipment would be predominately enclosed by the buildings superstructure. 
Some venting or blowdown of gasses could be present. However, noise from these sources would be 
negligible. As with the North Utility Plant, impacts due to noise would vary with location and the nearest 
noise-sensitive receptor. An evaluation of the impacts of construction and operational noise for the 
different facility locations is presented in Sedion 4.2.3. 

4.2.2.4 Utility Corridors 

In general, noise from the installation of the utility lines would be similar to construction noise outlined 
under the North Utility Plant in Section 4.2.2.1. However, there would be no pile-driving activities 
associated with the utility line installation. Construction activities would cause temporary increases in 
ambient noise levels near the utility corridors. The majority of these activities would be conducted during 
daytime hours. At certain locations where traffic or road-use restrictions would affect the construction 
schedule, construction could proceed during evening hours. Equipment would not be fixed in one 
location for long durations but would progress along the utility conidor. Noise would be temporary, and 
would subside at any particular location as construction progresses to subsequent segments of the right
of-way. Short-term negligible adverse impacts would be expected depending on the site location. 

4.2.3 Facility Alternatives 

For the North Utility Plant, South Generator Facility, and Central Boiler Plant, impacts due to noise 
would vary depending on the site ultimately selected, and the nearest noise-sensitive receptor. An 
evaluation of the impacts of construction and operational noise for the different sites is presented below. 
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Any emergency operations are exempt from the State of Maryland's noise regulation. However, the 
levels outlined in the regulation were carried forward to gauge the level of impacts under NEP A. 

Table 4.2-1 outlines restrictions from the Maryland noise regulation that would likely apply, and the level 
of short-term impact due to construction noise at each site, if selected. Table 4.2-2 summarizes the 
estimated operating noise levels if generators were operating at 50 percent load and 100 percent load. 

4.2.3.1 Site 1 

Construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 1 would have short-term and long-term minor adverse 
impacts on the noise environment. Short-term impacts would be due to noise from heavy construction 
equipment and pile-driving activities. Long-term impacts would be due to generator operations at the 
North Utility Plant. 

The nearest noise-sensitive receptor (i.e., Midway Common MFH) is 500 feet away and would experience 
substantial levels (greater than 62 dBA) of construction noise (see Table 4.2-1). Construction noise 
would not exceed the maximum allowed in the State of Maryland noise regulation for daytime activities 
(90 dBA). However, construction noise would be louder than the maximum allowed for nighttime 
activities (55 dBA). Restrictions on construction would likely be necessary between the hours of 10:00 
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

For Site 1, noise levels would exceed the levels outlined in the regulation for short durations during the 
testing of the equipment and for periods when emergency power was required (see Table 4.2-2). The 
noise would be intermittent, limited in duration, and have little impact on areas outside the NSA campus. 

4.2.3.2 Site 2 

Construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 2 would have short-term and long-term minor adverse 
impacts on the noise environment. The nearest noise-sensitive receptor (i.e., Midway Common MFH) is 
609 feet away. These impacts would be similar to those outlined for Site 1. Short-term impacts would be 
due to noise from heavy construction equipment and pile-driving activities. Long-term impacts would be 
due to generator operations at the North Utility Plant. Long-term noise levels and impacts would be 
similar to, although somewhat less than, those outlined for Site 1 (see Table 4.2-2). 

4.2.3.3 Site 3 

Construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 3 would have short-term negligible and long-term minor 
adverse impacts on the noise environment. The nearest noise-sensitive receptor (i.e., Midway Common 
MFH) is 1,805 feet away. Short-term impacts would be due to noise from heavy construction equipment 
and pile-driving activities. The nearest noise-sensitive receptor (i.e., Midway Common MFH) would not 
experience substantial levels (greater than 62 dBA) of construction noise (see Table 4.2-1). Construction 
noise would not exceed the maximum allowed in the State of Maryland noise regulation for daytime 
activities (90 dBA). However, construction noise would be louder than the maximum allowed for 
nighttime activities (55 dBA). Restrictions on construction would likely be necessary between the hours 
of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

Long-term impacts would be due to intermittent generator operations at the North Utility Plant. Long
term noise levels and impacts would be similar to, although somewhat less than those outlined for Site 1 
(see Table 4.2-2). 
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4.2.3.4 Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

Construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 4 would have short-tenn negligible and long-tenn minor 
adverse impacts on the noise environment. The nearest noise-sensitive receptor (i.e., Midway Common 
MFH) is 1,024 feet away. These impacts would be similar to those outlined for Site 3. Short-tenn 
impacts would be due to noise from heavy construction equipment and pile-driving activities. Long-tenn 
impacts would be due to intennittent generator operations at the North Utility Plant. Long-tenn noise 
levels and impacts would be similar to, although somewhat less than those outlined for Site 1 (see Table 
4.2-2). 

4.2.3.5 Site 5 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 5 is the location of the existing generator facility. Construction of the proposed South Generator 
Facility at Site 5 would have short-tenn negligible and long-tenn minor adverse impacts on the noise 
environment. Short-tenn impacts would be due to noise from heavy construction equipmept and pile
driving activities. Long-tenn impacts would be due to intennittent generator operations at the South 
Generator Facility. 

The nearest noise-sensitive receptor, the barracks, is 705 feet away and would experience substantial 
levels (greater than 62 dBA) of construction noise (see Table 4.2-1). Construction noise would not 
exceed the maximum allowed in the State of Maryland noise regulation for daytime activities (90 dBA). 
However, construction noise would be louder than the maximum allowed for nighttime activities (55 
dBA). Restrictions on construction would likely be necessary between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 
a.m. 

For Site 5, noise levels due to operation of the South Generator facility would exceed the levels outlined 
in the regulation (see Table 4.2-2). These levels would be expected for short durations during the testing 
of the equipment and during periods when emergency power was required. The noise would be 
intennittent, limited in duration, and have little impact on areas outside the NSA campus. 

4.2.3.6 Site 6 

Construction of the South Generator Facility at Site 6 would have short-tenn and long-tenn minor adverse 
impacts on the noise environment. Short-tenn impacts would be due to noise from heavy construction 
equipment and pile-driving activities. Long-tenn impacts would be due to intennittent generator 
operations at the South Generator Facility. 

The nearest noise-sensitive receptor, the barracks, is 371 feet away and is expected to experience 
substantial levels (greater than 62 dBA) of construction noise (see Table 4.2-1). Construction noise is not 
expected to exceed the maximum allowed in the State of Maryland noise regulation for daytime activities 
(90 dBA). However. construction noise is expected to be louder than the maximum allowed for nighttime 
activities (55 dBA). Restrictions on construction would likely be necessary between the hours of 10:00 
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

For Site 6, noise levels are expected to exceed the levels outlined in the State of Maryland's noise 
regulation (see Table 4.2-2). Noise levels would exceed the levels outlined in the regulation for short 
durations during the testing of the equipment and for periods where emergency power was required (see 
Table 4.1-2). The noise would be intennittent, limited in duration, and have little impact on areas outside 
the NSA campus. 
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4.2.3.7 Site 7 

Construction of the South Generator Facility or Central Boiler Plant at Site 7 would have short-term 
minor adverse impacts on the noise environment. Short-term impacts would be due to noise from heavy 
construction equipment and pile-driving activities. The nearest noise-sensitive receptor, the barracks, is 
864 feet away and would experience substantial levels (greater than 62 dBA) of construction noise. 
Construction noise would not exceed the maximum allowed in the State of Maryland noise regulation for 
daytime activities (90 dBA). However, construction noise would be louder than the maximum allowed 
for nighttime activities (55 dBA). Restrictions on construction would likely be necessary between the 
hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

No appreciable sources of noise would be expected with the operation of the proposed Central Boiler 
Plant. Implementing the Site 7 Alternative would not result in any long-term changes to the ambient 
noise environment. Overall noise conditions after completion of construction would return to that 
described in Section 3.2.2. 

However, if the South Generator Facility were constructed at Site 7, noise levels would be expected to 
exceed the levels outlined in the State of Maryland's noise regulation (see Table 4.2-2). Noise levels 
would exceed the levels outlined in the regulation for short durations during the testing of the equipment 
and for periods where emergency power was required (see Table 4.2-2). The noise would be intermittent, 
limited in duration, and have little impact on areas outside the NSA campus. 

4.2.3.8 Site 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

Implementation of the Proposed Action at Site 8 would have short-term negligible adverse impacts on the 
noise environment. The nearest noise-sensitive receptor, the barracks, is 900 feet away. These impacts, 
both type and level, would be similar to those outlined for Site 5 (see Table 4.2-1). Short-term impacts 
would be due to noise from heavy construction equipment and pile-driving activities. 

No appreciable sources of noise would be expected with the operation of the proposed Central Boiler 
Plant. Implementing the Proposed Action at Site 8 would not result in any long-term changes to the 
ambient noise environment. Overall noise conditions after completion of construction would return to 
that described in Section 3.2.2. 

4.2.4 Parking Alternatives 

Table 4.2-3 outlines restrictions from the state of Maryland noise regulation that would likely apply, and 
the level of short-term impact due to construction noise at Sites 3, 4, 6, 9, and 10. 

4.2.4.1 Surface Parking Lot on Sites 4 and 6 

Implementation of this alternative would have short-term minor adverse impacts on the noise 
environment. Short-term impacts associated with construction activities would be similar to those 
described for Site 4 and Site 6 in Sections 4.2.4.4 and 4.2.4.6. Heavy equipment would be used for 
clearing, earth moving, and construction of surface lots at both locations. The impacts at Site 6 would be 
somewhat greater than at Site 4 due to its closer proximity to the nearby MFH. No appreciable sources of 
noise would be expected with the operation of the proposed surface lots. Implementing this alternative 
would not result in any long-term changes to the ambient noise environment. Overall noise conditions 
after completion of construction would return to that described in Section 3.2.2. 
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Table 4.2-3. Estimated Level of Short-term Impact Due to Construction Noise 

Closest Noise-
Restricted Restricted Clearly Audible Level of 

Site 
Sensitive Receptor a 

Daytime Nighttime Construction Short-term 
Construction b Construction C Noised Impact 

3 
1,805 feet 

No Yes No Negligible 
(550 meters) 

4 1,024 feet 
No Yes No Negligible 

(312 meters) 

6 371 feet 
No Yes Yes Minor 

(113 meters) 

9 
864 feet 

No Yes Yes Minor 
(263 meters) 

10 
900 feet 

No Yes Yes Minor 
(274 meters) 

Notes: 

a The closest Noise-Sensitive Receptor is military family housing for Sites 3 and 4, and barracks for Sites 6,9, and 10. 
b Noise-Sensitive Receptor Closer than 200 feet (61 meters). 

C Noise-Sensitive Receptor Closer than 5,000 feet (1,525 meters). 
d Noise-Sensitive Receptor Closer than 1,000 feet (305 meters). 

4.2.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

Implementation of this alternative would have short-term minor adverse impacts on the noise 
environment due to noise from heavy equipment and construction activities. Short-term impacts would 
be similar to those outlined for Site 3 in Section 4.2.4.3. Heavy equipment would be used for the 
construction of the parking garage. No appreciable sources of noise would be expected with the operation 
of the proposed parking garage. Implementing this alternative would not result in any long-term changes 
to the ambient noise environment. Overall noise conditions after completion of construction would return 
to that described in Section 3.2.2. 

4.2.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

Implementation of this alternative would have short-term minor adverse impacts on the noise 
environment. Short-term impacts would be due to noise from heavy construction equipment. The nearest 
noise-sensitive receptor, the barracks, would experience substantial levels (greater than 62 dBA) of 
construction noise (see Table 4.2-3). Construction noise would not exceed the maximum allowed in the 
State of Maryland noise regulation for daytime activities (90 dBA). However, construction noise would 
be louder than the maximum allowed for nighttime activities (55 dBA). Restrictions on construction 
would likely be necessary between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. No appreciable sources of noise 
would be expected with the operation of the proposed parking garage. Implementing this alternative 
would not result in any long-term changes to the ambient noise environment. Overall noise conditions 
after completion of construction would return to that described in Section 3.2.2. 
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4.2.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

Implementation of this alternative would have short-tenn minor and long-tenn negligible adverse impacts 
on the noise environment. Impacts would be similar to those outlined for the construction of a three-story 
parking garage at Site 9 in Section 4.2.4.3 (see Table 4.2-3). No appreciable sources of noise would be 
expected with the operation of the proposed parking garage. Implementing this alternative would not 
result in any long-tenn changes to the ambient noise environment. Overall noise conditions after 
completion of construction would return to those described in Section 3.2.2. 

4.3 Air Quality 

The environmental impacts on local and regional air quality conditions near a proposed action are 
detennined based on increases in regulated pollutant emissions compared to existing conditions and 
ambient air quality. With respect to the General Confonnity Rule, impacts on air quality would be 
considered significant if a proposed action would result in an increase of a nonattainment or maintenance 
area's emissions inventory by 10 percent or more for one or more nonattainment pollutants, or if such 
emissions exceed de minimis threshold levels established in 40 CFR 93 .153(b) for individual 
nonattainment pollutants. 

4.3.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not result in changes in ambient air quality conditions if the utilities 
upgrade projects at NSA were not implemented. No construction activities would be undertaken, and no 
changes in operations would take place. A general confonnity analysis and the pennitting of stationary 
sources would not be required. No impacts on air quality would be expected. 

4.3.2 Proposed Action 

Implementing the Proposed Action would have both short-tenn minor adverse and long-tenn minor 
beneficial impacts on air quality. Short-tenn impacts would be due to air emissions generated during the 
construction of the proposed facilities. However, increases in emissions would be below the General 
Conformity Rule applicability thresholds and would not contribute to a violation of any Federal, state, or 
local air regulations. Long-tenn beneficial impacts would be due to introducing heating boilers and 
standby generators at the North Utility Plant, South Generator Facility, and Central Boiler Plant with 
overall NOx and VOC emissions less than those of equipment being removed. 

General Conformity. For the purpose of detennining if the General Confonnity Rule applies, all the 
projects were combined in a single analysis. All direct and indirect sources of air emissions were 
estimated and combined for all the utilities upgrades projects. Direct emissions are emissions that would 
be caused or initiated by a Federal action and occur at the same time and place as the action. Indirect 
emissions are defined as reasonably foreseeable emissions that would be caused by the action, but could 
occur later in time or be farther removed in distance from the action itself, and that the Federal agency can 
practicably control. Because all the projects and all the potential sites are within the same AQCR, the 
emissions have been combined throughout this discussion. More specifically, project-related direct and 
indirect emissions would result from the following: 

• Demolition and construction activities-use of construction equipment, worker vehicles 
(e.g., bulldozers, backhoes), and VOC paints; and from gasses and fugitive particles emitted 
during paving and surface disturbances. 
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• Operational activities-use of emergency generators and boilers. Notably, operational emissions 
include decreases in emissions due to the removal of the existing emergency generators and 
boilers. 

Regardless of the site ultimately chosen, estimated actual construction emissions would be similar. When 
compared to other alternatives, the Parking Alternatives would include demolition of existing structures, 
additional excavation, and the fabrication of a structured parking garage. Only slight variation in the 
overall emissions would be expected with the different alternatives. The inclusion of the parking garage 
is considered "worst case" and represents the upper boundary of actual emissions associated with any of 
the alternatives within this EIS. All direct and indirect emissions associated with the Parking Alternatives 
were estimated. The construction emissions were generated by estimating equipment use for utilities, site 
preparation, and construction for the proposed facilities and storage tanks, including the following: 

• Multideck Parking Garage (2010) 
• South Generator Facility (2010) 
• North Utility Plant - Utility Lines (2011) 
• North Utility Plant - Substation (2011) 
• North Utility Plant - Facility (2011) 
• Central Boiler Plant - Paving (2013) 
• Central Boiler Plant - Facility (2013) 
• Central Boiler Plant - Demolition of existing structure (2013). 

Operational emissions include increases due to new boilers and emergency generators with controls, as 
well as decreases due to the removal of the existing boilers and emergency generators. Detailed 
methodologies for estimating air emissions are provided in Appendix F. 

Applicability. To determine the applicability of the General Conformity Rule, air emissions from 
proposed construction activities and stationary and mobile sources were estimated (see Table 4.3-1). The 
total direct and indirect emissions of NOx, VOCs, PM2.5, and S02 in any given year, as well as for all 
years combined (2010-2013), are less than the applicability thresholds and less than 10 percent of the 
emissions in the region (see Tables 4.3-2 and 4.3-3). Therefore, regardless of the implementation 
schedule ultimately selected, the general conformity requirements do not apply, and no formal conformity 
determination is required. Notably, an ongoing net decrease in NOx and VOC emissions is expected after 
the construction phase of the Proposed Action. Detailed methodologies for estimating air emissions and a 
draft Record of Nonapplicability to the General Conformity Rule are provided in Appendix F. 

Table 4.3-1. Total Annual Emissions (Estimated) Subject to the General Conformity Rule 

Annual emissions (tpy) 
Year 

NOx VOC PMu SOz 

2010 14.3 1.7 1.2 2.2 

2011 6.7 0.8 0.8 1.1 

2013 1.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 

Operational Emissions'" (15.5) (4.2) 1.3 1.5 

Sources: SCAQMD 1993, USEPA 2003, USEPA 2005, USEPA 1995a 
Note: • Signifies an ongoing net decrease in NOx and VOC emissions. 
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Table 4.3-2. Actual Emissions (Estimated) Compared to Applicability Thresholds 

Criteria Greatest annual project- Applicability Exceeds applicability 

pollutants related emissions threshold threshold? 
(tpy) (tpy) (yes/no) 

0 3 (NOxor VOCs): Marginal and moderate Nonattainment Areas inside an OTR 

VOC 1.7 50 No 

NOx 14.3 100 No 

PMJ.5 (PMJ•5, NO;o SO]) 

PM2.5 1.3 100 No 

NOx 14.3 100 No 

S02 2.2 100 No 
Sources: 40 CFR 93.153; 71 FR 40420 

Table 4.3-3. Actual Emissions (Estimated) Compared to Regional Emissions 

Greatest annual Regional Percent regional Regionally 
Criteria pollutants project-related emissions emissions significant 

emissions (tpy) (tpy) (%) (> 10%)? 

NOx 14.3 83,742 < 0.001% No 

VOC 1.7 101,496 < 0.001% No 

PM2.5 1.3 14,987 < 0.001% No 

S02 2.2 122,261 < 0.001% No 
Sources: 40 CFR 93.153; MDE 2007 and MDE 2008a 

4.3.2.1 North Utility Plant 

Actual Emissions. The North Utility Plant would be equipped with an array of emergency generators 
with a total power output of 60 to 65 MW. For purposes of analysis, it was conservatively assumed that 
the facility would have a total power output of 65 MW and contain 26 2.5-MW Tier 2 generators. 
Furthennore, it was assumed that MDE would require a 100-hour federally enforceable limitation on the 
new generators. No other stationary sources of air emissions would be established at the facility. The 
estimated actual emissions associated with the North Utility Plant are presented in Table 4.3-4, and were 
included in the total operational emissions in the general confonnity analysis. The total direct and 
indirect emissions from the entire project including those from the North Utility Plant would be less than 
the applicability thresholds, and would not be regionally significant (see Tables 4.3-2 and 4.3-3). These 
impacts would be considered minor. Detailed methodologies for estimating air emissions are provided in 
Appendix F. 

The overall long-tenn emissions of both NOx and VOCs would decrease with the implementation of the 
Proposed Action (see Table 4.3-1). These decreases would be due to replacing some emergency 
generators at the South Generator Facility, and introducing heating boilers at the Central Boiler Plant with 
overall emissions less than that equipment being removed. However, the estimated actual emissions from 
just the North Utility Plant are outlined in Table 4.3-4 for comparative purposes. 
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Table 4.3-4. Actual Emissions (Estimated) - North Generator Facility 

NOx CO VOC PM* SOx 
(tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) 

5.8 3.2 0.8 0.3 5.8 

Note: * Conservatively assumed PM2.5 = PM 10 = PM 

Regulatory Review. Permitting scenarios can vary based on the generators, timing of the projects, and the 
types of controls ultimately selected. These can differ in specific features from the ones described in this 
EIS. However, during the final design stage and the permitting process either (I) the actual equipment, 
controls, or operating limitations would be selected to reduce the PTE below the major source threshold; 
or (2) the NNSR permitting process would require emissions offsets be obtained at a I to 1.3 ratio from 
other previously decommissioned sources within the region. This cap*and-trade*type system is inherent 
to Federal and state air regulations, and leads to a forced reduction in regional emissions. Therefore, 
regardless of the ultimate permitting scenario, these impacts would be considered minor under NEP A. 

Permitting requirements for proposed stationary sources are based on their overall PTE criteria pollutants. 
The estimated PTE for the proposed North Utility Plant is outlined in Tables 4.3-5 and 4.3-6. Total 
uncontrolled PTE of the regulated nonattainment pollutants VOCs, SOx, and PM2.5 would not exceed the 
NNSR threshold (see Table 4.3-5). However, total uncontrolled emissions of NOx would exceed the 
NNSR threshold of 25 tpy. Both SCR and the MDE-mandated federally enforceable limitation on the 
hours of operation of the generators would be required to reduce potential NOx emissions below the 
NNSR threshold (see Table 4.3-6). Under this scenario, a Minor NSR construction permit would be 
required. 

Table 4.3-5. Uncontrolled Potential to Emit - North Utility Plant 

Criteria Pollutant NOx CO VOC PM* SOx 

PTE (tpy) 48.5 3.9 1.0 0.3 1.9 

PSD Threshold (tpy) - 250 - 250 -
NNSR Threshold (tpy) 25 - 25 100 100 

Exceeds Threshold (YesINo) Yes No No No No 
Note: * Conservatively assumed PM2.5 = PM 10 = PM 

Table 4.3-6. Controlled Potential to Emit NOx - North Utility Plant 

PTENOx 
NNSR Exceeds 

Emissions Control threshold threshold? 
(tpy) 

(tpy) (YesINo) 

SCR and Limited Hours of Operation (100 hours) 7.3 25 No 

With the controls outlined herein, the overall potential to emit for NSA would likely decrease. If the final 
permitting scenario became such that NSA' s contemporaneous emissions were the determining factor for 
NNSR, a thorough evaluation of them would be necessary. However, additional controls or changes in 
scheduling to meet the "netting" requirements under NNSR would not change the applicability 
determination under the General Conformity Rule and would only reduce further these already limited 
emissions and their impacts. 
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Emergency generators are not included in the 26 listed source categories subject to PSD review. 
Therefore, the applicable PSD threshold for the North Utility Plant is 250 tpy of any regulated attainment 
pollutant. Total uncontrolled emissions of the regulated attainment pollutants (i.e., CO, PM2.5, and PM IO) 

would not exceed the PSD threshold, and therefore would not trigger PSD review (see Table 4.3-5). 
Additional controls would only further reduce these already limited emissions, and PSD permitting would 
still not be required. 

Because the North Utility Plant is rated at less than 70 MW and no electricity would be exported offto the 
electric system, the CPCN requirements do not apply. NSA would be required to obtain a waiver from 
the Maryland Public Service Commission. This process would take approximately 2 months. 

Title V Significant Permit Modifications would be required to establish federally enforceable limitations 
to reduce potential emissions below the thresholds. Submission of an application for these permit 
modifications would be required within 1 year of the first operation of the proposed generators. 

NSPS limitations on emissions come into effect using a tiered approach over time; Tier I being the least 
restrictive and Tier 4 being the most. All generators would meet the NSPS requirements. The Tier 2 
generators are the most suitable off-the-shelf generators at this time. Although not required for 
emergency applications, it is possible that Tier 4 generators could be available for nonemergency 
applications in the next few years. The generators ultimately selected would have emissions profiles 
consistent with or lower than the Tier 2 engines described herein. All stationary sources at NSA 
combined currently emit 0.67 tpy of HAPs. With the additional proposed stationary sources, the total 
HAP emissions would not change appreciably. All proposed stationary sources would meet NESHAP 
requirements. 

Best Management Practices. BMPs would be required and implemented for both construction emissions 
and stationary point source emissions associated with the North Utility Plant. The construction would be 
accomplished in full compliance with current and pending Maryland regulatory requirements through the 
use of compliant practices or products. Irrespective of whether stationary sources are above or below the 
major source threshold, one or more air pollution control permits would be required for the facility. 
BMPs associated with the new permitted stationary sources of emissions would include the following: 

• BACT review for each criteria pollutant 
• MACT review for regulated HAPs and designated categories 
• Air quality analysis (predictive air dispersion modeling), upon MDE's request 
• Establishing procedures for measuring and recording emissions or process rates 
• Meeting the NSPS and NESHAP requirements. 

4.3.2.2 South Generator Facility 

Actual Emissions. The South Generator Facility would be equipped with an array of emergency 
generators with a total power output of 47 to 52 MW. For purposes of analysis, it was conservatively 
assumed that the facility would have a total power output of 52.5 MW, and contain 21 2.5-MW Tier 2 
generators. No other stationary sources of air emissions would be established at the facility. 
Furthermore, it was assumed that MDE would require a 100-hour federally enforceable limitation on the 
new generators. The estimated actual emissions associated with the South Generator Facility are 
presented in Table 4.3-7, and were included in the total operational emissions in the general conformity 
analysis. The total direct and indirect emissions from the entire project including those from the South 
Generator Facility would be less than the applicability thresholds, and would not be regionally significant 
(see Tables 4.3-2 and 4.3-3). These impacts would be considered minor. Detailed methodologies for 
estimating air emissions are provided in Appendix F. 
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Table 4.3-7. Actual Emissions (Estimated) - South Generator Facility 

NOx CO VOC PM* SOx 
(tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) 

4.7 2.5 0.6 0.2 1.2 

Note: * Conservatively assumed PM2.5 = PM 10 = PM 

The overall long-term emissions of both NOx and VOC would decrease with the implementation of the 
Proposed Action (see Table 4.3-1). These decreases would be due to replacing some emergency 
generators at the South Generator Facility, and introducing heating boilers at the Central Boiler Plant with 
overall emissions less than that equipment being removed. However, the estimated actual emissions from 
just the South Generator Facility are outlined in Table 4.3-7 for comparative purposes. 

Regulatory Review. Permitting scenarios can vary based on the generators, timing of the projects, and the 
types of controls ultimately selected. However, similar to the North Utility Plant, regardless of the 
ultimate permitting scenario, these impacts would be considered minor under NEP A. 

The estimated PTEs from the proposed South Generator Facility are outlined in Tables 4.3-5 and 4.3-6. 
Total uncontrolled PTE ofVOCs, SOx, and PM2.5 would not exceed NNSR thresholds (see Table 4.3-8). 
However, total uncontrolled emissions of NOx would exceed the NNSR threshold of 2S tpy. Both SCR 
and the MDE-mandated federally enforceable limitation on the hours of operation ofthe generators would 
be required to reduce potential NOx emissions below the NNSR threshold (see Table 4.3-9). Under this 
scenario, a Minor NSR construction permit would be required. 

Table 4.3-8. Uncontrolled Potential to Emit - South Generator Facility 

Criteria Pollutant NOll CO VOC PM* SOx 

PTE (tpy) 39.2 3.2 0.8 0.3 1.6 

PSD Threshold (tpy) - 250 - 250 -
NNSR Threshold (tpy) 25 - 25 100 100 

Exceeds Threshold (Y es/N 0) Yes No No No No 

Note: * Conservatively assumed PM2.5 = PM IO = PM 

Table 4.3-9. Controlled Potential to Emit NOx - South Generator Facility 

PTENOx 
NNSR Exceeds 

Emissions Control threshold threshold? 
(tpy) 

(tpy) (YeslNo) 

SCR and Limited Hours of 5.9 25 No 
Operation (100 hours) 

With the use of SCR, the South Generator Facility would not exceed the major source thresholds, and 
establishing federally enforceable limitations would not be necessary. Therefore, only a minor Title V 
permit modification would be required for the project. 
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Similar to the North Generator Facility, and for the same reasons, a CPCN and PSD review would not be 
required, and all proposed stationary sources would meet NSPS and NESHAP requirements. In addition, 
BMPs would be similar to those outlined for the North Generator Facility. 

4.3.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

Actual Emissions. The Central Boiler Plant would be equipped with four 98 MMBtu/hr dual-fuel boilers, 
with a total heat capacity of 392 MMBtu/hr. No other stationary sources of air emissions would be 
established at the facility. The estimated actual emissions associated with the Central Boiler Plant are 
presented in Table 4.3-10, and were included in the total operational emissions in the general conformity 
analysis. The total direct and indirect emissions from the entire project including those from the Central 
Boiler Plant would be less than the applicability thresholds and would not be regionally significant (see 
Tables 4.3-2 and 4.3-3). These impacts would be considered minor. Detailed methodologies for 
estimating air emissions are provided in Appendix F. 

Table 4.3-10. Actual Emissions (Estimated) - Central Boiler Plant 

NOx CO VOC PM* SOx 
(tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) 

9.9 17.2 1.2 1.6 1.1 

Note:. * Conservatively assumed PM2.5 = PM IO = PM 

The overall long-term emissions of both NOx and VOCs would decrease with the implementation of the 
Proposed Action (see Table 4.3-1). These decreases would be due to replacing some emergency 
generators at the South Generator Facility, and introducing heating boilers at the Central Boiler Plant with 
overall emissions less than that equipment being removed. However, the estimated actual emissions from 
just the Central Boiler Plant are outlined in Table 4.3-10 for comparative purposes. 

Regulatory Review. Permitting scenarios can vary based on the boilers, timing of the projects, and the 
types of controls ultimately selected. However, similar to the North Utility Plant, regardless of the 
ultimate permitting scenario these impacts would be considered minor under NEP A. 

PSD review and permitting is required for sources emitting 100 tpy of any regulated pollutant for fossil 
fuel boilers (or combination of them) totaling more than 250 MMBtu/hr heat input (COMAR 
26.11.01.01B (37». Therefore, the applicable PSD threshold for the Central Boiler Plant is 100 tpy of 
any regulated attainment pollutant. The estimated PTE of the proposed Central Boiler Plant is outlined in 
Tables 4.3-11 and 4.3-12. Total uncontrolled emissions of the regulated attainment pollutants, PM and 
PM JO, would not exceed the PSD threshold. However, total uncontrolled emissions of CO would exceed 
the PSD threshold of 100 tpy. Limiting the total fuel throughput of natural gas and fuel oil would be one 
way to reduce the Central Boiler Plant PTE below the PSD threshold (see Table 4.3-12). This example 
demonstrates that limiting natural gas consumption to 2.25 billion cubic feet per year (approximately 
8 months of constant use), and fuel oil to 30 days per year can reduce the CO PTE below the PSD 
threshold. Notably, the PTE would be for all four boilers running simultaneously; and since two are for 
redundancy purposes, this would be an unusual operating scenario. These fuel throughput limits would 
be enough to run two boilers year round on natural gas and 60 days on fuel oil. This is just one of many 
permitting scenarios. Other methods such as limiting the hours of operation or installing oxidation 
catalyst units could ultimately be incorporated into the design and permit process instead of, or in addition 
to, fuel limitations to meet permitting requirements. 
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Table 4.3-11. Uncontrolled Potential to Emit - Central Boiler Plant 

Criteria Pollutant NOx CO VOC PM* SOx 

PTE (tpy) 313.7 134.8 9.1 12.7 12.0 

PSD Threshold (tpy) - 100 - 100 -
NNSR Threshold (tpy) 25 - 25 100 100 

Exceeds Threshold (YeslNo) Yes Yes No No No 

Note: * Conservatively assumed PM2.5 = PM 10 = PM 

Table 4.3-12. Controlled Potential to Emit - Central Boiler Plant 

PTE CO 
PSD Exceeds 

Emissions Control threshold threshold? 
(tpy) 

(tpy) (YesINo) 

Limited Fuel Throughput 
(Natural Gas 2.25 billion cubic feet per 99.5 100 No 
year) 

PTE NO" 
NNSR Exceeds 

Emissions Control threshold threshold? 
(tpy) 

(tpy) (Yes/No) 

Limited Fuel Throughput and FGR / 
60.7 25 Yes 

Low NO" Burners (30 ppm) 

Limited Fuel Throughput and FGR / 
47.2 25 Yes 

Low NOx Burners (20 ppm) 

FGR / Low NOx Burners (30 ppm), and 
9.1 25 No 

SCR 

Total uncontrolled PTE of the regulated nonattainment pollutants VOC, SOx, and PMz.5 would not exceed 
the NNSR threshold (see Table 4.3-11). However, total uncontrolled emissions of NO x would exceed the 
NNSR threshold of25 tpy. The use ofFGR, low NOx burners, and SCR would be required to reduce the 
Central Boiler Plant PTE NOx below the NNSR threshold (see Table 4.3-12). These controls would be 
required with or without the limitations in fuel throughput. A Minor NSR construction permit would be 
required. 

A Title V Significant Permit Modification would be required to establish federally enforceable limitations 
to reduce the PTE below the thresholds. Submission of an application for these permit modifications 
would be required within 1 year of the first operation of the proposed boiler plant. All boilers would meet 
NSPS and NESHAP requirements. In addition, BMPs would be similar to those outlined for the North 
Generator Facility. 

4.3.2.4 Utility Corridors 

Installation of power distribution lines and transmission lines would disturb up to 90,000 tt2 and 
53,000 nz of the NSA campus, respectively. Air emissions associating with utility trenching and 
installation would primarily consist of fugitive dust from ground-disturbing activities. No stationary 
sources of air emissions, other than those described in Sections 4.3.2.1, 4.3.2.2, and 4.3.2.3, would be 
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established as a result of utility line installation. Impacts on air quality would be considered short-term 
and minor. Detailed methodologies for estimating air emissions are provided in Appendix F. 

4.3.3 Facility Alternatives 

Impacts on air quality are outlined under the Proposed Action and would not vary with the Facility 
Alternatives. Air pollutants of concern, air inventories, and the air quality analysis within this EIS have a 
regional scope. All sites outlined in the Facility Alternatives are within the same AQCR and are 
relatively close together. Selection of different facility locations would have no bearing on the air quality 
analysis in this EIS. 

4.3.4 Parking Alternatives 

Impacts on air quality are outlined under the Proposed Action and would not vary appreciably with the 
Parking Alternatives. When compared to other alternatives, the Parking Alternatives would include 
demolition, additional excavation, and the fabrication of a structured parking garage. Only slight 
variations in the overall emissions would be expected with the different alternatives. This analysis 
considered the upper boundary of actual emissions associated with any of the parking alternatives within 
this EIS. 

All direct and indirect emissions associated with the parking alternatives were estimated and were 
included in the total construction emissions in the general conformity analysis. The total direct and 
indirect emissions from the entire project including those from all the parking alternatives would be less 
than the applicability thresholds, and would not be regionally significant (see Tables 4.3-2 and 4.3-3). 
These impacts would be considered minor. Detailed methodologies for estimating air emissions are 
provided in Appendix F. Notably, there are no additional stationary sources of air emissions associated 
with any of the parking alternatives. Therefore, neither construction nor operating air permits would be 
required. 

4.4 Geological Resources 

Protection of unique geological features (e.g., prime farmland and other unique soils), minimization of 
soil erosion, minimization of disturbing previously undisturbed areas, and the siting of facilities in 
relation to potential geologic hazards are considered when evaluating potential impacts of a proposed 
action on geological resources. Generally, adverse impacts can be avoided or minimized if proper 
construction techniques, erosion-control measures, and structural engineering design are incorporated into 
project development. 

4.4.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, DOD would not construct a North Utility Plant, South Generator 
Facility, or Central Boiler Plant. Conditions would remain as described in Section 3.4. No impacts on 
geological resources would be expected. 

4.4.2 Proposed Action 

In general, the Proposed Action would not be expected to impact topography or geology. Soils would be 
disturbed by construction activities. Vegetation would also be removed at Sites 4 and 6, which could 
contribute to soil instability and erosion and sedimentation. Soils previously disturbed or modified would 
not be expected to be adversely affected. Maryland storm water management guidelines require that a 
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stonn water management plan be prepared for construction projects that would result in more than 
5,000 ft2 ofland disturbance. The stonn water management plan should include supporting computations, 
drawings, and sufficient infonnation describing the manner, location, and type of measures in which 
stonn water runoff would be managed over the entire project. The stonn water management measures 
must be designed consistent with the 2000 Maryland Stonnwater Design Manual Volumes I and II (MDE 
2000). The 1994 Maryland Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control (MDE 
1994) and the Erosion and Sediment Control Regulations (COMAR 26.17.01) establish requirements and 
provide guidelines for submittal of erosion- and sediment-control plans to MDE's Water Management 
Administration for approval. The erosion- and sediment-control regulations require the preparation, 
approval, and implementation of an erosion- and sediment-control plan for all land-disturbing activities 
that disturb greater than or equal to 5,000 ff of area, or involve grading activities that result in greater 
than or equal to 100 cubic yards of earth movement. The purpose of the erosion- and sediment-control 
plan should provide sufficient infonnation, drawings, computations, and notes to describe how potential 
soil erosion and off-site sedimentation associated with a land-disturbing activity would be minimized. 
Implementation of erosion-, sediment-, and stonn water management plans consistent with MDE 
requirements would minimize potential for impacts on soils both on and off the project site. See 
Section 4.5 for a discussion on the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action on hydrology. 
BMPs could include actions such as revegetation of a site after clearing and grading, and stonn water 
controls to allow flow to infiltrate to groundwater as opposed to runoff to surface waters. Minor adverse 
impacts due to potential increased sheet flow as a result of increased impervious surfaces, grading, 
contouring, and trenching would be expected to be temporary and mitigated by the implementation of the 
BMPs developed during preparation of the storm water management and erosion- and sediment-control 
plans. 

Increased soil erosion as a result of the construction activities would be minimized with the 
implementation of BMPs established during the development of the storm water management and 
erosion- and sediment-control plans. Implementing these BMPs would minimize adverse impacts 
associated with sediments that could potentially be transported from construction sites. Construction 
activities expected to directly impact the existing soils would result from grading, excavating, placement 
of fill, compaction, and mixing or augmentation necessary to prepare the sites for development of the 
Proposed Action. 

No impacts on prime farmland would occur as a result of project implementation because there are no 
prime farmland soils mapped within the facility location and parking alternative sites. 

4.4.2.1 North Utility Plant 

No impacts on geology would be expected as a result of construction or operation of the North Utility 
Plant. Minor adverse impacts on soil due to erosion would be expected. If the North Utility Plant would 
be constructed at Site 4, moderate adverse impacts on natural soil structure and soil organisms would be 
expected. Soil erosion and sediment controls would minimize impacts on soils. 

4.4.2.2 South Generator Facility 

No impacts on geology would be expected as a result of construction or operation of the South Generator 
Facility. Minor adverse impacts on soil due to erosion would be expected. If the South Generator 
Facility would be constructed at Site 6, minor adverse impacts on natural soil structure and soil organisms 
would be expected. Soil erosion and sediment controls would minimize impacts on soils. 
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4.4.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

Construction and operation of the Central Boiler Plant is not anticipated to result in impacts on geology. 
Minor adverse impacts on soil would be expected due to soil erosion. Soil erosion and sediment controls 
would minimize impacts on soils. 

4.4.2.4 Utility Corridors 

Utility lines would be installed in disturbed areas along existing utility corridors or roadways. Trenching 
for distribution lines would be expected to disturb as much as 90,000 fr, and trenching for transmission 
lines could disturb as much as 53,000 fe. The actual area disturbed would depend on whether overhead 
or underground lines are installed. Underground lines would have a greater potential to disturb soil and 
impact geological resources. Utility line installation would occur over time and in different areas of the 
NSA campus as various utility segments are completed. Additionally, ground disturbance would occur in 
areas of the campus that have been previously disturbed (e.g., along existing utility corridors and 
roadways), or in areas that are being developed as a part of this Proposed Action (i.e., Sites 4 or 6). 
Minor adverse impacts on soil would be expected due to soil erosion. Soil erosion and sediment controls 
would minimize impacts on soils. 

4.4.3 Facility Alternatives 

4.4.3.1 Sites 1, 2, 3, 5 (Preferred Alternative), 7, and 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site locations with soils mapped as Urban Land or Downer-Hammonton Urban Land Complex have been 
previously disturbed and site-specific surveys would be conducted at each site to determine if engineering 
limitations exist. These sites are Sites 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, and 8. BMPs developed consistent with the storm 
water management and erosion- and sediment-control plans would be implemented to mitigate any 
unavoidable impacts. Please see Section 4.4.2 for a discussion on BMPs and storm water management 
and erosion- and sediment-control plans that would be developed as part of site development. Short-term 
negligible adverse impacts would be expected. 

4.4.3.2 Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

Minor to moderate impacts on geology and soils would be expected at Site 4. Minor to moderate adverse 
impacts on natural soil structure and soil organisms would be expected. Impacts on soils, including 
sedimentation and erosion, would be reduced to negligible by implementing BMPs. Examples of erosion 
and sediment controls and BMPs could include temporary sediment basins, sediment fencing, or 
revegetation for ground stabilization. Because the site is within a wooded area, the soils might be more 
susceptible to permeation by spills of petroleum products or hazardous liquids than those in Sites I, 2, and 
3, which are currently located under existing parking lots and are therefore much more compacted and 
impermeable. Alteration of Site 4 would disturb soils mapped as Chillum loam, with 2 to 5 percent 
slopes, and Falsington sandy loam, with slopes ranging from 0 to 2 percent. The Chillum loam has no 
engineering limitations. The Falsington sandy loam is primarily found in the southeastern comer of Site 
4, composing approximately 10 percent of the site. As this soil unit could pose construction issues due to 
depth of saturation and ponding, BMPs would be implemented as determined necessary in the design and 
construction processes for miti~ation purposes. 

4.4.3.3 Site 6 

No impacts on geology would be expected at Site 6. Minor adverse impacts on natural soil structure and 
soil organisms would be expected where soils have not been previously disturbed. Erosion and sediment 
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controls and storm water BMPs prescribed in the storm water management and erosion- and sediment
control plans would be implemented to minimize unavoidable impacts on soil. Although Site 6 is 
forested, it is mapped as being underlain by Urban Land and the Downer-Hammonton Urban Land 
Complex. Because the site is within a wooded area, the soils might be more susceptible to permeation by 
spills of petroleum products or hazardous liquids than those in Sites 5 and 7, which are currently covered 
by existing parking lots and are therefore much more compacted and impermeable 

4.4.4 Parking Alternatives 

4.4.4.1 Surface Parking Lot on Sites 4 and 6 

Construction of a surface parking structure at Sites 4 or 6 would have similar impacts as those described 
in Sections 4.4.3.1 and 4.4.3.2. Soil erosion and sediment controls and storm water BMPs prescribed in 
the storm water management and erosion- and sediment-control plans would be implemented to minimize 
unavoidable impacts on soils. Sites 4 and 6 are both undeveloped forested areas with soils of an assumed 
higher permeability than those underneath existing parking lots. This could result in a slightly higher risk 
of soil permeation and susceptibility to groundwater contamination should a spill occur onsite. 

4.4.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

Development of a three-story parking garage on an existing parking lot would not entail any changes to 
geology or soils. Any disturbance of soils would occur on previously disturbed soils. Therefore no 
impact on previously undisturbed geology or soils would be expected under this alternative. Soil erosion 
and sediment controls and storm water BMPs prescribed in the storm water management and erosion- and 
sediment-control plans would be implemented to minimize impacts associated with erosion and 
sedimentation or storm water runoff during and following site development. 

4.4.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

Site 9 is currently a parking lot, and is underlain by Urban Land and the Downer-Hammonton Urban 
Land Complex. No impacts on previously undisturbed geology or soils would be expected at Site 9. Soil 
erosion and sediment controls and storm water BMPs prescribed in the storm water management and 
erosion- and sediment-control plans would be implemented to minimize impacts associated with erosion 
and sedimentation or storm water runoff during and following site development. 

4.4.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

Site lOis currently a parking lot, and is primarily underlain by Urban Land and the Downer-Hammonton 
Urban Land Complex. However, the northeastern comer (approximately 10 percent of the site) is mapped 
as the Evesboro and Galestown soil series. with 5 to 10 percent slopes. Effects on soils, including 
sedimentation and erosion, would be reduced to negligible by implementing the BMPs. These soils have 
very minor engineering limitations due to slope. Construction BMPs would be implemented to mitigate 
for any slope-related engineering limitations. Soil erosion and sediment controls and storm water BMPs 
prescribed in the storm water management and erosion- and sediment-control plans would be 
implemented to minimize unavoidable impacts associated with erosion and sedimentation or storm water 
runoff during and following site development. Examples of erosion and sediment controls and BMPs 
could include temporary sediment basins, sediment fencing, or revegetation for ground stabilization. 
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4.5 Water Resources 

Evaluation of impacts on water resources is based on water availability, quality, and use; existence of 
floodplains; and associated regulations. A proposed action would be adverse if it were to substantially 
affect water quality, substantially reduce water availability or supply to existing users, or threaten or 
damage unique hydrologic characteristics. The potential impact of flood hazards on a proposed action is 
important if such an action occurs in an area with a high probability of flooding. 

4.5.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, DOD would not construct a North Utility Plant, South Generator 
Facility, or Central Boiler Plant. Conditions would remain as described in Section 3.5. No impacts on 
water resources would be expected. 

4.5.2 Proposed Action 

Implementation of the Proposed Action has the potential to result in short-term and long-term minor 
adverse impacts on water resources. 

