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Abstract

Signing the Records of Decision (RODs) for U.S. Army Base
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Environmental Impact Statements
(EISs) has been impeded by modified proposed action, lack of
environmental information, and unclear definition of responsibilities
in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process. This
policy analysis provides a framework to implement the spirit and
intent of NEPA in accordance with BRAC mandates. Changes in U.S.
Army forcestructure require base realignments and closures. These
actions may not proceed without adequate implementation of NEPA.
The issues and problems associated with implementing NEPA for
BRAC are complex and difficult to define concisely. This policy
analysis attempts to identify the underlying problems of BRAC and
evaluates alternative strategies to overcome difficulties in preparing
environmental analyses and documentation. These strategies focus
on improving decision-making, NEPA flexibility, and the overall
substantive quality of environmental analysis and documentation.
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1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to examine better ways to attain
the letter and intent of the National Environmental Poficy Act
(NEPA) process while accomplishing Base Realignment and Clo-
sure (BRAC) mandates. It is crucial that the NEPA environmental
impact-and analysis process (EIAP) operate within the context and
in support of the base realignment and closure procedures. The
primary goal of NEPA is to "foster excellent decision making," not
to create paper work or delays (Council onEnvironmental Quality,
1979). This report examines alternatives and proposes attainable
strategies to solve problems often encountered during base realign-
• ment and closure. Some of the problems described here are not
unique to NEPA and BRAC, but occur in other proposed actions as
well.

This paper presents a framework for decision makers to:

* Improve existing Environmental Impact Statements (EISs) so
Records of Decision (RODs) may be signed, and the proposed
actions proceed (See Appendix A for the Study Coordination
and Approval form.)

* Comply with NEPA while implementing Army mission
requirements

* Prevent impediments to future BRAC rounds.

1.2 MdhQ"

The first step of the study process was to review the issues.
NEPA experts and practitioners met on 19 October 1990 for a one-
day symposium to define the problem and identify initial strategies.
(See Appendices B and C.)

Second, the Army Environmental Policy Institute (AEPI)
synthesized records of the session, and performed supplemental
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investigations and analysis. An initial discussion paper, dated 16
January 1991, formulated a policy analysis and recommendations
of the symposium participants' input.

Third, because policy analysis is an iterative process the AEPI
staff incorporated later comments and investigations to produce a
.second draft dated 17 April 1991. After further staffing and
discussion, this final paper was produced.

1.3 Prohlem Siuntinn

It is important to acknowledge a number of recognized axioms

of policy analysis (Rondinelli, 1973).

* Policy problems are complex, and difficult to define concisely

* Each interested organization places emphasis on a different

component of the problem or defines the whole problem in
terms of the part

* Policy evolves from a process of political, inter-organizational
conflict over a wide variety of values and interpretations of
rationality

* Policy analysis is both a generator and a product of conflict.

Even under these imperfect circumstances, policy analyses do
'proceed.

The purpose of the October symposium was to uncover the
underlying problems facing the Army in the base closure and
realignment effort. Experts from the Army, academia, other
federal agencies, and public interest groups (Appendix B has a
complete list of participants) spent over half the session clarifying
the problem definition to produce the following statement:
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Responding to a budgeting and strategic mandate
to change its force structure, the Army staff has
been developing realignmentand closure proposals
without the benefit of sufficient environmental
information and criteria. These proposals are then
examined under NEPA, when the environmental
problems of the proposals are revealed.
Alternatively, events change, requiring new
proposals and the need to begin a new NEPA
process. The Army lacks aflexible mechanism(s)
forproviding timely environmental information of
appropriate sufficiency on potentially affected
installations, so that the Army staff (or a new
Commission) can develop and the public respond
to afully informed proposal.

This statement does not completely represent the complex and
interrelated quality of the problems. In addition, some of the
problems described here are not unique to NEPA and BRAC, but
occur in other proposed actions as well (Fee, January 1991). (For
a summary of various views of the problem situation, the problems
expressed by various individuals, see the Endnotes following this
chapter.)

The issues appropriate to this policy analysis can be grouped
into three major categories: managerial, methodological and tech-
nical.

1.3.1 Managerial

Managerial issues include resources (people and money),
planning, scheduling, study process, inter-and intra-communica-
tion, and responsibilities. This paper discusses resource allocation,
changes to the proposed action, NEPA interpretation, and
proponency and preparation.
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Allocating Resources
The organization responsible for the environmental impact

analysis, documentation and mitigation (proponent) does not con-
trol the resources (Clark, February 1991). Proponents that control
their own resources are better able to execute their responsibilities.
In addition, resource control allows for greater accountability for
'implementing any mitigation program.

Changes to the Proposed Action
Environmental impact analysis documents and records fre-

quently require revisions as the proposed action changes (Adams,
February 1991). Military force structure is curiently evolving to
reflect the world's changing geo-political conditions. BRAC is
intended to restructure and streamline the military to meet future
force structure and budget requirements. Due to rapidly changing
world events (e.g., removal of the Berlin Wall and Operations
Desert Shield/Storm) proposed closure and realignment actions
continue to be either modified or canceled. When a proposed action
changes between the initiation of the notice of intent (NOI) and the
signing of the ROD in the NEPA process, documents must be
revised, extending the environmental analysis process. As noted
in the Fort Belvoir"Autopsy," "It was difficult for the proponent to
determine when to 'freeze' the action for the purpose of analysis"
(Fee, January 1991).