Short-Term Effects. Construction activities, such as grading, excavating, and recontouring of the soil, 
would result in soil disturbance. During storm events, overland storm flow picks up and carries 
contaminants (e.g., soil or leaked motor oil) directly into receiving surface water bodies or possibly into 
the surficial Upper Patapsco Aquifer. The construction contractor would obtain all necessary construction 
permits and comply with the requirements and guidelines set forth in those permits to minimize potential 
for adverse impacts. The Proposed Action would require storm water management plans and soil erosion 
and sedimentation controls. All construction BMPs would follow the guidelines provided in Fort 
Meade's Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, Federal and state permitting processes, and 
MDE's Stormwater Design Manual. 

Assuming proper use of BMPs to contain construction impacts on the active construction site, minor 
adverse impacts on water resources could occur. In the event of a spill or leak of fuel or other 
construction-related products, there could be adverse impacts on the surficial Upper Patapsco Aquifer. 
All construction equipment would be maintained according to the manufacturer's specifications to ensure 
it is in proper working order. All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials would be contained and 
stored appropriately. In the event of a spill, procedures identified in the NSA's SPCC Plan would be 
followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. See Section 4.10 for a discussion on hazardous materials 
and wastes. There remains the possibility that a spill or leak could occur, but implementation of the 
BMPs identified in a site-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would minimize the 
potential for and extent of associated contamination. 

Long-Term Effects. The Proposed Action would result in negligible increases in the use of potable water 
use as a result of some additional contract personnel maintaining the proposed facilities. The North 
Utility Plant, South Generator Facility, or Central Boiler Plant would not be expected to use water in 
excess of what is currently being used (see Section 4.8). The Patuxent Aquifer supplies water for Fort 
Meade. The long-term use of the Patuxent Aquifer as a result of implementing the Proposed Action 
would be a negligible increase in the overall use ofthe aquifer. 

The Proposed Action could result in small increases in impervious surface. Many of the sites under 
consideration for the facilities are already impervious parking lots. It is anticipated that the overall 
building footprint would be 183,000 if (4.2 acres), which would include the North Utility Plant, the 
South Generator Facility, and the Central Boiler Plant and associated ASTs. However, the increase in 
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impervious surfaces would depend on the facility alternative as well as the parking alternative ultimately 
selected (see Sections 4.5.3 and 4.5.4). The creation of impervious surfaces has the potential to decrease 
storm water quality and increase storm water quantity and flow velocity, particularly during large rain 
events. Overland storm flows pick up contaminants and can carry them directly into receiving water 
bodies. Large areas of impervious pavement that once were pervious soils increase the speed at which 
storm water enters channels; if a stream channel cannot accommodate the increased volume of storm 
water, areas downstream can flood. In addition, the channel morphology of the receiving streams could 
adjust to accommodate increased flows often resulting in streambank erosion and associated impacts on 
downstream water quality and habitat. An increase in impervious areas can also reduce the land that is 
available for groundwater recharge. 

Long-term operational activities associated with the Proposed Action have the potential to moderately 
adversely affect surface water and groundwater quality as a result of nonpoint source pollution. During 
rain events, storm water picks up pollutants and could discharge them to the Little Patuxent River or its 
tributaries, or contaminated runoff could infiltrate into groundwater resulting in long-term moderate 
adverse impacts on water quality. However, these impacts would be mitigated through planned 
implementation of the various applicable Federal and state storm water permitting requirements so that no 
water quality violations would be expected; water quality would be maintained by using BMPs and storm 
water management as described in the following text. 

Under the Proposed Action, a storm water management system would be designed to contain and treat 
storm water so that potential flooding and contamination are minimized. In addition to the site-specific 
SWPPP developed by the construction contractors, the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR 26.17.01 
and 26.17.02) requires that a storm water management plan be implemented to control the water quantity 
and quality of storm water runoff resulting from site development. The MOE has regulations requiring 
that the release rate generated from the developed site post-construction should not exceed the rate 
generated when undeveloped (USACE 2007). A storm water management plan is required by MOE for 
all new development and for development disturbing more than 5,000 ft2 of land. Adherence to MOE 
requirements would limit permitted storm water runoff to predevelopment levels. 

Storm water BMPs under the MOE storm water program would ultimately attenuate the potential long
term adverse impacts the Proposed Action could have on water quality and quantity. 

Post-construction runoff control is accomplished using a variety of structural and nonstructural BMPs. 
Specific BMPs would be developed during the final design stage of construction and included in the 
appropriate permits. Structural BMPs could include combinations of the following: 

• Construction of ponds (e.g., dry extended detention ponds, wet ponds) 

• Infiltration practices (e.g., infiltration basin, infiltration trench, porous pavements) 

• Filtration practices (e.g., bioretention, sand and organic filters) 

• Vegetative practices (e.g., storm water wetland, grassed swales, grassed filter strip) 

• Runoff pretreatment practices (e.g., catch basin, in-line storage, manufactured products for storm 
water inlets). 

The NSA campus is not in the l00-year floodplain, and construction of the Proposed Action at the various 
sites would not be expected to stimulate development within the floodplain. 
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4.5.2.1 North Utility Plant 

Short-tenn minor adverse impacts on water resources could occur during construction activities, and long
tenn minor adverse impacts on water resources could occur as a result of power plant operations. General 
short-tenn and long-tenn adverse impacts are discussed in Section 4.5.2. Use ofBMPs and stonn water 
management would minimize the potential for adverse impacts on water quantity and quality. Site
specific analyses for alternative sites for the North Utility Plant (Sites 1,2,3, and 4) are in Section 4.5.3. 

The approximate building footprint of the proposed North Electrical Substation would be 45,000 ft?, and 
the approximate footprint of the proposed North Generator Facility would be approximately 60,000 if. 
Stonn water management plans and soil erosion and sedimentation controls would be required by MDE. 
A stream crossing for site access and transmissions lines would likely be required to access the North 
Utility Plant at Site 4. A fonnal delineation of wetlands and waters of the United States was conducted 
on December 2, 2008, on Site 4 and along the unnamed perennial stream between the upstream end of the 
pennanently flooded stonn water pond near the northeastern comer of Site 1 and the existing stream 
crossing and entrance from Canine Road to the parking lot associated with Site 3. In addition, any 
wetlands in proximity to the existing staging and equipment storage area adjacent to the northeastern 
comer of Site 4 were also delineated. All wetlands and other waters of the United States within the 
assessment area were delineated (see Figure 3.5-3). A jurisdictional detennination of wetlands and 
waters of the United States was requested from the USACE Baltimore District and would be obtained 
prior to implementing any actions that could impact the delineated areas. Any additional required site
specific review and study would be accomplished in accordance with CWA Section 401 and 404 and 
MDE Wetlands and Waterways Division pennitting requirements. The Section 404 and MDE Wetlands 
and Waterways Division pennitting process would identify whether additional mitigation measures are 
required. It is anticipated that facilities could be located to avoid impacts on wetlands and waters of the 
United States in proximity to the project area with the exception of a possible stream crossing necessary 
for access to the site. 

The proposed North Generator Facility would require storage of diesel fuel, urea, waste oil, and other 
materials. All materials would be handled and stored in accordance with existing regulations and 
management plans, minimizing the potential for leaks and spills. The proposed generators would use 
closed systems for cooling water, so minimal water use and wastewater discharge would be required. 

4.5.2.2 South Generator Facility 

Short-tenn minor adverse impacts on water resources could occur during construction activities, and long
tenn minor adverse impacts on water resources could occur as a result of power plant operations. General 
short-tenn and long-tenn adverse impacts are discussed in Section 4.8.2. Use of BMPs and stonn water 
management would minimize the potential for adverse impacts on water quantity and quality. Site
specific analyses for alternative sites for the South Generator Facility (Sites 5, 6, and 7) are in Section 
4.5.3. 

The approximate building footprint of the proposed South Generator Facility would be 60,000 ft2 
(1.4 acres). In accordance with Maryland regulations, erosion and sediment controls would be 
implemented for any earth disturbance greater than 5,000 if. 

The proposed South Generator Facility would require storage of diesel fuel, urea, waste oil, and other 
materials. All materials would be handled and stored in accordance with existing regulations and 
management plans, minimizing the potential for leaks and spills. The proposed generators would use 
closed systems for cooling water, so minimal water use and wastewater discharge would be required. 
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4.5.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

Short-tenn minor adverse impacts on water resources would be expected during construction activities, 
and long-tenn minor adverse impacts on water resources could occur as a result of boiler operations. 
General short-tenn and long-tenn adverse impacts are discussed in Section 4.5.2. Use of BMPs and 
stonn water management would minimize the potential for adverse impacts on water quantity and quality. 
Site-specific analyses for alternative sites for the Central Boiler Plant (Sites 7 and 8) are in Section 4.5.3. 

The approximate building footprint of the proposed Central Boiler Plant and ASTs would be 
approximately 18,000 if (0.5 acres). In accordance with Maryland regulations, erosion and sediment 
controls would be implemented for any earth disturbance greater than 5,000 if. 

The proposed Central Boiler Plant would require storage of No. 2 fuel oil as well as caustic materials. All 
materials would be handled and stored in accordance with existing regulations and management plans, 
minimizing the potential for leaks and spills. The proposed Central Boiler Plant would replace an 
existing boiler plant, so negligible changes in water use and wastewater discharge would occur since the 
current boiler is already using and discharging wastewater. It is anticipated that wastewater discharge for 
the proposed Central Boiler Plant would be similar to the existing boiler plant, which discharges 
wastewater through an oil/water separator in an adjacent building. 

4.5.2.4 Utility Corridors 

Short-tenn minor adverse impacts on water resources would be expected during utility trenching 
activities. No long-tenn adverse impacts on water resources would be expected. 

Utility lines would be installed in disturbed areas along existing utility corridors or roadways to the 
greatest extent possible. It is anticipated that installation of electrical distribution lines would disturb as 
much as 90,000 if and transmission lines could disturb as much as 53,000 if for a total maximum utility 
disturbance area of 143,000 if (3.3 acres). As described under Section 4.5.2, sediment- and erosion
control measures would be used to contain stonn water and soil to the active construction site. Since 
utility work would occur in stages as work is accomplished along a utility corridor, overall adverse 
impacts would be expected to be minor. 

There is the potential that utility trenching could occur near the tributary that flows just south of Sites 3 
and 4 and north of Canine Road. A fonnal delineation of wetlands and waters of the United States was 
conducted on December 2, 2008, on Site 4 and along the unnamed perennial stream between the upstream 
end of the pennanently flooded stonn water pond near the northeastern comer of Site 1 and the existing 
stream crossing and entrance from Canine Road to the parking lot associated with Site 3. In addition, any 
wetlands in proximity to the existing staging and equipment storage area adjacent to the northeastern 
comer of Site 4 were also delineated. All wetlands and other waters of the United States within the 
assessment area were delineated (refer to Figure 4.5-3). A jurisdictional determination of wetlands and 
waters of the United States was requested from the USACE Baltimore District and would be obtained 
prior to implementing any actions that could impact the unnamed perennial stream. Direct impacts on the 
stream would be avoided or minimized to the maximum extent possible and any unavoidable impacts 
would be mitigated. Any additional required site-specific review and study would be accomplished in 
accordance with CW A Sections 401 and 404 and MDE Wetlands and Waterways Division pennitting 
requirements. 
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Short-term minor adverse impacts on water resources similar to those discussed in Section 4.5.2 could 
occur as a result of transport of sediments and other pollutants in runoff into the adjacent stream. Site I is 
located near a perennial stream and a permanently flooded storm water pond. There is a potential for 
erosion and associated sedimentation into the stream during construction. In the event that this tributary 
would be impacted by construction, additional site-specific review and study would be needed to ensure 
that all Sections 401 and 404 permitting requirements are met. Erosion and sediment controls and storm 
water management practices implemented consistent with NSA's SWPPP and MOE's Stormwater Design 
Manual would minimize potential for adverse impacts associated with erosion and sedimentation. 
Implementation of BMPs and adherence to storm water management plans and soil erosion and 
sedimentation controls would mitigate potential adverse impacts. 

Long-term impacts on water resources would be negligible. Site 1 is currently a parking lot, so no 
increase in impervious surfaces would be expected. All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials 
stored onsite during operations would be contained and stored appropriately. In the event of a spill, 
procedures identified in the NSA's SPCC Plan would be followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. 

4.5.3.2 Site 2 

Short-term minor adverse impacts on water resources similar to those discussed in Section 4.5.2 would be 
expected as a result of constructing the North Utility Plant at Site 2. Implementation of BMPs and 
adherence to storm water management plans and soil erosion and sedimentation controls would mitigate 
any potential adverse impacts. There are no surface waters or wetlands in proximity to Site 2, so no 
impacts on wetlands would be expected as a result of constructing the North Utility Plant. 

Long-term impacts on water resources would be negligible. Site 2 is currently developed, so no increase 
in impervious surfaces would be expected. All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials stored 
onsite during operations would be contained and stored appropriately. In the event of a spill, procedures 
identified in the NSA's SPCC Plan would be followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. 

4.5.3.3 Site 3 

Short-term minor adverse impacts on water resources similar to those discussed in Section 4.5.2 would be 
expected as a result of constructing the North Utility Plant at Site 3. Site 3 is bordered to the north and 
east by forested land. Storm water runoff from Site 3 would travel towards a nearby perennial stream on 
the southeastern border of the site. There is a potential for erosion and associated sedimentation into the 
stream during construction. In the event that this tributary would be impacted by construction, additional 
site-specific review and study would be needed to ensure that all Sections 401 and 404 and MOE 
Wetlands and Waterways Division buffer and permitting requirements are met. Erosion and sediment 
controls and storm water management practices implemented consistent with NSA's SWPPP and MDE's 
Stormwater Design Manual would minimize potential for adverse impacts associated with erosion and 
sedimentation. Implementation of BMPs and adherence to storm water management plans and soil 
erosion and sedimentation controls would mitigate any potential adverse impacts. 

Long-term impacts on water resources would be negligible. Site 3 is currently developed, so no increase 
in impervious surfaces would be expected. All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials stored 
onsite during operations would be contained and stored appropriately. In the event of a spill, procedures 
identified in the NSA's SPCC Plan would be followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. 
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4.5.3.4 Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

Short-tenn and long-tenn minor adverse impacts on water resources could result from implementation of 
the Proposed Action at Site 4 because Site 4 is undeveloped. An unnamed perennial stream flows along 
the southeastern boundary just outside of Site 4 (see Figure 4.5-3). Stonn water runoff from Site 4 could 
potentially flow across Site 3 or other roads or parking areas picking up pollutants, and potentially 
impacting water quality if the runoff reaches surface or groundwater resources. MDE requires that stonn 
water management plans and soil erosion and sedimentation controls be approved prior to any new 
development of land. BMPs would be implemented to mitigate any potential impacts. 

A fonnal delineation of wetlands and waters of the United States was conducted on December 2, 2008, on 
Site 4 and along the unnamed perennial stream between the upstream end of the pennanently flooded 
stonn water pond near the northeastern comer of Site I and the existing stream crossing and entrance 
from Canine Road to the parking lot associated with Site 3. In addition, any wetlands in proximity to the 
existing staging and equipment storage area adjacent to the northeastern comer of Site 4 were also 
delineated. All wetlands and other waters of the United States within the assessment area were delineated 
(see Figure 4.S-3). A jurisdictional detennination of wetlands and waters of the United States was 
requested from the USACE Baltimore District and would be obtained prior to implementing any actions 
that could impact the delineated areas. Direct impacts on the stream would be avoided or minimized to 
the maximum extent possible and any unavoidable impacts would be mitigated. Any additional required 
site-specific review and study would be accomplished in accordance with CW A Sections 401 and 404 and 
MDE Wetlands and Waterways Division pennitting requirements. The Section 404 and MDE Wetlands 
and Waterways Division pennitting process would identify whether additional mitigation measures are 
required. 

At the time of publication of the Final EIS, only high-level engineering design has occurred. Therefore a 
conservative evaluation of impacts to the wetland has been made. If Site 4 was selected, it was 
conservatively assumed that the proposed access road would be constructed in a corridor that is 100 ft 
(30.5 meters) wide and the road would cross at the widest part of the stream. At its widest part, the 
stream is 71 ft (21.6 meters) wide. Therefore, the maximum number of acres of wetlands that would be 
disturbed is assumed to be 7,100 rr (660 square meters) or 0.163 acres (this does not include the 25-foot 
buffer [approximately 5,000 ft2] as required by the MDE's Water Management Administration under the 
Maryland Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act). After construction, most of the construction corridor 
wetland would be restored. Final project design and implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures 
would limit impacts on wetland areas to the maximum extent practical. 

Construction activities for the North Utility Plant could result in a potential increase in surface water 
runoff due to sheet flow as a result of an increase in impervious surfaces. There is a potential for erosion 
and associated sedimentation into streams during construction. Erosion and sediment controls and stonn 
water management practices implemented consistent with NSA's SWPPP and MDE's Stonnwater Design 
Manual would minimize potential for adverse impacts associated with the in(;rease in impervious surfaces 
and erosion and sedimentation. Post-construction runoff control is accomplished using a variety of 
structural and nonstructural BMPs. Specific BMPs would be developed during the final design stage of 
construction and included in the appropriate pennits. 

Long-tenn minor adverse impacts would be expected from increases in impervious surfaces. The 
approximate building footprint of the proposed North Electrical Substation would be 45,000 rr and the 
approximate footprint of the proposed North Generator Facility would be approximately 60,000 rr. In 
accordance with Maryland regulations, erosion and sediment controls would be implemented for any 
earth disturbance greater than 5,000 ft2. Stonn water management plans and soil erosion and 
sedimentation controls would be required by MDE. All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials 
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stored onsite during operations would be contained and stored appropriately. In the event of a spill, 
procedures identified in the NSA's SPCC Plan would be followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. 

4.5.3.5 Site 5 (Preferred Alternative) 

Short-term minor adverse impacts on water resources similar to those discussed in Section 4.5.2 would be 
expected as a result of constructing the South Generator Facility at Site 5. Site 5 is developed land, and 
no streams or other water bodies are in proximity to the site. Storm water management plans and soil 
erosion and sedimentation controls would be adhered to in order to effectively minimize potentially 
adverse impacts on water resources. Construction and operational BMPs would be implemented to 
reduce potential impacts on water resources. There are no wetlands in proximity to Site 5, so no impacts 
on wetlands would be expected as a result of constructing the South Generator Facility. 

Long-term impacts would be negligible. Site 5 is currently developed, so negligible increases in 
impervious surfaces would be expected. All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials stored onsite 
during operations would be contained and stored appropriately. These materials are already stored at Site 
5 for the existing generator facility. In the event of a spill, procedures identified in the NSA' s SPCC Plan 
would be followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. 

4.5.3.6 Site 6 

Short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts on water resources similar to those discussed in Section 
4.5.2 would be expected as a result of constructing the South Generator Facility at Site 6. Site 6 is 
currently a forested site surrounded by development. As such, increased impervious surfaces could 
impact storm water velocity as well as water quality and groundwater recharge. MDE requires that storm 
water management plans and soil erosion and sedimentation controls be approved prior to any new 
development of land. Soil erosion and sediment controls and storm water BMPs prescribed in the storm 
water management and erosion- and sediment-control plans would be implemented to minimize 
unavoidable impacts associated with erosion and sedimentation or storm water runoff during and 
following site development. Implementation of soil erosion and sediment controls and storm water BMPs 
prescribed in the storm water management and erosion- and sediment-control plans would minimize 
impacts associated with storm water runoff during and following site development. There are no 
wetlands in proximity to Site 6, so no impacts on wetlands would be expected as a result of constructing 
the South Generator Facility. 

Long-term minor adverse impacts would be expected from increases in impervious surfaces. The 
approximate building footprint of the proposed South Generator Facility would be approximately 
60,000 ft2 (1.4 acres). In accordance with Maryland regulations, erosion and sediment controls would be 
implemented for any earth disturbance greater than 5,000 if. Long-term impacts on water resources from 
operations would be negligible. All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials stored onsite during 
operations would be contained and stored appropriately. In the event of a spill, procedures identified in 
the NSA's SPCC Plan would be followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. 

4.5.3.7 Site 7 

Short-term minor adverse impacts similar to those discussed in Section 4.5.2 would be expected on water 
resources should the proposed South Generator Facility or Central Boiler Plant be constructed at Site 7. 
Site 7 is developed land, and no streams or other water bodies are proximal to the site. Storm water 
management plans and soil erosion and sedimentation controls would be adhered to in order to effectively 
minimize potentially adverse impacts on water resources. Construction and operational BMPs would be 
implemented to reduce potential impacts on water resources. There are no wetlands in proximity to Site 

DOD, Fort Meade, Maryland January 2009 

4-38 



Final E/S for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

7, so no impacts on wetlands would be expected as a result of constructing either the South Generator 
Facility or the Central Boiler Plant. 

Long-term impacts would be negligible. Site 7 is currently developed and surrounded by developed land, 
so negligible increases in impervious surfaces would be expected. All fuels and other potentially 
hazardous materials stored onsite during operations would be contained and stored appropriately. In the 
event of a spill, procedures identified in the NSA's SPCC Plan would be followed to quickly contain and 
clean up a spill. 

4.5.3.8 Site 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

Minor adverse impacts similar to those discussed in Sedion 4.5.2 on water resources would be expected 
at Site 8. Site 8 is developed land, and no streams or other water bodies are in proximity to the site. 
Storm water management plans and soil erosion and sedimentation controls would be adhered to in order 
to effectively minimize potentially adverse impacts on water resources. Construction and operational 
BMPs would be implemented to reduce potential impacts on water resources. There are no wetlands in 
proximity to Site 7, so no impacts on wetlands would be expected as a result of constructing the Central 
Boiler Plant. 

Long-term impacts would be negligible. Site 8 is currently developed and surrounded by developed land, 
so negligible increases in impervious surfaces would be expected. All fuels and other potentially 
hazardous materials stored onsite during operations would be contained and stored appropriately. These 
materials are already stored at Site 8 for the existing boiler plant. In the event of a spill, procedures 
identified in the NSA's SPeC Plan would be followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. 

4.5.4 Parking Alternatives 

4.5.4.1 Surface Parking Lot on Sites 4 and 6 

Construction of a surface parking lot at Sites 4 or 6 would have similar impacts of those described in 
Sections 4.5.3.4 and 4.5.3.6. BMPs and storm water management plans and soil erosion and sediment 
controls would mitigate impacts on water resources. 

An unnamed perennial stream flows along the southeastern boundary just outside of Site 4. A formal 
delineation of wetlands and waters of the United States was conducted on December 2, 2008, on Site 4 
and along the unnamed perennial stream between the upstream end of the permanently flooded storm 
water pond near the northeastern comer of Site 1 and the existing stream crossing and entrance from 
Canine Road to the parking lot associated with Site 3. In addition, any wetlands in proximity to the 
existing staging and equipment storage area adjacent to the northeastern comer of Site 4 were also 
delineated. All wetlands and other waters of the United States within the assessment area were delineated 
(refer to Figure 4.5-3). A jurisdictional determination of wetlands and waters of the United States was 
requested from the USACE Baltimore District and would be obtained prior to implementing any actions 
that could impact the delineated areas. Direct impacts on the stream would be avoided or minimized to 
the maximum extent possible and any unavoidable impacts would be mitigated. Any additional required 
site-specific review and study would be accomplished in accordance with CW A Sections 401 and 404 and 
MDE Wetlands and Waterways Division permitting requirements. The Section 404 and MDE Wetlands 
and Waterways Division permitting process would identify whether additional mitigation measures are 
required. Construction activities from the parking lot or structure could result in a potential increase in 
surface runoff due to sheet flow as a result of an increase in impervious surfaces. There is a potential for 
erosion and associated sedimentation into the stream during construction. Erosion and sediment controls 
and storm water management practices implemented consistent with NSA's SWPPP and MDE's 
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Stonnwater Design Manual would minimize the potential for adverse impacts associated with the increase 
in impervious surfaces and erosion and sedimentation. In addition to the SWPPP, Fort Meade's recently 
adopted Green Building Manual establishes guidelines to be applied during new construction and 
operation. These guidelines include measures for parking areas to include landscaped parking lot islands 
to provide shade, reduce heat island effect, and manage stonn water (e.g., bioretention ponds, tree 
plantings). No impacts on wetlands or other waters of the United States would be expected as a result of 
constructing a surface parking lot at Site 6. 

4.5.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

There are no wetlands in proximity to Site 3. Development of a three-story parking garage on Site 3, 
which is an existing parking lot, would not be expected to have adverse impacts on water resources. 
Therefore, no impact on water resources would be expected under this alternative. 

4.5.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

Site 9 is a parking lot adjacent to a forested wetland to the east. Construction of a three-story parking 
garage would be expected to have minor adverse impacts on water resources. See Section 4.5.2 for a 
discussion on the impacts on water resources during development. 

There is a palustrine-forested wetland adjacent to the southeastern portion of Site 9 and near the 
southwestern comer of Site 10. Construction activities from the proposed parking areas could result in a 
potential increase in surface runoff due to sheet flow as a result of a slight increase in impervious 
surfaces. There is a potential for erosion and associated sedimentation into the wetland during 
construction. Erosion and sediment controls and stonn water management practices implemented 
consistent with NSA's SWPPP and MDE's Stonnwater Design Manual would minimize potential for 
adverse impacts associated with the slight increase in impervious surfaces and erosion and sedimentation. 
In addition to the SWPPP, Fort Meade's recently adopted Green Building Manual establishes guidelines 
to be applied during new construction and operation. These guidelines include measures for parking areas 
to include landscaped parking lot islands to provide shade, reduce heat island effect, and manage stonn 
water (e.g., bioretention ponds and tree plantings). 

4.5.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

Site lOis a parking lot adjacent to a forested wetland to the west. Construction of a three-story parking 
garage would be expected to have minor adverse impacts on water resources. See Section 4.5.2 for a 
discussion on the impacts on water resources during development. 

There is a palustrine-forested wetland adjacent to the southeastern portion of Site 9 and near the 
southwestern corner of Site 10. Construction activities at Site 10 would be expected to have a greater 
impact on water resources than Site 9 as stonn water runoff flows to the east, towards the forested 
wetland. Construction activities from the proposed parking areas could result in a potential increase in 
surface runoff due to sheet flow as a result of a slight increase in impervious surfaces. There is a potential 
for erosion and associated sedimentation into the wetland during construction. Erosion and sediment 
controls and stonn water management practices implemented consistent with NSA's SWPPP and MDE's 
Stonnwater Design Manual would minimize the potential for adverse impacts associated with the slight 
increase in impervious surfaces and erosion and sedimentation. In addition to the SWPPP, Fort Meade's 
recently adopted Green Building Manual establishes guidelines to be applied during new construction and 
operation. These guidelines include measures for a parking area to include landscaped parking lot islands 
to provide shade, reduce heat island effect, and manage stonn water (e.g., bioretention ponds and tree 
plantings). 
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4.6 Biological Resources 

Potential impacts on biological resources are evaluated based on the importance (i.e., legal, commercial, 
recreational, ecological, or scientific) of the resource, the proportion of the resource that would be 
affected relative to its occurrence in the region, the sensitivity of the resource to proposed activities, and 
the duration of ecological impacts. A habitat perspective is used to provide a framework for analysis of 
general classes of impacts (e.g., removal of critical habitat, noise, human disturbance). 

Under the ESA, Federal agencies are required to provide documentation that ensures that agency actions 
will not adversely affect the existence of any federally threatened or endangered species. The ESA 
requires that all Federal agencies avoid "taking" threatened or endangered species (which includes 
jeopardizing threatened or endangered species habitat). Section 7 of the ESA establishes a consultation 
process with USFWS (and National Marine Fisheries Service) that ends with concurrence on a 
determination of the risk of jeopardy from a Federal agency project. 

4.6.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, DOD would not construct a North Utility Plant, upgrade the South 
Generator Facility, or replace the aging components of the Central Boiler Plant. No impacts on biological 
resources would be expected. 

4.6.2 Proposed Action 

Short-term and long-term, direct and indirect, adverse impacts on biological resources would be expected 
if undeveloped forested sites (i.e., Sites 4 and 6) were selected for the North Utility Plant, which includes 
the electrical distribution lines or the South Generator Facility. 

It is anticipated that short-term negligible impacts on biological resources would be expected if sites were 
selected that are currently developed (i.e., Sites 1,2, 3, 5, 7, and 8) except as discussed in the following 
text. Therefore, negligible impacts on biological resources would be expected as a result of replacing the 
Central Boiler Plant because there are no sensitive biological resources at Sites 7 and 8. Negligible 
impacts on biological resources would be expected as a result of constructing the North Utility Plant on 
Sites 1,2, and 3, and the South Generator Facility on Sites 5 and 7. No impacts are expected to occur on 
threatened and endangered species on any of the potential sites since there are no threatened or 
endangered species occurring on any of the sites. 

Vegetation. Development from the Proposed Action occurring in the forested sites (Sites 4 and 6) would 
be expected to be permanent and have long-term direct adverse impacts on the pine and deciduous 
hardwood forest that would occur in association with construction of the proposed North Utility Plant 
(105,000 if) and the South Generator Facility (60,000 fr). Permanent loss of and long-term direct 
adverse impacts on vegetation would occur in association with the electrical distribution lines from the 
North Utility Plant, which total 90,000 if of disturbance, and transmission lines, which total 53.000 if of 
disturbance. Additional indirect adverse impacts on adjacent vegetation could result from collision with 
construction equipment and root damage. Forest Conservation Act requirements and BMPs such as 
installing temporary fences around trees would be implemented during construction activities. Under the 
Forest Conservation Act. a minimum of 20 percent of the forest should be preserved as a Forest 
Conservation Mitigation Area to mitigate project impacts. A Forest Conservation Plan would be 
developed and implemented if currently forested sites were developed under the Proposed Action. The 
additional areas disturbed as a result of the Proposed Action would be replanted with native vegetation or 
approved grass mixtures following construction activities. 
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Effects on vegetation from the Proposed Action in the remaining sites would be expected to be short-term 
and negligible. Negligible to minor impacts on adjacent landscape vegetation are possible during 
construction. BMPs would be implemented during construction to minimize impacts on landscape 
vegetation. Additional areas disturbed as a result of project development would be replanted with native 
vegetation or approved grass mixtures following construction activities. 

Wildlife. In the undeveloped sites (Sites 4 and 6), short-term negligible impacts would occur on wildlife 
as a result of temporary noise disturbances associated with construction activities. Some wildlife species 
occurring in the vicinity of the proposed project area would be expected to have adapted to the variety of 
noise levels associated with the campus and might move back into the area following site development. 
Some species would be unable to return as a result of fencing surrounding the facilities. 

Direct adverse impacts could occur from the mortality of small less-mobile species as a result of collision 
with construction equipment. BMPs would be implemented during construction to allow less-mobile 
species to avoid impacts from construction equipment. BMPs would also be implemented to avoid 
impacts on wildlife occurring in the vicinity of construction activities. Adverse impacts would occur as a 
loss of 105,000 ft2 (North Utility Plant) and 60,000 ft2 (South Generator Facility) of habitat. There is 
potential for additional loss of habitat from the placement of transmission lines associated with the North 
Utility Plant. Most wildlife occurring in and in the vicinity of Sites 4 and 6 would be expected to move to 
nearby habitats during site development. 

On sites that are currently developed, short-term negligible impacts would occur on wildlife as a result of 
temporary noise disturbances associated with construction activities. BMPs such as allowing wildlife to 
move out of the path of construction equipment would be implemented during the construction to 
minimize impacts on wildlife. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of implementing the Proposed Action. There are no Federal- or state-listed 
threatened or endangered species documented or known to occur on or adjacent to any of the potential 
development sites. 

4.6.3 Facility Alternatives 

4.6.3.1 Site 1 

Vegetation. Negligible impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of development on Site 1. 
Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on previously developed 
sites described in Section 4.6.2. . 

Wildlife. Negligible impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development on Site 1. Effects 
on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously developed sites described 
in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of constructing the proposed North Utility Plant at Site 1. 

4.6.3.2 Site 2 

Vegetation. Negligible impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of development on Site 2. 
Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on previously developed 
sites described in Section 4.6.2. 
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Wildlife. Negligible impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development on Site 2. Effects 
on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously developed sites described 
in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of constructing the proposed North Utility Plant at Site 2. 

4.6.3.3 Site 3 

Vegetation. Negligible impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of development on Site 3. 
Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on previously developed 
sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Wildlife. Negligible impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development on Site 3. Effects 
on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously developed sites described 
in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of constructing the North Utility Plant at Site 3. 

4.6.3.4 Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

Vegetation. Long-term minor adverse impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of 
development on Site 4. Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on 
previously undeveloped sites described in Section 4.6.2. If chosen for development, this site would pose 
the greatest impact on vegetation as compared to the other site alternatives. 

Wildlife. Short-term negligible adverse impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development 
on Site 4. Effects on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife described for 
previously undeveloped sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of constructing the North Utility Plant at Site 4. 

4.6.3.5 Site 5 (Preferred Alternative) 

Vegetation. Negligible impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of development on Site 5. 
Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on previously developed 
sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Wildlife. Negligible impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development on Site 5. Effects 
on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously developed sites described 
in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on· threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of constructing the South Generator Facility at Site 5. 
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4.6.3.6 Site 6 

Vegetation. Long-tenn minor adverse impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of 
development on Site 6. Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on 
previously undeveloped sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Wildlife. Short-tenn negligible adverse impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development 
on Site 6. Effects on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously 
undeveloped sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of implementing the Proposed Action at Site 6. 

4.6.3.7 Site 7 

Vegetation. Negligible impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of development on Site 7. 
Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on previously developed 
sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Wildlife. Negligible impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development on Site 7. Effects 
on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously developed sites described 
in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of constructing either the South Generator Facility or the Central Boiler Plant at 
Site 7. 

4.6.3.8 Site 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

Vegetation. Negligible impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of development on Site 8. 
Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on previously developed 
sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Wildlife. Negligible impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development on Site 8. Effects 
on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously developed sites described 
in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of implementing the Proposed Action. 

4.6.4 Parking Alternatives 

4.6.4.1 Surface Parking Lot on Sites 4 and 6 

Vegetation. Long-tenn minor adverse impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of 
development on Sites 4 and 6. Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on 
vegetation on previously undeveloped sites described in Section 4.6.2. Development of Site 4 would 
pose the greatest impact on vegetation as compared to the other site alternatives. 
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Wildlife. Short·term negligible adverse impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development 
on Sites 4 and 6. Effects on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously 
undeveloped sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of implementing the Proposed Action at Sites 4 and 6. 

4.6.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

Vegetation. Negligible impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of development on Site 3. 
Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on previously developed 
sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Wildlife. Negligible impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development on Site 3. Effects 
on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously developed sites described 
in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of constructing a parking garage at Site 3. 

4.6.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

Vegetation. Negligible impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of construction of a parking 
garage on Site 9. Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on 
previously developed sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Wildlife. Negligible impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development on Site 9. Effects 
on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously developed sites described 
in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of constructing a parking garage at Site 9. 

4.6.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

Vegetation. Negligible impacts on vegetation would be expected as a result of development on Site 10. 
Effects on vegetation are expected to be similar to the impacts on vegetation on previously developed 
sites described in Section 4.6.2. 

Wildlife. Negligible impacts on wildlife would be expected as a result of development on Site 10. 
Effects on wildlife are expected to be similar to the impacts on wildlife on previously developed sites 
described in Section 4.6.2. 

Threatened and Endangered Species. No impacts on threatened and endangered species would be 
expected as a result of constructing a parking garage at Site 10. 

4.7 Cultural Resources 

Potential impacts are assessed by (1) identifying the nature and potential importance of cultural resources 
in potentially affected areas. and (2) identifying activities that could directly or indirectly affect cultural 
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resources classified as historic properties. Cultural resources not yet evaluated are afforded the same 
regulatory consideration as resources that have been determined eligible or nominated to the NRHP. 

Direct Impacts. Direct impacts on archaeological sites include physical disturbance through surface 
grading, building excavation and construction, road construction, utility line trenching, use of staging 
areas for heavy equipment and supplies, and vandalism of archaeological materials from temporary or 
permanent increased access to sites. Any ground-disturbing action in the area of an NRHP-eligible or 
potentially eligible archaeological site, or modification to such a site, can affect the physical integrity of 
that cultural resource. The alteration or destruction of those characteristics or qualities which make a 
resource potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP would be an adverse effect under Section 106 of 
theNHPA. 

Direct impacts on architectural resources include demolition, alteration of architectural traits, structural 
instability through vibration, short-term audio intrusions during construction, and visual intrusions to 
historic settings and cultural landscapes. Any visual or audio intrusions to the setting or demolition or 
alteration of architectural traits can affect the physical integrity of an NRHP-eligible or potentially 
eligible architectural resource. Alteration or destruction of those characteristics or qualities that make a 
resource potentially eligible for inclusion in the NRHP would be an adverse effect under Section 106 of 
theNHPA. 

Direct impacts on Native American resources include destruction of traditional resources, burials, and 
sacred sites, and plant or animal habitat through ground-disturbing activities and construction of buildings 
and roads. Audio and visual intrusion can adversely affect the visual and audio landscape or the viewshed 
of these resources. These types of physical disturbance could disturb or destroy unidentified Native 
American resources and, thus, would be an adverse effect under Section 106 of the NHP A. 

Indirect Impacts. Indirect impacts on archaeological sites could include vandalism of archaeological 
materials from temporary or permanent increased access to sites adjacent to the APE. 

Indirect impacts on architectural resources could include structural instability through construction, 
vibration of buildings adjacent to the APE, short-term audio intrusions during construction to buildings 
adjacent to the APE, and visual intrusions to additional historic settings and cultural landscapes adjacent 
to the APE. 

Indirect impacts on Native American resources could include noise and visual intrusions to resources 
adjacent to the APE. 

4.7.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no new construction and no change in baseline 
conditions. There would be no direct or indirect adverse impacts on archaeological resources, historic 
buildings or structures, or traditional cultural properties. No mitigation is warranted. 

4.7.2 Proposed Action 

4.7.2.1 North Utility Plant 

Site 4, the preferred location, is a Forest Conservation Area located approximately 1,220 feet of the BW 
Parkway. Historic aerial images and maps show extensive soil disturbance in the past at this location, 
indicating little likelihood of intact archaeological deposits remaining at this location. There are thick 
stands of 40- to 60-foot mixed deciduous and Virginia pine trees between Site 4 and the BW Parkway. 
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The National Cryptologic Museum is also located between Site 4 and a portion of the BW Parkway. A 
detailed simulation and analysis of potential visual impacts from the BW Parkway is in Section 4.1.2. In 
addition to the visual simulation, a visual impact assessment was conducted on December 2, 2008. This 
assessment concluded that the Proposed Action would not impact the viewshed from the BW Parkway, 
and therefore no effect on the NRHP-listed BW Parkway is expected (see Section 4.1.2.1). NSA 
consulted with the NPS under NHPA Section 106 on potential impacts to the BW Parkway (see 
Appendix C, pages C-21 through C-29). Since no effect is expected on the BW Parkway, no mitigation 
measures would be necessary. 

Site 4, the preferred location, is a Forest Conservation Area located within 1,220 feet of the BW Parkway. 
Historic aerial images and maps show extensive soil disturbance in the past at this location, indicating 
little likelihood of intact archaeological deposits remaining at this location. There are thick stands of 40-
to 60-foot mixed deciduous and Virginia pine trees between Site 4 and the BW Parkway. A detailed 
simulation and analysis of potential visual impacts from the BW Parkway is in Section 4.1.2. In addition 
to the visual simulation, a visual impact assessment was conducted on December 2, 2008. This 
assessment concluded that the Proposed Action would not impact the viewshed from the BW Parkway, 
and therefore no effect on the NRHP-listed BW Parkway is expected (see Section 4.1.2.1). 

No adverse impacts on TCPs are expected. 

4.7.2.2 South Generator Facility 

Site 5 is the preferred location for the construction of the South Generator Facility. If this site were 
selected, the Proposed Action would result in the replacement of the existing generators with the new 
facility. There are no historic properties either within the APE or within proximity of the APE. No 
adverse impacts on historic properties would be expected. No mitigation is warranted. No adverse 
impacts on TCPs are expected. 

4.7.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

Site 8 is the preferred location for the construction of the Central Boiler Plant. If this site is selected, the 
Proposed Action would result in the replacement of the existing boiler facility with a new facility within 
the same footprint. There are no historic properties either within the APE or within proximity of the 
APE. No adverse impacts on historic properties would be expected. No mitigation is warranted. No 
adverse impacts on TCPs are expected. 

4.7.2.4 Utility Corridors 

If the approximately 90,000 ff of trenching for electrical distribution lines would occur in previously 
disturbed soils, no adverse impacts on historic properties would be expected and no mitigation is 
warranted. Should any portion of the trenching extend into undisturbed soils, further consultation with 
MHT should occur to discuss possible mitigation measures in undisturbed soils. No adverse impacts on 
TCPs are expected as a result of trenching for the electrical distribution lines. 

Transmission lines would extend from west ofMD-32 eastward inside the NSA campus, but it has not yet 
been determined where the lines would ingress onto the NSA campus, or whether the lines would be 
aboveground or buried. Until such determinations are made, the ultimate impact on the only significant 
resource, the BW Parkway, cannot yet be determined. Consultation with MHT should occur to discuss 
possible viewshed mitigation if the lines are aboveground. No adverse impacts on TCPs are expected as a 
result of installing the proposed transmission lines. 
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Site 1 is currently a parking lot and construction would occur within the existing facility footprint. 
Historic aerial images and maps show extensive soil disturbance in the past, indicating little likelihood of 
intact archaeological deposits remaining within both locations. There are no historic properties either 
within the APE or within proximity of the APE. No adverse impacts on historic properties would be 
expected. No mitigation is warranted. 

4.7.3.2 Site 2 

Site 2 is currently a parking lot and construction would occur within the existing facility footprint. 
Historic aerial images and maps show extensive soil disturbance in the past, indicating little likelihood of 
intact archaeological deposits remaining within both locations. There are no historic properties either 
within the APE or within proximity of the APE. No adverse impacts on historic properties would be 
expected. No mitigation is warranted. 

4.7.3.3 Site 3 

Site 3 is currently a parking lot located within 1,200 feet of the BW Parkway. Historic aerial images and 
maps show extensive soil disturbance in the past at this location, indicating little likelihood of intact 
archaeological deposits remaining. This location was visited to determine any potential visual impact on 
the BW Parkway from the new construction. There are thick stands of 40- to 60-foot mixed deciduous 
and Virginia pine trees between the BW Parkway. Should leaf loss on the deciduous trees cause more 
sparse screening in the winter, suggested mitigation might include painting the building to blend with the 
terrain, or planting additional native evergreen species of trees to fill any gaps. Consultation with the 
NPS is recommended to discuss acceptable mitigation measures. See Section 4.1.2 for a detailed visual 
analysis. 

4.7.3.4 Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 4 is within 1,220 feet of the NRHP-listed BW Parkway. As concluded from the December 2,2008, 
visual impact assessment, the Proposed Action would not impact the viewshed from the BW Parkway, 
and therefore no effect on the NRHP-listed BW Parkway is expected (see Section 4.1.2.1). See analysis 
for Site 4 in Section 4.7.2.1. 

4.7.3.5 Site 5 (Preferred Alternative) 

No impacts would be expected. See analysis for Site 5 in Section 4.7.2.2. 

4.7.3.6 Site 6 

Site 6 is forested and undeveloped. No significant buildings or structures historically were located or 
currently reside on or in proximity to this parcel, thus no adverse impact on significant architectural 
resources is expected and no mitigation is warranted. Historic aerial images and maps show extensive 
soil disturbance in the past, indicating little likelihood of intact archaeological deposits remaining within 
the site. NSA has initiated coordination under NHPA Section 106 (see Appendix C, pages C-21 through 
C-29). 
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4.7.3.7 Site 7 

Site 7 is the location of the former motorpool. Historic aerial images and maps show extensive soil 
disturbance in the past, indicating little likelihood of intact archaeological deposits remaining within the 
site. Therefore, no adverse impact on significant archaeological resources is expected, and no mitigation 
is warranted. No significant buildings or structures historically were located or currently reside within 
this parcel. Therefore, no adverse impact on significant architectural resources is expected and no 
mitigation is warranted. Fort Meade has completed all required cultural resources investigations, and the 
only eligible architectural resources are not located within view of Site 7. No adverse impact on historic 
properties is expected, and no mitigation measures are warranted. 

4.7.3.8 Site 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

No impacts would be expected. See analysis for Site 9 in Section 4.7.2.3. 

4.7.4 Parking Alternatives 

4.7.4.1 Surface Parking Lot on Sites 4 and 6 

Site 4 is a Forest Conservation Area within 1,220 feet of the NRHP-listed BW Parkway. Historic aerial 
images and maps show extensive soil disturbance in the past, indicating little likelihood of intact 
archaeological deposits remaining. As concluded from the December 2, 2008, visual impact assessment 
(see Appendix C, pages C-21 through C-29), the Proposed Action would not impact the viewshed from 
the BW Parkway, and therefore no effect on the NRHP-listed BW Parkway is expected (see Section 
4.1.2.1). See analysis for Site 4 in Section 4.7.2.1. 

Site 6 is a forested area. Historic aerial images and maps show extensive soil disturbance in the past, 
indicating little likelihood of intact archaeological deposits remaining. NSA has initiated coordination 
under NHPA Section 106 (see Appendix G). No adverse impacts on significant architectural resources 
are expected, and no mitigation is warranted. 