NEPA Interpretation
Under the Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1988, NEPA

does not apply to the decision to close or realign a base and move
personnel and equipment. It applies only to those actions that carry
out the closure or realignment. When one considers only the letter
of the NEPA law (its procedural requirements) it can be perceived
as a rigid detail requirement. In reality, there is much flexibility in
creating an environmental analysis process that satisfies the spirit
of NEPA (its substantive requirements). The perception of NEPA
as strictly a procedural requirement leaves the decision maker few
options when the proposed action changes between the NOI and the
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ROD. However, statutory requirements are not inflexible and their
goals are substantive, not procedural. NEPA provisions, (i.e.,
Section 102(2) C) should be seen as means to an end, and not as an
end in themselves.

Proponency and Preparation

Army Regulation (AR) 200-2, Environmental Effects of Army
Actions, defines a proponent as "the unit, element, or organization
that is responsible for initiating and/or carrying out the proposed
action." The proponent has the responsibility to prepare and/or
secure funding for environmental documentation. AR 200-2 rec-
ommends that the proponent be the lowest-level decision maker.
Ideally, this would place the proponent at the installation level, to
ensure that the most accurate information is used, and that the
professionals closest to and most familiar with military activities
and the regional environment supervise the analysis and document
preparation. However, the sensitive nature of base realignment and
closure caused proponency to be assigned to the major Army
commands (MACOMs) for BRAC I.

Army Regulation 200-2 further clarifies that the proponent
may or may not be the preparer. In the BRACcontext, the MACOMs
have been the proponent, but HQDA often assigned preparation to
the regional Corps of Engineers district offices. Many of the district
offices in turn contracted out the preparation tasks.

Another component of a proponency concern is addressing
cumulative impacts. NEPA requires that an agency look at its
proposed action in the context of other proposals in the area.
Impacts of individual realignment actions may be trivial when
considered in isolation, but may be quite significant when consid-
ered altogether.

1.3.2 Methodological

Methodological issues include how to conduct the environ-
mental impact analysis process (EIAP). Specific methodological
concerns involve reuse and issue definition.
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Reuse
Environmental considerations for installation reuse have not been

consistently examined in closure environmental documents even though
military base closure may leave the adjacent civilian community with
significant economic and environmental uncertainty. Early in the closure
process, there should be an effort to involve the local community in
developing genetic reuse scenarios based upon inherent environmental
suitability.

Issue Definition
The EIAP does not consistently address significant environ-

mental issues, particularly in BRAC (Brown, February 1991).
There is neither consistency among environmental documents, nor
is there consistency within one particular environmental docu-
ment. This makes BRAC environmental documents less accurate
and less useful than they should be. Overall, environmental pro-
posed and Atemative actions. The tight deadlines for preparing
BRAC environmental documents can make it difficult for the
preparer co collect relevant baseline data to tailor the environmental
dounument to address pertinent issues.

1.3.3 Technical

Technical issues pertain to the EIAP systems and techniques,
and consist primarily of obtaining adequate information for envi-
ronmental analysis. Installations have inadequate environmental
baseline data (Brown, February 1991). This issue is not unique to
the BRAC process. The quality of an environmental analysis is
largely information-dependent. Therefore, preparers and propo-
nents need to obtain current, relevant environmental baseline
information to perform the analyses that will affect later decisions.



Endnotes

Views of the Problem
* Changing geo-political and domestic conditions are driving changes

in force structure
* Not predecisional since alternatives are not considered

* Revisions are required when proposed action changes

* BRAC is a departure from normal Army property releases under the
Federal Property Disposal Act
Closure will not occur if there is inadequate funding to remediate
hazardous waste sites
Environmental documents do not adequately address the proposed
action

* Inadequate environmental baseline data

* Inconsistent substantive quality of environmental analysis and
documents

* Connected actions of closure and realignment should be related to
cumulative environmental effects

* Limited public scoping and review

* Army review process is long and cumbersome

* Role of proponent and preparer needs to be clearly defined

* Proponent should control resource allocation for environmental
analysis and documentation

* Unclear about how to address the environmental considerations of
reuse

* Unrealistic self-imposed time schedule for BRAC NEPA
documents

* Poor communication between proponents, contractors, and
reviewers

* Funding is sporadic
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2. Setting

2.1 HiStnric Perrnective

In the 1960s, under President Kennedy's direction, Secretary
of Defense McNamara developed and implemented the most
extensive base realignment and closure program in U.S. history.
This was done with minimal consultation with the Military Ser-
vices or Congress. The administration announced the closures
while Congress was recessed. In response, during the next session,
Congress passed legislation designed to involve itself in any
Department of Defense (DoD) base closure program. President
Johnson vetoed the proposal, and this set up a continuing conflict
between the Executive and Legislative branches. Base closures,
however, continued throughout the 60's.

In the 1970s, Congress thwarted base closure attempts by
continually attempting to regulate the process. President Carter
eventually approved legislation requiring DoD to notify Congress
that a base is a candidate for realignment orclosure; to prepare local
economic, environmental, and strategic consequence reports; and
to wait 60 days for Congress'response. This effectively halted base
closures (Commission, December 1988).

In 1983, The President's Private Sector Survey on Cost
Control (The Grace Commission) concluded that the national
defense could be improved and made more cost-effective with an
efficient military base structure. The Grace Commission recom-
mended that a non-partisan, independent Commission be ap-
pointed to study this issue. In May 1988, the Secretary of Defense
chartered the Commission on Base Realignment and Closure to
recommend facilities in the U. S. and its possessions for realign-
ment and closure.

The BRAC Commission found that the military value of
various installations had decreased. Private commercial and resi-
dential development had grown closer to many military installa-
tions. At ihe same time, technology had increased the capability of
modem weapon systems, which in turn often required more train-
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ing area. These two factors have made many installations less
efficient, targeting them for closure. Other considerations involve
the Army's future needs. The Commission examined trends and
future installation requirements. It predicted that future training
will become more land-intensive. Improvements in military weapon
systems and larger training exercises will continue to require more
.training land than in the past.

In its December 1988 report, the Base Realignment and
Closure Commission stated a primary concern with many installa-
tions' capability to fulfill their defined missions. The report
advised that closure plans must consider a facility's availability,
quality, quality of life, and community support. Although the
Commission set no cost savings goals, the 1988 report estimated
that base closures could yield an annual savings of $693.6 million
and a 20-year savings of $5.6 billion (net present value).

2.2 BRAC Environmental Evaluation Requirements

In 1988, the Secretary of Defense requested and received
exemptions to certain provisions of NEPA (Commission, Decem-
ber 1988). Congress agreed that NEPA did not apply to decisions
of the Defense Secretary's Commission on Base Realignment and
Closure. Therefore, during the decision phase, the Commission did
not have to consider NEPA while selecting installations for closure
or realignment. The Commission did, however, incorporate envi-
ronmental considerations as one of its criteria for decision making.

Under the Base Realignment and Closure Act, during the
implementation phase, the Defense Secretary was not required to
consider:

* The need for closing or realigning a military installation
selected for closure or realignment by the Commission

* The need for transferring functions to another military instal-
lation selected as the receiving installation
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* Alternate military installations to those selected for closure
and transfer.

NEPA does not apply to the decision to close or realign a base,
but it does apply to the implementation of those decisions. The
Base Realignment and Closure Act limits civil action (lawsuit)
against the government on environmental grounds. It states that
any act required by NEPA, but not carried out, cannot be brought
under civil action later than 60 days after the action.

23 The Status of line Realignment and Closure

The Assistant Secretary of the Army for Installations, Logis-
tics, and Environment (ASA, IL&E) defined the terminology and
status of various Army BRAC efforts in a 27 February 1991
briefing before the Military Installations and Facilities subcommit-
tee of the House Armed Services Committee. The Commission's
decision, announced in December 1988, as mandated by Public
Law 100-526 is referred to as BRAC I. This affects 133 Army
installations: 76 will close, 57 will realign (Livingstone, February
1991). Although a complete procedural NEPA process was waived
by Public Law, the Commission did employ an environmental
methodology to support the decision making process (Lozar,
December 1988). To implement BRAC I decisions, 27 environ-
mental documents have been prepared: 12 EISs, 14 Environmental
Assessments (EAs) and one Programmatic EA (Table 2-1).

On 29 January 1990, Secretary of Defense Cheney announced
'proposals for additional realignments and closures. This is referred
to as BRAC II. There is no exemption to NEPA in BRAC 11 and
alternative actions must be evaluated in the environmental analysis
and documentation process. These proposals reflected the Army's
initial transition into a smaller, more streamlined organization.
This announcement proposed reducing the Army from a 5 corps, 28
division force to a 4 corps, 23 division force. BRAC 11 did not
include any Outside Continental United States (OCONUS) re-
alignments or closures.
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BRAC III was announced to meet Congressional concerns
about OCONUS realignment and closures. OCONUS installations
were not included in BRAC II because at the time, Conventional
Forces Europe Treaty negotiations were ongoing and were ex-
pected to cover the European force structure. This element was
eliminated from the talks and therefore, on 18 September 1990,
Secretary Cheney announced drawdowns in overseas forces. The
BRAC III proposals included closure or reduction of operations at
113 Army facilities overseas. BRAC III was the initial transition to
a smaller force overseas.

11



Table 2.1 BRAC I Environmental Documentation Milestones (Livingstone,
February, 1991)

Environmental Impact Statement Completion Date

Fort Dix Jul 90 (A)
Fort Devens-Fort Huachuca On Hold

*Presidio of San Francisco May 91
Fort Sheridan Feb 91 (A)
Fort Douglas Mar 91
Fort Meade Jul 91
Army Material Technology Laboratory Sep 91
Jefferson Proving Ground Sep 91
Cameron Station-Fort Belvoir Jun 91
Umatilla-Navajo-Fort Wingate-Hawthorne AAP Sep 91
Pueblo Depot Activity Sep 91
Lexington-Bluegrass Army Depot Sep 91

Environmental Assessment Completion Date

Hamilton Army Airfield Mar 91
USARC Gaithersburg Jun 91
New Orleans Military Ocean Terminal Apr 91
Tacony Warehouse Apr 91
Fort Des Moines Apr 91
NG Bennett Oct 91 (A)
NIKE Kansas City 30 Apr 91
DMA Herndon Jul 91
Coosa River Storage Annex Feb 91
Kapalama Apr 91
Cape St. George Apr 91
Indiana AAP Mar 91
Pontiac Storage Mar 91
NIKE Aberdeen Mar 91

Programmatic Environmental Assessment Completion Date

Stand-Alone Housing Mar 90 (A)

(A) = Actual
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2.4 Analysis of BRAC I

As noted in the Analysis of the Preliminary Draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement PDIES) for Fort Belvoir Base Realign-
ment and Closure (BRAG), commonly referred to as the "Au-
topsy," "the BRAC program, because of its complexity (both in
terms of numbers of players and actions) political visibility, and
timeline requirements, [has] strained the Army's ability to execute
the NEPA process as smoothly and efficiently as desired" (Fee,
1991). The Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988 (Public Law
100-526) requires the Army to begin implementing the
Commission's December 1988 (BRAC I) decisions for base re-
alignment and closure by 30 September 1991 and to complete these
actions by 30 September 1995. The Act also requires that before
implementation begins, the Army must consider the environmental
consequences of the implementation proposal with respect to the
provisions of NEPA.