4.7.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

Site 3 contains little likelihood of intact archaeological deposits remammg due to extensive soil 
disturbance in the past, thus no adverse impact on significant archaeological resources is expected. 
However, Site 3 is within 1,220 feet of the BW Parkway. There are thick stands of 40- to 60-foot mixed 
deciduous and Virginia pine trees between Site 3 and the BW Parkway. If the trees are left intact and the 
building does not rise above the tree height, there would be no viewshed issues for at least most of the 
year. Should leaf loss on the deciduous trees cause more sparse screening in the winter, suggested 
mitigation might include painting the building to blend with the terrain, or planting additional native 
evergreen species of trees to fill any gaps. 

4.7.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

Site 9 is currently a parking lot with little likelihood of intact archaeological deposits remaining due to 
extensive soil disturbance in the past, thus no adverse impact on significant archaeological resources is 
expected. Fort Meade has completed all required cultural resources investigations, and the only eligible 
architectural resources are not within view of either location. No adverse impact on historic properties is 
expected and no mitigation measures are warranted. 
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4.7.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

Site lOis currently a parking lot with little likelihood of intact archaeological deposits remaining due to 
extensive soil disturbance in the past, thus no adverse impact on significant archaeological resources is 
expected. Fort Meade has completed all required cultural resources investigations, and the only eligible 
architectural resources are not located within view of either location. No adverse impact on historic 
properties is expected and no mitigation measures are warranted. 

4.8 Infrastructure 

As discussed in Section 2.2.5, DOD will not disclose the locations of existing or proposed utility 
corridors. It is assumed that construction contractors would be well-informed of utility locations prior to 
any ground-disturbing activities that could result in major unintended utility disruptions or human safety 
hazards, and all ground-disturbance required for utility line installation and facility construction would be 
accomplished in accordance with Federal and state safety guidelines. 

The analysis to determine potential impacts on infrastructure and infrastructure systems considers 
primarily whether a proposed action would exceed capacity or place unreasonable demand on a specific 
utility. 

4.8.1 No Action Alternative 

Long-term moderate to major adverse impacts could occur on infrastructure systems, particularly 
electrical power and heating systems, under the No Action Alternative. Primary electrical power systems 
are expected to meet current electrical demands, but there would be no multiple redundant power supplies 
in place to ensure mission operability under any circumstance. The current boiler plant would continue to 
operate in the short term with negligible to no impacts, but long-term reliability and maintenance issues 
could result in service interruptions to the central heating system, requiring use of expensive and 
inefficient backup heating systems on individual buildings. Additionally, the ASTs servicing the current 
boiler plant are degraded because of their condition and age; they are a currently questionable source of 
backup fuel oil when natural gas is unavailable to the boiler and would only continue to become more 
unreliable under the No Action Alternative. Because of the condition of the ASTs and secondary 
containment, the potential for release of oil into the environment from tank leakage would increase over 
time. 

4.8.2 Proposed Action 

4.8.2.1 North Utility Plant 

Electrical Power. Direct, long-term, major beneficial impacts on electrical supply would be expected 
from the construction of the North Utility Plant by providing a redundant emergency electrical power 
supply system to the NSA campus. The proposed North Electrical Substation would provide 50 MY A of 
emergency power, which would be fully supported by the proposed 60- to 65-MW North Generator 
Facility. It is anticipated that BGE would maintain the North Electrical Substation under contract. 
Construction and installation activities would be conducted to ensure that primary electrical power is not 
interrupted to critical systems. 

Natural Gas. No impacts on natural gas infrastructure would be expected. The North Utility Plant would 
not increase or decrease natural gas consumption. 
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Liquid Fuel. Direct, long-tenn negligible adverse impacts from liquid fuel would be expected from 
operations of the North Utility Plant because the amount of liquid fuel stored onsite would increase by as 
much as 614,427 gallons (i.e., assuming a maximum of 31 20,000-gallon ASTs). Each storage tank 
would have containment consistent with the volume of fluid contained and in accordance with all current 
regulatory requirements and all ASTs, pipes, valves, and appurtenances would be examined daily to 
assess their condition (see Sedion 4.10.2.1). NSA would transfer, store, and dispose of liquid fuel in 
accordance with all applicable Federal and state requirements. 

Water Supply. Negligible impacts on water supply infrastructure would be expected. The generators in 
the proposed North Generator Facility of the North Utility Plant would include an internal cooling 
system, which would not require use of the water supply. 

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater. No impacts on sanitary sewer infrastructure would be expected from 
the construction and operation of the North Utility Plant. Negligible impacts on NSA's wastewater 
production would be expected from operations associated with the North Generator Facility. 

Heating and Cooling. No impact on heating and cooling systems would be expected from the 
construction and operation of the North Utility Plant. 

Solid Waste. Direct, short-tenn minor adverse impacts on solid waste would be expected during 
construction of the North Utility Plant. It is estimated that construction of a 60,000.ff facility and 
45,000 ff substation would generate approximately 230 tons of construction waste (USEPA 1998). At 
least 40 percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). 
Though construction waste would only be generated for a short period of time, any waste sent to a landfill 
would be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

4.8.2.2 South Generator Facility 

Electrical Power. Direct, long-tenn major beneficial impacts on electrical supply would be expected 
from the construction of the South Generator Facility by providing an emergency electrical power supply 
to the South Utility Plant. The proposed 47- to 52-MW South Generator Facility would ensure full 
emergency power to the South Electrical Substation. Construction and installation activities would be 
conducted to ensure that primary electrical power is not interrupted to critical systems. 

Natural Gas. No impacts on natural gas infrastructure would be expected. The South Generator Facility 
would not increase or decrease natural gas consumption. 

Liquid Fuel. Direct, long-tenn negligible adverse impacts from liquid fuel would be expected from 
operations of the South Generator Facility because the amount of liquid fuel stored onsite would increase 
by as much as 387,562 gallons (i.e., assuming a maximum of 20 20,000-gallon diesel ASTs). Each 
storage tank would have containment consistent with the volume of fluid contained and in accordance 
with all current regulatory requirements and all ASTs, pipes, valves, and appurtenances would be 
examined daily to assess their condition (see Sedion 4.10.2.2). NSA would transfer, store, and dispose 
of liquid fuel in accordance with all applicable Federal and state requirements. 

Water Supply. Negligible impacts on Water supply infrastructure would be expected. The generators in 
the proposed South Generator Facility would include an internal cooling system, which would not require 
use of the water supply. 

Sanitary Sewer and WtlStewater. No impacts on sanitary sewer infrastructure would be expected from 
the construction and operation of the South Generator Facility. Direct, long-tenn negligible to minor 
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impacts on NSA's wastewater production would be expected from operations associated with the South 
Generator Facility. 

Heating and Cooling. No impact on heating and cooling systems would be expected from the 
construction and operation of the South Generator Facility. 

Solid Waste. Direct, short-term minor adverse impacts on solid waste at the NSA campus would be 
expected during construction of the South Generator Facility. It is estimated that construction of a 
60,OOO-ft2 facility would generate approximately 131 tons of construction waste (USEPA 1998). At least 
40 percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). 
Though construction waste would only be generated for a short period of time, any waste sent to a landfill 
would be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

4.8.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

Electrical Power. No impacts on the electrical power system would be expected as a result of the 
replacement of the Central Boiler Plant. 

Natural Gas. The replacement of the Central Boiler Plant at the proposed location (Site 8) would have 
negligible impacts on natural gas supply. The existing boiler plant currently uses natural gas to power its 
boilers; therefore, no additional demands for natural gas would be expected should the existing boiler 
plant be replaced with a comparably sized plant. The existing boilers used at the NSA campus are old and 
inefficient; therefore, the replacement of the presently used boilers with modem, energy-efficient dual
fuel boilers could have direct long-term minor beneficial impacts on natural gas usage at the NSA 
campus. 

Liquid Fuel. Direct, long-term beneficial impacts on the storage of liquid fuel would be expected from 
the construction of the Central Boiler Plant. The two existing 200,000-gallon ASTs servicing the boiler 
plant are a potential source of environmental contamination because of their condition and age. The 
associated containment dikes are compromised, despite ongoing maintenance, by intruding vegetation and 
wildlife. A leak from the AST or a spill during AST refueling could result in soil or water contamination 
and subsequent expensive and difficult remediation. The replacement of the existing ASTs with modem 
ASTs is expected to correct the storage tank deficiencies at the boiler plant. In addition, the potential for 
fuel loss via spills, leaks, and equipment failure is expected to be greatly reduced by the proposed AST 
replacement. The proposed replacement of the Central Boiler Plant would result in no change in the 
amount of fuel stored from the existing condition. 

Water Supply. Negligible impacts on water supply infrastructure would be expected. The existing boiler 
plant currently uses water, and it is anticipated that the proposed boilers would continue to use water at a 
comparable rate. 

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater. Negligible impacts on wastewater infrastructure would be expected 
from the construction and operation of the Central Boiler Plant. The existing central boiler plant currently 
discharges wastewater, which flows through an oil/water separator, which discharges to the sanitary 
sewer system. It is anticipated that the volume and content of wastewater would remain comparable to 
the existing conditions. 

Heating and Cooling. Direct, long-term, moderate to major beneficial impacts on heating capabilities 
would be expected. The proposed replacement boilers would be more modem and energy-efficient than 
the existing vintage boilers, thereby providing heating to the NSA campus at a reduced energy cost. Each 
boiler would be rated at 98 MMBtulhr, but only two boilers would normally operate at any given time. If 
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constructed in Site 8, the proposed Central Boiler Plant would use the existing underground steam and 
condensate distribution system in place at the existing boiler plant. No impacts on cooling infrastructure 
are anticipated. 

Solid Waste. Direct, short-term minor adverse impacts on solid waste would be expected during 
construction of the Central Boiler Plant. It is estimated that construction of a 12,000.ff facility would 
generate approximately 26 tons of construction waste (USEPA 1998). At least 40 percent of 
nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). It is anticipated that 
the metal ASTs would be 100 percent recyclable. Though construction waste would only be generated 
for a short period of time, any waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable adverse 
impact. 

4.8.2.4 Utility Corridors 

DOD will not disclose the locations of existing or proposed utility corridors for security reasons. It is 
assumed that construction contractors would be well· informed of utility locations prior to any ground
disturbing activities that could result in major unintended utility disruptions or human safety hazards, and 
all ground disturbance required for utility line installation, including electrical distribution and 
transmission lines, would be accomplished in accordance with Federal and state safety guidelines. 
Therefore, negligible impacts would be expected as a result of trenching for and installation of electrical 
distribution and power transmission lines. 

4.8.3 Facility Alternatives 

4.8.3.1 Site 1 

Construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 1 would result in the same impacts on electrical power, 
natural gas, liquid fuel, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater, and heating and cooling, as 
presented in Section 4.8.2.1. However, construction at this site would result in the removal of asphalt in 
order to construct the proposed North Utility Plant. For the purposes of this ElS, it is assumed that all 
7.3 acres of asphalt would be removed. Therefore, in addition to the estimated 230 tons of construction 
waste, an additional 10,335 tons of demolition debris would be generated (SI Metric 2007a). At least 40 
percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). 
Generally, asphalt can be ground and recycled for fill and roadwork rather than deposited in a landfill. 
Any waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

4.8.3.2 Site 2 

Construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 2 would result in the same impacts on electrical power, 
natural gas, liquid fuel, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater, and heating and cooling, as 
presented in Section 4.8.2.1. However, construction at this site would result in the removal of asphalt in 
order to construct the proposed North Utility Plant. For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that all 
4.1 acres of asphalt would be removed. Therefore, in addition to the estimated 230 tons of construction 
waste, an additional 5,804 tons of demolition debris would be generated (SI Metric 2007a). At least 40 
percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). 
Generally, asphalt can be ground and recycled for fill and roadwork rather than deposited in a landfill. 
Any waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 
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4.8.3.3 Site 3 

Construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 3 would result in the same impacts on electrical power, 
natural gas, liquid fuel, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater, and heating and cooling, as 
presented in Section 4.8.2.1. However, construction at this site would result in the removal of asphalt in 
order to construct the proposed North Utility Plant. For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that all 
5.6 acres of asphalt would be removed. Therefore, in addition to the estimated 230 tons of construction 
waste, an additional 7,928 tons of demolition debris would be generated (SI Metric 2007a). At least 40 
percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). 
Generally, asphalt can be ground and recycled for fill and roadwork rather than deposited in a landfill. 
Any waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

4.8.3.4 Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

Construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 4 would result in the same impacts on electrical power, 
natural gas, liquid fuel, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater, and heating and cooling, as 
presented in Section 4.8.2.1. However, construction at this site would result in the removal of 
approximately 6.1 acres of trees in order to construct the proposed North Utility Plant. Therefore, in 
addition to the estimated 230 tons of construction waste, an additional 939 tons of woody debris would be 
generated (SI Metric 2007b, DOD 2008). Woody debris could be mulched and reused instead of disposed 
of in a landfill. Any waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

4.8.3.5 Site 5 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 5 is the location of the existing South Utility Plant and within an enclosed utility yard. Since Site 5 is 
the location of existing generators, the continued use of this site for emergency generators would 
maximize existing infrastructure. Use of existing infrastructure would be considered a beneficial impact. 

Construction of the South Generator Facility at Site 5 would result in the same impacts on electrical 
power, natural gas, liquid fuel, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater, and heating and cooling, as 
presented in Section 4.8.2.2. However, construction at this site would result in the removal of the 
existing generator facility (8,570 ft2) in order to construct the proposed South Generator Facility. 
Therefore, in addition to the estimated 131 tons of construction waste, an additional 664 tons of 
demolition debris would be generated (SI Metric 2007a). At least 40 percent of nonhazardous 
construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). Any waste sent to a landfill would 
be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

4.8.3.6 Site 6 

Construction of the South Generator Facility at Site 6 would result in the same impacts on electrical 
power, natural gas, liquid fuel, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater, and heating and cooling, as 
presented in Section 4.8.2.2. However, construction at this site would result in the removal of 
approximately 6.1 acres of trees in order to construct the proposed South Generator Facility. Therefore, 
in addition to the estimated 131 tons of construction waste, an additional 400 tons of woody debris would 
be generated (SI Metric 2007b, DOD 2008). Woody debris could be mulched and reused instead of 
disposed of in a landfill. Any waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable adverse effect. 

4.8.3.7 Site 7 

Construction of the South Generator Facility at Site 7 would result in generally the same impacts as 
presented in Section 4.8.2.2. However, construction at this site would result in the removal of asphalt in 
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order to construct the proposed South Generator Facility. For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that 
1.3 acres of asphalt would be removed. Therefore, in addition to the estimated 131 tons of construction 
waste, an additional 1,853 tons of demolition debris would be generated (SI Metric 2007a). At least 40 
percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). 
Generally, asphalt can be ground and recycled for fill and roadwork rather than deposited in a landfill. 
Any waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

Construction of the Central Boiler Plant at Site 7 would result in generally the same impacts on electrical 
power, natural gas, liquid fuel, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater, and heating and cooling as 
presented in Section 4.8.2.3. However, construction at this site would result in the removal of asphalt in 
order to construct the proposed Central Boiler Plant. For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that 
1.3 acres of asphalt would be removed. Therefore, in addition to the estimated 26 tons of construction 
waste, an additional 1,853 tons of demolition debris would be generated (SI Metric 2007a). At least 40 
percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). Any 
waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

4.8.3.8 Site 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 8 is the location of the existing boiler facility and is within an enclosed utility yard. Replacement of 
the Central Boiler Plant at Site 8 is the preferred location alternative. Since Site 8 is the current location 
of the boiler plant, replacement of an in· kind Central Boiler Plant with comparably sized units would 
maximize the use of existing infrastructure, particularly the underground steam and condensate 
distribution system. Use of existing infrastructure would be considered a beneficial impact. 

Construction of the Central Boiler Plant at Site 8 would result in generally the same impacts on electrical 
power, natural gas, liquid fuel, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater, and heating and cooling as 
presented in Section 4.8.2.3. However, construction at this site would result in the removal of the 
existing boiler plant (12,000 ff) and ASTs (6,000 ff) in order to construct the proposed Central Boiler 
Plant. Therefore, in addition to the estimated 26 tons of construction waste, an additional 1,125 tons of 
demolition debris would be generated (SI Metric 2007a). At least 40 percent of nonhazardous 
construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). Any waste sent to a landfill would 
be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

4.8.4 Parking Alternatives 

4.8.4.1 Surface Parking lot on Sites 4 and 6 

Construction of surface parking lots on Sites 4 and 6 would have no to negligible impacts on utility 
systems. Surface lots would require safety lighting, which would contribute negligibly to overall 
electrical power use. No impacts on natural gas, liquid fuel, water supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater 
systems, and heating and cooling would be expected. 

Direct, short-term minor adverse impacts on solid waste would be expected during construction of the 
surface parking lots. It is estimated that 939 tons of woody debris would be generated to clear a total of 
8.7 acres of trees for the construction of the parking lots (SI Metric 2007b, DOD 2008). Woody debris 
could be mulched and reused instead of disposed of in a landfill. Asphalt and paving activities would 
produce negligible construction and demolition waste. Though construction waste would only be 
generated for a short period of time, any waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable 
adverse impact. Construction of two surface lots would generate less solid waste than construction of 
parking garages. 

DOD, Fort Meade, Mary/and January 2009 

4-55 



Final EIS for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

4.8.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

Construction of a parking garage on Site 3 would have no to negligible impacts on utility systems. 
Parking garages would require safety lighting and other mechanical equipment (e.g., elevators), which 
would contribute negligibly to overall electrical power use. No impacts on natural gas, liquid fuel, water 
supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater systems, and heating and cooling would be expected. 

Direct, short-term minor adverse impacts on solid waste would be expected. Approximately 7,928 tons of 
demolition debris would be generated from removal of the existing parking lot (5.6 acres) at Site 3 (SI 
Metric 2007a). For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that the entire site (5.6 acres) would be 
developed and a three-story garage would be constructed for a total area of 16.8 acres. In addition to 
demolition, construction activities could generate as much as 1,603 tons of construction waste (USEPA 
1998). The total waste generated prior to recycling would be approximately 9,531 tons. At least 40 
percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). Though 
construction waste would only be generated for a short period of time, any waste sent to a landfill would 
be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 

4.8.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

Construction of a parking garage on Site 9 would have no to negligible impacts on utility systems. 
Parking garages would require safety lighting and other mechanical equipment (e.g., elevators), which 
would contribute negligibly to overall electrical power use. No impacts on natural gas, liquid fuel, water 
supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater systems, and heating and cooling would be expected. 

Direct, short-term minor adverse impacts on solid waste would be expected. Approximately 8,636 tons of 
demolition debris would be generated from removal of the existing parking lot (6.1 acres) at Site 9 (SI 
Metric 2007a). For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that the entire site (6.1 acres) would be 
developed and a three-story garage would be constructed for a total area of 18.3 acres. In addition to 
demolition, construction activities could generate as much as 1,746 tons of construction waste (USEPA 
1998). The total waste generated prior to recycling would be approximately 10,382 tons. At least 40 
percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would be recycled (USACE 2003). Though 
construction waste would only be generated for a short period of time, any waste sent to a landfill would 
be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. Construction of a three-story parking garage at Site 9 
would be expected to generate the most solid waste of any of the parking alternatives. 

4.8.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

Construction of a parking garage on Site 10 would have no to negligible impacts on utility systems. 
Parking garages would require safety lighting and other mechanical equipment (e.g., elevators), which 
would contribute negligibly to overall electrical power use. No impacts on natural gas, liquid fuel, water 
supply, sanitary sewer and wastewater systems, and heating and cooling would be expected. 

Direct, short-term minor adverse impacts on solid waste would be expected. Approximately 4,053 tons of 
demolition debris would be generated from removal of the existing parking lot (2.2 acres) and structures 
(12,095 ft?) at Site 10 (SI Metric 2007a, USEPA 1998). For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed that 
the entire site (4.8 acres) would be developed and a three-story garage would be constructed for a total 
area of 14.4 acres. In addition to demolition, construction activities could generate as much as 1,374 tons 
of construction waste (USEP A 1998). The total waste generated prior to recycling would be 
approximately 5,427 tons. At least 40 percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition waste would 
be recycled (USACE 2003). Though construction waste would only be generated for a short period of 
time, any waste sent to a landfill would be considered an irretrievable adverse impact. 
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4.9 Transportation 

Impacts on traffic are evaluated by how well existing roadways can accommodate increases in traffic. 
Adverse impacts occur if drivers experience high delays because arrival flow rates exceed lane capacity. 

4.9.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, some normal traffic growth in the area would occur. No impacts on 
transportation resources or the road networks or increases in traffic volume due to the Proposed Action 
would occur. All access control points and the adjacent intersections would operate at their existing 
conditions until natural background traffic growth began to impede their LOS. NSA traffic volumes 
would ultimately be determined by the available parking. Since the current parking is at 100 percent 
capacity, little to no change in NSA traffic would occur. 

4.9.2 Proposed Action 

Implementing the Proposed Action would have both short-term minor and long-term negligible adverse 
impacts on transportation resources. Short-term impacts on traffic would be due to additional 
construction vehicles and traffic delays near construction sites. Long-term impacts would be due to 
negligible increases (less than 1 percent) in roadway and gate traffic and the displacement of parking 
associated with the Proposed Action. These impacts would vary with location and parking alternative. 
An overview of construction and operational changes to transportation resources is presented below. An 
evaluation of the impacts for the different facility alternatives and parking alternatives is presented in 
Sections 4.9.3 and 4.9.4. 

4.9.2.1 North Utility Plant 

Short-term impacts would be due to additional construction vehicles and traffic delays near construction 
sites. These impacts would be temporary in nature and would end with the construction phase of the 
North Utility Plant. The local road infrastructure would be sufficient to support any increase in 
construction vehicle traffic. Wear and tear on roads would be increased due to their use by construction 
vehicles and might require an increase in maintenance activities. Although the impacts would be minor, 
the following measures would be implemented during construction: 

• Equip all construction vehicles with backing alarms, two-way radios, and slow-moving vehicle 
signs when appropriate 

• Route and schedule construction vehicle traffic to minimize conflicts with other traffic 

• Locate construction staging areas to minimize traffic impacts. 

Facilities maintenance would be accomplished under an existing maintenance contract. The additional 
personnel required as a result of the Proposed Action would be negligible (an increase of less than 
1 percent). This small increase would occur primarily on roadways adjacent to the proposed facility such 
as Canine Road, Wray Road, and Tower Road and at the MD-32/Canine Road access control point. Some 
intersections might have incremental and unnoticeable increases in traffic. However, the LOS at all 
intersections would remain as described in Seetion 3.9.2. If Sites 1, 2, or 3 were selected, some loss of 
existing parking would occur. An evaluation of the impacts on parking for different facility locations and 
parking alternatives is presented in Sections 4.9.3 and 4.9.4. Regardless of the parking alternative 
implemented, spaces lost as a result of the Proposed Action would be replaced on a one-to-one basis, and 
there would be no net change in NSA campus parking. 
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4.9.2.2 South Generator Facility 

Impacts from construction and operation of the proposed South Generator Facility would be similar to, 
although somewhat less than, those outlined under the North Utility Plant in Section 4.9.2.1. The short
term and long-term impacts would occur primarily on roadways adjacent to the proposed South Generator 
Facility such as Emory Road and Canine Road. If Site 7 were selected for the South Generator Facility, 
the loss of some existing parking for the motor pool would occur. However, regardless of the parking 
alternative implemented, these spaces would constitute only a minor change in NSA campus parking. 
They would be replaced on a one-to-one basis, and there would be no net change in NSA campus parking. 

4.9.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

Impacts from construction and operation of the proposed Central Boiler Plant would be similar to those 
outlined under the North Utility Plant in Section 4.9.2.1. The short-term and long-term impacts would be 
somewhat less than those from North Utility Plant and would occur primarily on roadways adjacent to the 
proposed Central Boiler Plant such as Emory Road and Canine Road. If Site 7 were selected for the 
Central Boiler Plant, the loss of some existing parking for the motor pool would occur. However, 
regardless of the parking alternative implemented, these spaces would constitute only a minor change in 
NSA campus parking. They would be replaced on a one-to-one basis, and there would be no net change 
in NSA campus parking. 

4.9.2.4 Utility Corridors 

Short-term minor adverse impacts would be due to additional construction vehicles and traffic delays near 
construction sites. Road closures or detours to accommodate utility system work would occur, creating 
short-term traffic delays and utility outages. Wear and tear on roads would be increased due to their use 
by construction vehicles. Some portions of roads could be removed for utilities crossing, but all roads 
would be repaired following completion of utility line installation in that area. 

4.9.3 Facility Alternatives 

Impacts associated with construction of the North Utility Plant, South Generator Facility, and Central 
Boiler Plant and with additional personnel would be similar to those described under the Proposed Action 
(Section 4.9.2) , and not vary appreciably with Facility Alternatives. However, impacts on parking would 
vary based on the facility alternatives implemented. 

For a maximum impact scenario on parking, Sites 1 or 3 would be selected for the North Utility Plant, and 
Site 10 would be selected for either the South Generator Facility or the Central Boiler Plant. This would 
constitute a net loss of approximately 6.7 to 6.8 percent of total parking. If other locations for the 
facilities were selected, the net loss of existing parking would be less. The loss of 6.7 to 6.8 percent of 
available parking would constitute a minor impact under NEP A. However, regardless of the parking 
alternative implemented these spaces would be replaced on a one-to-one basis, and there would be no net 
change in parking on the NSA campus. Replacement of parking would limit these already minor impacts. 
Small variations in anticipated impacts for each facility alternative are discussed below. Table 4.9-1 
summarizes parking lost based on facility alternatives. 

4.9.3.1 Site 1 

Implementing the Proposed Action at Site 1 would have both short-term and long-term minor adverse 
impacts on parking. A loss of approximately 6.1 percent of the total parking would occur (see 
Table 4.9-1). This parking lot is currently used by personnel in the northern portion of the NSA campus. 
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Although spaces lost would be replaced on a one-to-one basis, parking could be relocated by as much as 
0.75 miles to Site 10 depending on the Parking Alternative selected (see Section 4.9.4). This would 
effectively shift the overall parking profile for the NSA campus southward approximately 0.1 mile. 
Individuals would experience changes in the distance and route they would walk to get to their work 
areas. Overall, these impacts would be minor. Impacts due to construction and additional traffic would 
be similar to those outlined under the Proposed Action, and would be confined to those areas near Site 1. 

If the existing parking were removed before the new parking was constructed, a temporary decrease in 
parking could occur. Temporarily limiting the number of available parking spaces would cause 
automobile drivers to seek alternate methods of transportation (e.g., carpool, vanpool, public transit) in 
order to avoid the difficulties inherent in finding a parking space and the possibility of not finding one at 
all. This would have minor beneficial impact on other transportation resources, such as roadway traffic. 

4.9.3.2 Site 2 

Implementing the Proposed Action at Site 2 would have both short-term and long-term minor adverse 
impacts on parking. A loss of approximately 3.8 percent of the total parking would occur (see Table 
4.9-1). The impacts would be similar to, although somewhat less than, those outlined under Site 1. 
Impacts due to construction and additional traffic would be similar to those outlined under the Proposed 
Action and would be confined to those areas near Site 2. 

Table 4.9-1. Existing Parking for all Site Alternatives 

Facility Alternative 
Existing Parking as a Percent of Total Parking 

Available on NSA Campus 

Site 1 6.1% 

Site 2 3.8% 

Site 3 6.2% 

Site 4 0.0% 

Site 5 0.0% 

Site 6 0.0% 

Site 7 2.5% 

Site 8 1.4% 

Site 9 0.0% 

Site 10 0.6% 

4.9.3.3 Site 3 

Implementing the Proposed Action at Site 3 would have both short-term and long-term minor adverse 
impacts on parking. A loss of approximately 6.2 percent of the total parking would occur (see 
Table 4.9-1). The impacts would be similar to, although slightly more than, those outlined under Site 1. 
Impacts due to construction and additional traffic would be similar to those outlined under the Proposed 
Action and would be confined to those areas near Site 3. 

DOD, Fort Meade, Maryland January 2009 

4-59 



Final EIS for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

4.9.3.4 Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

Implementing the Proposed Action at Site 4 would have negligible impacts on parking. If Site 4 were 
selected for the proposed North Utility Plant, no parking would be directly lost (see Table 4.9-1). 
Depending on the Facility Alternative selected for other proposed utilities, it is possible that the Proposed 
Action could result in no substantive need for additional parking. Under this alternative, no additional 
parking would be needed or developed. If Site 4 were ultimately selected as the location for the North 
Utility Plant, the impacts due to construction and additional traffic would be similar to those outlined 
under the Proposed Action and would be confined to those areas near Site 4. 

4.9.3.5 Site 5 (Preferred Alternative) 

Implementing the Proposed Action at Site 5 would have no impacts on parking. There would be no loss 
of existing parking (see Table 4.9-1). Impacts due to construction and additional traffic would be similar 
to those outlined under the Proposed Action and would be confined to those areas near Site 5. 

4.9.3.6 Site 6 

Implementing the Proposed Action at Site 6 would have no impacts on parking. There would be no loss 
of existing parking (see Table 4.9-1). Impacts due to construction and additional traffic would be similar 
to those outlined under the Proposed Action and would be confined to those areas near Site 6. 

4.9.3.7 Site 7 

Implementing the Proposed Action at Site 7 would have both short-term minor and long-term negligible 
impacts on parking. A loss of approximately 0.6 percent of the total parking would occur (see Table 
4.9-1). The impacts would be similar to, although much less than, those outlined under Site 1. Impacts 
due to construction and additional traffic would be similar to those outlined under the Proposed Action 
and would be confined to those areas near Site 7. 

4.9.3.8 Site 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

Implementing the Proposed Action at Site 8 would have no impacts on parking. There would be no loss 
of existing parking (see Table 4.9-1). Impacts due to construction and additional personnel would be 
similar to those outlined under the Proposed Action and would be confined to those areas near Site 8. 

4.9.4 Parking Alternatives 

Similar to the facility alternatives (see Section 4.9.4), both minor short-term and long-term impacts would 
be expected regardless of the parking alternative implemented. Small variations in these impacts for each 
Parking Alternative are discussed below. 

4.9.4.1 Surface Parking Lot on Sites 4 and 6 

Implementing this alternative would have both short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts on 
parking. Short-term impacts on traffic associated with construction activities would be similar to those 
described under the Proposed Action (see Sections 4.9.3.4 and 4.9.3.6), although construction traffic 
associated with development of surface parking lots at Sites 4 and 6 would be shorter and of less intensity 
than construction of any of the proposed utilities. 
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If implemented, the surface lots would replace parking that is currently used by personnel in the northern 
portion of the NSA campus. Although spaces would be replaced on a one-to-one basis, this alternative 
could displace parking as much as 0.5 miles from Site 3 (this supposes that Site 3 is selected for the 
location of the North Utility Plant because it would be the farthest from Site 6 and so provides a worst
case scenario). This would effectively shift the overall parking profile for the NSA campus southward 
approximately 0.1 mile. Individuals would experience small changes in the distance and route they would 
walk to get to their work areas. Overall, these impacts would be minor. 

4.9.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

Implementing this alternative would have both short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts on 
parking. Short-term impacts on traffic associated with constructing a three-story parking garage would be 
similar to those described under the Proposed Action for construction of the North Utility Plant at Site 3 
(Section 4.9.3.3). 

If implemented, the parking garage would replace parking that is currently used by personnel in the 
northern portion of the NSA campus. Although spaces would be replaced on a one-to-one basis, this 
alternative could displace this parking as much as 0.25 miles from Site 2 (this supposes that Site 2 is 
selected for the location of the North Utility Plant because it would be the farthest from Site 3 and so 
provides a worst-case scenario). This would effectively shift the overall parking profile for the NSA 
campus westward approximately 0.1 mile. As with other parking alternatives, individuals would 
experience small changes in the distance and route they would walk to get to their work locations. 

4.9.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

Implementing this alternative would have both short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts on 
parking. Short-term impacts on traffic associated with constructing a three-story parking garage at Site 9 
would be similar to those described under the Proposed Action for construction of facilities. 

If implemented, the parking garage would replace parking that is currently used by personnel located in 
the northern portion of the NSA campus. Although spaces would be replaced on a one-to-one basis, this 
alternative could displace this parking as much as 0.75 miles from Site 3 (this supposes that Site 3 is 
selected for the location of the North Utility Plant because it would be the farthest from Site 9 and so 
provides a worst-case scenario). This would effectively shift the overall parking profile for the NSA 
campus southeastward approximately 0.1 mile. As with other parking alternatives, individuals would 
experience small changes in the distance and route they would walk to get to their work locations. 

4.9.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

Implementing this alternative would have both short-term and long-term minor adverse impacts on 
parking. Short-term impacts on traffic associated with construction of a three-story parking garage at Site 
10 would be similar to those described under the Proposed Action for construction of facilities. 

If implemented, the parking garage would replace parking that is currently used by personnel located in 
the northern portion of the NSA campus. Although spaces would be replaced on a one-to-one basis, this 
alternative could displace this parking as much as 0.75 miles from Site 3 (this supposes that Site 3 is 
selected for the location of the North Utility Plant because it would be the farthest from Site 10 and so 
provides a worst-case scenario). This would effectively shift the overall parking profile for the NSA 
campus southeastward approximately 0.1 mile. As with other parking alternatives, individuals would 
experience small changes in the distance and route they would walk to get to their work locations. 
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4.10 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

Evaluation of impacts on hazardous materials and wastes considers whether a proposed action would 
result in noncompliance with applicable Federal or state regulations; increase amounts of hazardous 
materials or wastes so that current waste management plans and policies are exceeded; or expose workers, 
residents, or visitors to hazardous materials or wastes. 

4.10.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, potentially hazardous materials that would otherwise be used during 
construction would not be brought on site. Therefore, no adverse impacts are expected from the 
introduction of hazardous and toxic materials and the generation of hazardous wastes. 

The existing boiler plant would continue to be used in its current condition; therefore, the two 200,000-
gallon ASTs at the plant would not be replaced. The ASTs servicing the boiler plant are a potential 
source of environmental contamination because of their condition and age. The associated containment 
dikes have been compromised, despite ongoing maintenance, by intruding vegetation and groundhog 
holes. A leak from an AST or a spill during AST refueling could result in soil or water contamination and 
subsequent expensive and difficult remediation. 

4.10.2 Proposed Action 

4.10.2.1 North Utility Plant 

Products containing hazardous materials would be procured and used during construction of the proposed 
North Utility Plant. Potentially hazardous materials that could be used on site during construction 
activities include paints, thinners, cleaners, asphalt, and fuel and motor oils for vehicles and equipment. It 
is anticipated that the quantity of products containing hazardous materials used during the construction of 
the North Utility Plant would be minimal and their use would be of short duration. Contractors would be 
responsible for the management of hazardous materials, which would be handled in accordance with 
Federal and state regulations. No short-term adverse impacts on hazardous materials management would 
be expected during construction. It is unlikely that contamination would occur during construction 
activities; however, should contamination occur (e.g., accidental spills), the handling, storage, 
transportation, and disposal activities would be conducted in accordance with applicable Federal, state, 
and local regulations and NSA policies and procedures. 

The quantity of hazardous wastes generated from proposed construction activities is anticipated to be 
negligible. Contractors would be responsible for the disposal of hazardous wastes in accordance with 
Federal and state laws and regulations. No short-term impacts on NSA's hazardous waste management 
plan would be expected from construction activities. 

The North Generator Facility would include 26 to 31 20,000-gallon ASTs for ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel, 
two 6,000-gallon ASTs for urea used in the SCR systems, and one 500-gallon AST for waste oil. Each 
storage tank would have containment consistent with the volume of fluid contained and in accordance 
with all current regulatory requirements. Small containers for chemicals used in water chemistry for 
cooling water systems, which would use internal circulation, would also be included. As required by the 
NSA's SPCC Plan, all ASTs would be provided with adequate secondary containment (either berms or 
double-walled construction) that should contain any petroleum spilled as a result of tank ruptures or leaks. 
All ASTs, pipes, valves, and appurtenances would be examined weekly to assess their condition. Visible 
oil leaks from ASTs would be promptly corrected and the containment residue would be removed within 
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72 hours of discovery. No long-tenn adverse impacts on hazardous materials management would be 
expected during operations. It is unlikely that contamination would occur during operational activities; 
however, should contamination occur (e.g., accidental spills), the handling, storage, transportation, and 
disposal activities would be conducted in accordance with applicable Federal and state regulations and 
NSA policies and procedures. 

4.10.2.2 South Generator Facility 

Products containing hazardous materials would be procured and used during construction of the proposed 
South Generator Facility. Potentially hazardous materials that could be used on site during construction 
activities include paints, thinners, cleaners, asphalt, and fuel and motor oils for vehicles and equipment. It 
is anticipated that the quantity of products containing hazardous materials used during the construction of 
the facility would be minimal and their use would be of short duration. Contractors would be responsible 
for the management of hazardous materials, which would be handled in accordance with Federal and state 
regulations. No short-tenn adverse impacts on hazardous materials management during construction 
would be expected as a result of the Proposed Action. 

The quantity of hazardous wastes generated from proposed construction activities is anticipated to be 
negligible. Contractors would be responsible for the disposal of hazardous wastes in accordance with 
Federal and state laws and regulations. No short-tenn impacts on NSA's hazardous waste management 
plan would be expected from construction activities. 

The South Generator Facility would include 16 to 20 20,OOO-gallon ASTs for diesel fuel, two 6,000-
gallon ASTs for urea used in the SCR systems, and one 500-gaUon AST for waste oil. Each storage tank 
would have containment consistent with the volume of fluid contained and in accordance with all current 
regulatory requirements. Small containers for chemicals used in water chemistry for cooling water 
systems, which would use internal circulation, would also be included. As required by the NSA's SPCC 
Plan, all ASTs would be provided with adequate secondary containment (either berms or double-walled 
construction) that should contain any petroleum spilled as a result of tank ruptures or leaks. All ASTs, 
pipes, valves, and appurtenances would be examined weekly to assess their condition. Visible oil leaks 
from ASTs would be promptly corrected and the containment residue would be removed within 72 hours 
of discovery. No long-tenn adverse impacts on hazardous materials management would be expected 
during operations. It is unlikely that contamination would occur during operational activities; however, 
should contamination occur (e.g., accidental spills), the handling, storage, transportation, and disposal 
activities would be conducted in accordance with applicable Federal and state regulations and NSA 
policies and procedures. 

4.10.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

Products containing hazardous materials would be procured and used during construction of the proposed 
Central Boiler Plant. Potentially hazardous materials that could be used on site during construction 
activities include paints, thinners, cleaners, asphalt, and fuel and motor oils for vehicles and equipment. It 
is anticipated that the quantity of products containing hazardous materials used during the construction of 
the facility would be minimal and their use would be of short duration. Contractors would be responsible 
for the management of hazardous materials, which would be handled in accordance with Federal and state 
regulations. No adverse impacts from construction on hazardous materials management would be 
expected as a result of the Proposed Action. 

Long-tenn, direct minor to moderate beneficial impacts on the management of hazardous materials at 
NSA would be expected due to the replacement of the existing ASTs and containment dikes at the boiler 
plant with modem ASTs and containment. The ASTs servicing the boiler plant are a potential source of 
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environmental contamination because of their condition and age. The boiler plant has had several 
releases of No. 2 and No.6 fuel oil to the soil, groundwater, and surface water in the past. The associated 
containment dikes have also been compromised, despite ongoing maintenance, by intruding vegetation 
and wildlife. DOD proposes to remove two 200,000 gallon ASTs and containment at the current boiler 
plant and replace them with modem steel ASTs and containment. Secondary containment for the new 
ASTs would meet or exceed USEPA, MDE, and National Fire Protection Association standards. 
Removal of the existing ASTs and containment would follow the appropriate Federal and state 
specifications. As required by the NSA's SPCC Plan, all ASTs, pipes, valves, and appurtenances would 
be examined daily to assess their condition. Visible oil leaks from ASTs and USTs would be promptly 
corrected and the containment residue would be removed within 72 hours of discovery. Therefore, 
replacement of the ASTs and containment would have long-term beneficial impacts. 

4.10.2.4 Utility Corridors 

DOD will not disclose the locations of existing or proposed utility corridors for security reasons. No 
significant adverse impacts would be expected related to the management of hazardous and toxic 
substances during utility line installation, relocation, or realignment. All utility lines would be installed 
and maintained in accordance with existing Federal and state safety standards and regulations. Potentially 
hazardous materials that could be used on site during utility line construction activities include paints, 
thinners, cleaners, asphalt, and fuel and motor oils for vehicles and equipment. All materials would be 
handled in accordance with established procedures and guidelines. No impacts would be expected from 
hazardous waste disposal as hazardous waste disposal would be handled in accordance with applicable 
state and Federal laws and regulations. 

4.10.3 Facility Alternatives 

4.10.3.1 Site 1 

Site 1 is a facility alternative for the North Utility Plant and is currently within a paved parking lot. There 
are no known environmental concerns at this site. No additional impacts on hazardous materials and 
wastes at NSA are expected due to the selection of this facility alternative. Generation of nonhazardous 
solid waste (asphalt and concrete) would be expected if the current parking lot is replaced. 

4.10.3.2 Site 2 

Site 2 is a facility alternative for the North Utility Plant and is currently within a parking lot. There are no 
known environmental concerns at this site. No additional impacts on hazardous materials and wastes at 
NSA are expected due to the selection of this facility alternative. Generation of nonhazardous solid waste 
(asphalt and concrete) would be expected if the current parking lot is replaced. 

4.10.3.3 Site 3 

Site 3 is a facility alternative for the North Utility Plant and is currently within a parking lot. There are no 
known environmental concerns at this site. No additional impacts on hazardous materials and wastes at 
NSA are expected due to the selection of this facility alternative. Generation of nonhazardous solid waste 
(asphalt and concrete) would be expected if the current parking lot is replaced. 

4.10.3.4 .Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 4 is the preferred alternative for the North Utility Plant and is currently within a Forest Conservation 
Area. There are no known environmental concerns at this site. No additional impacts on hazardous 
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materials and wastes are expected due to the selection of this location alternative; however, because the 
site is within a wooded area, the soils might be more susceptible to permeation by spills of petroleum 
products or hazardous liquids than those in Sites I, 2, and 3, which are currently located under existing 
parking lots and are therefore much more compacted and impermeable. 

4.10.3.5 Site 5 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 5 is the preferred alternative for the South Generator Facility and is the location of an enclosed utility 
yard. An area south of the site was used as a burial site for ash and magnetic tape residue in the 1970s 
and 1980s. Groundwater sampling around the area has not indicated any contamination from the presence 
of these materials. 

Since Site 5 is the location of existing generators, the continued use of this site for emergency generators 
would maximize existing infrastructure and reduce construction effort. A reduction in construction effort 
would decrease the amount of hazardous materials onsite and length of time these hazardous materials are 
procured and used. 

4.10.3.6 Site 6 

Site 6 is a facility alternative for the South Generator Facility and is currently within an unimproved 
wooded area. There are no known environmental concerns at this site. No additional impacts on 
hazardous materials and wastes are expected due to the selection of this location alternative; however, 
because the site is within a wooded area, the soils might be more susceptible to permeation by spills of 
petroleum products or hazardous liquids than those in Sites 5 and 7, which are currently located under 
existing parking lots and are therefore much more compacted and impermeable. 

4.10.3.7 Site 7 

Site 7 is a facility alternative for the Central Boiler Plant or the South Generator Facility and is currently a 
parking lot that was previously used as a motor pool. No additional impacts on hazardous materials and 
wastes are expected due to the selection of this location alternative. Although adjacent properties to this 
site are of potential environmental concern (i.e., CMC facility located on eastern adjacent property and 
former photoprocessing plant on southern adjacent property), the construction of a Central Boiler Plant or 
South Generator Facility on this site should not impact these adjacent properties. The previous motor 
pool at Site 7 included a vehicle fueling station with USTs. These USTs were closed in 2000 under 
supervision from MDE. MDE declared the site clear of contamination and the tanks were filled in place 
(DOD 2007). Generation of nonhazardous solid waste (asphalt and concrete) would be expected if the 
current parking lot is replaced. 

4.10.3.8 Site 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

Site 8 is the preferred alternative for the Central Boiler Plant and is currently an existing boiler plant 
within an enclosed utility yard. Since Site 8 is the current location of the boiler plant, replacement of an 
in-kind Central Boiler Plant with comparably sized units would maximize the use of existing 
infrastructure and reduce construction effort. A reduction in construction effort might lessen the amount 
of hazardous materials on site and length oftime these hazardous materials are procured and used. 

Long.term, direct minor to moderate beneficial impacts on the management of hazardous materials at 
NSA would be expected due to the replacement of the existing ASTs and containment dikes at the boiler 
plant with modem ASTs and containment. The ASTs servicing the boiler plant are a potential source of 
environmental contamination because of their condition and age. The boiler plant has had several 
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releases of No. 2 fuel oil to the soil, groundwater, and surface water in the past. The associated 
containment dikes have also been compromised, despite ongoing maintenance, by intruding vegetation 
and wildlife. DRO, GRO, and naphthalene levels have been detected above MDE groundwater standards 
in several of the wells at Site 8 from 2003 to 2008; however, groundwater sampling has not indicated 
contamination above USEPA BTEX standards in any of these wells. 