As BRAC implementation proposals change, environmental
analysis and documentation in progress must be modified. The
rigorous nature of the environmental analysis process often causes
the modifications to the analysis and documentation to lag behind.
Estimates suggest that approximately $10 million may have al-
ready been invested in BRAC I environmental analysis and docu-
mentation. At an estimated cost of $50,000 per EA, and $200,000
to $800,000 per EIS, costs accumulate quickly (Miller, December
1990).

The February 1989 Implementation Plan for BRAC I assigned
roles and responsibilities to various organizations, including the
MACOMs, Office of the Chief of Engineers (OCE), Assistant
Chief of Engineers Base Realignment and Closure Office (ACE
BRACO), Directorate of Management Base Realignment and
Closure Office (DM BRACO), BRAC Steering Committee, Corps
of Engineers Divisions and Districts, and the Office of the Assistant
Secretary of the Army for Installations, Logistics, and Environ-
ment (OASA, IL&E) (Hamilton, February 1989). Proponency was
assigned to the MACOMs, however, the responsibility for prepar-

13



ing environmental analyses anddocumentation was assigned through
channels to the Corps of Engineers district offices to take advantage
of their expertise and experience. To speed the preparation, funds
were made available through ACE BRACO to the districts. ACE
BRACO is responsible for participating in the review process, and
for providing guidance on priority dates. DM BRACO is respon-
sible for participating in the review process, and for providing
guidance to the MACOMs. The Steering Committee is responsible
for providing guidance to the MACOMs, and for interpreting
evolving policy and guidance. The OASA (IL&E) is the final
decision maker with authority to sign the ROD. Staff members
from this organization were also involved in the review process.

In BRAC I, each MACOM's role was unclear. Information
often flowed unevenly within Headquarters Department of the
Army and from Headquarters to the MACOMs. To some, the
districts served as contract officers who monitored environmental
analysis and documentation preparation, adding yet another coor-
dination and management layer to the process (Fee, January 1991,
Yentzer, February 1991). Installation environmental offices had no
official role in environmental analysis and at times were over-
looked. The data for analysis resides at the installation.

To satisfy the applicable NEPA requirements, Environmental
analysis on the implementation proposals began immediately fol-
lowing the December 1988 BRAC I announcements. This environ-
mental analysis predicts the effects of the proposed action relative
to "no action," that is, the conditions present if the installation
remains in its current status, and to examine alternative ways to
implement the action (e.g., closure or movement of units or
activities). The environmental document recommends ways to
offset negative impacts, but does not evaluate alternative closure or
realignment decisions. There is limited discussion of whether or
not the action will be implemented because the action is required by
law. Discussion involves only the best method to implement the
action, the effects of the action on a variety of issues including the
local community and the environment, and how negative impacts
may be mitigated.
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The quality of environmental baseline information controls
the quality of environmental analysis. This information is directly
related to the time and effort given to data collection. For example,
due to a lack of baseline data, one Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) incorrectly concluded that there were no endan-
gered species on post. Another EIS frequently referred to a "re-
ported cemetery" on post, but never documented its existence.

I Also, BRAC I environmental documents are "packaged," to
group connected actions andrelated movements as shown in Figure
2-1. Even when an installation sends units or activities to many
different installations, there are only a few pages devoted to
impacts at the receiving installation. Often there is limited analysis
of cumulative impacts upon receiving installations.

Figure 2-1 PackagIng Example

F"~orce Dix

SheridSn Sr ckure
Package B
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2.5 BRAC 90 and Beyond

To avoid past problems, the Army needs new strategies to
implement NEPA for BRAC. While many of these are common
problems that occur in preparing non-BRAC environmental analy-
ses and documents, they complicate the BRAC process as well.

NEPA implementation for BRAC is a dynamic process that
may be re-defined for each round of base realignment and closure.
Public Law 101-5 10, The National Defense Authorization Act for
Fiscal Year (FY) 1991, requires biennial BRAC Commissions,
where decisions are referred to as BRAC 91, 93, or 95. As in the
Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1988, these commissions do
not have to consider NEPA in decisions to select installations for
closure or realignment. Based upon recent legislative experience,
future rounds of BRAC will probably also be exempt from evalu-
ating such alternatives. Therefore, environmental documents for
BRAC actions only describe alternative implementation scenarios,
and the environmental impacts and mitigation solutions. This
approach has made existing environmental documents appear
inflexible when one proposed action modifies another.

If the future BRAC environmental analysis process is to
comply with the intent of NEPA, then it must adequately address
alternative ways to implement Commission recommendations.
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3. Alternatives

Every policy analysis must consider altemative policy choices.
Alternatives should minimize undesirable side-effects, recognize
and address internal political realities, and produce information
that will assist in further evaluations and decisions (MacRae,
1985). Once alternatives are articulated and analyzed, they should
bejudged by a stated evaluative criteria, to provide a framework for
future policy decisions.