4.10.4 Parking Alternatives 

Products containing hazardous materials would be procured and used during construction of each of the 
parking alternatives. It is anticipated that the quantity of products containing hazardous materials used 
during construction would be minimal and their use would be of short duration. Contractors would be 
responsible for the management of hazardous materials, which would be handled in accordance with 
Federal and state regulations. No adverse impacts on hazardous materials management during 
construction would be expected as a result of parking lot or structure construction activities. 

4.10.4.1 Surface Parking Lot on Sites 4 and 6 

The construction of a surface parking lot is expected to be less construction-intensive than the three 
parking garage alternatives discussed in the following sections; therefore, the use of hazardous substances 
and petroleum products on site would be of less duration and quantity than the other parking alternatives. 
However, Sites 4 and 6 are both undeveloped forested areas with soils of an assumed higher permeability 
than those underneath existing parking lots. This could result in a slightly higher risk of soil permeation 
and susceptibility to groundwater contamination should a spill occur onsite. 

4.10.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

The construction of a parking garage is expected to be more construction-intensive, resulting in a longer 
period of time that hazardous substances and petroleum products may be used on site. Site 3 is currently 
a parking lot with no known environmental concerns. No additional impacts on hazardous materials and 
wastes at NSA are expected due to the selection of this parking alternative. Generation of nonhazardous 
solid waste (e.g., asphalt and concrete) would be expected if the current parking lot is replaced. 

4.10.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

The construction of a parking garage is expected to be more construction-intensive, resulting in a longer 
period of time that hazardous substances and petroleum products may be used on site. Site 9 is currently 
a parking lot. No additional impacts on hazardous materials and wastes at NSA are expected due to the 
selection of this parking alternative. Generation of nonhazardous solid waste (e.g., asphalt and concrete) 
would be expected if the current parking lot is replaced. 

4.10.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

The construction of a parking garage is expected to be more construction-intensive, resulting in a longer 
period of time that hazardous substances and petroleum products may be used on site. Site lOis currently 
developed with a parking lot and structures. No additional impacts on hazardous materials and wastes at 
NSA are expected due to the selection of this parking alternative; however, a former mortar range was 
recently discovered just east of this site and is currently under investigation for potential soil and 
groundwater contamination and the presence of UXO. Since Site lOis developed, the likelihood of 
discovering UXO is negligible; however, if this site is selected, care should be taken during the 
construction process to restrict activities and equipment to the developed areas within the site. Generation 
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of nonhazardous solid waste (e.g., asphalt and concrete) would be expected if the current parking lot is 
replaced. 

4.11 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

Socioeconomics. This section addresses the potential for direct and indirect impacts that the Proposed 
Action would have on the local or regional economy, with an emphasis on the construction industry. 
Impacts are evaluated for their potential to stimulate the economy through the purchase of goods and 
services or employment, or to strain the economy by overstimulation of a particular sector (e.g., not 
enough housing available to accommodate a large increase in permanently-based personnel). 

Environmental Justice. Ethnicity and poverty status are examined and compared to regional and state 
statistics to determine if minority or low-income groups could be disproportionately affected by a 
proposed action. As discussed in Seetion 3.11, the ROI does not have a disproportionate percentage of 
minority or low-income populations, so no environmental justice issues would be expected (see Table 
3.11-1). Therefore, environmental justice is not considered in further detail in this impacts analysis. 

4.11.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, DOD would not construct the North Utility Plant, South Generator 
Facility, and corresponding paved surface or structure-based parking. DOD would not replace the aging 
components of the Central Boiler Plant. No impacts on socioeconomics would be expected. 

4.11.2 Proposed Action 

4.11.2.1 North Utility Plant 

Minor beneficial impacts on socioeconomics would be expected from the construction of the Northern 
Utility Plant. 

Indirect impacts from the proposed construction projects are expected to be both short- and long-term and 
beneficial on the local construction industry and employment. Indirect beneficial impacts would include 
construction expenditures for building materials, construction workers' wages and taxes, and purchases of 
goods and services in the area. The proposed North Utility Plant, including the electrical substation, the 
generator facility, and related fuel and chemical storage, would have a total construction footprint of 
105,000 ff. There would be a minor increase ofless than 1 percent in contracted workers for operations, 
which would cause a minor beneficial impact. These contract workers might be located within the ROI, 
Anne Arundel County, or the Baltimore-Washington metropolitan area. 

It is assumed that construction crews and equipment would be employed from the local workforce, 
resulting in beneficial short-term direct impacts on employment and the local economy. Construction 
composes between approximately 2 and 8 percent of the labor force in the Fort Meade RO! and Anne 
Arundel County, as shown in Table 3.11-1, so there is no need for outside workers. The financial 
benefits would be expected to stay within the ROJ and county. Therefore, short- and long-term beneficial 
impacts would be expected. 

4.11.2.2 South Generator Facility 

Minor beneficial impacts on socioeconomics would be expected from the construction of the South 
Generator Facility. 
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Indirect impacts from the proposed construction projects are expected to be both short- and long-term and 
beneficial on the local economy and employment. Indirect beneficial impacts would be similar to but 
slightly less than those for the North Utility Plant. The proposed generator facility, including fuel storage, 
would have a total construction footprint of 60,000 ft2. With a smaller footprint and less infrastructure 
expected, there would be less construction. There would be a minor increase of less than 1 percent in 
contracted workers for operations, and impacts would be similar to those for the North Utility Plant. 

It is assumed that construction crews and equipment would be employed from the local workforce, 
resulting in beneficial short-term direct impacts on employment and the local economy. Construction 
composes between approximately 2 and 8 percent of the labor force in the Fort Meade ROI and Anne 
Arundel County, as shown in Table 3.11-1, so there is no need for outside workers. The financial 
benefits would stay within the ROI and county. Therefore, short- and long-term beneficial impacts would 
be expected. 

4.11.2.3 Central Boiler Plant 

Minor beneficial impacts on socioeconomics would be expected from the construction of the Central 
Boiler Plant. 

Indirect impacts from the proposed construction projects are expected to be both short- and long-term and 
beneficial on the local economy and employment. Indirect beneficial impacts would be similar to, but 
less than, those for the North Utility Plant. The proposed boiler facility, including fuel storage, would 
have a total construction footprint of 18,000~. Less construction would be required than for the North 
Utility Plant, so economic benefits would be smaller. There would be a slight increase of less than 
1 percent in contracted workers for operations, and impacts would be similar to those for the North Utility 
Plant. 

It is assumed that construction crews and equipment would be employed from the local workforce, 
resulting in beneficial short-term direct impacts on employment and the local economy. Construction 
composes between approximately 2 and 8 percent of the labor force in the Fort Meade ROI and Anne 
Arundel County, as shown in Table 3.11-1, so there is no need for outside workers. The financial 
benefits would stay within the ROI and county. Therefore, short- and long-term beneficial impacts would 
be expected. 

4.11.2.4 Utility Corridors 

Minor beneficial impacts on socioeconomics would be expected from utility line trenching. 

Utility line trenching would disturb approximately 90,000 ~ for electrical distribution lines and 
53,000 ft2 for transmission lines. The construction and trenching of these lines would cause a slight 
beneficial impact on construction and related purchases within the local economy. 

4.11.3 Facility Alternatives 

4.11.3.1 Site 1 

The impacts of Site 1 would be slightly higher than those stated previously for the North Utility Plant. 
Since the site is currently a parking lot, demolition of the paved area would occur in order to construct the 
utility plant. It would also result in the loss of 7.2 acres of parking, and other parking would have to be 
constructed to compensate for the loss. This would increase the amount of labor required for construction 
on this site, reSUlting in a slightly higher short-term beneficial impact. 
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4.11.3.2 Site 2 

The impacts of Site 2 would be slightly higher than those stated previously for the North Utility Plant. 
Since the site is currently a parking lot, demolition would occur on the paved area in order to construct the 
utility plant. It would also result in the loss of 4.1 acres of parking, and other parking would have to be 
constructed to compensate for the loss. This would increase the amount of labor required for construction 
on this site, resulting in a slightly higher short-term beneficial impact. The impact would be less than that 
for Site 1, since less parking would be lost and would have to be constructed elsewhere. 

4.11.3.3 Site 3 

The impacts of Site 3 would be slightly higher than those stated previously for the North Utility Plant. 
Since the site is currently an overflow parking lot, demolition would occur on the paved area in order to 
construct the utility plant. It would also result in the loss of 5.6 acres of parking, and other parking would 
have to be constructed to compensate for the loss. This would increase the amount of labor required for 
construction on this site, resulting in a slightly higher short-term beneficial impact. The impact would be 
less than that for Site 1, since less parking would be lost and have to be constructed elsewhere. 

4.11.3.4 Site 4 (Preferred Alternative) 

The impacts of Site 4 would be like those stated previously for the North Utility Plant. Since the site is 
currently undeveloped within a Forest Conservation Area, there would be no need for demolition of 
existing pavements to construct the utility plant. Several acres of tree removal would be necessary in 
order to construct the generator facility. This would increase the amount of labor required for 
construction on this site, resulting in a slightly higher short-term beneficial impact. 

4.11.3.5 Site 5 (Preferred Alternative) 

The impacts of Site 5 would be slightly higher than those stated previously for the South Generator 
Facility. Since the site is currently the location of an existing generator facility and is within an enclosed 
utility yard, demolition of existing facilities would occur within the area to construct the new generator 
facility. This would increase the amount of labor required for construction on this site, resulting in a 
slightly higher short-term beneficial impact. 

4.11.3.6 Site 6 

The impacts of Site 6 would be similar to those stated previously for Site 4. Since the site is currently one 
of two remaining tree stands, several acres of tree removal would be necessary to construct the generator 
facility. This would increase the amount of labor required for construction on this site, resulting in a 
slightly higher short-term beneficial impact. 

4.11.3.7 Site 7 

The impacts of Site 7 would be slightly higher than those stated previously for the South Generator 
Facility and the Central Boiler Plant. Since the site is currently the location of the former motor pool, 
demolition of existing facilities would occur within the area to construct the boiler plant. This would 
increase the amount of labor required for construction on this site, resulting in a slightly higher short-term 
beneficial impact. It would also result in the loss of 2.2 acres of parking, and other parking would have to 
be constructed to compensate for the loss. 
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4.11.3.8 Site 8 (Preferred Alternative) 

The impacts of Site 8 would be slightly higher than those stated previously for the Central Boiler Plant. 
Since the site is currently the location of the existing boiler facility and is within an enclosed utility yard, 
demolition of existing facilities would occur within the area to construct the boiler plant. This would 
increase the amount of labor required for construction on this site, resulting in a slightly higher shorHerm 
beneficial impact. 

4.11.4 Parking Alternatives 

4.11.4.1 Surface Parking Lot on Sites 4 and 6 

Minor beneficial impacts on socioeconomics would be expected from construction of two surface parking 
lots on Sites 4 and 6. 

Indirect impacts from the proposed construction projects are expected to be both short- and long-term and 
beneficial on the local economy and employment. Indirect beneficial impacts would include construction 
expenditures for tree removal, paving materials, construction workers' wages and taxes, and purchases of 
goods and services in the area. It is assumed that construction crews and equipment would be employed 
from the local workforce, resulting in beneficial short-term direct impacts on employment and the local 
economy. Construction composes between approximately 2 and 8 percent of the labor force in the Fort 
Meade ROI and Anne Arundel County, as shown in Table 3.11-1, so there is no need for outside workers. 
The financial benefits would be expected to stay within the ROI and county. Therefore, short- and long
term beneficial impacts would be expected. 

4.11.4.2 Parking Garage on Site 3 

Minor beneficial impacts on socioeconomics would be expected from construction of a parking garage on 
Site 3. 

Indirect impacts from the proposed construction projects are expected to be both short- and long-term and 
beneficial on the local economy and employment. Indirect beneficial impacts would include construction 
expenditures for building materials, paving materials, construction workers' wages and taxes, and 
purchases of goods and services in the area. It is assumed that construction crews and equipment would 
be employed from the local workforce, resulting in beneficial short-term direct impacts on employment 
and the local economy. Construction composes between approximately 2 and 8 percent of the labor force 
in the Fort Meade ROI and Anne Arundel County, as shown in Table 3.11-1, so there is no need for 
outside workers. The financial benefits would be expected to stay within the ROI and county. Therefore, 
short- and long-term beneficial impacts would be expected. Since Site 3 is currently used as a parking lot, 
demolition would occur on the existing paved area to construct a parking garage. Construction of a 
parking garage would result in considerably more construction costs than paving two surface lots; 
therefore, the socioeconomic benefits would be greater under this alternative. 

4.11.4.3 Parking Garage on Site 9 

Minor beneficial impacts on socioeconomics would be expected from construction of a parking garage on 
Site 9. 

Indirect impacts from the proposed construction projects are expected to be both short- and long-term and 
beneficial on the local economy and employment. Indirect beneficial impacts would include construction 
expenditures for building materials, paving materials, construction workers' wages and taxes, and 
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purchases of goods and services in the area. Impacts associated with this alternative would be essentially 
the same as those described for the construction of a parking garage on Site 3. 

4.11.4.4 Parking Garage on Site 10 

Minor beneficial impacts on socioeconomics would be expected from construction of a parking garage on 
Site 10. 

Indirect impacts from the proposed construction projects are expected to be both short- and long-term and 
beneficial on the local economy and employment. Indirect beneficial impacts would include construction 
expenditures for building materials, paving materials, construction workers' wages and taxes, and 
purchases of goods and services in the area. Impacts associated with this alternative would be similar to 
but slightly larger than those described for the construction of a parking garage on Site 3. Site 10 has 
both a parking lot and existing structures (approximately 15,400 if) that would require demolition. This 
would increase the amount of labor required for construction on this site, resulting in a slightly higher 
short-term beneficial impact. 

4.12 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 

If the Proposed Action were implemented, some unavoidable adverse impacts would be expected. The 
level of impact would primarily be dependent on the location alternative selected. Section:; of this EIS 
identifies mitigation measures and BMPs that could be implemented to reduce the intensity of 
unavoidable adverse impacts. 

Sites 4 and 6 are undeveloped sites that have a greater potential for adverse impacts. If either of these 
sites were selected, then minor adverse impacts on vegetation, wildlife, and storm water would be 
unavoidable because that habitat would be lost and replaced with impervious surfaces. It is anticipated 
that potentially adverse impacts on geological resources and water resources (i.e., sedimentation, erosion, 
storm water runoff, and stream crossing) could be avoided or minimized during site design and use of 
BMPs. However, due to the array of facility and parking alternatives available, development of Sites 4 
and 6 could be avoided entirely if previously developed sites were selected for the facility and parking 
alternatives. For example, the option of constructing the North Utility Plant at Sites 1,2, or 3; the South 
Generator Facility at Sites 5 or 7; the Central Boiler Plant at Sites 7 or 8; and a parking garage at Sites 3, 
9, to, or another currently developed site would negate the need to develop Sites 4 or 6, so there would be 
no permanent loss of vegetation and no increases in impervious surfaces. 

Construction of the North Utility Plant would be expected to result in minor to moderate adverse impacts 
that are unavoidable. It is anticipated that construction of the North Utility Plant at either Sites 1 or 2 
could have minor adverse impacts on the nearby MFH neighborhood because of potential visual intrusion 
of the exhaust stacks as well as operational noise when the generators are in use. Similarly, construction 
of the North Utility Plant at Site 3 could have minor adverse impacts on the BW Parkway (which is also a 
cultural viewsbed issue because the BW Parkway is on the NRHP), the National Cryptologic Museum, or 
National Vigilance Park. 

Construction of the proposed North Utility Plant, the South Generator Facility, and the Central Boiler 
Plant would introduce stationary sources of noise and air emissions. This is also an unavoidable adverse 
impact. 

Generally, construction and demolition activities would cause ground disturbance. Short-term adverse 
impacts on soil and water resources as a result of sedimentation, erosion, and storm water runoff are 
unavoidable. Construction and demolition activities also generate solid waste. 
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4.13 Relationship Between Short-Term Uses and Long-Term 
Productivity 

Short-term uses of the biophysical components of the human environment include direct impacts, usually 
related to construction activities, that occur over a period of less than 5 years. Long-term uses of the 
human environment include those impacts that occur over a period of more than 5 years, including 
permanent resource loss. 

This EIS identifies potential short-term adverse impacts on the natural environment as a result of 
construction activities. These potential adverse impacts include soil erosion, storm water runoff into 
surface water and wetlands, and removal of vegetation and wildlife habitat. Redevelopment of a site for a 
new facility would not adversely impact long-term productivity of sites. If Sites 4 and 6 were developed 
as facility or parking alternatives, then the long-term productivity of these forested sites (8.7 acres) would 
be adversely impacted. 

4.14 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources 

An irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources refers to impacts on or losses to resources that 
cannot be reversed or recovered, even after an activity has ended and facilities have been 
decommissioned. A commitment of resources is related to use or destruction of nonrenewable resources, 
and the impacts that loss will have on future generations. For example, if Prime Farmland is developed, 
there would be a permanent loss of agricultural productivity. 

Construction and operation of the proposed utilities would involve the irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of materials, energy, biological resources, landfill space, and human resources. The impacts 
on these resources would be permanent. 

Materials. Material resources irretrievably used for the Proposed Action include steel, concrete, and 
other building materials. Such materials are not in short supply and would not be expected to limit other 
unrelated construction activities. The irretrievable use of material resources would not be considered 
significant. The preferential use of recycled building materials would reduce the overall amount of 
materials used for building construction. 

Energy. Energy resources used for the Proposed Action would be irretrievably lost. These include fossil 
fuels (e.g., gasoline, diesel, natural gas, No.2 fuel oil) and electricity. During construction, gasoline and 
diesel fuel would be used for the operation of construction vehicles and equipment. The proposed North 
Utility Plant (i.e., North Electrical Substation and North Generator Facility) and the South Generator 
Facility would be used to ensure multiple redundancies in emergency electrical power is available at all 
times, so the Proposed Action would not noticeably increase primary power used on the NSA campus. 
However, electrical power supplied by BGE, which would come from large coal, natural gas, or nuclear 
power generating plants, would provide primary power to the North Electrical Substation. The North 
Generator Facility and the South Generator Facility would operate using diesel fuel as needed to provide 
electrical power during emergency and maintenance conditions. The proposed Central Boiler Plant would 
continue to operate primarily on natural gas and occasionally on No. 2 fuel oil as needed. Operation of 
the Central Boiler Plant would not be expected to increase use of energy resources because the proposed 
boilers would replace old and inefficient boilers in-kind. Overall, consumption of energy resources would 
not place a significant demand on their availability in the region. Therefore, no significant impacts would 
be expected. 
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Biological Resources. Depending on the alternative selected for facility and parking locations, the 
Proposed Action would result in some irretrievable loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat. The upper 
boundary of impacts associated with the alternatives could result in the loss of approximately 8.7 acres of 
forest. The loss of 8.7 acres would remove potential wildlife habitat and could degrade some remaining 
scenic and natural qualities of the NSA campus. This result would be a permanent loss or conversion of 
decreasing open spaces. 

Landfill Space. The generation of construction and demolition debris and subsequent disposal of that 
debris in a landfill would be an irretrievable adverse impact. The amount of construction debris generated 
would depend on the facility and parking alternative selected. Construction contractors would be 
expected to recycle at least 40 percent of the debris that is generated. If a greater percentage is recycled, 
then irretrievable impacts on landfills would be reduced. There are numerous rubble landfills and 
construction and demolition processing facilities that could handle the waste generated. However, any 
waste that is generated by the Proposed Action that is disposed of in a landfill would be considered an 
irretrievable loss of that landfill space. 

Human Resources. The use of human resources for construction is considered an irretrievable loss only 
in that it would preclude such personnel from engaging in other work activities. However, the use of 
human resources for the Proposed Action represents employment opportunities and is considered 
beneficial. 

4.15 Cumulative Impacts 

This cumulative impacts analysis summarizes expected environmental effects for the combined impacts 
of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects. Section 2.4 presented projects that are 
considered temporally or geographically related to the Proposed Action, and, as such, have the potential 
to result in cumulative impacts. Projects identified for detailed consideration for potential cumulative 
impacts include the following: 

• Construction of a South Electrical Substation in the southern portion of the NSA campus, which 
is considered for potential cumulative impacts because it would connect to the proposed South 
Generator Facility and would be located immediately south of Site 5. 

• BRAC actions at Fort Meade, which would include the construction of 3.0 million ff of facility 
and parking space, the addition of 5,700 people to the Fort Meade workforce, and the loss of 
approximately 25 acres of forest. 

• EUL actions at Fort Meade, which would include the construction of approximately 2.0 
million ft2 of office and parking space, the addition of 10,000 people to the workforce in the Fort 
Meade area, and the loss of approximately 205 acres of forest. 

• Ongoing actions at Midway Common MFH at Fort Meade, which is considered for potential 
cumulative impacts because this neighborhood is in close proximity to Sites 1 and 2, though 
construction and renovation activities on these MFH units are anticipated to be complete before 
any construction would occur for the Proposed Action. 

• Construction of the Central Maryland Transit Operations Facility on Fort Meade, which would 
provide storage and maintenance space for 120 busses and employ 200 employees. 

• Construction of a BGE Substation southwest of Fort Meade, which would be constructed south of 
MD~32 and west of the BW Parkway and ultimately provide power from the electrical grid to the 
proposed North Electrical Substation. This project includes construction of a high-voltage 
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substation and the installation of transmission lines from the new BGE Substation to a point along 
MD-32 where they would enter the NSA campus. This project is in the early planning stages. 

This cumulative impacts section presents the resource-specific impacts related to the past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable actions identified above. 

4.15.1 Land Use 

The Proposed Action would be consistent with existing land uses and would have minimal potential to 
combine with other projects to produce an adverse cumulative impact on land use. Since the location of a 
future overhead or belowground transmission line associated with the BGE Substation (which is not a 
component of this Proposed Action) is not known, the potential exists for potential adverse visual impacts 
from the North Utility Plant to combine with adverse cumulative impacts if an overhead transmission line 
is used crossing the BW Parkway. When siting transmission lines, BGE would be responsible for 
acquiring the necessary rights-of-way and constructing and maintaining utility corridors in accordance 
with agreements in the rights-of-way. The location of the BGE Substation could dictate exactly where 
transmission lines enter the NSA campus along MD-32. Cumulative land use impacts on sensitive 
surrounding land uses, such as the historic BW Parkway or the Oak Hill Youth Center, could be 
minimized by selective siting to avoid sensitive areas and use of underground power transmission lines 
where visual elements could be impacted. However, off-installation siting decisions of BGE 
infrastructure are not within the DOD's decisionmaking authority and are not within the scope of this EIS. 

As identified in Section 4.1, construction of the North Utility Plant at Sites I and 2 could result in minor 
adverse impacts as a result of visual and noise intrusion on the Midway Common MFH area. Ongoing 
renovations at Midway Common MFH are anticipated to be completed in 2008; no additional cumulative 
impacts on land use from simultaneous construction activities and long-term operations are expected. 

Construction of the proposed utilities would result in cumulative loss of forested land even though the 
loss due to the Proposed Action is small compared with the much larger BRAC and EUL projects at Fort 
Meade. The Proposed Action could result in the conversion of two forested parcels (Sites 4 and 6) 
totaling 8.7 acres to utilities or parking land uses, depending on the alternative selected for 
implementation, compared with 225 acres of forest lost to administrative and operations land uses as a 
result of the BRAC and EUL actions. The BRAC/EUL EIS identified adverse impacts on land use as a 
result of increased personnel, increased traffic, and development of currently undeveloped land (USACE 
2007). The Proposed Action would be removed from the general locations of the BRAC and EUL parcels 
(see Figure 2.4-1), so negligible cumulative impacts on land use would be expected. 

No cumulative impacts on land use due to construction and operation of the South Electrical Substation 
and the Proposed Action would be expected. Construction of the proposed South Generator Facility at 
any of the facility alternatives would be consistent with existing and foreseeable land use. The Proposed 
Action would be separated geographically from the general location of the Central Maryland Transient 
Operations Facility (see Figure 2.4-1), so negligible cumulative impacts on land use would be expected. 

4.15.2 Noise 

Implementing the Proposed Action or alternatives would have negligible ongoing or cumulative impacts 
on the noise environment. Following construction, incremental increases in the overall noise environment 
would be expected due to testing of the equipment and during periods where emergency back-up power 
was required. These levels would be intermittent, limited in duration, and have little impact on areas 
outside the NSA campus. The past, current, and reasonably foreseeable noise environment in and around 
the proposed sites is currently dominated by existing and future traffic noise from the adjacent roadways. 
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The change in noise for all noise-sensitive receptors for all alternatives would be minor and not likely 
distinguishable from future noise environments under the No Action Alternative. Therefore, the 
cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives would be negligible. 

4.15.3 Air Quality 

Historically, the heavily populated and urban areas within the northeast corridor of the United States have 
had more anthropogenic emissions than other areas of the country. These emissions, when combined 
with the stagnation impact from the coastal weather patterns, lead to higher concentrations of regional air 
pollutants, which result in the current nonattainment designation. Since 1990, when the CAA came into 
full force, states (both collectively and individually) have implemented plans (i.e., SIPs) to reduce 
emissions in a strategic way to meet the NAAQS. Since that time there has been a steady decrease in 
both emissions and atmospheric concentrations of air pollutants. 

Emissions from the Proposed Action would be cumulative to both past and present emissions. Current 
regional activities would be the dominant source of emissions. The Proposed Action would have both 
short-term and long-term negligible adverse cumulative impacts on air quality. Impacts on air quality 
would primarily be due to the use of heavy construction equipment during construction and operational 
emissions from new boilers and generators. Other projects would occur within the region and would 
produce some measurable amounts of air pollutants. Specifically, the BRAC and EUL actions at Fort 
Meade would occur during the same timeframe as the Proposed Action. These actions, as evaluated in 
the BRAC/EUL EIS, would have minor adverse impacts on air quality resulting primarily from short-term 
construction activities and long-term increased commuters (USACE 2007). 

The Proposed Action, the South Electrical Substation, the BRAC/EUL actions, the Central Maryland 
Transit Operations Facility, and the BGE Substation, as well as other development activities within the 
region would have some level of construction-related emissions. The State of Maryland takes into 
account the impacts of all past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects in the region and 
associated emissions during the development of their SIP. Within the SIP, the State of Maryland has a 
detailed budget for all sources of air emissions including those from construction. Estimated emissions 
generated by the Proposed Action would be below de minimis levels and not regionally significant. 
Therefore, these construction-related impacts would not contribute to cumulative short-term impacts on 
air quality. 

In addition to construction emissions, the Proposed Action would introduce new stationary sources of air 
emissions within the region. Other new stationary sources, such as small boilers and generators for 
individual facilities associated with BRAC and EUL actions, would produce some measurable amounts of 
air pollutants. Permitting requirements for the Proposed Action could vary based on the equipment, 
timing of the individual utility projects, and the types of emissions controls ultimately selected. 
Emissions controls could differ in specific features from the ones described in this EIS. However, during 
the final design stage and the permitting process either (1) the actual equipment, controls, or operating 
limitations would be selected to reduce the PTE below the major source threshold; or (2) the NNSR 
permitting process would require emission offsets be obtained at a 1 to 1.3 ratio from other previously 
decommissioned sources within the region. This cap-and-trade-type system is inherent to Federal and 
state air regulations and leads to a forced reduction in regional emissions. Therefore, long-term impacts 
from proposed stationary sources associated with the Proposed Action would not contribute to cumulative 
long-term impacts on air quality. 
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4.15.4 Geological Resources 

No cumulative impacts on geological resources would be expected. Direct impacts on topography, 
geology, and soils from construction are localized to the site that is being developed. Construction sites 
that are greater than 5,000 ft2 require development of BMPs, storm water management plans, and erosion
and sediment-control plans to minimize the potential for impacts off site. BRAC/EUL actions, the Central 
Maryland Transit Operations Facility, and BGE Substation would not occur near the Proposed Action 
construction sites and would not result in cumulative impacts. Ongoing renovations at the Midway 
Common MFH, which is adjacent to Sites 1 and 2 for the Proposed Action, primarily include installing 
new carpet, electrical fixtures, and plumbing hardware (Picerne 2003b); these actions would have no 
impact on soils or geology. The South Electrical Substation is adjacent to Site 5 and near Site 8. 
However, the Proposed Action and the South Electrical Substation have little potential for cumulative 
impacts on geological resources because they would likely occur at different times (the South Electrical 
Substation will be constructed in Fiscal Year (FY) 2009 while the South Generator Facility would be 
constructed in (FY 2010), and implementation ofBMPs, storm water management plans, and erosion- and 
sediment-control plans would confine storm water and sediment to the construction site. 

4.15.5 Water Resources 

Long-term moderate cumulative impacts on water resources would be expected from the overall increases 
in impervious surfaces. The Proposed Action could result in the conversion of two forested parcels (Sites 
4 and 6, totaling 8.7 acres) to facilities or parking lots, depending on the alternative selected for 
implementation. The South Electrical Substation, BRAC actions, EUL actions, Central Maryland Transit 
Operations Facility, and BGE Substation would also create impervious surfaces. Ongoing MFH 
construction and renovations would not be expected to create or remove large areas of impervious 
surfaces. 

The removal of forest and other vegetation and the subsequent creation of impervious surface can 
increase storm water flows during rain events, introducing contaminants (e.g., oils, fertilizers, pesticides) 
into surfaces water bodies and possibly worsening downstream flooding if water channels are transporting 
more water in a shorter period of time. Cumulatively, the Proposed Action and other projects identified 
would increase impervious surfaces and could exacerbate water quality and flooding problems that are 
already occurring in the Little Patuxent River and other downstream areas. The cumulative increase in 
impervious surfaces would be considered a negligible contribution in the context of the whole watershed 
but could be noticeable on a more localized level. With appropriate implementation of post-construction 
BMPs and storm water management plans, these potentially adverse cumulative impacts would be 
minimized. 

There is potential for short-term minor cumulative impacts on wetlands to occur. Wetland losses in the 
United States have resulted from draining, dredging, filling, leveling, and flooding for urban, agricultural, 
and residential development. Construction activities associated with the Proposed Action could result in a 
potential increase in surface runoff due to sheet flow into the stream on Site 4 during construction as a 
result of an increase in impervious surfaces. The BRACIEUL actions also have the potential to result in 
indirect impacts on wetlands as a result of surface runoff (USACE 2007). Implementation of BMPs, 
storm water management plans, and erosion .. and sediment-control plans, as required by Federal and state 
regulations, would minimize the potential for impacts on wetlands and other surface water bodies. 
Potential impacts of the BGE Substation on wetlands are unknown at this time. 
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4.15.6 Biological Resources 

Cumulative short-term and long-term, direct and indirect, adverse impacts would be expected as a result 
of the development of currently undeveloped forested sites. The Proposed Action could result in the loss 
of two forested parcels (Sites 4 and 6) totaling 8.7 acres to utilities land or parking uses, depending on the 
alternative selected for implementation. The BRAC and EUL actions would result in the loss of 225 acres 
of forest and the Central Maryland Transit Operations Facility would result in the loss of 15 acres of 
forest (USACE 2007). Cumulative impacts would include increased segmentation of existing wildlife 
habitat on and around Fort Meade, increased potential for wildlife mortality associated with collision 
during construction, a reduction in the quality of wildlife habitat available, and the permanent removal of 
some vegetative cover. There would remain good habitat available on Fort Meade in Forest Conservation 
Areas and at the nearby Patuxent Research Refuge. No cumulative impacts on threatened or endangered 
species would be expected since there are no known occurrences on the NSA campus of Fort Meade. 

The construction of the South Electrical Substation and ongoing MFH actions would have little impact on 
biological resources because they are in previously disturbed areas. It is unknown what impact the 
construction of the BGE Substation could have on biological resources at this time. 

4.15.7 Cultural Resources 

Potentially significant, permanent cumulative impacts on archaeological sites and architectural resources 
have likely occurred from past construction, on and off NSA and Fort Meade property as areas were 
disturbed for construction activities. No direct impacts on archaeological resources, historic resources, or 
TCPs would be expected under the Proposed Action because none are known within the APE. No 
impacts on cultural resources were identified in association with the South Electrical Substation, BRAC 
actions, EUL actions, MFH construction and renovation activities, or the Central Maryland Transit 
Operations Facility (DOD 2007, USACE 2007). It is unknown what impact the construction of the BGE 
Substation could have on cultural resources; coordination with the MHT is recommended to determine 
whether further consultation on cultural resources investigations would be necessary. 

Indirect impacts associated with the Proposed Action could occur on the historic BW Parkway if any of 
the proposed buildings could be seen from the parkway (refer to analysis in Seetions 4.1 and 4.7). NPS 
has expressed concerns about development along the BW Parkway. Continued removal of trees and 
construction of visible structures affects the visual and scenic qualities that contribute to its historic 
qualities. Cumulatively, the BGE Substation could adversely affect the visual and historic quality of the 
BW Parkway in localized places where the new infrastructure is visible. The level of impacts would 
depend on the location of the substation, particularly ifit could be seen from the BW Parkway, as well as 
the intrusion of overhead power transmission lines crossing the parkway. Coordination between NPS and 
BGE would be necessary to determine if potential visual impacts on the BW Parkway would be adverse 
and whether mitigation (e.g., planting additional trees to provide screening or installation of underground 
lines crossing the BW Parkway) would be necessary. 

4.15.8 Infrastructure 

The Proposed Action and other projects identified would be expected to have long-term adverse and 
beneficial cumulative impacts on infrastructure systems. Electrical and heating system upgrades would 
ensure that the NSA has adequate capacity to meet immediate and future infrastructure needs, which 
would be a long-term beneficial impact. BRAC and EUL actions would increase personnel at Fort Meade 
substantially over the next few years. The BRAC/EUL EIS identified no significant impacts on potable 
water supply, electrical systems, natural gas, or solid waste management; however, the wastewater 
treatment system might require upgrades to handle the increased personnel and more stringent effluent 
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guidelines. Cumulatively, the Proposed Action would have a negligible impact on wastewater systems at 
Fort Meade. The BGE Substation would be expected to have long~term beneficial cumulative impacts on 
electrical power supply to Anne Arundel County by providing capacity for growth. 

4.15.9 Transportation 

The Proposed Action would have a negligible contribution to cumulative impacts on transportation in and 
around Fort Meade. The size and scope of the changes in the transportation systems associated with the 
Proposed Action would be extremely small when compared to current conditions and to other planned 
transportation~related projects in the area, particularly the BRAC and EUL actions and the Central 
Maryland Transit Operations Facility. Significant intersection and road improvements on Fort Meade and 
in surrounding areas will be occurring over the next few years to prepare for the increased BRAC and 
EUL personnel. Construction of the Central Maryland Transit Operations Facility and other major 
improvements in local and regional mass transit are also expected to help ease traffic congestion and 
provide commuting options. As a result, the traffic impacts associated with the Proposed Action would 
not produce a substantial cumulative impact. If additional employees are added to Fort Meade in the 
future outside of those associated with the Proposed Action, limiting the number and location of available 
parking spaces could cause automobile drivers to seek alternate methods of transportation (e.g., carpool, 
vanpool, public transit). This would have a minor cumulative benefit on transportation resources. 

4.15.10 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

No cumulative adverse impacts would be expected as a result of hazardous materials and wastes. 
Increased amounts of hazardous materials and petroleum products would be used during the construction 
and operations associated with the Proposed Action. The installation of the North and South Generator 
Facilities would place additional ASTs for diesel, urea, and waste oil within the NSA campus. The 
installation of the Central Boiler Plant would replace existing No.2 fuel oil ASTs. Anticipated increases 
would not result in additional regulatory requirements. All other projects identified for cumulative 
impacts analysis would be expected to use hazardous materials and generate hazardous wastes during 
construction activities, but all uses would be in accordance with existing laws, regulations, and 
management plans. Hazardous materials, wastes, and petroleum products would be contained and 
disposed of according to procedures already in place at NSA and Fort Meade. 

4.15.11 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

While the Proposed Action would have no direct significant impacts, the BRAC and EUL actions would 
have significant socioeconomic impacts. With an increase of approximately 15,900 personnel within the 
ROI and Anne Arundel County, there would be an increase in regional economic activity, as well as an 
increase in demand for housing and local community services (e.g., schools, police). If existing regional 
resources are strained and population increases occur at a pace that cannot be accommodated by existing 
infrastructure, there will be a negative socioeconomic impact (i.e., overcrowding). As infrastructure 
expands to accommodate the increase, this leads to a further increase in construction of schools and 
hospitals with an increase in associated personnel. An example would be that if more schools need to be 
built as a result of the increased in personnel, more teachers would need to be hired. Construction of 
these projects would have short~term, significant, direct beneficial impacts on socioeconomic resources 
through increased construction labor employment and purchase of related goods and services. Job 
creation as a result of expanded infrastructure and an increase in the demand for social services would 
have a long~term beneficial socioeconomic impact. The overall economic impact would be beneficial 
because Fort Meade expansion would stimulate more spending within the ROI by both Fort Meade and its 
employees. 
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5. Best Management Practices and Mitigation Measures 

The Proposed Action has the potential to result in adverse environmental impacts. The Proposed Action 
includes design measures to avoid adverse impacts to the extent practicable. Unavoidable impacts would 
be minimized or compensated for to the extent practicable. In accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 
1502. 16(h», mitigation measures must be considered for adverse environmental impacts. Once a 
proposed action is considered significant, then mitigation measures must be developed where it is feasible 
to do so. 

The DOD would comply with all permitting requirements. As identified in Table 1.3-1 and discussed in 
Section 4, the Proposed Action would require pennitting under the CW A, the CAA, and the Maryland 
Forest Conservation Act. All pennits would be obtained prior to project implementation. As individual 
projects are implemented, pennits would identify site-specific BMPs to avoid or reduce impacts. 
Additional site-specific and project-specific mitigation measures could then be applied during the 
permitting process if unavoidable adverse impacts remain. 

5.1 Best Management Practices 

General Construction and Post-Construction. During construction and immediately following 
construction, the following BMPs would be implemented to avoid or minimize short-tenn minor adverse 
impacts for all construction activities. 

• Construction activities would be restricted between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. to 
minimize adverse noise impacts. 

• Erosion- and sediment-control plans would be required for any project resulting in more than 
5,000 ff of land disturbance and would include sufficient information, drawings, computations, 
and notes to describe how potential soil erosion and offsite sedimentation associated with a land
disturbing activity would be minimized. 

• A stonn water management plan would be required for any project reSUlting in more than 
5,000 ft2 of land disturbance and would include supporting computations, drawings, and 
sufficient infonnation describing the manner, location, and type of measures in which storm 
water runoff would be managed over the entire project. The post-construction stonn water 
release rate would not exceed the rate when undeveloped. Control of stonn water runoff could 
include construction of ponds, infiltration practices, filtration practices, vegetative practices, or 
runoff pretreatment practices. 

• All construction equipment would be maintained according to manufacturer's specifications to 
ensure it is in proper working order. All fuels and other potentially hazardous materials would be 
contained and stored appropriately. The procedures identified in the NSA's SPCC Plan would be 
followed to quickly contain and clean up a spill. 

• At least 40 percent of nonhazardous construction and demolition debris would be recycled to 
divert waste from being landfilled. 

• All construction vehicles would be equipped with backing alarms, two-way radios, and slow
moving vehicle signs, when appropriate. 

• Construction vehicle traffic would be routed and scheduled to minimize conflicts with other 
traffic. 

• Construction staging areas would be sited to minimize traffic impacts. 
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North Utility Plant. The following BMPs are specific to the North Utility Plant. Additional measures are 
also included to reduce site-specific adverse impacts. No additional site-specific BMPs were identified 
for Site 2. Most of the following BMPs are intended to reduce potential long-term adverse impacts as a 
result of operations. 

• Noise-producing equipment would be contained inside a facility constructed with noise-reducing 
material. Generator exhausts open to the exterior of the building would be equipped with 
industrial silencers. 

• BACTILAER review for each criteria pollutant and MACT review for regulated HAPs and 
designated categories would be conducted for new permitted stationary sources of emissions. Air 
dispersion modeling would be conducted if required by MDE. Procedures would be established 
for measuring and recording emissions and process rates, and meeting the NSPS and NESHAP 
requirements. 

• The stream that is northeast of Site 1 (outside of site boundaries) would be avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

• The stream that is southwest of Site 3 (outside of site boundaries) would be avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

• The stream that is southwest of Site 4 would be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. 
Because a road crossing would be required, total avoidance of the stream might not be possible. 

• Wildlife would be allowed to move out of the path of construction equipment during site-clearing 
activities. 

South Generator Facility. The following BMPs are specific to the South Generator Facility. Additional 
measures are also included to reduce site-specific adverse impacts for Site 6; no site-specific mitigation 
measures were identified for Sites 5 and 7. Most of the following mitigation measures and BMPs are 
intended to reduce potential long-term adverse impacts as a result of operations. 

• Noise-producing equipment would be contained inside a facility constructed with noise-reducing 
material. Generator exhausts open to the exterior of the building would be equipped with 
industrial silencers. 

• BACTILAER review for each criteria pollutant and MACT review for regulated HAPs and 
designated categories would be conducted for new permitted stationary sources of emissions. Air 
dispersion modeling would be conducted if required by MDE. Procedures would be established 
for measuring and recording emissions and process rates, and meeting the NSPS and NESHAP 
requirements. 

• Wildlife would be allowed to move out of the path of construction equipment during site-clearing 
activities. 
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Central Boiler Plant. The following BMPs are specific to the Central Boiler Plant. No site.specific 
mitigation measures were identified. This BMP is intended to reduce potentiallong·term adverse impacts 
as a result of operations. 

• Noise-producing equipment would be contained inside a facility. 

Surface Lots for Replacement Parking. The following BMPs are specific to the construction of two 
surface lots at Sites 4 and 6. 

• The stream that is southwest of Site 4 would be avoided to the maximum extent practicable. 
Because a road crossing would be required, total avoidance ofthe stream might not be possible. 

• Wildlife would be allowed to move out of the path of construction equipment during site·clearing 
activities. 

Parking Garage. The following BMPs are specific to the construction of a parking garage. Site·specific 
parking and transportation studies would be accomplished to ensure efficient and safe use of space, 
ingress and egress, and movement patterns. No site· specific mitigation measures were identified for Site 
9. 

• The stream that is southwest of Site 3 (outside of site boundaries) would be avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. 

Site 10 

• Care would be taken during the construction process to restrict activities and equipment to the 
developed areas within the site to minimize the potential for encountering UXO. 

5.2 Mitigation Measures 

North Utility Plant. The following mitigation measures are specific to the North Utility Plant. 
Additional measures are also included to reduce site.specific adverse impacts. Most of the following 
mitigation measures are intended to reduce potentiallong·term adverse impacts as a result of operations. 

• Mitigation would be required to reduce NOx emissions below the NNSR threshold. Use of SCR 
as an emissions control and voluntary federally enforceable limitations on the hours of operation 
(i.e., 100 hours) of the generators could reduce emissions enough to obtain a Minor NSR permit, 
but specific emissions controls and operating limitations would be decided during the permitting 
process. 

• The existing tree buffer between MFH and the NSA campus could be enhanced to ensure 
minimal visual intrusion. 

• The existing tree buffer between MFH and the NSA campus could be enhanced to ensure 
minimal visual intrusion. 
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• The facility could be sited on the far northeastern end of the parcel to minimize impacts on 
National Vigilance Park. A tree buffer could be added to provide screening between National 
Vigilance Park and proposed development. 

• In accordance with Fort Meade's tree management policy and the Maryland Forest Conservation 
Act, a minimum of 20 percent of the forested area would be preserved. 

• If the stream that is southwest of Site 4 cannot be avoided entirely, potential impacts would be 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable and any required mitigation would be 
implemented. A jurisdictional determination of wetlands and waters of the United States was 
requested from the USACE Baltimore District and would be obtained prior to implementing any 
actions that could impact the delineated areas. Site-specific review and study would be 
accomplished in accordance with CW A Sections 401 and 404 permitting requirements. The 
Section 404 permitting process would identify whether additional mitigation measures are 
required. 

South Generator Facility. The following mitigation measures are specific to the South Generator 
Facility. Additional measures are also included to reduce site-specific adverse impacts for Site 6; no site
specific mitigation measures were identified for Sites 5 and 7. Most of the following mitigation measures 
and BMPs are intended to reduce potential long-term adverse impacts as a result of operations. 

• Mitigation would be required to reduce NOx emissions below the NNSR threshold. Use of SCR 
as an emissions control and voluntary federally enforceable limitations on the hours of operation 
(i.e., 100 hours) of the generators could reduce emissions enough to obtain a Minor NSR permit, 
but specific emissions controls and operating limitations would be decided during the permitting 
process. 

• In accordance with Fort Meade's tree management policy and the Maryland Forest Conservation 
Act, a minimum of20 percent of the forested area would be preserved. 

Central Boiler Plant. The following mitigation measure is specific to the Central Boiler Plant. No site
specific mitigation measures were identified. This mitigation measure is intended to reduce potential 
long-term adverse impacts as a result of operations. 

• Mitigation would be required to reduce CO emISSIons below the PSD threshold and NOx 

emissions below the NNSR threshold. Use of limited fuel throughput, low NOx burners, FGR, 
and SCR could reduce emissions enough to obtain a Minor NSR permit, but specific emissions 
controls and operating limitations would be decided during the permitting process. Limiting the 
hours of operation and installation of oxidation catalysts could ultimately be incorporated into the 
design and permit process in lieu of or in addition to fuel limitations to meet permitting 
requirements. 