This chapter describes alternative policy choices for the
Army's BRAC EIAP. The alternatives analyzed in this chapter
build upon those introduced at the symposium (listed in Appendix
C). These alternatives represent a range of possible options that
have been generated throughout the analytical process of this
policy study.

3.1 Criteria

When presented with several options, a decision maker
needs some basis for choosing among them. What types of results
does the decision maker expect from a policy? What outcomes
does the decision maker value? How can the desired outcome be
maximized, or undesirable consequences be minimized? These
values can be expressed in terms of criteria for making a decision.
When the criteria are articulated, they become the principle factors
for decision makers to choose the best policy. The policy alterna-
tives can be analyzed and evaluated according to the criteria,
providing a framework in which the decision maker can make an
informed choice basedon expectedresults of various policy choices.
For the environmental impact analyses of base realignment and
closure implementation, there are three desirable criteria: BRAC-
NEPA congruency, quality, and responsiveness.

3.1.1 BRAC - NEPA Congruency

The first criterion for policy choices is that base realignment
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and closure requirements should be congruent with the NEPA
process. In spite of misperceptions during BRAC I, these two legal
requirements are neither contradictory nor at cross purposes (Conrad,
February 1991). NEPA can and should be used within the context
of BRAC to achieve better decisions. Any policy choice that can
enhance BRAC and NEPA coordination would be valuable.

3.1.2 Quality

The second criterion for policy alternatives is quality. The
value of environmental analyses produced under NEPA is directly
proportional to the sufficiency, clarity, accuracy, and overall qual-
ity of the analysis and the resulting documentation. As stated
before, NEPA is intended to produce excellent decisions, not create
burdensome paperwork. A valuable policy choice is one which
motivates quality throughout the environmental analysis process,
and overcomes the perception that NEPA is an after-the-fact
obstacle to federal actions.

3.1.3 Responsiveness

Finally, responsiveness is an essential criterion for making
policy choices. Because of the sensitive nature of the BRAC
process and other economic or military pressures, a BRAC
environmental policy must be responsive, i.e., it must be timely and
flexible. This is important to Army leadership, which must
implement decisions in a dynamic milieu.

3.2Anlys

Alternatives in this paper are grouped into the three categories
ofconcem: managerial, methodological, or technical. Each category
includes a status quo option that is to maintain the presont course
of action. Following each option, is a graphic depicting which, if
any, of the three criteria that option meets. The heavily bordered
boxes indicate that the criterion is satisfied. At the end of this
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chapter, these options are summarized in Table 3-1.

3.2.1 Managerial

Managerial alternatives are those that affect resource and
responsibility coordination. These include managing time, people,
and money; managing the process; and responsibilities of the
proponent, preparer, reviewers, and monitors. These alternatives
include maintaining the status quo, building upon the existing
implementation plan, creating a BRAC environmental analysis
support team, coordinating with the installation master plan, sepa-
rating sending and receiving actions, separating discrete imple-
mentation elements, packaging the implementation actions more
broadly, and increasing environmental personnel.

Status Quo
The status quo managerial policy alternative is to continue

with the current management method for the Army's overall
BRAC environmental analysis process. This includes maintaining
MACOM proponency (Walker, October 1989), channeling
resources for environmental analyses through the Corps of Engineers
forprepa, ition (Hamilton, February 1989), using the BRAC Steering
Committee to clarify procedural guidance (Shannon, January 1989),
and packaging implementation actions into logical groups of
connected actions (Shannon, January 1989). As discussed in various
BRAC "Lessons Learned" conferences sponsored by OASA, IL&E,
the current conditions require improved coordination between
BRAC and NEPA. Also, the current conditions have sometimes
resulted in inconsistent decisions, which do not meet the decision
maker's needs in a timely way. Therefore, this option does not fully
satisfy any of the criteria.

S -Quo BRAC-NEPA Cwcacy I Q-uaY RegPon 1
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Implementation Plan
One policy option is to build upon the framework of the

existing implementation plan. As stated in Chapter 2, the Office of
the Secretary of the Army issued an implementation plan in
February 1989 to manage the BRAC I implementation (Hamilton,

.February 1989). Similar plans will need to be issued to describe
implementation of future BRAC actions. These implementation
plans should further define: proponency, resource allocation,
staffing, the review process, and disposal and remediation
obligations and responsibilities. Clarifying ambiguities in the
previous implementation plan will improve the quality of the
BRAC environmental process, and make the process more
responsive by clearly outlining responsibilities and expectations.

impkam~wto pin BRAC-NEPA Congruency QuUy Rsponsivenes

Support Team
As a policy alternative, the Army leadership could establish a

BRAC environmental support team, an advisory group that could
provide technical advice as needed throughout the environmental
analysis process. The BRAC I Steering Committee represented
various organizations and was able to clarify guidance informally
when procedural questions arose. However, it was also used to
solve substantive problems identified in the review process of
environmental documentation. Critical and constructive technical
review is valuable early in the environmental analysis process and
a support team could provide this service. Such a team could do
much to provide congruency between the NEPA process and
BRAC requirements, by serving as the interface or interpreter
between Army mission and environmental requirements. It also
has potential for improving the quality of analysis and documenta-
tion, and contributing to greater responsiveness, therefore rates
highly on all three criteria. Fully implementing the support team
siTategy may require reallocating some existing resources. How-
ever, implementing a support team to ensure quality control in the
earliest stages of a draftEIS is anticipated to reduce delays and costs
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during the BRAC NEPA process.
Support Team i RACNEPA Congruency Oua4y R, IoI s