Surface Lots for Replacement Parking. The following mitigation measures are specific to the 
construction of two surface lots at Sites 4 and 6. 
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• Low-impact development could include use of landscaped parking lot islands to reduce heat 
island effect and manage storm water. 

• In accordance with Fort Meade's tree management policy and the Maryland Forest Conservation 
Act, a minimum of 20 percent of forested areas would be preserved. 

• If the stream that is southwest of Site 4 cannot be avoided entirely, potential impacts would be 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable and any required mitigation would be 
implemented. A jurisdictional determination of wetlands and waters of the United States was 
requested from the USACE Baltimore District and would be obtained prior to implementing any 
actions that could impact the delineated areas. Site-specific review and study would be 
accomplished in accordance with CW A Sections 401 and 404 permitting requirements. The 
Section 404 permitting process would identify whether additional mitigation measures are 
required. 

Parking Garage. The following mitigation measures are specific to the construction of a parking garage. 
Site-specific parking and transportation studies would be accomplished to ensure efficient and safe use of 
space, ingress and egress, and movement patterns. No site-specific mitigation measures were identified 
for Sites 9 and 10. 

• Low-impact development could include use of landscaped parking lot islands to reduce heat 
island effect and manage storm water. 

• The garage could be sited on the far northeastern end of the parcel to minimize impacts on 
National Vigilance Park. A tree buffer could be added to provide screening between National 
Vigilance Park and proposed development. 
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6. Preparers 

This EIS has been prepared under the direction of DOD. The individual contractors that contributed to 
the preparation of this document are listed below. 

Dominic Alario 
e2M, Inc. 
B.A Geography 
Years of Experience: 4 

Cynthia Auman 
e2M, Inc. 
M.A Anthropology, Focus: Historical 
Archaeology 
B.A International Affairs 
Years of Experience: 30 

Louise Baxter 
e2M, Inc. 
M.P.A Public Administration 
B.S. Political Science 
Years of Experience: 19 

Don Beckham 
e2M, Inc. 
M.P.A Public Administration 
B.S. Engineering Physics 
Years of Experience: 33 

Shannon Cauley 
e2M, Inc. 
B.S. Geology 
USACE Certified Wetland Delineator 
Certified Professional Soil Scientist 
Years of Experience: 24 

George Greczmiel 
e2M, Inc. 
B.A Economics 
Years of Experience: 3 

Bridget Kelly 
e2M, Inc. 
B.S. Biology 
Years of Experience: 10 
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Ronald Lamb, CEP 
e2M, Inc. 
M.S. Environmental Science 
M.A Political SciencelInternational Economics 
B.A Political Science 
Years of Experience: 23 

Timothy Lavallee, P .E. 
LPES, Inc. 
M.S. Civil Engineering 
B.S. Mechanical Engineering 
Years of Experience: 16 

Cheryl Myers 
e2M, Inc. 
AAS. Nursing 
Years of Experience: 17 

Tanya Perry 
e2M, Inc. 
B.S. Environmental Science 
B.A Communications 
Years of Experience: 8 

Jennifer Rose 
e2M, Inc. 
M.S. in Environmental Science and Policy 
B.S. in Geology 
Years of experience: 2 

Sarah Smith 
e2M, Inc. 
B.S. Geography 
Years of Experience: 2 

Adam Turbett 
e2M, Inc. 
B.S. Environmental Studies 
Years of Experience: 3 

Lauri Watson 
e2M, Inc. 
B.S. Environmental Science 
Years of Experience: 6 
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Jeffrey Weiler 
e2M, Inc. 
M.S. Resource Economics/Environment 
Management 
B.A. Political Science 
Years of Experience: 33 

Audrey Wessel 
e2M, Inc. 
M.S. Environmental Science and Policy 
B.S. Wildlife Science 
Years of Experience: 2 

Mary Young 
e2M, Inc. 
B.S. Environmental Science 
Years of Experience: 6 
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Combustion Engines; Final Rule (FR 39154-39185, July 11,2006) 

40 CFR Part 63, National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for Source Categories 
(59 FR 12430, March 16, 1994 as amended) 

40 CFR Part 70, State Operating Permit Programs (57 FR 32295, July 21, 1992) 

40 CFR 81.12, National Capital Interstate Air Quality Control Region (District of Columbia, Maryland, 
and Virginia) (36 FR 22421, November 25, 1971, as amended) 

40 CFR 81.321, Approval and Promulgation of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Maryland, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia, West Virginia; Redesignation of 8-Hour Ozone Nonattainment Areas to 
Attainment and Approval of the Areas' Maintenance Plans and 2002 Base-Year Inventories; Correction 
(72 FR 233, December 5, 2007) 

40 CFR Part 93, Subpart B, Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or Federal 
Implementation Plans, December 2005 (62 FR 43801, Aug. 15, 1997) 

49 CFR Part 171, Research and Special Programs Administration, Department of Transportation (62 FR 
1215, January 8, 1997) 
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49 CFR Part 172, Hazardous Materials Table, Special Provisions, Hazardous Materials 
Communications, Emergency Response Information, and Training Requirements (41 FR 15997, April 15, 
1976, as amended) 

49 CFR Part 173, Shippers-General Requirements for Shipments and Packaging (41 FR 16062, April 
15, 1976, as amended) 

40 CFR Part 265, Interim Status Standards for Owners and Operators of Hazardous Waste Treatment, 
Storage, and Disposal Facilities (45 FR 33232, May 19, 1980) 

40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, the Council on Environmental Quality's Regulations for Implementing the 
Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (43 FR 55990, November 28,1978) 

EO 12191, Federal Facility Ridesharing Program, February 1, 1980 

EO 12333, United States Intelligence Activities, December 4, 1981 

EO 13150, Federal Workforce Transportation, April 21, 2000 

EO 13221, Energy Efficient Standby Power Devices, July 31, 2001 

EO 13355, Strengthened Management of the Intelligence Community, August 27, 2004 

EO 13423, Strengthening the Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management, January 
26,2007 

71 FR 39154-39187, Standards of Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal 
Combustion Engines; Final Rule, July 11, 2006 

71 FR 40420-40427, PM2.5 De Minimis Emission Levels for General Conformity Applicability; Final 
Rule, July 17, 2006 

73 FR 172-173, Intent to Prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for Power Upgrades Project 
Within the Fort Meade Complex, MD, January 2, 2008 

COMAR 26.02, the Maryland Department of the Environment's Occupational, Industrial, and 
Residential Hazards, June 30, 1988 as amended 

COMAR 26.10, the Maryland Department of the Environment's Oil Pollution and Tank Management, 
January 6, 1989 as amended 

COMAR 26.11, the Maryland Department ofthe Environment's Air Quality, January 6,1989 as amended 

COMAR 26.13, the Maryland Department of the Environment's Disposal of Controlled Hazardous 
Substances, January 6,1989 as amended 

COMAR 26.17, the Maryland Department of the Environment's Water Quality, January 6, 1989 as 
amended 
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Appendix A 

Applicable Laws, Regulations, Policies, and Planning Criteria 

When considering the affected environment, the various physical, biological, economic, and social 
environmental factors must be considered. In addition to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 
there are other environmental laws and Executive Orders (EOs) to be considered when preparing 
environmental analyses. These laws are summarized below. 

Noise 

The Noise Control Act of 1972 as amended by the Quiet Communities Act of 1978 establish the Federal 
policy for promoting an environment free from noise that jeopardizes human health and welfare. Funding 
associated with these laws was phased out beginning in 1982 under the conclusion that noise issues were 
best handled at the state and local levels. However, these laws have not been rescinded, and noise 
standards under these laws for transportation equipment, motor carriers, low-noise-emission products, and 
construction equipment remain in effect. Federal noise standards are enforced by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) or another designated Federal agency, such as the Federal Aviation 
Administration for aviation noise, the Federal Railroad Administration for railroad and locomotive noise, 
or the Federal Highway Administration for interstate motor carrier noise. 

Land Use 

The goal of land use planning is to ensure compatible land uses in future community growth. Land use 
planning is accomplished at the local level through zoning. Land use guidelines established by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and based on findings of the Federal Interagency 
Committee on Noise (FICON) are used to recommend acceptable levels of noise exposure for land use. 

Air Quality 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1970, and Amendments of 1977 and 1990 recognize that increases in air 
pollution result in danger to public health and welfare. To protect and enhance the quality of the Nation's 
air resources, the CAA authorizes USEP A to set six National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 
which regulate carbon monoxide, lead, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, sulfur dioxide, and particulate matter 
pollution emissions. The CAA seeks to reduce or eliminate the creation of pollutants at their source, and 
designates this responsibility to state and local governments. States are directed to utilize financial and 
technical assistance as well as leadership from the Federal government to develop implementation plans 
to achieve NAAQS. Geographic areas are officially designated by USEP A as being in attainment or 
nonattainment to pollutants in relation to their compliance with NAAQS. Geographic regions established 
for air quality planning purposes are designated as Air Quality Control Regions (AQCRs). Pollutant 
concentration levels are measured at designated monitoring stations within the AQCR. An area with 
insufficient monitoring data is designated as unclassifiable. Section 309 of the CAA authorizes USEP A 
to review and comment on impact statements prepared by other agencies. 

An agency should consider what effect an action could have on NAAQS due to short-term increases in air 
pollution during construction as well as long-term increases resulting from changes in traffic patterns. 
For actions in attainment areas, a Federal agency might also be subject to USEPA's Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations. These regulations apply to new major stationary sources and 
modifications to such sources. Although few agency facilities will actually emit pollutants, increases in 
pollution can result from a change in traffic patterns or volume. Section 118 of the CAA waives Federal 
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immunity from complying with the CAA and states all Federal agencies will comply with all Federal- and 
state-approved requirements. 

Water Resources 

The Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977 is an amendment to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 
1972, is administered by USEP A, and sets the basic structure for regulating discharges of pollutants into 
U.S. waters. The CWA requires USEPA to establish water quality standards for specified contaminants 
in surface waters and forbids the discharge of pollutants from a point source into navigable waters without 
a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. NPDES permits are issued by 
USEPA or the appropriate state if it has assumed responsibility. Section 404 of the CW A establishes a 
Federal program to regulate the discharge of dredge and fill material into waters of the United States. 
Section 404 permits are issued by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). Waters of the United 
States include interstate and intrastate lakes, rivers, streams, and wetlands that are used for commerce, 
recreation, industry, sources of fish, and other purposes. The objective of the CW A is to restore and 
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters. Each agency should 
consider the impact on water quality from actions such as the discharge of dredge or fill material into U.S. 
waters from construction, or the discharge of pollutants as a result of facility occupation. 

Section 303( d) of the CW A requires states and USEP A to identify waters not meeting state water-quality 
standards and to develop Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). A TMDL is the maximum amount of a 
pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still be in compliance with state water-quality standards. After 
determining TMDLs for impaired waters, states are required to identify all point and nonpoint sources of 
pollution in a watershed that are contributing to the impairment and to develop an implementation plan 
that will allocate reductions to each source in order to meet the state standards. The TMDL program is 
currently the Nation's most comprehensive attempt to restore and improve water quality. The TMDL 
program does not explicitly require the protection of riparian areas. However, implementation of the 
TMDL typically calls for restoration of riparian areas as one of the required management measures for 
achieving reductions in nonpoint source pollutant loadings. 

The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 declares a national policy to preserve, protect and 
develop, and, where possible, restore or enhance the resources of the Nation's coastal zone. The coastal 
zone refers to the coastal waters and the adjacent shorelines including islands, transitional and intertidal 
areas, salt marshes, wetlands, and beaches, and includes the Great Lakes. The CZMA encourages states 
to exercise their full authority over the coastal zone, through the development of land and water use 
programs in cooperation with Federal and local governments. States may apply for grants to help develop 
and implement management programs to achieve wise use of the land and water resources of the coastal 
zone. Development projects affecting land or water use or natural resources of a coastal zone, must 
ensure the project is, to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with the state's coastal zone 
management program. 

The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) of 1974 establishes a Federal program to monitor and increase the 
safety of all commercially and publicly supplied drinking water. Congress amended the SDW A in 1986, 
mandating dramatic changes in nationwide safeguards for drinking water and establishing new Federal 
enforcement responsibility on the part of USEP A. The 1986 amendments to the SDW A require the 
USEPA to establish Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), Maximum Contaminant Level Goals 
(MCLGs), and Best Available Technology (BAT) treatment techniques for organic, inorganic, 
radioactive, and microbial contaminants; and turbidity. MCLGs are maximum concentrations below 
which no negative human health effects are known to exist. The 1996 amendments set current Federal 
MCLs, MCLGs, and BATs for organic, inorganic, microbiological, and radiological contaminants in 
public drinking water supplies. 
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The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1968 provides for a wild and scenic river system by recognizing the 
remarkable values of specific rivers of the Nation. These selected rivers and their immediate environment 
are preserved in a free-flowing condition, without dams or other construction. The policy not only 
protects the water quality of the selected rivers but also provides for the enjoyment of present and future 
generations. Any river in a free-flowing condition is eligible for inclusion, and can be authorized as such 
by an Act of Congress, an act of state legislature, or by the Secretary of the Interior upon the 
recommendation of the governor of the state(s) through which the river flows. 

EO 11988, Floodplain Management (May 24, 1977) directs agencies to consider alternatives to avoid 
adverse effects and incompatible development in floodplains. An agency may locate a facility in a 
floodplain if the head of the agency finds there is no practicable alternative. If it is found there is no 
practicable alternative, the agency must minimize potential harm to the floodplain, and circulate a notice 
explaining why the action is to be located in the floodplain prior to taking action. Finally, new 
construction in a floodplain must apply accepted floodproofing and flood protection to include elevating 
structures above the base flood level rather than filling in land. 

Biological Resources 

The Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 establishes a Federal program to conserve, protect, and 
restore threatened and endangered plants and animals and their habitats. The ESA specifically charges 
Federal agencies with the responsibility of using their authority to conserve threatened and endangered 
species. All Federal agencies must ensure any action they authorize, fund, or carry out is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of an endangered or threatened species or result in the destruction of 
critical habitat for these species, unless the agency has been granted an exemption. The Secretary of the 
Interior, using the best available scientific data, determines which species are officially endangered or 
threatened, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) maintains the list. A list of Federal 
endangered species can be obtained from the Endangered Species Division, USFWS (703-358-2171). 
States might also have their own lists of threatened and endangered species which can be obtained by 
calling the appropriate State Fish and Wildlife office. Some species, such as the bald eagle, also have 
laws specifically for their protection (e.g., Bald Eagle Protection Act). 

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918, as amended, implements treaties and conventions 
between the United States, Canada, Japan, Mexico, and the former Soviet Union for the protection of 
migratory birds. Unless otherwise permitted by regulations, the MBT A makes it unlawful to pursue, 
hunt, take, capture, or kill; attempt to take, capture, or kill; possess, offer to or sell, barter, purchase, 
deliver, or cause to be shipped, exported, imported, transported, carried, or received any migratory bird, 
part, nest, egg, or product, manufactured or not. The MBTA also makes it unlawful to ship, transport, or 
carry from one state, territory, or district to another, or through a foreign country, any bird, part, nest, or 
egg that was captured, killed, taken, shipped, transported, or carried contrary to the laws from where it 
was obtained; and import from Canada any bird, part, nest, or egg obtained contrary to the laws of the 
province from which it was obtained. The U.S. Department of the Interior has authority to arrest, with or 
without a warrant, a person violating the MBT A. 

EO 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality (March 5, 1970) states that the 
President, with assistance from the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), will lead a national effort 
to provide leadership in protecting and enhancing the environment for the purpose of sustaining and 
enriching human life. Federal agencies are directed to meet national environmental goals through their 
policies, programs, and plans. Agencies should also continually monitor and evaluate their activities to 
protect and enhance the quality of the environment. Consistent with NEP A, agencies are directed to share 
information about existing or potential environmental problems with all interested parties, including the 
public, in order to obtain their views. 
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EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands (May 24, 1977) directs agencies to consider alternatives to avoid 
adverse effects and incompatible development in wetlands. Federal agencies are to avoid new 
construction in wetlands, unless the agency finds there is no practicable alternative to construction in the 
wetland, and the proposed construction incorporates all possible measures to limit harm to the wetland. 
Agencies should use economic and environmental data, agency mission statements, and any other 
pertinent information when deciding whether or not to build in wetlands. EO 11990 directs each agency 
to provide for early public review of plans for construction in wetlands. 

EO l3186, Conservation of Migratory Birds (January 10, 2001) creates a more comprehensive strategy 
for the conservation of migratory birds by the Federal government. EO 13186 provides a specific 
framework for the Federal government's compliance with its treaty obligations to Canada, Mexico, 
Russia, and Japan. EO 13186 provides broad guidelines on conservation responsibilities and requires the 
development of more detailed guidance in a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). EO l3186 will be 
coordinated and implemented by the USFWS. The MOU will outline how Federal agencies will promote 
conservation of migratory birds. EO 13186 requires the support of various conservation planning efforts 
already in progress; incorporation of bird conservation considerations into agency planning, including 
NEPA analyses; and reporting annually on the level of take of migratory birds. 

Cultural Resources 

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978 and Amendments of 1994 recognize that freedom 
of religion for all people is an inherent right, and traditional American Indian religions are an 
indispensable and irreplaceable part of Indian life. It also recognized the lack of Federal policy on this 
issue and made it the policy of the United States to protect and preserve the inherent right of religious 
freedom for Native Americans. The 1994 Amendments provide clear legal protection for the use of 
peyote cactus as a religious sacrament. Federal agencies are responsible for evaluating their actions and 
policies to determine if changes should be made to protect and preserve the religious cultural rights and 
practices of Native Americans. These evaluations must be made in consultation with native traditional 
religious leaders. 

The Archeological Resource Protection Act (ARPA) of 1979 protects archeological resources on public 
and American Indian lands. It provides felony-level penalties for the unauthorized excavation, removal, 
damage, alteration, or defacement of any archeological resource, defined as material remains of past 
human life or activities which are at least 100 years old. Before archeological resources are excavated or 
removed from public lands, the Federal land manager must issue a permit detailing the time, scope, 
location, and specific purpose of the proposed work. ARPA also fosters the exchange of information 
about archeological resources between governmental agencies, the professional archeological community, 
and private individuals. ARPA is implemented by regulations found in 43 CFR Part 7. 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 sets forth national policy to identify and preserve 
properties of state, local, and national significance. The NHPA establishes the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP), State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPOs), and the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). ACHP advises the President, Congress, and, Federal agencies on historic 
preservation issues. Section 106 of the NHPA directs Federal agencies to take into account effects of 
their undertakings (actions and authorizations) on properties included in or eligible for the NRHP. 
Section 110 sets inventory, nomination, protection, and preservation responsibilities for federally owned 
cultural properties. Section 106 of the act is implemented by regulations of the ACHP, 36 CFR Part 800. 
Agencies should coordinate studies and documents prepared under Section 106 with NEP A where 
appropriate. However, NEP A and NHPA are separate statutes and compliance with one does not 
constitute compliance with the other. For example, actions which qualify for a categorical exclusion 
under NEP A might still require Section 106 review under NHP A. It is the responsibility of the agency 
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official to identify properties in the area of potential effects, and whether they are included or eligible for 
inclusion in the NRHP. Section 110 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to identify, evaluate, and 
nominate historic property under agency control to the NRHP. 

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990 establishes rights of 
American Indian tribes to claim ownership of certain "cultural items," defined as Native American human 
remains, funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony, held or controlled by Federal 
agencies. Cultural items discovered on Federal or tribal lands are, in order of primacy, the property of 
lineal descendants, if these can be determined, and then the tribe owning the land where the items were 
discovered or the tribe with the closest cultural affiliation with the items. Discoveries of cultural items on 
Federal or tribal land must be reported to the appropriate American Indian tribe and the Federal agency 
with jurisdiction over the land. If the discovery is made as a result of a land use, activity in the area must 
stop and the items must be protected pending the outcome of consultation with the affiliated tribe. 

EO 11593, Protection and Enhancement o/the Cultural Environment (May 13, 1971) directs the Federal 
government to provide leadership in the preservation, restoration, and maintenance of the historic and 
cultural environment. Federal agencies are required to locate and evaluate all Federal sites under their 
jurisdiction or control which might qualify for listing on the NRHP. Agencies must allow the ACHP to 
comment on the alteration, demolition, sale, or transfer of property which is likely to meet the criteria for 
listing as determined by the Secretary of the Interior in consultation with the SHPO. Agencies must also 
initiate procedures to maintain federally owned sites listed on the NRHP. 

EO 13007, Indian Sacred Sites (May 24, 1996) provides that agencies managing Federal lands, to the 
extent practicable, permitted by law, and not inconsistent with agency functions, shall accommodate 
American Indian religious practitioners' access to and ceremonial use of American Indian sacred sites, 
shall avoid adversely affecting the physical integrity of such sites, and shall maintain the confidentiality 
of such sites. Federal agencies are responsible for informing tribes of proposed actions that could restrict 
future access to or ceremonial use of, or adversely affect the physical integrity of, sacred sites. 

EO 13287, Preserve America (March 3, 2003) orders Federal agencies to take a leadership role in 
protection, enhancement, and contemporary use of historic properties owned by the Federal government, 
and promote intergovernmental cooperation and partnerships for preservation and use of historic 
properties. EO 13287 established new accountability for agencies with respect to inventories and 
stewardship. 

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income 
Populations (February 11, 1994) directs Federal agencies to make achieving environmental justice part of 
their mission. Agencies must identify and address the adverse human health or environmental effects that 
its activities have on minority and low-income populations, and develop agencywide environmental 
justice strategies. The strategy must list "programs, policies, planning and public participation processes, 
enforcement, and/or rulemakings related to human health or the environment that should be revised to 
promote enforcement of all health and environmental statutes in areas with minority populations and low
income populations, ensure greater public participation, improve research and data collection relating to 
the health of and environment of minority populations and low-income populations, and identify 
differential patterns of consumption of natural resources among minority populations and low-income 
populations." A copy of the strategy and progress reports must be provided to the Federal Working 
Group on Environmental Justice. Responsibility for compliance with EO 12898 is with each Federal 
agency. 
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Hazardous Materials and Waste 

The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 
authorizes USEP A to respond to spills and other releases of hazardous substances to the environment, and 
authorizes the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. CERCLA also 
provides a Federal "Superfund" to respond to emergencies immediately. Although the "Superfund" 
provides funds for cleanup of sites where potentially responsible parties cannot be identified, USEPA is 
authorized to recover funds through damages collected from responsible parties. This funding process 
places the economic burden for cleanup on polluters. 

The Pollution Prevention Act (PPA) of 1990 encourages manufacturers to avoid the generation of 
pollution by modifying equipment and processes, redesigning products, substituting raw materials, and 
making improvements in management techniques, training, and inventory control. Consistent with 
pollution prevention principles, EO 13423, Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and 
Transportation Management (January 24,2007 [revoking EO 13148]), sets a goal for all Federal agencies 
that promotes environmental practices, including acquisition of biobased, environmentally preferable, 
energy-efficient, water-efficient, and recycled-content products, and use of paper of at least 30 percent 
post-consumer fiber content. In addition, EO 13423 sets a goal that requires Federal agencies to ensure 
that they reduce the quantity of toxic and hazardous chemicals and materials acquired, used, or disposed 
of, increase diversion of solid waste as appropriate, and maintain cost effective waste prevention and 
recycling programs in their facilities. Additionally, in Federal Register Volume 58 Number 18 (January 
29, 1993), CEQ provides guidance to Federal agencies on how to "incorporate pollution prevention 
principles, techniques, and mechanisms into their planning and decision making processes and to evaluate 
and report those efforts, as appropriate, in documents pursuant to NEPA." 

The Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCM) of 1976 is an amendment to the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act. RCRA authorizes USEP A to provide for "cradle-to-grave" management of hazardous 
waste and sets a framework for the management of nonhazardous municipal solid waste. Under RCRA, 
hazardous waste is controlled from generation to disposal through tracking and permitting systems, and 
restrictions and controls on the placement of waste on or into the land. Under RCRA, a waste is defined 
as hazardous if it is ignitable, corrosive, reactive, toxic, or listed by USEPA as being hazardous. With the 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984, Congress targeted stricter standards for waste 
disposal and encouraged pollution prevention by prohibiting the land disposal of particular wastes. The 
HSW A amendments strengthen control of both hazardous and nonhazardous waste and emphasize the 
prevention of pollution of groundwater. 

The Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 1986 mandates strong clean-up 
standards and authorizes USEP A to use a variety of incentives to encourage settlements. Title III of 
SARA authorizes the Emergency Planning and Community Right to Know Act (EPCRA), which requires 
facility operators with "hazardous substances" or "extremely hazardous substances" to prepare 
comprehensive emergency plans and to report accidental releases. If a Federal agency acquires a 
contaminated site, it can be held liable for cleanup as the property owner/operator. A Federal agency can 
also incur liability if it leases a property, as the courts have found lessees liable as "owners." However, if 
the agency exercises due diligence by conducting a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, it can claim 
the "innocent purchaser" defense under CERCLA. According to Title 42 U.S. Code (U.S.C.) 9601(35), 
the current owner/operator must show it undertook "all appropriate inquiry into the previous ownership 
and uses of the property consistent with good commercial or customary practice" before buying the 
property to use this defense. 

The Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA) of 1976 consists of four titles. Title I established requirements 
and authorities to identify and control toxic chemical hazards to human health and the environment. 
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TSCA authorized USEP A to gather information on chemical risks, require companies to test chemicals 
for toxic effects, and regulate chemicals with unreasonable risk. TSCA also singled out polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs) for regulation, and, as a result, PCBs are being phased out. PCBs are persistent when 
released into the environment and accumulate in the tissues of living organisms. They have been shown 
to cause adverse health effects on laboratory animals and can cause adverse health effects in humans. 
TSCA and its regulations govern the manufacture, processing, distribution, use, marking, storage, 
disposal, clean-up, and release reporting requirements for numerous chemicals like PCBs. TSCA Title II 
provides statutory framework for "Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response," which applies only to 
schools. TSCA Title III, "Indoor Radon Abatement," states indoor air in buildings of the United States 
should be as free of radon as the outside ambient air. Federal agencies are required to conduct studies on 
the extent of radon contamination in buildings they own. TSCA Title IV, "Lead Exposure Reduction," 
directs Federal agencies to "conduct a comprehensive program to promote safe, effective, and affordable 
monitoring, detection, and abatement of lead-based paint and other lead exposure hazards." Further, any 
Federal agency having jurisdiction over a property or facility must comply with all Federal, state, 
interstate, and local requirements concerning lead-based paint. 
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DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Ofllce of the Secretary 

Intent to Prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement lor Power Upgradee 
Project Within the Fort Meade 
Complex.MD 
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The notice below was published on page 9B in the Baltimore Sun on February 6, 2008. 

The notice below was published on page Al2 in the Washington Post on February 7, 2008. 
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llttartht 01Wa!f(J 
GDt'tmor 

Al1liJOny G. lll'l>WfI 
L/,Gol/tl'1/J}r 

Mary/and Department qfPianning 

Ms. Mary Young 
Project Manager 
e'M 
8ulte200 
2151 Prosperity Avenue 
Fairfax, VA 22031 

STATFj Cl-IARINGHQUSE REVIEW PROCgsS 
State Application Identifier: MD2008021l-0094 
Reviewer Comments Due By: February 29, 2008 

February 1), 2008 

RitiJarti Eberlwt Hdl 
s.",1uty 

1',f"lth.1II ]. P.""r 
Di!)IqySemlmy 

Project Description: Seoping prior to preparation of Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS): Utilities Upgrade Project at Fort 
Meade: proposed power and utility upgrades; construction of ancillary facilities: open house 212012008 

Project Location: County of Anne Arundel 
Clearinghouse Contact: Bob Roscnbusb 

Dear Ms. Young: 

Thank you for subtllitting your project for intergovernmental review. Participation in the Maryland Intergovernmental Review and 
Coordination (MlRe) process helps ensure project consistency with plans. programs, and objectives of State agencies and local 
governments. MIRC enhances opportunities for approval and/or funding and minimizes delays by resolving issues before project 
implementation. 

The following ageocies and/or jurisdictions hllve been forwarded a copy of your project for their review: the Maryland 
Departments ofNatU!]1 Resources, the Environment State Polieo.!lusiness and Economic Development Ir<!!!.sRortation; the 
Maryland Energy Administration: the Maryland Emergency Management Agency, the County ofAMe Arundel; the Maryland 
~.!Irtment of Planning. including the Marylilnd Historical Trust They have been requested to contact your agency directly by 
February 29, 2008 witb any cornments or concerns and to provide a copy of those comments to the State Clearinghouse for 
Intergovernmental Assistallce. Please be assured that after February 29, 2008.all MIRC requiremunt~ -will. have-been metm,. 
accordance with Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR 14.24.04). The project has been assigned a unique State Application 
[dentifier that should be used Oil all docwnents and correspondence. 

If you need assistance or have questions, contact the State Clearinghouse statfnoted above at 410·767-4490 or through e-mail at 
brosenbush@mdp.starc.md.us. Thank you for your cooperation with the MIRC process. 

l.CJ:BR 
Enclosures 
eel Beth Cole - MH'P 

Roland Limpert - DNR' 
Ruth Mascari - MEMA* 
Joane Mueller - MOE' 

O$.fJOfJ(lVf)C.NEW-doc 

Sincerely, 

\_).~ C' ~7fV1/--
Linda C.laney, J.D., Assistant Secretary 

Gloria Mi.mic.:k - Mn\i:. 
William Sbare - MDSp· 
TrurunyEdw~s-DBED· 
Cindy Jobnson - MOOT" 

for Clearinghouse and CommlmicatiollS 

Malcolm Woolf-MEA· 
John Dodds-·ANAR* 
Mike Paone - M.R .:s* 

Jot Ww I>rtdtJ/I SIm! .. S,mt It01 .. &l!imm. MtII)'w 21 2f)f -2JOS 
lit1tphone: 410.767.45()() .. Fa.v:;41().761.4480 .. liJll Pm: 1.317.767.6212 .. 1TY Um:t: MtII)1allti &~ 

l11knltt: _.MDP.!I<Jk.m'£R' 
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From: Faux, Debra CIV USA IMCOM [mailto:debbie.faux@us.army.mil] 
Sent: Friday, February 15, 20084:33 PM 
iTo: Williams, Jeffrey 
Subject: EIS Utility Upgrade 

Mr. Williams 

I represent the government side of the housing partnership with Picerne Military Housing on Fort Meade. 
I am interested in learning if any of the projected activities would include land in the Picerne leasehold. 

Thank you 

Debbie Faux 

DPW RCI/HSO/UPH 

Fort Meade 

301-677-4790 
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rom: Stephen _ Syphax@nps.gov [mailto:Stephen _ Syphax@nps.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, February 21,2008 10:54 AM 
To: Williams, Jeffrey 
Cc: Gayle _ Hazelwood@nps.gov 
Subject: NSA's Notice ofIntent 

ear Mr. Williams, 

just learned about NSA's Notice ofIntent and the scoping meeting to gather information related to the 
reparation of an EIS for power and utility upgrades at Fort Meade. Unfortunately, I don't believe anyone 

from the National Park Service was able to attend last evening's (February 20) meeting. Therefore, I'm 
contacting you in this, somewhat informal, manner to quickly share with you concerns the National Park 
Service typically has with respect to new development projects along the historic Baltimore-Washington 

arkway for your information during this important scoping process, and to find out how we might learn 
additional detail on the project (proposed locations and impacted areas). 

Legislation establishing the B-W Parkway supports its national significance as part of the park and 
arkway system of the capital, and formal entryway, connecting Fort George G. Meade and other federal 

facilities to Washington, D.C. Listed on the National Register of Historic Places, the 1990 nomination 
ecognizes the "flanking buffer of natural forests," and "generally forested, gentle hills" and other 

"outstanding scenic features" of the parkway. That nomination also identifies numerous structures 
including bridges and culverts with decorated headwalls, as contributing elements to the parkway's 

istorical significance. 

n managing the Baltimore-Washington Parkway in accordance with the National Park Service mission 
and with the site's legislation, and in protecting historic parkway resources (including views), we are 
concerned about any new developments that would require use of park land, or that would adversely 
impact forest and buffer areas along the parkway. Visual intrusions created by new building or other 
acilities visible through or above the forested parkway buffers, may also cause serious concerns. 
dditionally, indirect impacts such as those created by pollution from abutting properties and 

inadequately controlled or failed stormwater run-off management on adjacent properties, are major 
oncerns because of the resulting damage to park streams and habitat. 

appreciate the opportunity the share these general concerns with you and I ask that you forward any 
available printed information that would help us to better understand the overall work proposed. Feel free 
o contact me directly with any follow-up questions or comments. 

Thank you, 
Stephen W. Syphax 
Chief, Resource Management Division 

ational Capital Parks-East 
ational Park Service 

1900 Anacostia Drive, S.E. 
ashington, D.C. 20020 
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From: Craig Hanson [mailto:CHanson@AlbanCat.com] 
Sent: Tue 2/26/200811:07 AM 
iTo: EIS Utility EIS 
Cc: Gary Deahl; Gary Farmer 
Subject: Ft Meade EIS Utility Upgrade 

We attended your meeting last Thursday at the Ramada and that is how we received your name 

Let us first start by introducing ourselves to you real quick 

We are the local Caterpillar Dealer here in the Baltimore-Washington area and our group is responsible 
ifor the Design, Application and Sales, for Diesel and Natural gas generator sets, UPS's, SCR's and other 
Power Quality equipment (The Total Caterpillar Solution) 

What we would like to offer you is our engineering assistance, technical data and our expertise etc. in the 
preparation of the EIS on the Caterpillar Generator sets for this site. 

The one item that we are writing in the specifications is as follows: 
"The engine shall be diesel fueled, four (4) cycle, water-cooled, while operating with 
nominal speed not exceeding 1800 RPM. The engine will utilize in-cylinder combustion 
~echnology, as required, to meet applicable EPA non-road mobile regulations and/or the 
EPA NSPS rule for stationary reciprocating compression ignition engines. Additionally, 
he engine shall comply with the State Emission regulations at the time of 

installation/commissioning. Actual engine emissions values must be in compliance with 
applicable EPA emissions standards per ISO 8178 - D2 Emissions Cycle at specified 
ekW / bHP rating. Utilization of the "Transition Program for Equipment Manufacturers" 
(also known as "Flex Credits") to achieve EPA certification is not acceptable. The in
cylinder engine technology must not permit unfiltered exhaust gas to be introduced into 
the combustion cylinder. Emissions requirements / certifications of this package: EPA 
1r2." 

The last item is SCR's and we can offer to you technical information on this subject as well where they 
reduce NOx by 95%. 

If we can be of any service to you please give us a call 

Thank you 
Craig S. Hanson, Sales Engineer 
Mailing Address: 
!Alban Engine Power Systems 
6387 Old Washington Road 
Elkridge, Maryland 21075 
Office phone 800-443-9813 or 41 0-796-8000 
(phone after hours & direct) 410-579-4405 or 800-443-9813 x 4405 
(fax) 410-379-0911 
(Mobil cell number) 410-227-6593 
email: <mailto:CHanson@albancat.com 
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From: Trulick, Jeff NAB02 [mailto:JEFF.TRULICK@usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 05, 2008 2:24 PM 
To: Williams, Jeffrey 
Cc: Hobbs, Vance G NAB02 
Subject: Ft Meade Utilities upgrade 

Hi Jeff, 

I am writing this in response to your letter dated Feb 8, 2008 regarding the proposed utility upgrades at Ft 
Meade. At this time, Planning Division of the District has no comment on the proposal. I will coordinate 
his with our Regulatory Branch but as we discussed, it is unlikely due to the nature of your project that 

you will need any Corps Permits. I would anticipate hearing from the permit POC for the installation 
shortly with any comments they may have for you. 

I have copied the permits Chief for that area of Maryland for his awareness. 

Jeffrey L. Trulick 
Economic and Environmental Team Leader 
Planning Division 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Baltimore District 
(410)962-6141 
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Baltimore Metropolitan Council 
.... 2700 lighthouse Point East. SUite 310 
.~ Baltimore. MD21224-4774 

~ T.'eph,,, .. ,, 10-732-0500 
Fax 410-732-8248 
www.baftometro,org 

Mr. Jeffrey Williams 
Environmental & Safety Services 
National Security Agency 
9800 Savage Road, Suite 6404 
Fort Meade, MD 20755·6248 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

February 25, 2008 

Re: Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the referenced project. 

Anne Arundel County 
8allim0l$ City 

8a1!1more CO\.IIlty 
Carroll CO\;Ilty 

Halford County 
Howard County 

From our perspective as a regional plalUling organization, we take no exception and have 
no comment relative to the purpose or scope of the project. We trust that the EIS will adequately 
identify and address potential environmental issues and expect that the Maryland Department of 
the Environment (MDE) will provide comment and expertise on the decommissioning and 
replacement of fuel storage tanks and storm water management issues relative to any new or 
expanded paved areas. 

B-IO 



l'f"rli1l Q~~ftl!kr 
C,wl'llor 

AnllmlfJ G llioMf 
Lt. G.fJIIf1Wr 

Ms. Mary Young 
I ' Project Manager 

e2M 
Suite 200 
2751 Prosperity Avenue 
Fairfax, VA 2203 i 

Maryland Department of Planning 

March 17,2008 

STATE CLEARlN.GKQ~~f)!TIQNAf. REVIEWER CQMMENTSREq;JVED 
Slate Application Identifier: M020080212·0094 

Riflmrn Ebffomt t loll 
sm.,,,,] 

Matthew J. Pdtl'tP 

D#jNltJ SECT'f"ry 

Projeet Description: Seoping prior to preparation of Draft Bnviromnentallmpact Statement (DEIS): Utilities Upgrade Project 
al Fort Meade: proposed power and utility upgrddes; construction ofancillary facilities: open hOllse 2120/2008 

Project IA¢iUWII: Mine Arundel Courtty ~. 
Clearinghouse Contact: Bob Rosenbush 

Dear Ms. Young: 

We are forwarding the following comments made by the Maryland Departments of Agriculture, Natural Resources, and this 
Department including the Maryland Historical Trust regarding the referenced project for your information. 

The Maryland Department of Agriculture stated that "there are no Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Foundation easements 
nellf. fort Meade." 

The Maryland Department ofNatuml Resources commented !hat "iflne proposed electrical generation system will be connected to 
the power grid, the Applicant will need to obtail} II Certiticate of Public Convenience and Necessity from the Public Service 
Commission." 

The Maryland Historical Trust requested the following materials in order to fileilitate !heir review oflb!!! project. The Maryland 
Historical Trust seeks to review: a map; dmwings !lIIdior a written scope ufwor!<; and photographs. See the enclosed letter. 

Should you have any questions, contact the State Clearinghouse staff person noted above at 410-767-4490 or through c-mall at 
brosenbush@mdp.state.md.us. Your cooperation and attention to the review process is appreciated. 

LCJ:I:lR 
Enclosure (Comments RCC1lived) 
cc, 8eth Cole· MilT 

Roland Lim!""r! - ONR 
Donald Eveletb - PSC 
Gloria Minnick - MDA 
Jeffrey io.'i.11iams - NSA 

(Js..fi094 OU?IlO'lHd(JC 

Sincerely, 

~!!~/~~. 
Linda C. Janey, J.D" Assistant Secretary 

fOT Clearinghouse and CommUnications 

lO/West J>mr!11t SImI .. S'''te 1101 ,. 8am"",,., M'lIJlmttl21201-2J05 
TdtpMM: 410.767.4 SOO ,. FI1X: 410. 767.4480 .ToU Ph" 1.877.767.6272 ,. rlY aIm: Marylmtd Rthy 

bllmrrl: n;_MDP.rMt.mtl.llf 
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Martill O'M'dlq, 
CfMrntJr 

An1liolt1 C. BIWPIt 
1.;. CQlKlwor 

Mr. Jeffrey WilIiams 
, . Environmental and Safety Services 

National Security Agency 
9800 Savage ~ad, Suite 6404 
Fort Meade, MD 20755-6248 

Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 

February 25, 2008 

R.e; MHT Review of Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project, Fort George O. Meade, Anne Arundel County, 
Maryland 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

Ri.!Jard BbnlJart HoD 
Stm/t1Iy 

MQ/t/J,w J. FDIVW 

V"/'flfl S _Imy 

On february 14, 2008, the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) received f1 submittal announcing the intent of the National Security 
Agency (NSA) to prepare an Environmerual Impact Statement (BIS) fOI power and utility upg,tades at Fort George O. Meade, 
i\1aryland. We wiU be reviewing the proposed undertaking with respect to potential effects on historic properties in M:cordance with 
Section 106 of the National HJ~oric Preservation Act and would Ilke to offer the following preliminary comments. 

As noted in fort Meadc's Integrated Cult!lral Resourcu Management Plan (2001), several significant architectural resources and 
archeological sites have been identified within the boundaries of the installation. We are therefore requesting that we be provided 
with the materials listed below so that we may continue oUr review of the proposed undertaking. 

• A map illustrating the precise boundaries of the project area, including the locatiollll of the proposed generato!: facilities, 
electrical substations, boiler plant. chiller plant, ancillary facilities, and parldng areas. 

• Drawings and/or a written scope of work illustrating any plans to constroct. demolish, or remodel building$' or other 
structures. 

• Photographs (print or digital) of the project sites, including images of all buildings and structures that may be affected by the 
project. 

We look forward to receiving these materials, when they become aVailable. and to further coordination with NSA and Fort Meade as 
project planning proceeds. If you have any questions or require fiU1her information. please do not hesitate to contact either Jonathan 
Sager (for inquiries regarding the historic built envi!:onmellt) at 410-514.7636 or isager@m4R.state.md.us or Dixie Henry (for 
inquiries regarding archeological resources) at 410-514-7638 or dhenry@mdp,state.md,\Y!. 

DLHl200800442 

Sincerely, 

D~ur 
Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 

cc: Kathie.en Hutson (NSA) 
Sob Rosenbush (MDP) 

100 CMfmltJfitJ Pkue. c-ltIIIilk, ,,"fmyhlltl 210J2·202J 
Tt!ep/toIM,410.ft.1.7600 • Fd:I(;410.98l.4071. TfJIIFrMt'.1JO().156.0119. TTY'Ums:Mt:llJlmrdR£/qJ 

flJl4l71d: JlllflJP.I1IIt1]/4It(/bidoricQ/tmrt.lId 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
1800 Washington Boulevard' Baltimore, Maryland 21230 

MaTlin O'lvIalley 
Governor 

410-537-3000· 1-800-633-6101 • http://www.mde.state.md.us 

Anthony 0. Brown 
Lieutenant Governor 

March 20, 2008 

Ms. lvlary Young 
E2M 
2751 Prosperity Avenue,Suite 200 
Falrfak;.vA 22031 

RE: State Application Identifier: MD20080212·0094 
PmjectScoping - Utilities Upgrade Project at Fort Meade 

Deat Ms. Young: 

Shari T. Wilson 
Secretary 

Robert M. Summers, Ph.D. 
Depuly Secretary 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the above referenced project. The document was cirqulated throughout the Maryland 
Department of the Environment (MDE) for rcvicw, and the following comments afe offered for your considemtiO'n. 

I . Any annve ground or undcrground petroleum storage tanks that ntay be utilized mllSt be installed and n~lntained in 
. accordance with applicable State and fbderallaws and regulations. Contact tire Oil Control Prl)gram at (410) 537·3442 for 
additional information .. 

2. Any solid waste inchiding COllStruCtiOn, demo.!itioll and land clearing debris, generated from the subject project, must be 
properly du.1JQsi:od ofat a permitted solid waste acceptance facility, or recycled [fpossible. Contact the Solid Waste 
Program at (410) 537-3318 for additional information. 

3. The Ha7.ardous Waste Program should be contacted at (410) 537·3343 prior to coustruction activities to ensure that the 
treatment, storage or displ:lSal of hazardous wastes and low-level radioactive wastes at the facility will be cOlldncred in 
compliance with applicable State and federal laws and regulations. . 

Again, thank you for giving MDE the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions or need additional infotntation, 
please feel free to call me at (410) 537·4120. 

;;::.~.~ 
U~~'~~ueller 

MDB qearinghouse Coordinator 
Science Services Administration 

cc: Bob Rosenbush, State Clearinghouse 
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The following agencies and individuals were sent copies of the Draft EIS. 

Federal Agency Contacts 

Mr. JeffTrulick 
CENAB-PL 
Regulatory Branch 
USACE, Baltimore District 
PO Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

COL Daniel Thomas 
Installation Commander 
Fort Meade 
Building 4551 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

Ms. Melanie Moore 
Public Affairs Officer (PAO) 
Fort Meade 
Building 4550, Room 120 
Fort Meade, MD 207555025 

Mr. Michael Butler 
Fort Meade DPW-ED 
239 Chisholm Ave 
Fort Meade, MD 20255 

Mr. William Arguto 
Regional NEP A Coordinator 
USEPA, Region 3 
1650 Arch St (Mail Code EA30) 
Philadelphia, PA 191032029 

Director 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance 
Main Interior Building (MS 2342) 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 

Mr. Stephen Syphax 
Chief, Resource Mgmt Division 
National Capital Parks East 
National Park Service 
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE 
Washington, DC 20020 

Mr. Hector Ruiz, Jr. 
GSI5, MPB_l 
Defense Information Systems Agency 
P.O. Box 4502 
Arlington, VA 22204-4502 

C-l 

Ms. Heather Campbell 
Field Representative for 
U.S. Senator Benjamin L. Cardin 
100 S. Charles St. 
Tower I, Suite 1710 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

State and Local Agency Contacts 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
SHPO 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
Maryland Historic Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, MD 21032-2023 

Mr. George G. Cardwell 
Office of Planning and Zoning 
Anne Arundel County 
Heritage Office Complex 
2664 Riva Rd, MS 6403 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Ms. Linda Janey 
Asst. Secretary, Clearinghouse 
Capital Planning and Review Division 
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 West Preston St, Suite 1104 
Baltimore, MD 21201-2305 

Stakeholders Groups 

Mr. Craig Hanson 
Sales Engineer 
Alban Engine Power Systems 
6387 Old Washington Rd 
Elkridge, MD 21075 

Mr. Dan Lukaszewicz 
URS Corporation 
2020 K Street, NW, Suite 300 
Washington, DC 20006-1806 

Private Citizens 

Mr. Brian Rydell 

Ms. Melanie Moore 

Piet deWitt 



Mr. Chris Simpson Libraries 

Fort Meade Main Post Library 
4418 Llewellyn Avenue 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

The following agencies and individuals will be sent notice that the Draft EIS is available for review. 