Master Plan Coordination
Another policy alternative is to coordinate the installation

master plan with environmental analyses and documentation
generated in response to BRAC actions. AR 200-2, states that
environmental considerations included in Army environmental
analyses and documentation should be integrated into installation
master planning documents and other component management
plans. The installation masterplan gives the installation commander
a tool to manage and develop installation real property resources
(i.e. land and facilities) to accomplish assigned 'and projected
missions. The masterplan is intended to provide orderly installation
development, and to promote future installation viability. EISs can
be excellent sources of information to describe future changes and
corresponding environmental consequences at the installation.
Therefore, integrating an EIS into the installation master plan can
improve the quality of the analyses and recommendations of the
master plan by implementing the recommendations and mitigation
measures of the EIS. This.direct link between the two documents
will help to make the purpose and intent of NEPA congruent with
BRAC requirements.

Mwuer PlAn Coordiaion 17RAC-NEPA Congruency C Ualily IR7pcnsvenes

Separate Sending and Recieving Action
Another policy option is to conduct separate environmental

analysis at the sending and at the receiving installation. This would
help to manage the complex set of BRAC actions while remaining
sensitive to the purpose of BRAC environmental impact analysis:
to evaluate the environmental effects in a given region of a
proposed action, and to propose mitigation measures to offset
negative impacts. This option logically correlates BRAC require-
ments with the NEPA process, and would yield better quality
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analyses. of curtulative -envir-ohmental effects at the receiving
installations. 'It-would also allow the analysis and documentation
of closiig- and realigningt rce independently, thereby mak-
ing teprocess more eficient,

ind R4klcoc D ejCHP ogruency Ouallty Resoonslvene1

S$eparate Discret Irp4mnanElements
Anitrn tivc -to the current packaging of connected actions

SIston 'eat Atji overall action'into smaller, discrete elements. For
'Itlpk eacch elemientof an action at a closing installation could

Terqu'e several environme~ntal docurnents. Elements might include:
_moving- activi'tiesI aty, from the installation, ceasing military
acfivitY at the site, requiringremediation and restoration, disposing

* ofreairoprty-to the prvat. sector, and reusing real property. This
would Create rhuch more environmental d~curnentation, but each
docudient would be snialler and more focused. It the environmental

aalysis and docu-mentation for one component took longer to
c~irnplete than another, it could proceed relatively independently
without ipterfering with !he progress of other components.
Separating to thisexitzem& m~ay cfeate more- conplexities than
necessary, and may not effectively address cumulative impacts.
However it would- Provide-some &igmency between the NEPA
process and BRAC iequiretnents, and therefore satisfies that
criterion.

~RM. IEPA CogerJuIiY~Pc~xde~~

Packageiplenentrion Actioits Broadly
Conversely BRAG' actions could be- packaged even more

broadly than was done foT BIRAG 1. This programmatic approach
may involve -only one or two eavironmental documents for an
eptire BRAC round, and would encompass many analyses for the
variatis component actions at all the affected installations. This
would be an extremely complex management task and would
require close coordination of miany interrelated sub-actions. This
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require close coordination of many interrelated sub-actions. This
alternative would also provide some congruency between the
NEPA process and BRAC requirements, and therefore satisfies
that criterion.

Pakage Iplamtadon Acos Bmadly BRAC-NEPA Congrency Qli ERpniv

Increase Eniironmental Staffing
To improve quality control, policy guidance could increase

the number of authorized staff positions at Corps of Engineers
district offices, MACOMs, U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Ma-
terials Agency and also at the installations. This may provide
adequate staff to prepare and review environmental analyses and
documentation, so that the BRAC environmental requirements
could be met in a more timely manner. However, this guidance may
create managerial problems regarding hiring and training and may
leave those offices underfunded after the BRAC requirements are
completed.

ue Envko w *nt Staftn BRAC 'NEPACgrue *cy I QUty I Resnonslveess

3.2.2 Methodological

Methodological policy alternatives include the Army's ap-
proaches to environmental impact analysis studies associated with
implementation of base realignment and closure decisions. These
alternatives include: maintaining the status quo, framing the
proposed action more broadly, using boundary analysis, doing a
carrying capacity analysis, examining the environmental consider-
ations of reuse, writing programmatic EISs, and tiering the BRAC
environmental analysis process.

Status Quo
The methodological policy option to maintain the status quo

means continuing with the current Army BRAC environmental
impact analysis study methodology, by conducting environmental
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analyses based on the precise personnel numbers, timing and
location specified in the BRAC action. The current method also
leaves gaps where adequate baseline data do not exist for a
thorough environmental analysis (Clark, February 1991). This
leaves the possibility that some documentation may not be ad-
equate, since the proposed action may change during the course of
preparation, without corresponding changes in the analysis and the
documentation. This option does not satisfy any of the three criteria
for a desirable policy choice for meeting the environmental require-
ments of BRAC.