Federal Agency Contacts 

Manager 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway 
National Park Service 
inclo Greenbelt Park 
6565 Greenbelt Rd 
Greenbelt, MD 20770 

Mr. Brad Knudsen 
Refuge Manager 
Patuxent Research Refuge 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
10901 Scarlet Tanager Loop 
Laurel, MD 20708-4027 

Mr. Jacob Hoogland 
ChieflNEP A Contact 
Environmental Quality Branch 
National Park Service 
Org 2310 
1201 Eye St, NW 
Washington, DC 20005 

Mr. Michael T. Chezik 
REO, Philadelphia Region 
Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Custom House, Room 244 
200 Chestnut St 
Philadelphia, P A 19106 

State and Local Agency Contacts 

Executive Director 
Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs 
Maryland Department of Human Resources 
311 W. Saratoga St, Room 272 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

C-2 

Mr. David Edgerley 
Secretary 
MD Dept of Business & Economic 
Development 
217 East Redwood Street 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Mr. Steve Lang 
Air & Radiation Mgmt Administration 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD 21230 

Mr. Mark Hamlett 
Acting Superintendent 
Thomas 1.S. Waxter Center 
375 Red Clay Road, SW 
Laurel, MD 20724 

Mr. Paul A. Peditto 
Director, Wildlife & Heritage 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building E-l 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Roger L. Richardson 
Secretary 
Maryland Department of Agriculture 
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Steven W. Koehn 
Director and State Forester 
Maryland Forest Service 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building E-l 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 



Ms. Joane Mueller 
PIA 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD 21230 

Ms. Lori Byrne 
Environmental Rev. Specialist 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building E-l 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Ms. Shari Wilson 
Secretary 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD 21230 

State and Local Elected Officials 

The Honorable G. James Benoit 
Councilman 
District 4 
Anne Arundel County 
44 Calvert St, 1 st Floor 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Jack Johnson 
Prince Georges Co. Executive 
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Suite 5032 
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772-3050 

The Honorable James E DeGrange 
Member 
Anne Arundel County, District 32 
Maryland State Senate 
James Senate Office Building, Room 101 
11 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable James King 
Member 
Anne Arundel County, District 33A 
Maryland House of Delegates 
House Office Building, Room 163 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
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The Honorable Janet Greenip 
Member 
Anne Arundel County, District 33 
Maryland State Senate 
James Senate Office Building, Room 321 
11 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Jim Rosapepe 
Member 
Prince Georges & Anne Arundel Co. District 21 
Maryland Senate 
James Senate Office Building, Room 314 
11 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 20470 

The Honorable John R. Leopold 
Anne Arundel County Executive 
44 Calvert St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Ken Ulman 
Howard County Executive 
3430 Courthouse Dr 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 

The Honorable Martin O'Malley 
Governor of Maryland 
State House 
100 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401-1925 

The Honorable Mary Ann Love 
Member 
Anne Arundel County, District 32 
Maryland House of Delegates 
House Office Building, Room 165 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Pam Beidle 
Member 
Anne Arundel County, District 32 
Maryland House of Delegates 
House Office Building, Room 161 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 



The Honorable Theodore Sophodeus 
Member 
Anne Arundel County, District 32 
Maryland House of Delegates 
House Office Building, Room 162 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Tony McConkey 
Member 
Anne Arundel County, District 33A 
Maryland House of Delegates 
House Office Building, Room 157 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Tribal Contacts 

Chief 
American Indian Cultural Center 
Cedarville Band of Piscataway Indians 
16816 Country Lane 
Waldorf, MD 20601 

Chief 
Piscataway Conoy Confederacy and Subtribes 
PO Box 1484 
LaPlata, MD 20646 

C-4 

Chief Dee Ketchum 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
Delaware Tribal Headquarters 
220 NW Virginia Ave 
Bartlesville, OK 74003 

Stakeholders Groups 

Picerne Military Housing 
PO Box 530 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

Ms. Debbie Faux 
Residential Communities Initiative 
Department of Public Works 
4463 Leonard Wood Ave 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

Ms. Julie Snyder 
Executive Director 
Fort Meade Alliance 
2660 Riva Rd, Suite 200 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Ms. Zoe Draughon 
Restoration Advisory Board 
2108 Brink Court 
Odenton, MD 21113 

Private Citizens 

Mr. Justin Gibbons 



The notice below was published in the Federal Register on October 17,2008. 

Foral R.egister/Vol. 73, No. 202/Friday, October 17, 200S/Notices 61859 

Summmy: While the Final EIS did 
address EPA's environmental general 
concerns with water quality and 
adaptive management. WI> continue to 
have environmental concerns about the 
level of water rl>SOUfCe protection from 
grazing impacts under drought 
conditions. 

Dated: October 14. 2008. 
Ken Mitl"lIwltz, 
Environmental Protection Specialist, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
IFR Doc. EB-24811 Filed 10-16-(}8: 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROl'ECTtON 
AGENCY 

(IR-FRL-8586-6) 

EnvironmentallmpaQt Statements; 
Notice of Availability 

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal 
Activities, General Information (202) 
564-1399 or http://www.epa.govl 
compliance/nepal. 

Weekly receipt of Envirorunental 
Impact Statements filed 10/0612008 
through 10/10/200B. Pursuant to 40 CFR 
1506.9. 
EIS No. 20080410, Second Final 

Supplement, FTA, CA, South 
Sacramento Corridor Phase 2, 
Improve Transit Service and Enhance 
Regional COflilectivlty. Funding. in 
the City and County Sacramento, CA. 
Wait Period Ends: 11/17/200S. 
Contact: Jerome Wiggins 415-744-
3115. 

EIS No. 20080411. Droft EIS, AFS, UT, 
Dixie National Forest Lands, To 
Identify Oil and Gas Leasing of Lands, 
Implementation, Garfield, Iron, Kane, 
Piute, Washington Counties, UT, 
Comment Period Ends: 12/16/2008. 
Contact: Susan Baughman 435-865-
3703. 

EIS No. 20080412, Final EIS, FRA, NJ, 
Portal Bridge Capacity Enhancement 
Project, To Replace the nearly 100-
Year-Old Portal Bridge and Eliminate 
Capacity Constraints on the Northeast 
Corridor between Swift Interlocklng 
and Secaucus Transfer Station, 
Funding, U.S. Army COL'll Section 10 
and 404 Permits, Hackensack River, 
Hudson County, NJ. Wait Period 
Ends: 11/17/2008, Contact: David 
Valenstein 202-493-6363. 

EIS No. 20080413, Dmft EIS, FHW, CA, 
Mid COlmty Parkway Project, 
Construct a New Parkway between 
Interstate 15 (1-15) in the West and 
Stale Route 79 (SR-79j ill the East, 
Funding and U.S. Army COE Section 
404 Permit, Riverside County, CA. 

Comment Period Ends: 12/0S/200S, 
Contact: Tay Dam 213-202-3954. 

EIS No. 20080414, DroIt EIS. COE, 00. 
PROGRAMMATIC-Oyster 
Restoration in Chesapeake Bay 
Including the Use of a Native and/or 
Nonnative Oyster, Implementation, 
Chesapeake Bay, MD and VA, 
COllunent Period Ends: 12/15/200S. 
Contact: Craig Seltzer 757-201-7390. 

EIS No. 20080415, Draft ms, FHW, ID, 
1-90 Post Falls Access Improvements 
Project, Transportatioll Improve from 
Spokane Street Interchange through 
the State Highway 41 (SH-41] 
Interchange. Kootenai County, ro, 
Comment Period Ends: 12/01/200S. 
Contact: Paul C. Ziman 208-334-
91BO-Ext. 127. 

ms No. 20080416, Final ms. BLM, OR, 
Western Oregon Bureau of Land 
Management Districts of Salem, 
Eugene, Roseburg, Coos Bay, and 
Medford Districts. and the Klamath 
Falls Resource Area of the Lakeview 
District, Revision of the Resource 
Management Plans, Implementation, 
OR. Wait Period Ends: 12/01/2ooS, 
Contact: Jerry Hubbard 503-808-
6115. 

EIS No. 20080417. Final EIS, UAF, FL. 
Eglin Air Force Base Program. Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAG) 
2005 Decisions and Related Action. 
Implementation, FL, Wait Period 
Ends: 11117/2008, Contact: Mike 
Spaits 850-BS20-2S7B. 

EIS No. 20080418, Draft EIS. DOE, 00, 
PROGRAMMA TIC-Global Nuclear 
Energy Partnership (GNEP) Program, 
To Support a Safe, Secure, and 
Sustainable Expansion of Nuclear 
Energy, both Domestically and 
Internationally, (DOEIEIS-0396), 
COlIlment Period Ends: 12/16/200S, 
Contact: Francis G. Schwartz 866-
645-7S03. 

EIS No. 20080419, Final EIS, NHT. 00, 
Corpo,rate Average Fuel Econolll y 
(CAFE) Proposed Standards for Model 
Year 2011-2015 Passenger Cars and 
Light Trucks, Implementation, Wait 
Period Ends: 1'1/17/200S, Contact: 
Carol Hanlmel·Smlth 202-366-5206. 

EIS No. 20080420, Final EIS. BLM, CA, 
Sunrise Powerlink Transmission Line 
Project, Proposed Land Use Plan 
Amendment, Construction ami 
Operation of a New 91·mile 500 
kilovolt (kV) Electric Transmission 
Line from Imperial Valley Substation 
(in Imperial Co. Ileal' the City of El 
Centro] to a New Central East 
Substation (in Central San Diego 
County] Imperial and San Diego 
Counties, CA, Wait Period Ends: 11/ 
17/2008, Contact: Lvnda Kastoll 760-
337-4421. ' 
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BIS No. 20080421, Draft EIS, NSA, MD, 
Fort George G. Meade Utilities 
Upgrade Project, Proposes to 
Construct and Operate (1) North 
Utility Plant (2) South Generator 
Facility and (3) Central Boiler Plant, 
Fort George M. Meade, MD, Comment 
Period Ends: 12/01/2008, Contact: 
Teffrev n. Williams 301-688-2970. 

EIS No. 20080422, Draft BIS, FTA, MD. 
Purple Line Transit Project, Proposed 
16-Mile Rapid Transit Lille Extending 
from Bethesda i.l1 Montgomery County 
to New Carrollton in Prince George's 
COlmtv. MD. ConmlentPeriod Ends: 
12/01izo03. Contact: Gail McFadden
Roberts 215-656-7100. 

Amended Notices 

EIS No. 20080227, Second Draft 
Supplement. TPT, CA, Presidio Trust 
Management Plan (PTMP), Updated 
Information on the Concept for the 
120-Acre Main Post District, Area B of 
the Presidio of San Francisco, 
Implementation, City and County of 
San Francisco, CA, Comment Period 
Ends: 10/20/200S, Contact: John G. 
Pelka 415-561-5300, 

ReVision to FR Notice Published: 
Extending Comment Period from 09/l9/ 
200B to 10/20/200S. 

BIS No. 20080293, Draft ElS, IBR, CA, 
Cachuma Lake Resource Management 
Plan, Implementation, Cachuma Lake, 
Santa Barbara County, CA, Comment 
Period Ends: 10/31/2008, Contact: 
Sharon McHale 916-989-7172. 
Revision to FR Notice Published 08/ 
0112008: Extending Comment Period 
from 09/15/2ooS to lO/n/2OO8. 

ElS No. 20080297, Droft ElS, lBR, CA. 
Lake Casitas Resource Management 
Plan (RMP), Implementation, Cities of 
Los Angeles and Ventura. Western 
Ventura County, CA. Comment Period 
Ends: 10/31/2008. Contact: Sharon 
McHale 916-989-7172. Revision to 
FR Notice Published 08/0S/200B: 
Extending Comment Period from 91 
22/200S to 10/31/2ooB. 

Dated: October 14, 2006. 
Ken Miltelhokz, 

Envil'OnmeIltal Protection Specialist, Office 
of Federal Activities. 
IFR Doc. E8-24813 Filed 10-16-08; 8:45 am] 
BIU.ING CODE 656O-5O-P 



The notice below was published on page A14 in the Washington Post on October 17,2008, 

;'. • ""; . . :.,: ~ • \ .}! •..• '. '.' " 

" .', ,~,~ce of'~Vailabnlty and'Request ,for Comm.nts: Draft EIS fOr the " 
':,,, " ,,:H'~ ~:,':':": ,Propo,~~d, Uti.litl~s ,Upgrade;,ProJect at,Fort, Me~de. ~.ryland ' " 
Th,~: :):)~p~i1m~ht': pf ,Defe~'se (0<)0)' ,'anno'un.~ ',the availability of :the Draft,' 
~I)yi~~~~ental, l-:npact Statement (EIS) for ,the: ,Proposed uttlities Upgrades' 
f!t:dj$Ct ~ 'F:9rt Meade., Maryland.. The p~ect,. was Jnitla\ed to upgrade, a~d ' 

, ;m'Qderri~" ~ing" ~ilitt~ ,inftjstrUcture.' ' , 'The ,:, PrOpO$e~ Action in~lud8s '~th •. 
'¢Qnst~~n', ofge.n~rato(faQititiest arr electrical :sub~t~tIQti;: ~nd a b9Uer .plant~·,aS. !:; 
w~1l ~s" ancillary fa9i1{tles :'and,' if' n'~ided/ 'r~placement- parking.: ,The propo~d : 
,~~IItY',ppgr:ad~' Wc?,u~d ~lIo~:for, fUlly. redurydant emergency power ,supply: ' ,.,: ; , 
The '000 Jnvites public~' ~rid agency' l~put' on th'{Or~ft'E'is.: ' CoPie$"of.the 'Draft ,. 

, 61$ are ,available for ;your, review' af,t~e: Fort Meat;le,:M~in post ',Libr.ary';, 4418, " 
, LI$.we,~IYn,:,AY,.,nQ': ;F~lt M~adef: ~Q.:~0765.:' You, may 'a'~o -ca.11..· (30 1 )' 57~ .. !?391- or :, 
"n~,.,~p '~~Jr'td lItlntyEt9@e2m;~n.,fto; reqUest~ ~Py of,.the Draft ,el$~ , , ": ,,' : " , ,',:' " 
q~ ::~o~~m~,~r. ~~ 2~98" t.h~ t~OP':~(,:,ho',d ,a,n, op'eh ,oouse' trom -4:3Q ,to 5:C)o :p.m:, , 
a,lid, ~fpUbliC'meeting '.from 5:QO: tQ. 7:00 p.m. ,at'. the Ramada Laurel,:3400: FO,rt ,:' 

, Meade Roa,d; Laurel, MD 20724. The 'public meeting may e"d earlier 'or' later ' 
t~an thE" st8\ed tl,me deperiQlng on' the, number of'-per$ons wishing ~o speak. 'Or81 ' 

, and wntten;comm~rtts" will be r~celved"8t,ttie p,ublic.',meetln,g and' cOn~idO~Q in , 
prep'i~uatton of t~e Fi&:1sl 'EIS. yo~ 'can' a~9 s\lbmlt, written ~omments' addressed ': 
tp,~~tt'lties'~pgrades' ~lS,"'clo e~M; 27~1 ,Pr~sperity Avenue. Suite 200t Fairfax, ; 

, V{!\ 220$1; Written, ciommentS a~e requesteq bY, Dec~mber ',1, 2008. to ensure, 
,~Uffi¢ient'time to qonsic::l$r pvbIJc ,iIJp.ufin'ipreparation'of the Final EIS. ,',... , 

, Yo~r ,:~OmnientS.: on ' this·", Propos'9d' Act'o~ ,', are requested." '" Written: and, oral 
: commentS ,may be':pubjished in the, ~IS'; ,Any',per$onal information' provided will' , 
~ u~d' only, to, lde~tify .. , your, d~ire ,'tc? n'''~ke, ,~ .. statement .during '.the, pUblic : 
~~rilEint ~rjion~ of t~e EtS Prot?ess' or:to fulfill requests for cOpies of the;EtS: Or 

, associated, documents. ' PriVate addre~~ 'w,ill- be compiled te) develop a maiting 
,: list 'for ,thoSe- reque~tlng ,copies Of .the, Draft :or ,r-inal EIS. :Ho~etJ only ~he 
, names"Of priV"te cHaens wiU,appear in the EIS; persopal addres~s alid' phone, 
-nQ~be~ WiWnot. be RUbltsheq. : " " ,': ;";, :;, , '.~ ": " , \':, '. ' 
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The notice below was published on page 14 in the Baltimore Sun on October 17, 2008. 

Notiee of AvailabiHty aDd Request f.Jr 
Comments: Draft EIS for tile Proposed 
Utilities Upgrade Projed at Fort Meade, 

Maryland 

The Department of Defense (DOD) 
announces the availability of the. Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) tor 
the Proposed Utilities Upgrades Project at 
Fort Meade, Maryland. The project was 
initiated to upgrade and modernize aging 
utilities infrastructure. The Proposed Action 
includes the construction of generator 
facilities, an electrical substation, and a boiler 
plant, as well as ancillary facilities and, if 
needed, replacement parking. The proposed 
utility upgrades would allow for fully 
redundant emergency power supply. 

The DOD invites public and agency input 011 

the Draft EIS. Copies of the Draft EIS are 
available for your review at the Fort Meade 
Main Post Library, 4418 Uewellyn Avenue, 
Fort Meade, MD 20755. You may also call 
(30t) 576·5391 or send an email to 
UtilityEIS@e2m.net to request a copy ofthe 
Drat! EIS. 

On November 6, 2008, the OOD will hold an 
open house from 4:30 to 5:00 p.m. and a 
public meeting from 5:00 to 7:00 p.m. at the 
Ramada Laurel, 3400 Fort Meade Road, 
Laurel, MD 20724. The public meeting may 
end eartier or later than the stated time 
depending on the lllnnber of persous wishing 
to speak. Oral and written comments will be 
received at the public meeting and considered 
in prepurutiOll ofthe Final EIS. You can also 
submit written comments urldressed to 
"Utilities Upgrades EIS," c/o e2M, 2751 
Prosperity Avcuue, Suite 200, Fairfax, VA 
22031. Written comments are requested by 
December 1, 2008, to ensure sufficient time 
to consider public input in preparation of the 
Final EIS. 

Your comments on this Proposed Action are 
requested. Written and oral commcuts may 
be published in the EIS. Any personal 
information provided will be used only to 
identify your desire to make a staten1ent 
during the public COlllment portions of the 
BIS process or to fulftll requests for copies of 
the EIS or ass(x"iated documents. Private 
addresses will be compiled to develop a 
mailing list for those requesting copies of the 
I>r",ft or Final EIS. However, only the names 
of private citizens will appear ill the £IS; 
personal address(,.'S and phone numbers will 
not be published. 
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Morfin 0 'Molfty 
GUIImIOr 

AnfMtry G. Bm"", 
l.J. GOllm/or 

Mr. Jefftey D. Williams 

October 15,2008 

Senior Environmental Engineer. Office of Of.lcupatiOllai Health, Environmental, and Safety Services 
National Security Agency 
Suite 6404 
9800 Savaae koad 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

STATE Ca&&'lNGHOlV 'EXIIW nQQ;§S 
State Aptllif.lMioIl IdelltiflU: MD20081015-1l03 
Reply Due Date: 1112812008 

RkJImrJ Hbubott Hd 
SemJtIry 

Mo/IJJnI J. P
DeJ»I&S~ 

Projeet DescriptioB: Draft EBvirolUlleJItallmpact Statement: Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project at Fort George O. Meade: 
proposed ceflStruction €If inftastrUCture t€) provide redundancy of electrical power: COfISider six (6) alternatives 

Proje« Lof.lation: County of Anne Arundel 
CleariBgbollSe Cootllct: Bob k05e1lbush 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

Thank yeu for submitting your project for intergovernmental review. Your participation in the Maryland lntergovernmental Review 
and Coordination (MUtC) plOI:eSS belps to eIlSure that your project will be consistent with the plans, programs, and objectives of State 
agencies and local governments. 

We have forwarded your project te the following agencies and/or jurisdictions for their review and comments: the M!l!'.)'Iand 
QlQiMlMt5 2fNgal I~ the Htvk0Iment.Ttwnprtatign. Business an4 EAAnomk; DenJ~ the M8QltwJ Military 
~; _ CoatY orAnD. ArutWe!:!!IId theMm'Ian4~t ofPlanQiu: iRela' _Maorl!!lld H~l Trust. A 
COIllp<>Slte review and recommendatiOllletter will be sent to you by therepl)' due d~e. Your ..... bUD asgipe4 a unic:me State 
A,.-. _if •• IWWUJsl US@ PI !Il~· wi correspusteAAe· 

Pleasec be llSlIijrea that we wiD ~Iy processYQlIf project, The issues resoJved tbrough the Mile process. enbanee the 
-~~~~~ject timdiR&~miDinizedola)lsdutingprqject impIementatioJJ. __ .. 

• f youl'leed. $SIista!'lCe. t)l' have questions, cootact the State Clearinghouse staf'fnmed above at 41i-767 -4490 or through e-mail at 
~~-.m4;us. l'baJlk you for your CQOperatiOll with the MIRe process. 

LCI:BR 

Sinc~I)', 

~L .. ~~ 
Linda C. Janey, J.D., AmstaBt Sec~ 

for Clearingholl$c IIfP Communif.latioflS 

/Jq1W'tII;P,..,SJrnt .1_ '101.~,MlII'J'-I.Zfm':Jrn 
j~"'"().lP.ij~W.JliIII!f; ~1(J,761.~l!1" jqlfJlm:.1.6rp67.Q72 .lTYUIId: M~ I!II.og 

1~~l')P;IIi1I4.u.r 
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UNm!OSTATf!S ~AlPROTECTIONAOENCV 

MG!QN,III 

Mr. JeffTey D. Williams 
Utilities Upgradea SIS 
elo e2m. SIIiIl: 200 
27St Prosperity AV\!!lIIe 
Fairfax, VA 22031 

1IItO AnlII $trMt 
~lphIa.p_~ 1$103-2029 

November 18, 2008 

Re: J?ort G«Kgc G. Meade Utilities Upgrade Project, Proposes to Construct and Openlle (I) 
Nurth Utility Phmt (2) SoUlb Generator FlICility IIIld (3) Central Jkliler Plan!, Fort George M. 
~,MD (CBQlflO&(}4:U) 

0.. Mr. Willianw: 

III accordance with the Naliolla! Envif~ Policy kt (NEPA) of 1969 and Section 
309 of the Clelill Air ht, the US. Ellvironmen1all'rotection Agency (EPA) bas reviewed the 
Draft Environmmrallmpact Sratc:mem for the Fort Goorge G. Meade Utilities ~ Project, 
As a resllit Qflhis ~vi\IW, EPA Iw _iped tbi$ Dr.II\ Environmenllllllllpaot Stalement (DBlS) a 
ratinl ofEC-2 (Envil\llllmllltal ConcemsllnsWlicient lnfoI1l'llltiOll). which indicates Ihat we have 
envi_mentaI 001_ ~illg lile ~ and !bat 111m is it_ffi~ent infoonation in the 
doollfllent to fllily assess the enviromnental impaots oftms project. A copy uflbe EPA's ratiog 
lIystem is QlCIo$ed for your information. 

The purpose of the proposed actioo is to upgrade and model'llize agillg utilities 
mfrastruetUl'e through ~\latiOll, modemiZaliOll, mid rcplllCCJl'l(!llt on tile National SIleority 
Agmcy (NSA) campus III Fort George G. Meade to support the capabilities of the exi$tinll: NSA 
cmnpus for ~umnt IIIld lilture miSiiOJls. TIle proposed lIelklll wOllld iucillde lile oollslrw:lion and 
operation of /I NqrUt Utility Piant. II South G\lIIeIaIor Facility, a Cw.tral Boiler Plant. and 
associated infl'ilSlnlclufC. 

The Noflh Utilit), PIItIII is proposed Ie provide eleetrieal power with redundancy, and 
wonk! eonsist of a North Electrical S~, a North Generator Facility, transmissiGlllmes, 
IIIld dislribulion lines. TIle North EleMcal Substation would provide SO lIleglivoll-lIllIperes 
(MVA) of power to the NSA eampm. The North Generator Facility would provide 60 10 65 
IlUlgawatts (MW) of emergency eIootI'ical power generated by diesel engine/generator sets, Tile 
propo:led generator sets would haw a aelecthe catalytic reduetiGll (SCR) .ystcm to control air 
poliulllllt IllllisslollS, IIIld each generator wOIII4 be equipped with an exhaust staele no taller than 
35 feet above ground level. The North Generator Facility would also ineillde aoovegrotllld 
storaF Ilmks (AS1's) for diesel fuel, WlI$lC oil, lIItd urea. The telal building footprillt for !he 
Ncflh Utility Plant would be approximately 105,000 square feel !,2.4I1Cres). Installalioll of 
electtieal distribution lines would diSlllrb up to 90,000 square feet of ama. Installation of 
ImIlSmiSiions lillilli. wbWll could lie eilfi« overhead or undergrolloo, collid disturb up to 53,000 
square f\'lllt of area. It ill assWlled that all internal camP\lS utility jines would be installed ill 

u.s. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, November 18,2008 
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previously di$l\llbe<! areas. The Departmellt ofDefmse (DOD) bas identified an undeveloped 
wooded area (Site 4) as the prcierred !oeation of Ibis facility. Three other locatiolnltematives 
are also considered (Sites 1. 2, and 3). 

The proposed South Oener<1lOr Pacllily is inl~ulk:d to FIQvill<: <:meIS"lIcy electrical 
power 10 supplement an existint'. South Utility Plant. As part of this project, an emergency 
generator facility currently capable of generating 11.6 MW of electrical power wQuld be replaced 
with a larger generator facility that is capablc of gcneratiltg 47 to 52 MW of elnergency electrical 
power uaing diesel enginelgem::rlltor sets. The proposed generator sets would bave an SCR 
i)'Iitem to control air pollutllllt emissions, and each generator would be equipped with an exhaust 
stack no taller than 35 feet above ground level. The SOIIlh. Gellerator Facility would also include 
ASTs Cor die&el fuel, waste oil, and urea. The total building footprint would be 60,000 li(juare 
feet (1.4 acrea). For the proposed South Generator Facility, DOD identified the existing site 
(Sile S) as the preferred site. Two other location alternatives were identified (Sites 6 and 1). 

The Central Boiler Plant would repla\:e an clIillling outdated boiler plant. Four vintage 
boilCIS would be replaced with four compuably sized modem dual-fuel boilCIS with II lotal heal 
input rating of 392 million Brilisb thermal units per hour (MMBIUIhr). Similar to the existing 
boiler plant, the proposed Cenlral Boiler Plant would operate primarily millS natural gas with 
No.2 fuel oil baekup. Two modern ASTs for No.2 fuel oil, willi associate<! spill containment 
I1lOrlllP, life pro~ 10 replace the existing ASTs. The footprinl fur the ('.cnITal Roiler Planl 
would be appFOxinlately 18.000 li(jIUll'C feet (O.4acrea). Fortbellcw Ceau:aJ Boiler Plant, DOD 
has identified tile existing site oCtile boiler plant and ASTs IIslhe preferred altemative (Site 8) 
and one aJwfllalive ioeation (Site 7). 

&cause the NSA camp. has limite<lland Ihat can be developed, construelion of new 
£iIl:iliuu _hi mull in Ihe dispbweatem of $"me campus parking, depending on the flicility 
alternative selected. i'reliminaty SCI'CClling resulted in two primary ))lUkillg aJrem.atives: 
construction of one or more $ul:face lots or COIIStruCtion of a parking garage. The allernali Yes 
evaluated as replesentati"e aflile ran&<, ofallernalives include the construction ofsurfacc 
parking \OIS at IIndeveloped sites (Sites 4 and 6), \:onstructiofl ora parking garage III Site 3, 
construction of a ))lUking garage at Site 9, and conslrlletion of a parking pralle at Site 10. 

In general, RPA supports the I'UIpO&C and m:ed for ibe proposed action in the Draft ElS. 
El' A uooCIStand& the need to llpgrade ntilities necessary to support tile existing campus ami the 
mission going forward. However, ba&ed 011 our review of the OBIS, EPA bas eIlviromnentaJ 
COnctl1lli with tbe impact 10 tile loss of forested Ilrell5 011 the Foreat Con$efVlltion Atria if Site 4 
and Site 6 were selected 10 meet facilitylparking needs. EPA offurs the following specific 
commcntsfor your collsideration ill deveJ.oplllellt of tbe Final F..IS for this project. 

o ,rl"teII .... 111m r""fCIe~_'" P"I"'" witIIllWJf> ~"Ifi'" Jilwr "",/ prlm!f$ chl .... llfejree. 
ellS_it' SNl'k1! H.nlmr: l008D8438-U74 

u. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, November 18, 2008 

C-lO 



3 

4IIttrMtim 

Nerll Utility .PfImt: OOO's ~ alternative for tile North Utility Pial'll is Sire 4. 
Sire 4 is an undeveloped parcel of lund, approximately 6.1 acres, within II Forest CooservatiOl'l 
ARa. ~ of1be oftllll NortIl Ulility Plant \'IO\Ila result in tIlll rIlIII()val of 
approximately 4 acres ,,{trees and require a new _6 road whim would most likely cross a 
perennial ~l. DOD ie aWMO that Site 4 would have II greater potential fw envifO/llllental 
impilCt& ifllte North Utility Plant were conatmoled 1berc: however. there would be no 10&8 of 
parking. 

the planlilt Site 4 would _It i111he removal of 4 II(;fa of trees. 11 is not clear why more trees USEPA-1 

SI'ImIl dillCl'CJlllllCies may nood to 00 clarified. 111 particular. the actual splICt needed for } 
tile NOI1h Utilily '1M! is determined to be approxinwely 2.4 acres. HoweY«, development for 

are designared fw removal thl!I1 wha! is needed fur the plant Is it the need fur tbe access road 
tlmt woold require additional tree .-oval? To have a better understanding, Ibili sbould be 
addrc&&ed ill the FEIS. 

the preferred alternative, docs oot meet the first of DOD's evalUlllion criteria for the facility USEPA.2 
A!s ooted 01'1 pap 2·1S, Site 4 is ·'olll:li. of the NSA-conaolled perimeter." Thus, Site 4'1 

alternatives as lis .. 'ed on pap 2·11. The tlrst eriterililisted stales that the site be "within the NSA 
campus." The boundary for the NSA campus $11I>llld be depict¢<! OIl II IDap. USEPA.3 

Also, when oomparing alternatives, Ite other sites appear to be les5 environmentally 
inlfllsive and can possibly provide opportunities 10 meet both facility and paOOllg needs. For 
instance, the current use of Site I is 11 parking lot which consists of approximalely 7.3 acres. If 
the North Utilily PI-dill requires approximately 2.4 acres, then a pOJtion of the parkillg lot can be 
presel'ved or redesigned. It is slaled on pap 2·12 that, "Ii Site 1 were selected as tile location for 
the North Utillty Plant, It IS likely that 1M Site desl&n and 1!Il8iReenng ",wid be able 10 minimi7'c 
tile amount of actllal parking area lost so tlmt some plII'killg could still be used." "However. for 
the ~ oftFJa illS, it is 8SII\lIIled IhIIl eo~n of tile Nonb Utility PllII1I would result ill 
Ille 106$ "0.3 acres ofp!ll'king." Til;: lllUer lAAlement enmradicts Ille previollS statenlenlllS ollly 
SOlne parking would be lost. Also, ilscenlS that there is Ii poaaibililythat through efficient 
design, 1be IOta! parking spaces cUffllnlly available may 001 be cumpleWly Iollt or if there is a loss 
il ma)! not be too $ignificant. 

USEPA4 

acres alld is currently used as l1l'i ovcrfJow parking lot. It is I'lOl certain whether this site is iflSide USEPA-5 
The other alternative site fQf tho North Utility Plllnl is Site:). Site 3 ill approximately S.U i 

or outside of the NSA-(;QIIlfOlle4 perimeter; it is alongside of Site 4 (southwest). 1bll$, it is 
unclear whether Ibis site meets DOD's evaluatioa criteria for tbe facility. Again, it is inaccurate 
to sta!C that iftltia site il selected it wOllld!llen mean a 10Sll of4.1acres of parking. The North USEPA-6 
Utility P!ant requires llJ)pI'Oxlmately .:1.4 acres \\-iliell would enable the retention of some parking. 

o l'Ii"ktJ "" 1111" "1iY<~yduJJk """'" willi IIItm ptf$I...",..._ ... FdJer ."d pJ<IrfI .. cAlwiJ,e j'n£. 
(. __ ~ II_lillie! }-8fJ(J.4JII-2474 

C-ll 

u.s. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, November 18, 2008 

USEPA-l. Added text for clarification to Section 2.2.4.2, Site 4. 

USEPA-2. Added text for clarification to Section 2.2.4.1 and 
Section 2.2.4.2, Site 4. 

USEPA-3. The NSA-controlled property was added to Figures 2.2-
1,2.2-2, and 3.5-2. 

USEPA-4. Added text for clarification to Section 2.2.4.2, Site 1. 

USEPA-5. Added text for clarification to Section 2.2.4.2, Site 3. 

USEPA-6. Added text for clarification to Section 2.2.4.2, Site 3. 
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Utility Plalll, then Ulero would be 00 parking loss. It is the assumption ofOOD that, if an 
alternate site is selected, then there would be II loss of parking. However. wilhout II design plan USEPA-7 

pmilt. Akematlve: II is EPA '$ understanding. that if Site 4 is used wr the North } 

the number of parking spaces loat caonol be detennined and the opportunity for II more efficient 
dellign that would alleviate the polentiall~ c~luel be assessed. 

OOD dmgnates Sites 4 and 6 lI$ potential surface patl::ing lot alternatives. These arCll$ 
are undeveloped forested areu. The IQlis oU.7 acres would rC!lJlOVC potential wildlife habitat 
aud could de@rade some remaining and scenic and nlltur.ll qualities of the NSA CllIIlpllS. 

Increased impervious surface could impact slOrm water velocity as well as water quzlity and 
groundwater recharge. The impact to (his rIlSOl.n;e appears 10 be far greater than the other 
proposed sites (Sites 3, 9 and I G). 

}SE~ 
~ 

As stated on page 3-19. ri An unnamed perennial stream of natural orisin flows along the 
5OUthca!llcm bouudary orSile 4 and Ihe for(:$t Sland; this stream also traverses pasl the southern 
boundary of Site 3 and contimles on to !be SOUlllwCSI." Pi\@\: 4-33 Slates, "A strcam-crossing (Qf 

the site accessl\Ild tntnsmi$sionslines would likely be required to acc~s the North Utility Plant 
at Site 4. " OOD slates, "If Site 4 is chosm lI$ !be location, jurisdictiollal wetland delineation 
would be required to deternline ifthere are wetlands associated witb the stream that flows along 
the south_tern boundary of Ibe foresl stand." To more accurately determine the dcg.ree of 
environmental impact, wetlands should be identified and delineated to determine impacts from 
tbe proposed action prior to the selection ora site. Wetlallds present on. (IT immcdia!cly 
surrounding Ibe sile should be delineated according 10 the 1989 FederalMJmIlalf2rl4ml!fri,,!lll I- USEPA-9 
lUllll}dilmtini! Jurisdictional WelLmds. Impacts 10 wetlands should be avoided or minimized 
whenever possible. Tbe total size oftbe wetlands should be prO\;dcd, in addition to tile size of 
the Wel.lood in the study area and ail;" of tile dire<:t impacl. The size ood functional value of all 
impacted welland.~ should be anaIyl.cd and Ii mitigation plllll sholl!d be developed arul included in 
IheF£lS. 

YfIlIWIlUt 

Development@ftheProposed Action occurring inlbe forested areas (Sile 4 and 6) would 
result in tile Joss of seveI'aI acres of pine Md dociduous hardwood forest. The DElS slates 011 

of Ihe Forest CAlIIS«VaOOn Arc.., nllaining 20 pCr"tnl docSll't seem to adequately miti&ate for the 

pase 4·40 IIiIlI, "Under the Forest Conservation Aet, 20 percent of the fon;:sl should be preserved} 
as it Forest Co~rvation Mit~ioll Area to mitigatc project impacts." With a loss 0[80 percent 

sigllificoolloss. OOD slates thaI, "A Forest Conservation Plan wouk! be ooveloped 1100 USEPA-10 
implemented if eI'Il1'Clltly fOR$led sites wore developed under the Proposed AeliOll." A Forest 
ConseMli<m Plan that would provide al&emative ways 10 mitigate for forest losslll1d promote the 
growth ofvegetation would be reoonlmended for the protection of this valued resource . 

., l'ri1lhYi fIIf l/H1" TIU;yCWinq;cWJN /IIIIIIff willi 1111% P_fllf!ill_ j1/JtIr muI p __ cl<Wrlne fr«. 
CM>IIl",,,,, $"m"" H~ I-lItHJ-138-UU 
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u. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 111, November 18, 2008 

USEPA-7. Text was added to Section 2.2.6 for clarification. 

USEPA-8. The number of acres that would be disturbed at Sites 4 
and 6 would be a maximum of8.7 acres and could be less, but the 
exact space requirements would not be known until the detailed 
design process begins. At the time of publication of the Final EIS, 
only high-level engineering design has occurred and a conservative 
evaluation of impacts has been made. Final project design would 
limit impacts to forested areas and visual resources to the maximum 
extent practical. 

Impacts to storm water velocity, groundwater and water quality are 
addressed in Section 4.5.4. L 

USEPA-9. Text was added to the EIS describing the formal 
delineation of wetlands and waters of the U.S. that was conducted on 
December 2, 2008 on Site 4 and along the unnamed perennial stream 
between the upstream end of the permanently flooded storm water 
pond near the northeastern comer of Site 1 and the existing stream 
crossing and entrance from Canine Road to the parking lot associated 
with Site 3. 

USEPA-IO. Text revised to state that a minimum of20 percent of 
the forest would be preserved. 



s 

Thmtk }V\! tor providing EPA with !he oppol'lmlity to review tbis project. If yoo have 
qoosOOl1S regarding lhese comments, \he staff QlutIiCt for tlus project is Karell DelGfOS$o; she 
CllfI be reached iii Wi-3I4-276S, 

EIlCIDsure (1) 

~Iy, 

LIDJ1~,.--
William ArgulO 
~A Team Leader 
OffICe of Enviromnentai pfOilf<lIllS 

{) P"inId hilI .. '" fWycId/r«yd«bkt fHlI1III' • IflDw. P_QJASUllltl' jlber 1111t1 ptfJ- clJhJrl#e Ji'{l", 
CNSItHIIerSerI'iee H9IIiIw: 1-8f1O..4J'·J,f74 

u. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, November 18, 2008 
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LAwaI R. WATtON 

'110M: 
SlIt,: 
fo: 
8ua.iKT: 

Ronald e. Lamb 
Frickly. Novemb!lr 21. 200e 1:20 PM 
Laurl R. Watson 
FW: Vif/wSh/ld Analysi$ - 8allimore-WlIIShlngIon Pal1\Way 

Pieas .. add lhis to Ihe Utilities Upgrade EIS .. dmin record. 

~~. ··Original Mes.sage",~ 
From: Williams. Jeffrey. _ _ 
Sent: "'riday, November 21.20081:07 PM 
'1'0: Ronald E. Lamb; Doo H. Back}uun 
Cc: Vice, Michael L 
Sul'ge<:t: FW: Vlewshed Analysis ~ Baltimore·Washington Parkway 

. '-"Original MesSll8e·-·~· 
From: Joo_Cook1r.~ps.gov Imailto:Joo_Cookl@nps.gov! 
Sent: Friday. November 21,200812:44 PM 
To: Williams, Jeffrey; GaykUiazelwood@nps.gov 
ec: Stephen...~ps.gov; James_Rosenstodt@;nps.gov 
Subject: Vie\vshed Analysis· Baltimore-Washington Parkway 

Good morning Jeff: 

It was a pleasure spooking with you on Wednesday regarding NSA's utility 
upgrade project and the potential impacts to the Parkway viewshed. 

You had asked for some additional intOrmation on the type of visual 
analysis we had in mind. The following info. is provided to define what 
we believe would adequately evaluate the potential impacts. 

This past March and April we conducted balloon tests on a property 
adjacent to the Parkway at MD 198. The balloons were 36·incb diameter 
weather balloons, 100 mils thick and helium filled. 

A series of balloons were rais¢d from known points on th¢ ground 
identified as topograpbically prominent in Iha' if anything was going 10 

"" visible from the Parkway it would be from th¢ge locations. The 
balloons w¢ ... ¢ raised at a rallge of heights simulatillg propos¢d building 
heights. A photograpllie log was kept ttl re~'()rd which balloons were 
visible, or not, from eaeh of the vantage points. W¢ would like to 
adopt the same format at F()l1: Meade. 

The log and photos W¢re the basis Wr id¢OtiMng any requisite 
mitigatwn. 

The consultant that conducted the balloon tests was (,.'ultural Resource!!, 
Inc. (CRJ). Th~ haw considerable experience in this endeavor 

The point of contact for CRlis: 

NPS-1 
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National Park Service, November 21,2008 

NPS-l. On December 2,2008, balloon tests to supplement and 
verify the visual impact assessment was conducted at the proposed 
locations of the North and South Generator Stations. One 6-foot 
diameter balloon was positioned at the corners of Sites 4 and 5 and 
were raised to a height of35 feet, the proposed maximum stack 
height. Photographs were taken from the BW Parkway at the same 
position used in the computer simulation that was presented in the 
DEIS. At no point were the balloons at either the proposed Northern 
Site or the proposed Southern Site visible from the BW Parkway. 
These results are consistent with the visual impact assessment 
included in Appendix C . 



Ellen M. Brady, Vice President 
Cultural Resources, Inc. 
2200 Colonial Avenue, Suite 26 
Norfolk, VA 23517 

If you have any questions or need any additional information please feel 
free to contact me. 

Thanks, 

Joe 
Chief, Land Resour<'£$ Program Center 
National Capital Region 
National Park Service 
1100 ObiQ Drive, SW 
Wa$h., D.C. 20242 
(202)619·703'10 

2 

National Park Service, November 21,2008 
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ANNE 
ARUNDEL 
COUNTY 
It Y L A ],I 

Office of PlamBag and ZouiDg 
".0. 8oll6675 
2664JUnll-' 
AmIapoIIJ, Marylwld 21401 

Dea!mber 2, 2008 

Utilities Uptrade:J EllvirOlllllelll3l ~ Statement 
CIOo2M 
21St ~y Avewe. SIIite 200 
FairfiIx, Virgiftia 22031 

Sir: 

TI.vmk you for providins AIIIIC Arundel COUilty, Maryland with the opportunity to oWer 
~ ~theEII~ Impact StiltetmPllforthe Propt1lfid Utilities 
Upgrade Projea til Fort G~ G. MeMe. MaryItmd, dilled October 2001.1 aOO prepared 
by \'12M. The County IIJIderiwIds the ~ of the availability of 5Uffident 
clcctricityto IIIStain the miasion oCthe Natkmal Soeurity Apncy, 

We do note 11m all proposed fileDity lmprovemImts are located 011 lands owned by the 
FedI:nil Govemmunl and tlll:nfure III'IlU wbjeet to lID)' local permits. Therefore the 
I.lOIlIIIlenU offered by the County III'Il proptlSed to support the build proposal and to redw:e 
oostiI in providintlthe filcilities deemed to be 1IeCIl55ar)'. 

We also 1IOte 11m in each iIlstance there will be an implltt to available parking provided 
011 site to $Up1XIrt the travel denIand _iaI:ed with a<:tivities at NSA, TI1\ve1 associated 
with NSA does NIIult in ~ to off-site bi&hway fiIcilities well as the &liilllOre
Wullw,ton ParkWIl)' wlIicII is owned by the Natiomd Park Service (Nl'S), MD 32 
(htuxmI; F'1:eeway) whicII is a limited access fai:ilily operated by the MarylllDd State 
Highway A4minismaion (SHA) and MD 175 (Annapolis Road), a principle arterial also 
operated by the SHA and c:urreatly being evaluated in a NariOIIal EnvirOllmemal Policy 
Aer (NEPA) dlllcision~, 

Costs lISSOI:lated with rep~ the JIIIfkinB sp-.11m would be lost by lIIling the lIIDd 
tbr the PfQIlOSed faellities would be sub!rumtia1, especially in iIlstaIu:es where stM:t1illld 
JIIIfkinB is being considered. Sirlee the ~ of Defense does not typically cl!ar8e 
for JIIIfkinB eiIIIer at grade or in Itt'IICtIII'es, both the capital and Iona tmn operating oostiI 
would need to be borne by NSA 

Anne Arundel County, Office of Planning and Zoning, December 2, 2008 

AAC-l. Comment noted. Thank you for your support. 