'StAWIQUO BRAC-NEPA Cogruscy I Quy R"s ' iy -ne

Framing the Proposed Action
Since the definition of the proposed action is the foundation

for the entire environmental analysis, it should be carefully framed.
If the action is defined too narrowly, there is no flexibility for small
changes. If the proposed action is definedtoo broadly, the public
will not know, the nature of the proposed action. Proposed actions
for BRAC environmental analyses should be framed broadly
enough to allow for possible changes, while still being fair to the
public and giving accurate information about the nature of the
action. This option satisfies all three criteria. Itcoordinates NEPA's
obligations to the public and BRAC's military requirements, pro-
duces better quality documents, and allows more responsiveness
and flexibility.
Fmmins TwpweAcdon ORAC-NEPACongruency I uality RescOnSveess

Boundary Analysis
A third policy alternative is to frame the proposed action for

environmental analyses using a boundary analysis technique. The
analysis describes the sensitivity of an impact category, and shows
the perimeters where impacts change significantly. The boundary
analysis focuses on one proposed action, but describes a closely
related range of actions and their corresponding impacts. This
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allows greater congruency between the BRAC requirements and
NEPA process. This option also improves the responsiveness of
the environmental document since it allows preparers to quickly
identify the significance of changes to the proposed, action. It can
also improve the quality of the analysis, since it shows where a
particular analysis still applies to a changed proposed action.

Bounday~alysia RAC-N4EPA CoNgruencY Iy ReSOonlens

Carrying Capacity Analysis
Another policy alternative for preparing BRAC environmen-

tal analyses is to use a carrying capacity method. Carrying capacity
is the "maximum rate of resource consumption and waste dis-
charged that can be sustained indefinitely in a defined planning
region without progressively impairing bioproductivity and eco-
logicalintegrity" (Rees, 1988). This method allows environmental
analyses to examine the full range of activities or uses that natural
and human systems can accommodate. Analysts can then evaluate
various realignment or closure scenarios with relative ease. This
alternative satisfies all three criteria by using the NEPA process to
inform the BRAC process,-by providing realistic baseline informa-
tion, and by expediting later phases of analysis by-laying a founda-
tion for determining natural and human resource carrying capacity.
Implementation would require considerable time and money.
C

1
Yint Capacity BRAC-NEPA Congruency Cualicy flesonS1yoeSS

Environmental Considerations for Reuse
Consistent examination of environmental considerations for

reuse is yet another alternative. Cleaning up environmental haz-
ards and potential reuse of Army facilities are sensitive issues for
the community surrounding an installation scheduled for closure.
While it is not possible for the Army to specify a definitive reuse
plan for the installation, it is important for the community to
understand that the Army will meet its obligation to remediate
environmental hazards existing on its land. Because it has managed
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the land, and facilities for many years, the Army also can provide
information regarding environmental considerations and inherent
suitabilities for reuse. Local communities and the DoD Office of
Economic Adjustment (OEA) can then use this information to
develop specific reuse plans. This alternative satisfies all three
criteria by coordinating the BRAC closure and disposal require-
ments with the public involvement responsibilities and other NEPA
requirements. It makes a more sufficient document that includes
environmental considerations for reuse, and enhances the
document's responsiveness to the public's concerns and decision
maker's needs;

Bovkmoa1 CoaedWWASo for Rowa [RAC7N~EPA Congruency I Cuall Ly IResvon~sweness

Programmatic EIS
Another policy approach to the BRAC environmental analy-

sis process is to use a programmatic EIS to address the broad
environmental consequences of the entire BRAC round. This
programmatic EIS would help to incorporate environmental con-
siderations in the early planning stages of proposed base realign-
ments and closures. It would also serve as a supporting document
for the site-specific environmental documents by investigating
major issues, and allowing the site-specific EIS to focus on issues
specific to the subsequent actions. This alternative also satisfies all
three criteria by integrating environmental considerations early in
the BRAC process, providing useful information regarding sensi-
tive environmental issues, and addressing overall concerns at the
macro level, so they need not be repeated at the site-specific level.
;7V_,6- FcIJS BRAC-NEPA Congruency I uality I esooniSvenes

Tiering the BRAC Environmental Analysis Process
A tiered method for environmental analysis in BRAC could

proceed from the macro to the micro level, each tier building on the
previous one. Tiering includes creating a programmatic EIS for the
entire round of BRAC, a carrying capacity analysis for each
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receiving installation to predict the impacts of alternative realign-
ment scenarios, and doing a site-specific environmental analysis
focusing on the pertinent environmental issues of the proposed
sending or receiving action.

Or; RAC-NEPA Congruency Ouality I esoonslvenesSl

3.2.3 Technical

Technical policy alternatives have to do with systems, tech-
nologies, and tools to be used in the environmental impact assess-
ment study process. These alternatives include: staying with the
status quo, using the Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS),
the Environmental Early Warning System (EEWS), the Integrated
Training Area Management (ITAM) Program and developing an
integrated automated data system.