}~1 
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Tbere1bre, the c.nmty does recolllllll.llld that NSA increase its efforts 10 promote III1d 
sustain rldesium:, car III1d wn pool, III1d l1a!!sit alternatives ""'hich if successful will 
reduce .demand fur carrently strained highway capacity, increase the viability of l1a!!sit in 
the area, and save as a model for helpm, to mitigate future travel demand associated 
wid! the Base Realignment III1d Closure (BRAe) 2005 Reo:ommendations III1d tbe 
Enhanced Use Lease (BUL) developtoem whidl will subrumtially impact traveJ in the 
vieinity beginnill& in 101i), 

The c.nmty is eacer 10 wori!; wid! NSA and tenant$ at Fori Meade to advaIIce 1'ii:IesbaritIg, 
car II!Id VIllI pooling and l1a!!sit use PfOIlO/ilIl$ and recolllmCllds that the Final 
Snvirotllllelltallmpict Statement fur this utilities upgmde also ~ II!Id recommends 
greater use of vehicle trip redw:tion SI:I'IIteJies lIS means 10 address the com associated 
wid! replacing: the parking. 

Should you have II!!)' questions, regarding our 1;OIIIIIlCIQ, please contaet George 
Cardwell, Planning Adminimlilor via e-lIlIIll at p<<;i!r\H40t~;&Qf!I1!y.gj! or via phone at 
(410) 222-7440. 

Sincarely, 

!b(!~ 
P-ina & Zoning Officer 

cc: Catbcrine Hill. Direetot. I.oeaI Government IlelaliollS, NSA 
Robert Leib, Special Assistllllt to the C<mnty &ecntive!8RAC 
Carole Sanner, AssistII!It P_ing & Zoom, Officer, OPZ 
George Cardwell, Planning Administrator, on 

Anne Arundel County, Office of Planning and Zoning, December 2, 2008 

AAC-2. Comment noted, Thank you for your support. 

MC·2 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
1800 Washington Boulevard - Baltimore MD 21Z30 
4!o.S37~3000. 1-8Q0..63l·6UH 

Milrtln O'M.lle1 
00_ 

AlIlhony c. Bn>WII 
U_ntGlw_ 

Robe" 114, Sum ...... ., Ph.D, 
Depuly s.:.",UUy 

D¢cllmbc:r 10, 2008 

Mr. Jeffrey D. WiUiams 
Senior Environmental Engineer 
National Security A!I1Incy 
fort GOOIllC Meade 
Maryland 21401·1925 

!)ear Mr, Williams: 

Tlumk you for your lener 10 GOVCtJl()f Martin O'Malley reprding the DraA Ellvironmcntallmpacl 
Slatemenl (EIS) for the upgrade of aging utililies infrastructure at fort Meade, Maryllllld. The 
Governor has received your teller and asked thai I respond on his behalf. 

It is importll/lt to consider the air quality impacts of 1liiy large project in Mary/Md, especially the Fort 
Meade area which is located on both l1li _Md fine particle non-altainmenl area. The notice 
identifies the coaSlructiOll of lUI emer!l1lncy generator facility. The Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MOE) has proposed a new regulation under COMAR 26.11.09 Control of Fuel
Burning Equipment titled "Stationary IIlIemaI Combustioll Engines and Certain Fuel·Buming 
InSilllllalions for Emergency Generators~ OIl OcIObef 24. 2008. The regulation e$lablisbes emlssioo 
requiremems for new emergency !I1IIleflllOfS IIlId for toose lbat choose tn participate in load sbavinll 
progrnms. Nalimtal security agencie.s have ~ial exceplinns under this reguialionw please review 
tbU regulaIiQII to _ ~ompliance. The notice also identifies the "lIlstroctioo of II boiler and l1li 
electriclll substation. Please be IIWIIfIl pennil$lIfIl required for ~iflc equipment instaIllllion ill 
Maryland and you should be in \x)ll~ wilb MDE's air pemliuing progrnmlO en¥1irll compliance 
wilb /Ill)' pennitting requirement. 

Lastly, the federal general oonrol'lllity rule applies 10 Federal projects located in air quality 
no_inment areas. For moo: infOOl'llllion on g_raI oonfonnity, pl<:ase refer 10 the following 
Federal Register OOIices: 40CFR Pam 6, 51, and 93, November 30,1993; 40 CrR Part 52, April 19, 
i99S;and 40CFR Parts 51 and 93, July 17,2006. General eonformity must be addressed in the 
oovironmentallmpad s_t for Ibis project. 

ti~~"""" www.mde.-....... .... 
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Mary/and Department of the Environment, December 10, 2008 

MDE-l. The following text was added to Section 3.3.2 of the Final 
EIS "In addition to the above stated regulations, the MDE has 
proposed a new regulation under COMAR 26.11.09 Control of Fuel 
Burning Equipment titled "Stationary Internal Combustion Engines 
and Certain Fuel-Burning Installations for Emergency Generators" 
on October 24, 2008. The regulation establishes emission 
requirements for new emergency generators." 



Mr. Jef!icy D Williams 
Page Two 

Thank you again for your leiter. The Governor appreciates hearing from you and, on his behalf. I 
thank you for your inler;:st in this very impolWll issue. If I may be of further assistance, pl_ 
contact me or Mr. G;:orge (Tad) S. Abum, Jf., Dir~!or of tbe Air and Radiation MiIIlIIge!llenl 
AdminiSll'lltion at 410.537·3255 nr by e-mail at8!!bum@mde.s!ale.md.~ 

i':'~"i#.,~~:1IYd. V 
~~~"' .. ""~~, 

(&:i;i~T,'if;;biT£'-:,: "/i'>.'~'j~ 
ce;' George (Tad) Aburn, Jr., Direetor of Air and Radiation Management AdminiSll'lltion 

'ti'~,,- www.mde~.md.us 

Mary/and Department of the Environment, December 10, 2008 
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Response to National Park Service comment letter 

NATIONAL. SECURITY AGENCY 
FORT GEORGE G. M£AOE. MARYLAND a075!'S-4000 

January 14,2009 

Mr. Stephen Syphax 
Chief, Resource Management Division 
National Capital Parks East 
National Park Service 
1900 Anacostia Drive, SE 
Washington.O.C. 20020 

RE: Vlewshed Analysis - Baltimore Washington Parkway 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 
Fort Meade, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Syphax: 

As a follow-up to our letter to you, dated September 23.2006 and in response to electronic 
correspondence, received November 21, 2008, from Mr. Joe Cook, Chief, land Resources 
Program Center, please find enclosed a report deSCribing the results of balloon tests that were 
conducted on December 2, 2008. The tests, suggested by Mr. Cook, were conducted as a 
sUpplement to the visual impact assessment conducted through· the Envil'Onmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project at Fort George G. Meade. Maryland. 
During the test we used the suggested contractor with NPS experience, and conducted the tests 
after vegetative cover was down. Six-foot diameter balloons were positioned at the corners of 
the proposed sites for the North and SOUth Generator Stations and were raised to a height of 35 
feet, the proposed maximum stack height. Photographs were taken from the Baltimore 
Washington Parkway at the same positions used in the computer simulation that was presented 
in theDratt EIS. At no point were the balloons at either the proposed Northern Site or 1he 
proposed Southern Site visible from the Baltimore Washington Parkway. These reSufi~ are 
consistent with the visual assessment included in the Dr .. it (IS. 

We appreciate your com:.ernr over possible impacts 10 l~.e vicwshed of 'l'1e BaltimOlE1 
Washington Parkway. We believe that the original Computel simulation and the attached tieid 
test results demonstrate that there is no visual impact from the prOjects described in lhE' tiS. 
As the execution of the Utilities Upgrade Project progresses. we will continue to cooldina1e and 
advise your office of any proposed modifications that di11er significant~ from the current 
proposal. We thank you tor your comments. 

Sine; !fyerelV' . '. I' ,.. D / i Lt?, ' 
/~. . W Jji4t.~ 

"ffrey ~. Williams 
Senior Environmental Engineer 

Enclosure: Visual Impact Assessment, Ft. Meade Campuz 

cc: Mr. Joe Cook, Chief, land Resources Program Cenrer, National Park Service 
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Response to National Park Service comment letter 

VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
FT. GEORGE G. MEADE NSA CAMPUS 

On October 17, 2008 the National Security Agency (NSA) published a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) on the Utility Upgrades Program at Ft. George G. Meade, Matyland for public 
COlnment. fucluded in the DEIS was an assessment of the potential impacts to the viewshed of the 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway (BW Parkway), which is listed in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). The DEIS included a simulation of the visibility of tIle major components from the BW 
Parkway (see Section 4.1 of the DEIS). In comments on the DEIS dated November 21, 2008, the 
National Park Service (NPS) requested an additional assessment to ensure that the Proposed Action 
would not impact the BW Parkway view shed. Specifically, NPS requested that balloons be raised from 
the locations proposed for the electric generator exhaust stacks and that visual observations be made and 
documented to determine the extent to which the balloons would be visible from tIle BW Parkway. 

On December 2,2008, personnel from Cultural Resom·ces, Inc. (a contractor engaged to conduct the test), 
elM (the contractor that prepared the DEIS), and NSA raised balloons at the proposed locations of the 
North and South Generator Stations. The balloon positions were located using a Thales Mobile Mapper 
CE GPS unit. Four 6-foot diameter balloons were raised to a height of 35 feet, the proposed max.imum 
stack height. One balloon was positioned at the comers of the 2 proposed project locations. The balloon 
locations and the viewing locations are marked on the accompanying figure. The sites are both level, so 
the balloon positions corresponded with the most prominent topological features of each site. 

Photographs were taken from the BW Pat·kway at the satne position used in the computer simulation that 
was presented in the DEIS. Additional photographs were taken at alternate positions to ensure that the 
visual impacts were assessed from alternate locations. The observer's positions are mat·ked on the figure. 
At no point were the balloons at either the proposed Northem Site or the proposed Southem Site visible 
from the BW Parkway. 

A photo of one of the balloons in position and photos of the proposed sites it-om the BW Park."Way are 
presented below. The red arrows on tIle photographs indicate the locations of the balloons. From the 
photos, it is clear iliat the Proposed Action will not impact the viewshed from the BW Parkway, atld 
theretore will have no effect on the NRHP-listed BW Park'Way. 

Balloon Position at Site 5 

1 
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Response to National Park Service comment letter 

0 Balloon location 

~ View Location 

Sites 

Surface Water 

Water Bodies 

Feet N .. .. 
1,000 A 250 SOO 

Balloon Positions and Viewing locations, Ft. Meade, Maryland 
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Parking Alternatives Analysis 

1 Identify sites on the NSA campus where replacement parking could be located. 

The campus is largely developed, and there is a lack of undeveloped sites that could 

accommodate new parking lots. DOD identified two undeveloped sites that could be 

used for surface parking lots if they are not used for other facilities. In addition to surface 

parking lots, DOD identified six sites that could be used for a multistory parking garage if 

these sites are not used for other facilities. 

DOD identified a total of eight sites-Sites 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 9, and 10. Sites 4 and 6 are 

considered as site alternatives for surface parking lots. Sites 1, 2, 3, 7,9, and 10, which 

are currently used primarily as surface parking lots, are considered as parking alternatives 

for multistory parking structures. 

2 Approximate how much land is available at each parking location alternative. 

Site areas and existing parking areas were approximated using aerieal photography and 

GIS. The area available for new parking areas is equal to the site area. Approximate 

parking area was used instead of exact number of parking spots to protect sensitive 

information. This is acceptable for the purposes of this EIS because the EIS is 

accomplished early in the planning process. It is assumed that a detailed traffic or 

transportation study to determine exact parking needs would be accomplished once a 

site is selected for a parking lot or structure. 

1 317,364 7.3 7.3 7.3 

2 176,569 4.1 4.1 4.1 

3 244,389 5.6 5.6 5.6 

4 263,760 6.1 0 6.1 

5 58,873 1.4 0 0 

6 111,833 2.6 0 2.6 

7 232,260 5.3 1.3 5.3 

8 77,408 1.8 0 0 

9 267,488 6.1 6.1 6.1 

10 207,233 4.8 2.2 4.8 
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3 Determine the amount of parking that would be lost as a result of the various 
combinations of site alternatives. 

By determining how much parking would be displaced as a result of any given site option, 

it can be determined which parking alternatives could satisfy the required parking 
replacement area. 

Option 1 
North Utility Plant 1 7.3 
South Generator Facility 7 1.3 
Central Boiler Plant 8 0 

8.6 2,3,4,6,9,10 
OR 

North Utility Plant 1 7.3 
South Generator Facility Sor6 0 
Central Boiler Plant 7 1.3 

8.6 2,3,4,6,9,10 

Option 2 

North Utility Plant 1 7.3 
South Generator Facility 5 or 6 0 
Central Boiler Plant 8 0 

7.3 2,3,4,6,7,9,10 

Option 3 

North Utility Plant 2 4.1 
South Generator Facility 7 1.3 
Central Boiler Plant 8 0 

5.4 1,3,4,6,9,10 
OR 

North Utility Plant 2 4.1 
South Generator Facility 5 or 6 0 
Central Boiler Plant 7 1.3 

5.4 1,3,4,6,9,10 

Option 4 

North Utility Plant 2 4.1 
South Generator Facility 5 or 6 0 
Central Boiler Plant 8 0 

4.1 1,3,4,6,7,9,10 
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Option 5 
North Utility Plant 3 5.6 

South Generator Facility 7 1.3 
Central Boiler Plant 8 0 

6.9 1,2,4,6,9,10 
OR 

North Utility Plant 3 5.6 
South Generator Facility 50r6 0 

Central Boiler Plant 7 1.3 
6.9 1,2,4,6,9,10 

Option 6 
North Utility Plant 3 5.6 
South Generator Facility 5 or 6 0 
Central Boiler Plant 8 0 

5.6 1,2,4,6,7,9,10 

Option 7 

North Utility Plant 4 0 

South Generator Facility 7 1.3 
Central Boiler Plant 8 0 

1.3 1,2,3,6,9,10 

OR 

North Utility Plant 4 0 
South Generator Facility 5 or 6 0 
Central Boiler Plant 7 1.3 

1.3 1,2,3,6,9,10 

Option 8 
North Utility Plant 4 0 
South Generator Facility 5 or 6 0 
Central Boiler Plant 8 0 

0 
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4 Determine (a) if surface lots could be used to provide the required amount of parking, and 
(b) how many stories in structured parking would be required to provide an equivalent 
amount of parking to replace the parking lost for each option. 

The estimates in this step are approximate. Since area was used to determine how much 

parking would be lost (as opposed to an exact number of parking spots), generalizations 

were used to determine the area of a parking structure that is equivalent to a surface 

parking lot. Parking structures generally require more surface area for ingress, egress, 

interior movement, stairwells, support columns, and the like than a surface parking lot. 

For the purposes of this EIS, it was assumed that 1 acre of surface parking is equal to 1.2 

acres of structured parking. This surface area conversion was then used to estimate the 

number of stories that would make up the required replacement parking area. It is 

assumed that a detailed traffic or transportation study would be accomplished during the 

design phase of this project, so the actual dimensions of a parking structure would vary 

from these estimates. 

Option 1 Need 8.6 acres of replacement surface parking needed 
Or 10.3 acres of replacement equivalent of garage parking 

Sites Available 2,3,4,6,9,10 
2 4.1 2.5 4 -story garage 

3 5.6 1.8 3 -story garage 

4 6.1 
8.7 

1 
2 surface lots 

6 2.6 1 
9 6.1 1.7 3 -story garage 

10 4.8 2.1 4 -story garage 

Option 2 Need 7.3 acres of replacement surface parking needed 
Or 8.8 acres of replacement equivalent of garage parking 

Sites Available 2,3,4,6,7,9,10 
2 4.1 2.1 4 -story garage 

3 5.6 1.6 3 -story garage 

4 6.1 1 
8.7 2 surface lots 

6 2.6 1 
7 5.3 1.7 3 -story garage 

9 6.1 1.4 3 -story garage 

10 4.8 1.8 3 -story garage 
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Option 3 Need 

Or 

Sites Available 

1 
3 
4 
6 
9 
10 

Option 4 Need 

Or 
Sites Available 

1 
3 
4 
6 
7 
9 
10 

Option 5 Need 

Or 

Sites Available 

1 
2 
4 
6 
9 
10 

Option 6 Need 

Or 
Sites Available 

1 
2 
4 
6 
7 
9 
10 

7.3 
5.6 
6.1 
2.6 
6.1 
4.8 

5.4 acres of replacement surface parking needed 

6.5 acres of replacement equivalent of garage parking 

6,9,10 

0.9 2 -story garage 
1.2 3 -story garage 

6.1 1 surface lot 
o (not large enough) 

1.1 3 -story garage 
1.4 3 

4.1 acres of replacement surface parking needed 

7.3 
5.6 
6.1 
2.6 
5.3 
6.1 
4.8 

4.9 acres of replacement equivalent of garage parking 

7,9,10 

0.7 2 -story garage 
0.9 2 -story garage 

6.1 1 surface lot 
o (not large enough) 

0.9 2 -story garage 
0.8 2 -story garage 
1.0 2 

6.9 acres of replacement sUrface parking needed 
8.3 acres of replacement equivalent of garage parking 

7.3 1.1 2 -story garage 
4.1 2.0 3 -story garage 
6.1 
2.6 

1 
8.7 2 surface lots 

1 
6.1 1.4 2 -story garage 
4.8 1.7 3 

5.6 acres of replacement sUrface parking needed 

6.7 acres of replacement equivalent of garage parking 

10 
7.3 0.9 2 -story garage 
4.1 1.6 3 -story garage 
6.1 6.1 1 surface lot 
2.6 o (not large enough) 
5.3 1.3 3 -story garage 
6.1 1.1 3 -story garage 
4.8 1.4 3 -sto 
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Table E-l. Nearby Noise Sensitive Areas and Estimated Existing Noise 

Closest Noise Sensitive Receiver (NSR) 
Estimated Existing Sound 

Predominant Levels (dBA) 

Site Source of Leq Leq 
Distance Direction Type Noise DNL 

(Daytime) (Nighttime) 

500 feet 
Baltimore 

1 
(152 meters) 

E Residential Washington 65 64 57 
Parkway 

609 feet 
Baltimore 

2 
(187 meters) 

NE Residential Washington 65 64 57 
Parkway 

1,805 feet 
Baltimore 

3 
(550 meters) 

E Residential Washington 65 64 57 
Parkway 

1,024 feet 
Baltimore 

4 
(312 meters) 

E Residential Washington 65 64 57 
Parkway 

5 
705 feet 

NE Residential 
Patuxent 

60 58 52 
(215 meters) Freeway 

6 
371 feet 

E Residential 
Canine and 

55 53 47 
(113 meters) Emory Roads 

7 
864 feet 

N Residential 
Canine and 

55 53 47 
(263 meters) Emory Roads 

8 
900 feet 

NW Residential Emory Road 55 53 47 
(274 meters) 

9 
1,050 feet 

W School 
Patuxent 

60 58 52 
(320 meters) Freeway 

10 
920 feet 

N Residential 
Canine and 

55 53 47 
(280 meters) Emory Roads 

Source: ANSI 2003 

Table E-2. Estimated Construction Noise vs. Distance 

Distance (feet) 50 200 400 800 1,000 2,000 4,000 8,000 

Heavy Construction Equipment 89 77 71 65 63 57 51 45 
~ "CI--- Pile Driver 91 79 73 67 65 59 53 47 = = ~ < 

=~>= Q~~"C Dredger 85 73 67 61 59 53 47 41 oo_...;l __ 
~ 

Generators 82 70 64 58 56 50 44 38 

Source: USDOT 2006 
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Table E-3. Estimated Operational Noise from the Proposed North Utility Plant 

Octave Band Center Frequency, Hz 
Source 

31.5 63 125 250 500 1,000 2,000 4,000 8,000 dB 

Number of Units: 26 

~'~{;i;hl:i~;:~~~~'i,~7J~'J~';< ;L'l,:/',;j::;,;i.,:,;;:· .• ,~·.·· :'t,,"·' .. · •.•.. ···,;~;~s' >:' •• :,~ ~,·:··t;}:4·;;~H';, ..• ·;;:;'~Y;, ..' 'i·~i~ 3'~H· .. · 
Generator Exhaust (one unit @ 6.6 feet) 109 109 124 120 112 110 112 III 109 

Silencer -2 -7 -15 -25 -25 -17 -15 -15 -20 

Exhaust After Silencer 107 102 109 95 87 93 97 96 89 

Power Watt Level 124 119 126 112 104 110 114 113 106 

Total Sound Intensity (all units) 65.17 20.61 103.29 4.11 0.65 2.59 6.52 5.18 1.03 

Total Power Watt Level 138 133 140 126 118 124 128 127 120 143 

J:~~lo/.i '~.: . .. ..... '.v.~ ~.;;:s![;~;W"~Y;..f1~:':~ .•. I;Ij)~3.~ ;i;{; ~,'~~~(;.f~'~f. ~?~;r:~;'S;2; ,;~t/;r))i~::!(},.. . ;Y;;:~:)j~.~;i';;)~ ~i"i 
Generator Exhaust (one unit @ 6.6 feet) 103 103 118 114 106 104 106 105 103 

Silencer -2 -7 -15 -25 -25 -17 -15 -15 -20 

Exhaust After Silencer 101 96 103 89 81 87 91 90 83 

Power Watt Level 118 113 120 106 98 104 108 107 100 

Total Sound Intensity (all units) 16.37 5.18 25.95 1.03 0.16 0.65 1.64 1.30 0.26 

Total Power Watt Level 132 127 134 120 112 118 122 121 114 137 

:.J·.;;~)r;,~~ ·;{g;~Jj~A ::\:ji~f;)I:;lr.~;·~~.~lf[\Z;flfj:\ ..• 1(~;.;t:;I~J~;~·fV"':~ 
Distance to NSR 500 152 

Hemispherical Spreading -61 -61 -61 -61 -61 -61 -61 -61 -61 

Atmospheric Absorption 0 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 -4 -6 

Octave Band A-Weighted Correction -39 -26 -16 -9 -3 0 1 1 -1 

A-Weighted Sound Level (100%) 39 47 64 56 54 63 67 64 52 71 

DNL 77 

A-Weighted Sound Level (50%) 33 41 58 50 48 57 61 58 46 65 

DNL 71 

~·~;q:"l~;:;j;:tY1·;ji;:···~·.·;;::·1~;;·~j ~:;:";;:'f;;J I;!:,;;m';·.·· •• · 17;;.C':>~ 3":;';'45; r;f~m;~l"; If,Y;;~;~ ;,:~.~.·;l ~ 
Distance to NSR 609 186 

Hemispherical Spreading -62 -62 -62 -62 -62 -62 -62 -62 -62 

Atmospheric Absorption 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2 -4 -8 

Octave Band A-Weighted Correction -39 -26 -16 -9 -3 0 1 1 -1 

A-Weighted Sound Level (100%) 37 45 62 55 52 61 65 62 49 69 

DNL 75 

A-Weighted Sound Level (50%) 31 39 56 49 46 55 59 56 43 63 

DNL 69 
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Octave Band Center Frequency, Hz 

Distance to NSR 1,805 550 

Hemispherical Spreading -72 -72 -72 -72 -72 -72 -72 -72 -72 

Atmospheric Absorption 0 0 0 -1 -2 -3 -5 -13 -23 

Octave Band A-Weighted Correction -39 -26 -16 -9 -3 0 -1 

A-Weighted Sound Level (100%) 27 35 52 45 42 50 52 44 24 57 

DNL 63 

A-Weighted Sound Level (50%) 21 29 46 39 36 44 46 38 18 51 

DNL 57 

Distance to NSR 1,024 312 

Hemispherical Spreading -67 -67 -67 -67 -67 -67 -67 -67 -67 

Atmospheric Absorption 0 0 0 0 -1 -2 -3 -7 -13 

Octave Band A-Weighted Correction -39 -26 -16 -9 -3 0 1 -1 

A-Weighted Sound Level (100%) 32 40 57 50 47 56 60 54 39 64 

DNL 70 

A-Weighted Sound Level (50%) 26 34 51 44 41 50 54 48 33 58 

DNL 64 

Sources: Barron 2003 and Bies and Hanson 2003 

Note: The analysis assumes casing and intake noise are completely controlled by the building superstructure. Industrial silencers 
are based on those common to the selected generator set. Overall, noise could vary somewhat based on the final design 
parameters. 
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Table E-4. Estimated Operational Noise from the Proposed South Generator Facility 

Octave Band Center Frequency, Hz 
Source 

31.5 dB 

Number of Units: 21 

Generator Exhaust (one unit @ 6.6 feet) 109 109 124 120 112 110 112 III 109 

Silencer -2 -7 -15 -25 -25 -17 -15 -15 -20 

Exhaust After Silencer 107 102 109 95 87 93 97 96 89 

Power Watt Level 124 119 126 112 104 110 114 113 106 

Total Sound Intensity (all units) 52.64 16.65 83.43 3.32 0.53 2.l0 5.26 4.18 0.83 

Total Power Watt Level 137 132 139 125 117 123 127 126 119 142 

Generator Exhaust (one unit @6.6 feet) 103 103 118 114 106 104 106 105 103 

Silencer -2 -7 -15 -25 -25 -17 -15 -15 -20 

Exhaust After Silencer 101 96 103 89 81 87 91 90 83 

Power Watt Level 118 113 120 106 98 104 108 107 100 

Total Sound Intensity (all units) 13.22 4.18 20.96 0.83 0.13 0.53 1.32 1.05 0.21 

Total Power Watt Level 131 126 133 119 111 117 121 120 113 136 

Distance to NSR 705 215 

Hemispherical Spreading -64 -64 -64 -64 -64 -64 -64 -64 -64 

Atmospheric Absorption 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 -2 -5 -9 

Octave Band A-Weighted Correction -39 -26 -16 -9 -3 0 1 -1 

A-Weighted Sound Level (100%) 35 43 60 52 50 59 63 59 46 67 

DNL 73 

A-Weighted Sound Level (50%) 29 37 54 46 44 53 57 53 40 61 

DNL 67 

Distance to NSR 371 113 

Hemispherical Spreading -58 -58 -58 -58 -58 -58 -58 -58 -58 

Atmospheric Absorption 0 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 -3 -5 

Octave Band A-Weighted Correction -39 -26 -16 -9 -3 0 1 1 -1 

A-Weighted Sound Level (100%) 40 48 65 58 56 65 69 67 55 73 

DNL 80 

A-Weighted Sound Level (50%) 34 42 59 52 50 59 63 61 49 67 

DNL 74 

E-4 



Octave Band Center Frequency, Hz 

Distance to NSR 920 280 

Hemispherical Spreading -66 -66 -66 -66 -66 -66 -66 -66 -66 

Atmospheric Absorption 0 0 0 0 -1 -1 -3 -6 -12 

Octave Band A-Weighted Correction -39 -26 -16 -9 -3 0 1 -1 

A-Weighted Sound Level (100%) 32 40 57 50 48 56 60 55 41 

DNL 

A-Weighted Sound Level (50%) 26 34 51 44 42 50 54 49 35 

DNL 

Sources: Barron 2003 and Bies and Hanson 2003 

Note: The analysis assumes casing and intake noise are completely controlled by the building superstructure. Industrial silencers 
are based on those common to the selected generator set. Overall, noise could vary somewhat based on the final design 
parameters. 
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F.1 Emissions Estimations and Methodology 

The Department of Defense (DOD) has considered net emissions generated from all direct and indirect 
sources of air emissions that are reasonably foreseeable. Direct emissions are emissions that are caused 
or initiated by a Federal action and occur at the same time and place as the action. Indirect emissions are 
defined as reasonably foreseeable emissions that are caused by the action but might occur later in time or 
be farther removed in distance from the action itself, and that the Federal agency can practicably control. 
More specifically, project-related direct emissions would result from the following: 

• Demolition and construction activities: the use of non-road equipment (e.g., bulldozers, 
backhoes), worker vehicles, the use of volatile organic compound (VOC) paints, paving off
gasses, and fugitive particles from surface disturbances 

• Operational activities: Emergency generators and heating boilers not subject to major new 
source review, and the use of private motor vehicles 

F.1.1 Demolition and Construction Emissions 

Regardless of the site ultimately chosen, estimated actual construction emissions would be similar. When 
compared to other alternatives, the parking alternatives would include demolition of existing structures, 
additional excavation, and the fabrication of a structured parking garage. Only slight variation in the 
overall emissions would be expected with the different parking alternatives. The parking alternatives 
would be "worst-case," and represent the upper bound of potential emissions associated with any of the 
alternatives within this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). All direct and indirect emissions 
associated with the parking alternatives were estimated. The construction emissions were generated by 
estimating equipment use for utilities, site preparation, construction, and landscaping for the proposed 
facilities and storage tanks, including the following: 

• Multideck Parking Garage (2010) 
• South Generator Facility (2010) 
• North Utility Plant - Utility Lines (2011) 
• North Utility Plant - Substation (2011) 
• North Utility Plant - Facility (2011) 
• Central Boiler Plant - Paving (2013) 
• Central Boiler Plant - Facility (2013) 
• Central Boiler Plant - Demolition of existing structure (2013). 

Demolition and construction emissions associated with the use of construction equipment 
(e.g., bulldozers, backhoes), worker vehicles, the use of VOC paints, paving off-gasses, and fugitive 
particles from surface disturbances are presented in Table Fl-l for all the years of construction. This 
section also outlines all the calculations and assumptions made to derive these construction emissions 
estimations. The overall building size and construction phasing would be similar for all alternatives in 
this EIS. Therefore, all alternatives would have similar levels of emissions. 

F .1.1.1 Heavy Construction Equipment 

Pollutant emissions resulting from activities associated with constructing the proposed buildings, parking 
facilities, and roadways were estimated. The typical demolition and construction would involve such 
activities as demolition of existing buildings or structures, utility installation, road construction, site 
clearing and grading, building construction, and asphalt paving. 
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Table F1-1. Estimated Construction Emissions 

Year 
Construction Emissions (tpy) 

NOx VOC PM2.5 S02 

2010 14.3 1.7 1.2 2.2 

2011 6.7 0.8 0.8 1.1 

2013 "1.S 0.2 0.2 0.3 

Heavy Equipment Emissions 14.1 1.1 1.0 2.2 

Worker Trip Emissions 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.0 

Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.0 

Fugitive Dust Emissions 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 

Total 14.3 1.7 1.2 2.2 

Heavy Equipment Emissions 6.6 O.S 0.6 1.1 

Worker Trip Emissions 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Fugitive Dust Emissions 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 

Total 6.7 0.8 0.8 1.1 

Heavy Equipment Emissions 1.4 0.1 0.2 0.3 

Total 1.5 0.2 0.2 0.3 

Demolition and construction would involve the use of various non-road equipment, power generators, and 
trucks. Pieces of equipment to be used for building construction include backhoes, loaders, excavators, 
air compressors, chain saws, chipping machines, dozers, cranes, pavers, graders, rollers, and heavy trucks. 
Information regarding the number of pieces and types of construction equipment to be used on the 
project, the schedule for deployment of equipment (monthly and annually), and the approximate daily 
operating time (including power level or usage factor) were estimated for each individual construction 
project based on a schedule of construction activity. 

Emissions from construction activities were estimated based on the projected construction activity 
schedule, the number of vehicles/pieces of equipment, and vehicle/equipment utilization rates. Emissions 
factors for heavy-duty diesel equipment were obtained from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
NONROAD2005 Emissions Model (USEPA 200Sa). The equipment and vehicle operation hours were 
estimated based on R.S.Means' Building Cost Construction Data, 64th annual edition (Waier 2006), and 
field experience from similar projects. 
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Emissions factors in grams of pollutant per hour were multiplied by the estimated running time to 
calculate total grams of pollutant from each piece of equipment. Finally, total grams of pollutant were 
converted to tons of pollutant. The following formula was used to calculate hourly emissions from non
road engine sources, including cranes, backhoes, and the like: 

M = (N x EF;) x AI 

where: M 
N 

EF; 

AI 

mass of emissions of ith pollutant during inventory period 

source population (units) 

average emissions of ith pollutant per unit of use (e.g., grams per hour) 

anti-idling factor (0.98). 

The total annual emissions levels are summarized in Table Fl-2. Details of these calculations are 
included in Tables F2-1 through F2-3. 

Table Fl-2. Estimated Annual Emissions from Construction and Demolition Equipment 

Annual Emissions (tpy) 
Year 

NOx VOC PM2.5 S02 

2010 14.1 1.1 1.0 2.2 

2011 6.6 0.5 0.6 1.1 

2013 1.4 0.1 0.2 0.3 

Total 22.1 1.8 1.8 3.6 

Sources: SCAQMD 1993 and USEP A 1995 

F .1.1.2 Construction Worker Vehicle Operations 

Emissions due to construction worker vehicle use were included in the analysis. Emissions factors for 
motor vehicles were conservatively calculated using the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
MOBILE6.2. These emissions factors were then multiplied by the vehicle operational hours to determine 
motor vehicle emissions. The analysis assumed conservatively that the worker's vehicle would drive 30 
miles per day at an average speed of 35 miles per hour. The total annual emissions levels are summarized 
in Table Fl-3. Details of these calculations are included in Table F2-4. 

Table Fl-3. Estimated Annual Emissions from Construction Worker Vehicles 

Annual Emissions (tpy) 
Year 

PM2.5 I NOx VOC S02 

2010 0.3 OJ 
2011 0.1 0.1 Less than 0.05 

2013 0.0 0.0 

Sources: SCAQMD 1993 and USEP A 2003 
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generators running on diesel for the maximum allowed 100 hours per year. Boiler emissions were 
calculated by assuming that all four boilers ran for 30 days on fuel oil and also ran on natural gas until a 
threshold that would require major source NNSR or PSD review was reached. The total volume of 
natural gas to reach the limit was calculated. Since the analysis assumed that the maximum emissions 
would be reached, this analysis is conservative. The total annual operational emissions levels are 
summarized in Table Fl-6 and details of the calculations are included in Tables F2-7 through F2-16. It 
is expected that these emissions would occur immediately after the completion of the project. Maximum 
operational emissions would take place after the completion of construction. Emissions due to these 
sources would be the same for all facility location and parking alternatives. 

Table Fl-6. Total Estimated Actual Emissions For Project 

Estimated Actual Emissions (tpy) 

co voc PMlO 

Estimated Actual Generator Emissions 10.5 5.7 1.4 0.5 0.5 2.8 

Boilers - Low NOx (30 ppm) 16.6 8.3 1.6 0.7 0.7 2.9 

Boilers - Low NOx (20 ppm) 12.0 8.3 1.6 0.7 0.7 2.9 
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F.2 Emission Calculations 

Tables F2-1 through F2-6 detail the project assumptions that were used to estimate the air emissions 
resulting from construction activities. 

Table F2-1. Project Areas and.Durations 

Clearing Building Paving Days of Days of 
Days 

Project Name Year Area Area of 
(Acres) (fe) 

(Acres) Clearing Building Paving 

Parking Garage - Clearing and 
2010 4.6 0 0 230 0 0 

Grading 

Parking Garage - Construction 2010 0 100,000 0 0 230 0 

Parking Garage - Paving 2010 0 0 1.15 0 0 18.9 

South Generator Facility - Utility 
2010 1.15 0 0 75.62 0 0 

Lines 

South Generator Facility -
2010 1.84 0 0 230 0 0 

Clearing and Grading 

South Generator Facility -
2010 0 60,000 0 0 230 0 

Construction 

South Generator Facility - AST 
2010 0 8,000 0 0 230 0 

Construction 

South Generator Facility - Paving 2010 0 0 1.15 0 0 18.9 

North Utility Plant - Utility Lines 2011 1.15 0 0 75.62 0 0 

North Utility Plant - Substation, 
2011 3.91 0 0 230 0 0 

Clearing and Grading 

North Utility Plant - Substation, 
2011 0 45,000 0 0 230 0 

Construction 

North Utility Plant - Facility, 
2011 0.92 0 0 230 0 0 

Clearing and Grading 

North Utility Plant - Facility, 
2011 0 15,000 0 0 230 0 

Construction 

North Utility Plant - AST 2011 0 1,000 0 0 230 0 

North Utility Plant - Paving 2011 0 0 1.15 0 0 18.9 

Central Boiler Plant - Utility Lines 2013 0.99 0 0 75.62 0 0 

Central Boiler Plant - Facility, 
2013 0.83 0 0 230 0 0 

Clearing and Grading 

Central Boiler Plant - Facility, 
2013 0 12,000 0 0 230 0 

Construction 

Central Boiler Plant - AST 
2013 0 6,000 0 0 113.42 0 

Construction 

Central Boiler Plant - Demolition 2013 0.46 0 0 113.42 0 0 

Central Boiler Plant - Paving 2013 0 0 1.15 0 0 18.9 
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Table F2-2. Annual Equipment Use (Hours) 

Equipment Type 2010 2011 2013 Total Hours 

Generator Sets 2,383 982 241 3,606 

Air Compressors 1,362 561 138 2,060 
Pavers 30 15 15 61 

Plate Compactors 2,741 1,131 284 4,156 

Rollers 61 30 30 122 

Scrapers 1,098 839 222 2,158 
Cement & Mortar Mixers 4,766 1,964 482 7,212 

Cranes 4,766 1,964 482 7,212 

Graders 1,098 839 222 2,158 

Off-highway Trucks 5,894 2,818 719 9,431 

Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 5,863 2,803 704 9,370 

Crawler Tractor/Dozers 1,098 839 222 2,158 

Table F2-3. Heavy Equipment Emissions (Tons) 

Project 
NOx PM2.5 S02 VOC 

(tons) (tons) (tons) (tons) 

Parking Garage - Clearing and Grading 2.654 0.180 0.192 0.473 
Parking Garage - Construction 6.800 0.565 0.470 0.986 
Parking Garage - Paving 0.031 0.002 0.002 0.005 
South Generator Facility - Utility Lines 0.131 0.009 0.010 0.023 
South Generator Facility - Clearing and Grading 1.062 0.072 0.077 0.189 
South Generator Facility - Facility Construction 0.816 0.068 0.056 0.118 
South Generator Facility - AST Construction 0.544 0.045 0.038 0.079 
South Generator Facility - Paving 0.031 0.002 0.002 0.005 
North Utility Plant - Utility Lines 0.120 0.008 0.011 0.023 
North Utility Plant - Substation, Clearing and Grading 2.060 0.144 0.191 0.390 
North Utility Plant - Substation, Construction 2.835 0.245 0.246 0.431 
North Utility Plant - Facility, Clearing and Grading 0.485 0.034 0.045 0.092 
North Utility Plant - Facility, Construction 0.945 0.082 0.082 0.144 
North Utility Plant - AST 0.063 0.005 0.006 0.010 
North Utility Plant - Paving 0.028 0.002 0.003 0.005 
Central Boiler Plant - Utility Lines 0.099 0.008 0.015 0.021 
Central Boiler Plant - Facility, Clearing and Grading 0.362 0.027 0.053 0.078 
Central Boiler Plant - Facility, Construction 0.646 0.061 0.084 0.107 
Central Boiler Plant - AST Construction 0.159 0.015 0.021 0.027 
Central Boiler Plant - Demolition 0.099 0.008 0.015 0.021 
Central Boiler Plant - Paving 0.024 0.002 0.003 0.005 
Sources: USEP A 1995 and SCAQMD 1993 
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Table F2-4. Worker Trip Emissions (tons) 

EFNOx NOx 
EF 

PM2.5 EFS02 S02 EFVOC VOC 
Project VMT 

(g/mile) (tons) PM2.5 (tons) (g/mile) (tons) (g/mile) (tons) 
(g/mile) 

Parking Garage -
39,675 0.32 0.01 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0.01 

Clearing and Grading 
Parking Garage -

496,800 0.32 0.17 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.29 0.16 
Construction 
Parking Garage Paving 815 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
South Generator Facility 

3,261 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
Uti1i~ Lines 

South Generator Facility 
15,870 0.32 0.01 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0.01 

Clearing and Grading 
South Generator Facility 

198,720 0.32 0.07 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0.06 
Construction 

South Generator Facility 
39,744 0.32 0.01 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0.01 

AST Construction 
South Generator Facility 

815 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
Paving 

North Utility Plant -
3,261 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 

Utility Lines 
North Utility Plant-
Substation, Clearing and 33,724 0.32 0.01 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0.01 
Grading 
North Utility Plant -

223,560 0.32 0.08 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0.07 
Substation, Construction 
North Utility Plant -
Facility, Clearing and 7,935 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
Grading 
North Utility Plant -

74,520 0.32 0.03 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0.02 
Facility, Construction 
North Utility Plant-

4,968 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
AST 
North Utility Plant -

815 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
PavinK 
Central Boiler Plant -

2,804 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
Utility Lines 
Central Boiler Plant -
Facility, Clearing and 7,142 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
Grading 
Central Boiler Plant -

59,616 0.32 0.02 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0.02 
Facility, Construction 
Central Boiler Plant -

14,700 0.32 0.01 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
AST Construction 
Central Boiler Plant -

1,957 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
Demolition 
Central Boiler Plant -

815 0.32 0 0.01 0 0.01 0 0.29 0 
PavinA 
Sources: SCAQMD 1993 and USEP A 2003 
Notes: VMT = Vehicle miles traveled, EF = Emissions factor, g/mile = grams per mile 

F-9 



Table F2-S. Architectural Coating Emissions (Paint) 

Project 

Parking Garage Construction (2010) 

South Generator Facility - Facility, Construction (2010) 

South Generator Facility - AST Construction (2010) 

North Utility Plant - Substation, Construction (2011) 

North Utility Plant - Facility, Construction (2011) 

Central Boiler Plant - Facility, Construction (2013) 

Central Boiler Plant - AST Construction (2013) 

Sources: SCAQMD 1993 and COMAR 26.11.35 

Note: EF = Emissions factor 

Floor 
Area 
(fe) 

100,000 

60,000 

8,000 

45,000 

60,000 

12,000 

6,000 

Table F2-6. Fugitive Dust Emissions 

PM lO/ 
Project 

TSP 

Parking Garage - Clearing 
0.45 and Grading (2010) 

South Generator Facility -
0.45 Utility Lines (2010) 

South Generator Facility -
0.45 Clearing and Grading (2010) 

North Utility Plant - Utility 
0.45 Lines (2011) 

North Utility Plant-
Substation, Clearing and 0.45 
Grading (2011) 

North Utility Plant - Facility, 
0.45 Clearing and Grading (2011) 

Central Boiler Plant - Utility 
0.45 Lines (2013) 

Central Boiler Plant -
Facility, Clearing and 0.45 
Grading (2013) 

Central Boiler Plant -
0.45 Demolition (2013) 

Sources: USEP A 1995 and USEP A 2005a 

Note: EF = Emissions factor 

PM2.S/ 
EFTSP 

Capture 
(lbs/ 

PM lO acre/day) 
Fraction 

0.15 80 0.5 

0.15 80 0.5 

0.15 80 0.5 

0.15 80 0.5 

0.15 80 0.5 

0.15 80 0.5 

0.15 80 0.5 

0.15 80 0.5 

0.15 80 0.5 
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Wall 
EFVOC 

Surface 
(lbs/l,OOO fe) 

(fe) 

200,000 55.5 

80,000 55.5 

16,000 55.5 

90,000 55.5 

80,000 55.5 

24,000 55.5 

12,000 55.5 

Duration Cleared 
of Grading Area 

(days) (acres) 

230 4.6 

75.62 1.15 

230 1.84 

75.62 1.15 

230 3.91 

230 0.92 

75.62 0.99 

230 0.83 

113.42 0.46 

VOC 
(tons) 

0.21 

0.08 

0.02 

0.09 

0.08 

0.03 

0.01 

PM2.S 

(tons) 

0.14 

0.01 

0.06 

0.01 

0.12 

0.03 

0.01 

0.03 

0.01 



Tables F2-7 through F2-12 detail the project assumptions that were used to estimate the air emissions 
resulting from operation of the proposed generators and boilers. 

Table F2-7. Generator Information 

Generator Size 2,500 kW 

Generator Size 3,353 hp 

Maximum Hours of Operation (PTE) I 100 Hours 

Actual Hours of Operation (PTE) 80 Hours 
Notes: kW = kIlowatts, hp = horsepower, PTE = PotentIal to EmIt 

Table F2-8. Manufacturer Nominal Emission Rates 

CAT2500 Tier 2 
Emissions Rate 

(g/hpxhr) 

NOx 5.05 

CO 0.41 

VOC 0.1 

PM 0.036 

SOx' 0.2 
Notes: • Source: USAF 1999 

Assumes sulfur content (S) = 0.05 wt% 

g/hpxhr = grams per horsepower times hour 

Table F2-9. Generator Potential to Emit 

Source 

Total 
Capacity 

Number of 
Generators 

Potential to Emit (tpy) 

South Generator 
Facility 

Source 

SCR Efficiency: 85% * 
North Generator Facility 

South Generator Facility 

52,500 21 

28.0 

19.6 

39.2 3.2 0.8 0.3 

15.2 3.7 1.3 

10.6 2.6 0.9 

Note: * An efficiency of 85% was used to provide a conservative estimate of NO x reductions, based on USEPA's AP-42. 
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Table F2-10. Estimated Actual Emissions - Generators 

Estimated Actual Emissions (tpy) 
Source 

NOx CO VOC PM SOx 

Total Hours: 80 

North Generator Facility 5.8 3.2 0.8 0.3 1.5 

South Generator Facility 4.7 2.5 0.6 0.2 1.2 

Total Estimated Actual Emissions 10.5 5.7 1.4 0.5 2.8 

Table F2-11. General Boiler Information 

Number of Boilers 4 Units 

Boiler Capacity 98,000,000 BTU/hr 

Total Heat Input 392,000,000 BTUlhr 

Heat Content for Natural Gas 1,020 Btu/cf 

Heat Content for No.2 Fuel Oil 140,000 Btu/gal 

Days Using Oil 30 Days 

Natural Gas Consumption 

Total Hours 8,040 Hours 

Total Heat 3.15E+12 Btu 

Total Volume 3,089,882,353 cf 

Fuel Oil Consumption 

Total Hours 720 Hours 

Total Heat 2.82E+1l Btu 

Total Volume 2,016,000 gallons 
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Table F2-12. Boiler Emissions Factors 

Natural Gas NOx (ppm) 

Emission Factor 
(lb1l06 cubic feet) 

Natural Gas (lb/106 cubic feet)' 

Number 2 Fuel Oil (lb/103 galloni 

Source: USEP A 1995 

Notes: 

NOx 

190 

20 

Low NOx Boilers 

(30 ppm) (20 ppm) 

30 20 

36 24 

CO VOC PMlO 

84 5.5 7.6 

5 0.556 1 

PM2.5 SOx 

7.6 0.6 

0.25 7.05 

1 Natural gas emissions factors for all pollutants except NOx were obtained from USEPA's AP-42, Section 1.4 for low NOx 

burners assumed IblMMBtu = ppm / 850. 

2 No.2 fuel oil emissions factors for all pollutants were obtained from USEPA's AP-42, Section 1.3. Sulfur content = 0.05 
wt%. 
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Tables F2-13 through F2-15 detail the actual air emissions for existing generators and boilers that would 
be replaced as a result of this project. Table F2-16 summarizes the total operational emissions, including 
the reductions in emissions from the removal of the existing generators and boilers. 

Table F2-13. Boiler Potential to Emit 

Potential to Emit (tpy) 

Potential Consumption: 3,089,882,353 (cubic feet/year) 

Boilers - Uncontrolled 293.54 129.78 8.50 11.74 11.74 0.93 

Boilers - Low NOx (30 ppm) 55.62 129.78 8.50 11.74 11.74 0.93 

37.08 129.78 8.50 11.74 11.74 0.93 

SCR Efficiency: 85% * 
Boilers - Uncontrolled 47.05 134.82 9.06 12.75 11.99 8.03 

Boilers - Low NOx (30 ppm) 11.37 134.82 9.06 12.75 11.99 8.03 

Boilers - Low NOx (20 ppm) 8.59 134.82 9.06 12.75 11.99 8.03 

Note: * An efficiency of85% was used to provide a conservative estimate of NO x reductions, based on USEPA's AP-42. 

Source: USEP A 1995 
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Table F2-14. Boiler Estimated Actual Emissions 

Estimated Actual Emissions (tpy) 

Estimated Consumption: 393,366,353 (cubic feet/year) 

Boilers - Uncontrolled 37.37 16.52 1.08 1.49 1.49 0.12 

Boilers - Low NOx (30 ppm) 7.08 16.52 1.08 1.49 1.49 0.12 

4.72 16.52 1.08 1.49 1.49 0.12 

SCR Efficiency: 85% * 
Boilers - Uncontrolled 6.03 2.58 0.17 0.25 0.23 0.17 

Boilers - Low NOx (30 ppm) 1.49 2.58 0.17 0.25 0.23 0.17 

Boilers - Low NOx (20 ppm) 1.13 2.58 0.17 0.25 0.23 0.17 

Note: * An efficiency of85% was used to provide a conservative estimate of NO x reductions, based on USEPA's AP-42. 
Source: USEPA 1995 

Table F2-15. Five-Year Actual Emissions - Existing Boilers 

Year NOx CO VOC PM lO PM2•5 SOx 
(tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) 

2007 30.61 0.77 1.16 1.76 1.76 7.01 

2006 29.85 0.74 1.11 1.69 1.69 7.44 

2005 31.00 0.40 1.30 1.70 1.70 4.90 

2004 31.00 0.40 1.10 1.70 1.70 3.10 

2003 35.60 0.40 1.50 2.00 2.00 10.20 

Average 31.61 0.54 1.23 1.77 1.77 6.53 
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Table F2-16. Five-Year Actual Emissions - Existing Generators 

Year 
NOx CO VOC PM10 PM2•5 SOx 
(tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) 

2007 4.28 1.58 0.22 0.22 0.22 0.62 

2006 4.49 1.62 0.24 0.21 0.21 0.90 

2005 5.30 1.50 0.17 0.14 0.14 0.64 

2004 4.30 1.30 0.22 0.21 0.21 0.67 

2003 3.36 0.86 0.13 0.07 0.07 0.38 

Average 4.35 1.37 0.20 0.17 0.17 0.64 

Table F2-17. Total Actual Operational Emissions 

Equipment 
NOx CO VOC PM10 PM2•5 SOx 
(tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) (tpy) 

Proposed Generator Emissions 10.5 5.7 1.4 0.5 0.5 2.8 

Proposed Boiler Emissions 9.9 17.2 1.2 1.6 1.5 1.1 

Existing Generators (Removal) -4.3 -1.4 -0.2 -0.2 -0.2 -0.6 

Existing Boilers (Removal) -31.6 . -1.2 -65 -0.5 ·-05 -1.8 

Change in Operational Emissions -15.5 20.3 -4.2 1.4 1.3 1.5 

F.3 Draft Record of Non-Applicability 
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Draft Record of Non-Applicability (RONA) 
to the General Conformity Rule 

for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project at 
Fort Meade, Maryland 

[insert date] 

Air emissions were estimated for the construction and operation of the proposed construction and 
operation of the proposed North Utilities Plant, South Generator Facility, and Central Boiler Plant at the 
National Securities Agency (NSA) campus on Fort Meade, Maryland. Emissions from land clearing and 
grading, construction of buildings, associated parking areas and structures, and support utility upgrades 
were assessed. Operational emissions from emergency generators, and boilers were assessed. General 
Conformity under the Clean Air Act, Section 176 has been evaluated according to the requirements of 40 
CFR 93.153, Subpart B. Regardless of the alternative ultimately implemented, the requirements of this 
rule are not applicable because: 

The highest total annual direct and indirect emISSIOns from this action have been 
estimated at 17.5 tons NOx, 2.2 tons VOCs, 1.9 tons PM2.5, and 3.1 tons S02 per year, 
which would be below the conformity threshold values of 50 tons VOCs and 100 tons for 
S02, PM2.5, and NOx, and would not be regionally significant. 

Supporting documentation and emission estimates: 

( ) Are Attached 

(X) Appear in the NEP A Documentation 

( ) Other (Not Necessary) 

SIGNATURE 

TITLE 
National Security Agency 
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Mr. J. Rodney Little. SHPO 
Maryiand Historical Trust 

NATIONAL. SECURITY AGENCY 
CENTRAL SECURITY SERVICE 

FORT GEORGE G. MEADE:. MARYLAND 2075.!HlOOO 

November 13, 2007 

100 Community Place, 3rd Floor 
Crownsville. MD 21032-2023 

Dear Mr. Little, 

The National Security Agency (NSA) plans to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the modernization of various utility systems on the NSA campus at Fort Meade, Maryland. 
The Proposed Action would include construction (If replacement of utiiityplants, relocation of 
parking, and relocation and installation of underground and overhead utility lines. The range of 
reasonable alternatives for the siting new plants, utility lines, and parking is still being defined, 
but it is antiCipated that ground-disturbing activities would be limited to the NSA campus on Fort 
Meade and would not require exterior alterations or demolition of e)(i$ting buildings, 

On 20 September 2007, a representative of our consulting firm. engineering-environmental 
Management, Inc. (e2M), visited the Maryland Historical Trust (MHn to conduct a site file and 
literature search for the NSA campus at Fort Meade. Research included the following: 

• Review of the laurel, Maryland 7.S-minute USGS topographic quadrangle maps on 
which the MHT records the locations of previous cultural resources surveys and 
identified cultural resources. 

• Review of the MHT geographic information system (GIS) for data on the NSA-Ieased 
parcel. 

• Review of previous cultural resources survey reports. 

Review of the topographic quadrangles and the MHT GIS found no previously recorded 
archaeological sites or architeclural resources within the boundaries of the NSA campus. One 
archaeological site (AN 914} had been previously recorded to the north of the NSA campus 
outside of Fort Meade and 40 sites have been recorded within Fort 'Meade to the east of the 
NSA campus. The Fort Meade Historic District lies to the east .of the NSA campus, Cultural 
resources investigations conducted within, or inclusive of. the NSA campus included two 
Cultural Resources Management Plans (CRMP) (McAloon at al. 1994; USACE 2001) ar]d {W:O 
archaeological surveys (Hornum et al. 1995; Hunter 1995). 

The 1994 CRMP for Fort Meade (McAloon et al. 1994) included an archaeological predictive, 
model completed for the . entire installation, inclusive of the NSA campus. The model was based 
on the results of a pedestrian survey, review of cartographic and archival materials, and limited 
field testing (McAloon et al. 1994:85). Areas of previous disturbance were defined through a 
review of construction plans, map data, and master planning documents; the delineation of 
disturbance areas was then checked through pedestrian reconnaissance and vegetation studies 
(McAloon at al. 1994: Volume 3), 
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Maryland HistoriC Trust 
November 13. 2007 

Page 2 

In this model, the NSA campus was categorized primarily as previously disturbed with no further 
archaeological potential. The exception to this was a narrow strip of land on the northwest edge 
of the NSA campus tha! was designated as "Disturbed High Potential" due to its location along ill 
channelized stream. This area was not subjected to testing during the CRMP investigation 
(McAloon et al. 1994); however, subsequent surveys (Hornum at al. 1995; Hunter 1998) 
induded testing of this area. Results of these latter testing investigations ware negative for 
archaeological materials. 

Based on the findings of the 1994 predictive model completed by Fort Meade (McAloon et a!. 
1994) and the negative results'of the subsequent survey efforts in the northwestern corner of 
the NSA campus, we have determined that the proposed project will have no effect on 
archaeological resources. No buildings within the NSA campus will be altered as part of the 
project. Accordingly, the proposed project also will have no effect on architectural resources. 

The proposed project constitutes an undertaking under Section 106 ofthe National Historic 
Preservation Act. The NSA has determined that the proposed undertaking will have no effect 
on'historic properties, based on the rationale provided in Ihe preceding paragraphs. The NSA 
invites the Maryland Historical Trust to concur or comment on this determination. Please 
provide a response to this letter by January 4, 2008. Thlimk you in advance for your attention to 
this matter. 

sincerel.y~fA' ! 1;)1-
:Jp ~ f () h/t-!k,~ 

Ii 
Jeffrey D. Williams 
Senior Environmental Engineer 

References Cited: 

McAloon, Hugh B., John J. Mintz, Martha R. Wimams. William T. Dod, Kathleen F .. Child, Leo P. 
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Plan. Report prepared for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District by R. 
Christopher Goodwin & Associates, Inc. . 

Hornum, Michael B., Kathyrn J. Saul, and Thomas F. Majarov, 1995. Phase I ArCheological 
SUIVey of Approximately 2,210 Acres at Fori George G. Meade, Anne Arundel County, 
Maryland (Technical Appendix to the Fort Meade Cultural Resources Management Plan). 
Report prepared for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District by R. ChrIStopher 
Goodwin & Associates, Inc. 

Hunter, Richard, 1998. Supplementary Phase I Archeological Investigation, Fort George H 
Meade, Anne Arundel County, Maryland. Report prepared for the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, Baltimore District, and Fort George G. Meade ANME·PWE by Hunter Research, Inc. 
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Lt. CO""nttJ7 

Mr. Jeffrey Williams 
Envirorunental and Safety Services 
National Security Agency 
9Soo Savage Road. Suite 6404 
FortMeaqe, MD 20755-6248 

Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 

February 25, 2008 

Re: MHT Review afProposed Utilities Upgrade Project, Fort George G. Meade. Anne Arundel County, 
Maryland 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

Rickard Ebtrharl Hd/ 
Scmdmy 

lvlt1ltlltlll J. PO/IfU 

D4f1I1!'1 Semlmy 

On February 14, 200S, the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) received II submittal announcing the intent of the National Security 
Agency (NSA) to prepare an Envirorunental Impact Statement (EIS) far power and utility upgrades at Fort George G. Meade, 
Maryland. We will be reviewing the proposed undertaking with respect 10 potential effects on historic properties in accordance with 
Section 106 of the National His!~rie Preservation Aet and would like to otfer the following preliminary eomments. 

All noted iJ:t Fort Meade's Integrated CJliturai Resources Management Plan (2001), several signilicant architectural resources and 
archeological sites have been identified within the boundaries of the installation. We are therefore requesting that we he provided 
with the materials listed below so that we may continue oUr review of the proposed undertaking. 

• A map illustrating the precise boundaries of the project area, including the locations of the proposed generator facilities, 
electrical substations, boiler plant, chiller plant. ancillary facilities, and patking areas. 

• Drawings and/or a written scope of work illustrating any plans to construct, demolish, or remodel buildings or other 
stlilctures. 

• Photographs (print or digital) of the project sites, including images of all buildings and structures that may be affected by the 
project. . 

We look forward lI> receiving these materials, when they become available. and to further coordination with NSA and Fort Meade as 
project planning proceeds. If you nave any questions or require further information. please do not hesitate to contact either Jonathan 
Sager (for inquiries regarding the historic built environmeht) at 4 !o.514-7636 or j,~agel"(cjlll](!n.state.md.us or Dixie Henry (for 
inquiries regardmg archeological resources) at 41 0-514-7638 or dlleru:y@mdp.state.md.us. 

DLHI200800442 
cc: Kalhleen Hubon (NSA) 

Bob Rosenbush (MDP) 

Sincerely, 

D~~ 
Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 

tOO (;q/lll'!l1tllity Ph« • CmwflIlliflt. MtuykIlt(1210)2-202J 
Ttlepholl4: 4tOSf4.76OO • Fax: 410.987.4071 • TuU Fm: 1.800.7J6.0119. TIY Vim: J.'Vfmylmttl &It!)I 

[IIImwr. _hl"!Jkottlhi.rfurirtJItnIJI.llit 

G-3 

I 



THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 

G-4 



Ms. Dixie L. Henry 

NA TIONAL SECURITY AGENCY 
FORT GEORGE G. MEADE. MARYLAND 20755-6000 

Maryland Historical Trust 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, MD 21032-2023 

June 6, 2008 
ME6-08-E29 

. Reference: Section 106 Responsibilities for the Utilities Upgrade Project at Fort Meade, 
Maryland 

Dear Ms. Henry: 

Thank you for your 25 February 2008 letter in respon~ to our Notice of Intent to prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) f~r the Utilities Upgrade Project at FOl;t Meade, . . 
Maryland. You requested additional clarification infonnation, and the NSA intends to fulfill its 
responsibilities under preservation law insofar as possible to ensure a smooth Section 106 review 
of the undertaking by your agency. 

Following completion of an archival and site file search, NSA submitted a letter to MHT dated 
13 November 2007. requesting concurrence that there would be no adverse effect to historic 
properties; MHT cOUCUlTCd on 5 December 2007 (enclosed). However, the EIS process is in the 
preliminary stages ofprepa~ation at this time, and alternatives and thus locations of proposed 
facilities have not yet been finalized. We do not l.'Ilvision impacts on buildings hut will consult 
with MHT to determine the appropriate path forward should any potentially historic buildings 
become an issue. Please note that some aspects and details of the study may be classified, such 
as certain maps and photographs. The EIS will present the Proposed Action and Altern.atives in 
enough detaU to describe the types and magnitudes of environmental impacts while also ensuring 
that sensitive information is safegUarded under the requirements of the National Security Act of 
1947 (50 U.S.C. Secti.on 401) and EO 12333, Unil(Jd States Intelligence Activities, as amended 
by EO 13355, Strengthened Management of the Intelligence Community. 

We look forward to conti.nuing coordination as project planning proceeds. 

Sincerely, 

~ I)k!ff!~~ 
felr!ey ~ams 
Senior Environmental Engineer 

Attachment: Letter to MHT dat(.u 13 November 2001, with concurrence on 5 December 2007 
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Mmtin 0 'Molfy 
G._r 

Alllb011.JG.B1TIJIIII 
LI. Gol/trt/or 

Mr. Jeffi'ey D. Williams 

October IS, 2008 

Senior Environmental Engineer, Of'fice of Occupational Health, Environmental, an4 Safety Services 
National Security Agency 
Suite 6404 
9200 Savage Road 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

'IAIE CLiAllN9II9t
'
g MYII»: "9CW 

Sfa. Applieatioa ldelltifier: MDlMler5.-1003 
Reply Dtle Date: 1112112008 

Rill)(mi B/ItrIJtm Hili! 
SttrtIiIry 

MIIIIIJtN J P-1)" S ttrtIiIry 

Project Descriptioll: Draft EIIvironmontallfllpact Statement: Proposed Utilities Upara4e Projed: at Fort George G. Meade: 
propo$Cd eonstnleUon of iftftastmeture to provide mtundaney of electrical power: consider six (6) altomative& 

'FOjeet Locatio.: County ofAxme Anmdel 
ChlariqlloltSe C •• tact: Boll Roscnbuab 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

'Chlmlt yOI.I for aubmiWB! your project for interl<1vemmental review. V our partici~ in the Marylamf mterso~ Review 
and Coordinatiqn (Ml~C) proce$S helps to e:asure that your project willlJe: consistent with the Plans. programs. and ()I)jectives of State 
apacies and local gov~t!I. 

We bave forw3l'ded yOUf project 10 the followi*'l IIgencies and/or jurisdictions for their review and COfIIflle:ntS: tilt MNYiwI 
___ ofNatIUA ~ rn liWmmm. TrapsppnatiQp. B~ -Ecq,!romie Rt'!f~" NarllandMilitm 
~ rnCc!Jmt\!·QfAtM ~l:and.~~qfPIltm!laI: ~ rk!~·f:liMi!j81 Imt· A 
~ite review and re:coramemiation letter willlJe: sent to you by the reply due date. Vur:IJ'$f#" _ u_ a tmiQM State 
~_"M •• uM!M'II!U __ g_jlg~g· 

Pluac 1Je:.~ tbatwe will ~y procu$ yo.- project. The .issllesre:solved.~ the' MmC proms.enbaBet the 
·:~~~_~".~ptOjc ... JmpIetnentation •. 

If you lieN _~ 0rJ!a1At questions, eontact the ~ ClearinahotlSll _ff noted alJove at 410.161-4496 or throu_ .. mail at 
~.seate.~ItS. Thank)lOl.l for your ~ with the MmC ~ess. 

~L··h~ 
Linda C. JlIIJ,ey. U) .. ~ Secretary 

19t ClearinaOOaselltld Conmumications 

If).tff:tIi~Jtml.Sc.mn .~~ltlDf.~ 
T,.. 4.1(J.7~1.4f(11t. F.*41(J.~iI4!'1'!I TdPm:. 1,177.7dl.617Z.rrrTJm:l; ~IW!J 

~ ... .MDJ>\~1I.t 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
AEGION III 

Mr. Jeffrey D. Williams 
Utilities Up~rades EIS 
c/o e2m, Suite 200 
27S1 Prosperity Avenue 
Fairfax, VA 22031 

1650 Arch Street 
Philadelphia. Pennsylvania 19103·2029 

November IS, 2008 

Re: Fort Geor~e G. Meade Utilities Upgrade Project, Proposes to Construct and Operate (1) 
North Utility Plant (2) South Generator Facility and (3) Central Boiler Plant, Fort George M. 
Meade, MD (CEQ 2008(421) 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and Section 
309 of the Clean Air Act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Fort George G. Meade Utilities Upgrade Project. 
As a result ofthis review, EPA has assigned this Draft Environmental hnpact Statement (DEIS) a 
rating of EC-2 (Environmental Concerns/Insuffieient Information), whieh indicates that we have 
environmental concerns regarding the proposal and that there is insufficient information in the 
document to fully assess the environmental impacts of this project. A copy of the EPA's rating 
system is enclosed for your information. 

The purpose of the proposed action is to upgrade and modernize aging utilities 
infrastructure tbrough renovation, modemization, and replacement on the National Security 
Agency (NSA) (,Jlmpus at Fort George G. Meade to support the capabilities of the existing NSA 
campus for current and future missions. The proposed action would include the construction and 
operation of a North Utility Plant, a Soutb Generator Facility, a Central Boiler Plant, and 
associated infrastructure. 

The North Utility Plant is proposed to provide electrical power with redundancy, and 
would consist of a North Electrical Substation, a North Generator Facility, transmission lines, 
and distribution lines. The Nortb Electrical Substation would provide SO megavolt~amperes 
(MV A) of power to the NSA campus. The North Generator Facility would provide 60 to 65 
megawatts (MW) of emergency electrical power generated by diesel e1lgineigelterator sets. The 
proposed generator sets would have a selective cat.o.lytic rcductioo (SCR) system to control air 
pollutant emissions, and each lIenerator would be equipped with an exhaust stack no taller than 
35 feet above ground level. The North Generator Facility would also include aboveground 
storase tanks (ASTs) for diesel (uel, waste oil, and urea. The total building footprint for the 
North Utility Plant would be approximately 105,000 squar~ feet (2.4 acres). Installation of 
electrical distribution lines would disturb up to 90,000 square feet of area. Installation of 
transmissions Jines, which could be either overhead or underground, could disturb up to .$3,000 
square feel of area. It is assumed that all internal campus utility lines would be installed in . 
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previously disturbed areas. The Department of Defense (DOD) has identified an undeveloped 
wooded area (Site 4) as the preferred location of this facility. Three other location alternatives 
are also considered (Sites 1,2, and 3). 

The proposed South Generator Facility is intended to provide emergency electrical 
power to supplement an existing South Utility Plant. As part of this project, an emergency 
generator facility cUlTently capable of generating 11.6 MW of electrical power would be replaced 
with a larger generator facility that is capable of generating 47 to 52 MW of emergency electrical 
power using diesel engine/generator sets. The proposed generator sets would have an SCR 
system to control air pollutant emissions, and each generator would be equipped with an exhaust 
stack no taller than 35 feet above ground level. The South Generator Facility would also include 
ASTs for diesel fuel, waste oil, and urea. The total building footprint would be 60,000 square 
feet (1.4 acres). For the proposed South Generator Facility, DOD identified the existing site 
(Site 5) as the preferred site. Two other location alternatives were identified (Sites 6 and 7). 

The Central Boiler Plant would replace an existing outdated boiler plant. Four vintage 
boilers would be replaced with four comparably sized modem dual-fuel boilers with a total heat 
input rating of 392 million British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr). Similar to the existing 
boiler plant, thc proposed Central Boiler Plant would operate primarily using natural gas with 
No.2 fuel oil backup. Two modenl ASTs for No.2 fuel oil, with associated spill containment 
storage, are proposed to replace the existing ASTs. The footprint fOT the Central Boiler Plant 
would be approximately 18,000 square feet (0.4 acres). For the new Central Boiler Plant, DOD 
has identified the existing site of the boiler plant and ASTs as the preferred alternative (Site 8) 
and one alternative location (Site 7). 

Because the NSA campus has limited land that can be developed, construction of new 
facilities could result in the displacement of some campus parking, depending on the facility 
alternative selected. Preliminary screening resulted in two primary parking alternatives: 
construction of one or more surface lots or constmction of a parking garage. The alternatives 
evaluated as representative of the range of alternatives include the construction of surface 
parking lots at undeveloped sites (Sites 4 and 6), construction of a parking garage at Site 3, 
constl'llction ofa parking garage at Site 9, and construction ofa parking garage at Site 10. 

In general, EPA supports the purpose and Jleed for the proposed action in the Draft EIS. 
EP A understands the need to upgrade utilities necessary to support the existing campus and the 
mission going forward. However, based on our review of the DEIS, EPA has environmental 
concerns with the impact to the loss of forested areas on the Forest Conservation Area if Site 4 
and Site 6 were selected to meet facility/parking needs. EPA offers the following specific 
comments for your coJlsideration in development of tile Final EIS for this project. 

o hinlefl (HI ],n% rfJCycletllreeyelaille JHlper with 1 fX)% post-eolm,mttr jiber and pr(}CQss chlilrlnff lree. 
Customer Service Hutline: 1-8fJt).438-1474 
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North Utility Plant: DOD's preferred alternative for the North Utility Plant is Site 4. 
Site 4 is an undeveloped parcel of land, approximately 6.1 acres, within a Forest Conservation 
Area. Development of the of the North Utility Plant would result in the removal of 
approximately 4 acres of trees and require a new access road which would most likely cross a 
perennial stream. DOD is aware that Site 4 would have a greater potential for environmental 
impacts if the North Utility Plant were constructed there; however, there would be no loss of 
parking. 

Some discrepancies may need to be clarified. In particular, the actual space needed for 
the North Utility Plant is determined to be approximately 2.4 acres. However, development for 
the plant at Site 4 would result in the removal of' 4 acres of trees. It is not clear why more trees 
are designated for removal than what is needed for the plant. Is it the need for the access road 
that would require additional tree f('IlllOval? To have a better understanding, this should be 
addressed in the FEIS. 

As noted on page 2·15, Site 4 is "outside ofthe NSA-controlled perimeter.~' Thus, Site 4, 
the preferred alternative, does not rncet the first ofOOD's evaluation criteria for the facility 
alternatives as listed on page 2-11. The first criteria listed states that the site be "within the NSA 
campus." The boundary for the NSA campus should be depicted on a map. 

Also, when comparing alternatives, the other sites appear to be less environmentally 
intrusive and can possibly provide opportunities to meet both facility and parking needs. For 
inswroe, the current use of Site 1 is a parkins lot which consists of approximately 7.3 acres. If 
the North Utility Plant requires approximately 2.4 acres, then a portion of the parking lot can be 
preserved or redesigned. It is stated on page 2-12 that, "If Site 1 were selected as the location for 
the North Utility Plant, it is likely that the site design and engineering would be able to minimize 
the amount of actual parkins area Jost so that some parking could still be used." "However, for 
the purposes of this EIS. it is assumed that construction ofthe North Utility Plant would result in 
the loss of 1.3 acres of parking." The latter statement contradicts the previous statement as only 
some parking would be lost. Also, it seems that there is a possibility that through efficient 
design. the total parking spaces currently availab1e may not be completely lost or if there is a loss 
it may not be too significant. 

The oth~ alternative site for the North Utility Plant is Site 3. Site 3 is approximately 5.6 
acres and is currently used as an overflow parking lot. It is not certain whether this site is inside 
or outside of the NSA-controlled perimeter; it is alongside of Site 4 (southwest). Thus, it is 
unclear whether this site meets DOD's evaluation criteria for the facility. Again, it is inaccurate 
to ,'ate that if this site is selected it would then mean a loss of 4.1 acres of parking. The North 
Utility Plant requires approximately 2.4 acres which would enable the retention of some parking. 

o PrInted tHI Hill" recydNheC)lC1«bIe paptlf with 1"% pttllktHIllUmer flbgr iflttl prscl1u chlorine free. 
Custtmter ,sel'lnce HotlilUl: J...afNJ..4Jt-1474 
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Parking Alternative: It is EPA's understanding, that if Site 4 is used for the North 
Utility Plant, then there would be no parking loss. It is the assumption of DOD that, if an 
alternate site is selected, then there would be a loss of parking. However, without a design plan 
the number of parking spaces lost cannot be dctennined and the opportunity for a more efficient 
design that would alleviate the potential loss cannot be assessed. 

DOD designates Sites 4 and 6 as potential surface parking lot alternatives. These areas 
are undeveloped forested areas. The loss of 8.7 acres would remove potential wildlife habitat 
and could degrade some remaining and scenic and natural qualities of the NSA campus. 
Increased impervious surface could impact stonn water velocity as well as water quality and 
groundwater recharge. The impact to this resource appears to be far greater than the other 
proposed sites (Sites 3, 9 and 10). 

Wetlands 

As stated on page 3-19, "An unnamed perennial stream of natural origin flows along the 
southeastern boundary of Site 4 and the forest stand; this stream also traverses past the southern 
boundary of Site 3 and continues on to the southwest." Pag~ 4-33 states, "A stream~rossing for 
the site access and transmissions lines would likely be required to access the North Utility Plant 
at Site 4." DOD states, "If Site 4 is chosen as the location, jurisdictional wetland delineation 
would be required to determine if there are wetlands associated with the stream that flows along 
the southeastern boundary of the forest stand." To more accurately determine the degree of 
environmental impact, wetlands should be identified and delineated to determine impacts from 
the proposed action prior to the selection of a site. Wetlands present on, or immediately 
surrounding the site should be delineated according to the 1989 Federal Manual for Identif)jng 
and Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands. Impacts to wetlands should be avoided or minimized 
whenever possible. The total size of the wetlands should be provided, in addition to the size of 
the wetland in the study area and size of the direct impact. The size and functional value of all 
impacted wetlands should be analyzed and a mitigation plan should be developed and included in 
the PElS. 

Vegetatiol' 

Development of the Proposed Action OCCUlTing in the forested areas (Site 4 and 6) would 
result in the loss of several acres of pine and deciduous hardwood forest. The DEIS slates on 
page 4-40 that, "Under the Forest Conservation Act, 20 percent of the forest should be preserved 
as a Forest Conservation Mitigation Area to mitigate project impacts." With a loss of 80 percent 
of the Forest Conservation Area, retaining 20 percent doesn't seem to adequately mitigate for the 
significant loss. DOD states that, "A Forest Conservation Plan would be developed and 
implemented if currently (orested sites were developed under the Proposed Action." A Forest 
Conservation Plan that would provide alternative ways to mitigate for forest loss and promote the 
growth of vegetation would be recommended for the protection of this valued resource. 

o Prilltl1li DR 1 (J(I% recydeillrecyclable paper witl, 100% plJll-cDltSlllller jlber ,,,,d prot:us clr/orine free. 
e'lStomitl' Service Hotline: 1·BfJ0..4JI-1474 
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Thank you for providing EPA with the opportunity to review this project. If you have 
questions regarding these comments, the staff contact for this project is Karen DelGrosso; she 
can be reached at 215-814-2765. 

Enclosure (1) 

Sincerely. 

L0Dy~.-
William Arguto 
NEPA Tea.m Leader 
OffICe of Environmental programs 

() l"rht1tt4 QII J"" recycl6d1rer:ydtIMe /Hf/H!r with 101% ptlllklllf8ltlner fiber liRa pI'oces, cIt/OMe /tee. 
eU.mer Senke HM/ine: J.l11JfJ..4J8-2474 
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS 
AND FOlLOW UP ACTION" 

Enyfronmentallmpact of the Action 

LO-Lack of Objections 
The ePA review has not identified any potential environmental Impacts requiring substantive changes to tile 
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportun_ for appIcatton 'of mitigation measures that could be 
accomplished with no moore than minor chqes to lhe proposal. . 

EC-Environmental Concerns 
The ePA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the 
environment Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of 
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA woutd like to work with the lead 
agency to reduce these impacts. 

EO-Envil'onmentl' ObJections 
The EPA review has identified signlftcant environmental impacts that must be avoided In order to provide 

. adequate protection for the environment Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the 
pre~erred alternative or consideration of some other project alternatiVe OncJt:iding the no action alternative or 

. a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agenCy to reduce these impacts. • 

EU-EnvironmentaUy Unsatisfactory 
The EPA review Ilea identified 1KMJr'Se envirof'lmentat impectl that are of sufficient magnitude that they are 
unsatisfactory from the standpoint 0' public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work 
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory Impacts are not corrected at 
the final EtS stage. this proposalwtll be recommended for referral to the CEQ. 

Adaquasy of b Imoact statement 
Category 1-Adequate 
The EPA believes the draft Ell adequately seta forth the environmental Impact(a) of the preferred 
alternative and those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or 
data collection is n~ry, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or Information. 

Category 2 ..... n.ufticient fnfonnatlon 
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for the EPA to fuRy assess the environmentallmpads 
that should be avoided in order to fuBy protect the environment. or the EPA reviewer has identifted new 
reasonably available alternatiVes that are within the spectlum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, 
whict1 could reduce the environmenta' impacts of the action. The idenlhd additional information, data, 
analyse., or discussion should be inetuded In the final Eta. 

Category 3 ..... nadequate 
EPA does not believe that the draft ElS adequately ........ \MItlntially algnifk:ant environm.ntal impacts 
of the action, or the EPA reWiJwer has identified new, reasonably avaiIal!lle altemaUves that are outside of 
the spectrum of altern ___ aIyzed in the draft Ela, which should be an~ in OAter to reduce the 
potentially siGnificant environmental impaetlt. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data 
analyses, or discussions ere of such a magnitude th«t they should haw full public review at " draft stage. 
EPA does not believe that the draft &1S is adequate for the purpo8tI of the NEPA and/or SectIon 308 
review, and thus should be formally revised aM made availaile for public comment in ill supplemental or 
revised draft ElS. On the basis of the potential significant Impects involved, this pioposaf could be a 
candidate for referral to the 9EQ. 
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Lauri R. Watson 

From: Ronald E. Lamb 
Sent 
To: 

Friday, November 21. 2008 1:20 PM 
Loori R. Watson 

Subject: FW: Viewshed Analysis - Baltimore-Washington Parkway 

-----Original Message----
From: Williams, Jeffrey 
Sent: Friday, November 21,2008 1:07 PM 
To: Ronald E. Lamb; Don H. Beckham 
Cc: Vice, Michael L 
Subject: FW: Viewshed Analysis - Baltimore-Washington Parlavay 

-----Original Message----
From: Joe_Cook@nps.gov 
Sent: Friday, November 21,2008 12:44 PM 
To: Williams, Jeffrey; Gayle_Hazelwood 
Cc: Stephen_Syphrull James_Rosenstock 
Subject: Viewshed Analysis - Baltimore-Washington Parkway 

Good morning Jeff: 

It was a pleasure speaking with you on Wednesday regarding NSA's utility 
upgrade project and the potential impacts to the Parkway viewshed. 

You had asked for some additional information on the type of visual 
analysis we had in mind. The following info. is provided to define what 
we believe would adequately evaluate the potential impacts. 

This past March and April we conducted balloon tests on a property 
adjacent to the Parkway at MD 198. The balloons were 36-inch diameter 
weather balloons, 100 mils thick and helium fllied. 

A series of balloons were raised from known points on the ground 
identified as topographically prominent in that if anything was going to 
be visible from the Parkway it would be from these locations. The 
balloons were raised at a range of heights simulating proposed building 
heights. A photographic log was kept to record which balloons were 
visible, or not, from each of the vantage points. We would like to 
adopt the same format at Fort Meade. 

The log and photos were the basis for identifying any requisite 
mitigation. 

The consultant that conducted the balloon tests was Cultural Resources, 
Inc. (eRI). They have considerable experience in this endeavor 

The point of contact for CRt is: 
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Ellen M. Brady, Vice President 
Cultural Resources, Inc. 
2200 Colonial Avenue, Suite 26 
Norfolk, VA 23517 

If you have any questions or need any additional information please feel 
free to contact me. 

Thanks, 

Joe 
Chief, Land Resources Program Center 
National Capital Region 
National Park Service 
1100 Ohio Drive, SW 
Wash., D.C. 20242 
(202) 619-70340 

2 
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ANNE 
ARUNDEL 
COUNTY 
R Y LAN D 

Omee of PlamdBI aDd ZomBI 
P.O. Box 6675 
1664 Riva Road 
Amlapolis, Maryland 11401 

December 2, 2008 

Utilities Upgrades Bnvironmental Impact Statement 
ClOe2M 
27S1 Prosperity Avenue. Suite 200 
Fairfax, Viqpnia 22031 

Sir: 

Thank: you for providing Anne Arundel County, Maryland with the opportunity to offer 
comments regarding the Enviromnenlllllmpact Statement for the Proposed Utilities 
Upgrade Project at Fort George G. Meade, Maryumd, dated October 2008 and prepared 
by e2M. The County understands the importance of the availability of sufficient 
eJectricity to sustain the mission of the National Security Agency. 

We do note that all proposed facility improvements are located on lands owned by the 
Federal Government and therefore are not subject to any local permits. Therefore the 
comments offered by the County are proposed to support the build proposal and to reduce 
costs in providing the facilities deemed to be necessary. 

We also note that in each instance there win be an impact to available parking provided 
on site to support the travel demand associated with activities at NSA. Travel associated 
with NSA does result in impacts to off-site highway facilities such as the BaItimore
Washington Parkway which is owned by the National Park Service (NPS). MD 32 
(Patuxent Freeway) which is a limited access factlity operated by the Maryland State 
Highway Administration (SHA) and MD 175 (Annapolis Road). a principle arterial also 
operated by the SHA and currently being evaluated in a National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) decision document. 

Costs associated with replacing the parking spaces that would be lost by using the land 
for the proposed facilities would be substantial, especially in instances where structured 
parking is being oonsidered Since the Department of Defense does not typically charge 
for parking either at grade or in structures, both the capital and long term operating costs 
would need to be bome by NSA 
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Therefore, the County does recommend that NSA increase its efforts to promote and 
sustain rideshare, car and van pool. and transit alternatives which if successful will 
reduce demand for currently strained highway capacity. increase the viability of transit in 
the area, and serve as a model for helping to mitigate future travel demand associated 
with the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 200S Recommendations and the 
Enhanced Use Lease (EUL) development which will substantially impact travel in the 
vicinity beginning in 2010. 

The County is eager to work with NSA and tenants at Fort Meade to advance rldesharing, 
car and van pooling and transit use proposals and recommends that the Final 
Bnvironmental Impact Statement for this utilities upgrade also endorses and recommends 
greater use of vehicle trip reduction strategies as means to address the costs associated 
with replacing the parking. 

Should you have any questions. regarding our coonnents. please contact George 
Cardwell, Planning Administrator via e-mail at or via phone at 
(410) 222-1440. 

Sincerely. 

6~~ 
Planning & Zoning Officer 

cc: Catherine HiU. Director, Local Government Relations. NSA 
Robert Lei1>, Special Assistant to the County BxeeutivelBRAC 
Carole Sanner, Assistant Planning & Zoning Officer, OPZ 
George CardwelJ. Planning Administrator. on 
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MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT 
1800 Washington Boulevard - Baltimore MD 21230 
410-537-3000 -1-800-633-6101 

Martin O'Malley 
Governor 

Anthony G. Brown 
Lieutenant Governor 

December 10, 2008 

Mr. Jeffrey D. Williams 
Senior Envirorunental Engineer 
National Security Agency 
Fort George Meade 
Maryland 21401-1925 

Dear Mr. Williams: 

Shari T. Wilson 
Secretary 

Robert M. Summers, Ph.D. 
Deputy Secretary 

Thanlc. you for your letter to Governor Martin O'Malley regarding the Draft Envirorunental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the upgrade of aging utilities infrastructure at Fort Meade, Maryland. The 
Governor has received your letter and asked that I respond on his behalf. 

It is important to consider the air quality impacts of any large project in Maryland, especially the Fort 
Meade area which is located on both an ozone and fine particle non-attairunent area. The notice 
identifies the construction of an emergency generator facility. The Maryland Department of the 
Envirorunent (MOE) has proposed a new regulation under COMAR 26.11.09 Control of Fuel
Burning Equipment titled "Stationary Internal Combustion Engines and Certain Fuel-Burning 
Installations for Emergency Generators" on October 24, 2008. The regulation establishes emission 
requirements for new emergency generators and for those that choose to participate in load shaving 
programs. National security agencies have special exceptions under this regulation so please review 
this regulation to ensure compliance. The notice also identifies the construction of a boiler and an 
electrical substation. Please be aware pennits are required for specific equipment installation in 
Maryland and you should be in contact with MOE's air pennitting program to ensure compliance 
with any pennitting requirement. 

Lastly, the Federal general confonnity rule applies to Federal projects located in air quality 
nonattainment areas. For more information on general confonnity. please refer to the following 
Federal Register notices: 40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93, November 30,1993; 40 CFR Part 52, April 19, 
1995; and 40 CFR Parts 51 and 93, July 17,2006. General confonnity must be addressed in the 
environmental impact statement for this project. 
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Mr. Jeffrey D Williams 
Page Two 

Thank you again for your letter. The Governor appreciates hearing from you and, on his behalf, I 
thank you for your interest in this very important issue. If I may be of further assistance, please 
contact me or Mr. George (Tad) S. Abum, Jr., Director of the Air and Radiation Management 
Administration at 41 0-537-3255 or bye-mail atgabum@mde.state.md.us. 

~;~lii:~~C~~!i~;~II:~.':IYd 1/ .-.. ,.. .... ../:.-t"J...&.---=:= .. :::._ .... -~ 
ecretary 

cc: George (Tad) Aburn, Jr., Director of Air and Radiation Management Administration 

www.mde.stato.md.us 
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NATIONAL SECURITY AGENCY 
FORT GEORGE G. MEADE, MARYI.JI<ND 20755-6000 

January 14, 2009 

Mr. Stephen Syphax 
'Chief, Resource Management DtvisiOn 
National Capital Parks East 
Naoonal Park Service 
1900 Anacostia Drive, SE 
Washington, D.C. 20020 

RE: Viewshed Analysis - Baltimore Washington Parkway 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project 
Fort Meade, Maryland 

Dear Mr. Syphax: 

As a follow-up to our letter to you, dated September 23, 2006 and in response to electronic 
correspondence, received November 21, 2008, from Mr. Joe Cook, Chief, Land Resources 
Program Center, please find enclosed a report describing the results of balloon tests thal were 
conducted on December 2, 2008. The tests. suggested by Mr. Cook, were conducted as a 
Slipplement to the visual impact assessment conducted through the Envimnmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Proposed Utilities Upgrade Project at Fort George G. Meade, Maryland. 
During the test we used the suggested contractor with NPS experience, and conducted the tests 
after vegetative cover was down. SiX·foot diameter balloons were positioned at the corners of 
the proposed sites for the North and South Generator Stations and were raised to a height of 35 
feet. the proposed maximum stack height, Photographs were taken. from the Baltimore 
Washington Parkway at the same positions used in the computer simulation that was presented 
in the Draft EIS. At no point were the baHoons at either the proposed Northern Site or the 
proposed Southem Site visible from the Baltimore Washington ~arkway. These resu!lf are 
consistent with the visual assessment included in the Orait EIS. 

We appreciate your conwmf over posSible impacts 1011",6 vicwshed of tl'le BaHimOle 
Washington Parkway. We believe that the Original computel simulation and the at1ached tieicl 
test results demonstrale that there is no visual impact from the projects described in lhE' I::IS. 
As the execution of the Utilities Upgrade Project progresses, we will continue to cooldinafe Cind 
advise your offICe of any propoSed modifications that differ significantly from the cunt'n1 
proposal. We thank you tor your comments. 

Sincerely. , 

IllY'/) D I ; {Il ' I" i.l'/ I,u 
/~ . V'" i.a~.~ 

{/ettrey ~. Williams 
Senior Environmental Engineer 

Enclosure: Visual Impact Assessment, Ft. Meade CamplJE 

cc: Mr. Joe Cook, Chief. land Resources Program Center, National Park Service 
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VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
FT. GEORGE G. MEADE NSA CAMPUS 

On October 17, 2008 the National Secmity Agency (NSA) published a Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) on the Utility Upgrades Program at Ft. George G. Meade, Maryland for public 
COllUnent. Included in the DEIS was an assessment of the potential impacts to the viewshed of the 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway (BW Parkway), which is listed in the National Register of HistOlic 
Places (NRHP). The DEIS included a simulation of the visibility of the major components from the BW 
Parkway (see Section 4.1 of the DEIS). In comments on the DEIS dated November 21, 2008, the 
National Park Service (NPS) requested an additional assessment to ensme that the Proposed Action 
would not impact the BW Park.-way viewshed. Specifically, NPS requested that balloons be raised from 
the locations proposed for the electric generator exhaust stacks and that visual observations be made and 
documented to detennine the extent to which the balloons would be visible from the BW Parkway. 

Ou December 2,2008, persolmel from Cultmal Resources, Inc. (a contractor eugaged to conduct the test). 
elM (the contractor that prepared the DEIS), and NSA raised balloons at the proposed locations of the 
North and South Generator Stations. The balloon positions were located using a Thales Mobile Mapper 
CE GPS unit. Fo\U' 6-toot diameter balloons were raised to a height of 35 feet, the proposed maximum 
stack height. One balloon was positioned at the comers of the 2 proposed project locations. The balloon 
locations and the viewing locations are marked on the accompanying figure. The sites are both level, so 
the balloon positions conesponded with the most prominent topological features of each site. 

Photographs were taken from the BW Parkway at the same position used in the computer sinmlation that 
was presented ill the DEIS. Additional photographs were taken at alternate positions to ensure that the 
visual impacts were assessed fl:om altemate locations. The observer's positions are marked on the figure. 
At no point were the balloons at either the proposed Northern Site or the proposed Southern Site visible 
from the BW Parkway. 

A photo of one of the balloons in position and photos of the proposed sites from the BW Park.\.Vay are 
presented below. The red aU'ows 011 the photographs indicate the locations of the balloons. From the 
photos, it is clear that the Proposed Action will not impact the viewshed from the BW Parkway, and 
therefore will have no etTect on the NRHP-listed BW Parkway. 

BallOon Position at Site 5 

1 
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Balloon Positions and Viewing locations, Ft Meade, Maryland 
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