Status Quo
The status quo technical policy option is to continue using

systems and tools for the environmental analysis process on an ad
hoc basis. Where made available to preparers, various systems
were employed in the environmental analysis process for BRAC.
However, of all the systems, only EIFS was used uniformly and
consistently throughout the Army's environmental analysis pro-
cesses. The General Accounting Office commended the Army for
its consistent use of EIFS forexamining socio-economic impacts of
base realignment and closure. However, more consistent tech-
niques in other areas of environmental impact analyses are needed.
Randomly applying different analytical techniques and tools pro-
duces documents with inconsistent quality and responsiveness and
that are not uniform. It also may demonstrate a lack of sensitivity
to the unique requirements of NEPA in the BRAC context.
s Quo BRACNEPAC vuency QUai Y Responsivenes]
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Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS)
The Army has already achieved a consistent use of EIFS as a

tool in the socio-economic analysis of Army base realignment and
closures. This, system contains a predictive impact model and
demographic data on the county level, nationwide. Continued use
of this system will ensure quality analyses that are responsive to the

"decision maker's needs.
EcLaomic I Pm8p4 ~recuSy i BRAC-NEPA Congruency I ualty I Resonsiveness

Environmental Early Warning System (EEWS)
Using the EEWS formajor installations throughout the BRAC

environmental analysis process provides another alternative. EEWS
is a computerized system that evaluates environmental impacts of
realignment scenarios. With modifications, the EEWS could be
used to accommodate the environmental information requirements
for BRAC and also to provide greater flexibility in evaluating
alternative realignment actions. These modifications may require
significant resources to implement.
Eaviro tal E ly WLWq System IBRAC-NEPA Conruency I Clily _ R1 spone -

Integrated Training Area Management (1TAM) Program
Another technical policy option is to fully implement the

ITAM Program Army-wide. This program provides a technique to
improve baseline information at installations, and a systematic
method to determine the carrying capacity of training lands. Imple-
menting this policy alternative meets the quality and responsive-
ness criteria by allowing a more flexible analysis with greater
baseline information.

Intarawa Tr 9nlng At" Mmajmsext Pro&=u BRAC-NEPA Congruency I uatity IResponsivenessl

Integrated Automated Data System
Another policy option is to develop a new, integrated, auto-

mated data system that would focus specifically on the environ-
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mental data and analysis requirements of BRAC. This system
could reside on a mainframe computer at a centralized facility
responsible for preparing all BRAC environmental documents.
Staffing and funding requirements would be significant, to develop
the system and collect requisite baseline data for system input. This
system would ensure consistent analysis and compatible levels of
baseline data across all Army installations, specifically for BRAC.

intPuVu AItMW Dei SYNta. BRAC-NEPA Congrulenc yI Qua"iy R-soowwe

Policy alternatives relative to the evaluation criteria described
in Section 3.2 are summarized in Table 3-1. Those alternatives
which satisfy at least two of the criteria are further explored and
developed into strategies in Chapter 4.
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Table 31 Policy Altematives Relative to Evaluation Crteria

INEPA.BRAkC I Qualiy Rspousiveneza
Congruencyj

Managerial

Suams Quo

Implementation Plan

Support Team "

Mste Plan Coordinaion

SeparateSendingand ReceiYngActions'.

Separate Discrete Implementation Elemnts >

Package Implementation Actions Broadly

Incruast Environmental Staffing

Methodological

Status Quo

Framing Proposed Action

Boundary Analysis ' *

Carrying Capacity ~''> ~~

Environmntal Considerations for Rems .. ~~ ~ '~'

Progammatic Enomeal mpact Statemnt.

Tiering

Technical

Status Quo

Economnic Impact Forecast System

Environmental Early Warning System

Integrated Training Area Management Program

Integrated Automated Data System

Key: []C teia Satist ed Alternative Does Not Satisfy Criteria
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4. Strategies

4.1 Overview

Chapter 3 analyzed alternatives to address the managerial,
methodological and technical concerns applied in the BRAC-
NEPA process. The following sections describe the framework for
those strategies which meet at least two of the criteria outlined in
Chapter 3. This framework is summarized at the end of this chapter,
in Table 4-3.

4.2 Managerlal

4.2.1 Implementation Plan

Future BRAC implementation plans may effectively address
many managerial concerns by explicitly defining NEPA responsi-
bilities, determining the fund allocation and streamlining the re-
view process in the implementation plan. Stating these issues in the
BRAC implementation plan would provide a stronger framework
for implementing the NEPA process.

Role of Proponent and Preparer
It is sometimes difficult to determine who is responsible for

the content and quality of an environmental document when the
proposed action is complex. Under NEPA, the organization that is
responsible for an EIS. is referred to as the proponent. The
proponent may also be the preparer but in most cases it is not. The
proponent coordinates environmental document preparation, and
ensures that it complies with NEPA and other environmental
regulations. The proponent also takes responsibility for the
document's overall content and accuracy. In BRAC, the issue of
proponency is exceptionally complex.

Valuable input on environmental matters may be overlooked
since the installation is neither the proponent nor the preparer.
Installations are aware of site specific issues and have important
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baseline information that may be valvable in the environmental
analysis. Having installations participate in the scoping, informa-
tion collection, and review steps of the NEPA process will help to
identify the critical issues in a proposed action and to use available
installation data. The proponent can make it possible for the
closing or receiving installations to actively participate in the
NEPA process. The proponent should coordinate installation
participation with the preparer by clearly defining the tasks and
working relationship of all involved parties, at the beginning of the
NEPA process.

Allocating Resources
The agency responsible for overall quality (proponent) should

control the funds to prepare environmental analysis and documen-
tation. This will allow direct control of preparer selection, the
scope of work, and time frame for completion. The proponent
should accept the responsibility for overall quality and accuracy of
the environmental document. If substantive or procedural prob-
lems are identified, the proponent should ensure that the preparer
correct them as soon as possible.

Internal Review
The internal review process of BRAC environmental

documents should also be defined in the implementation plan. In
BRAC I, approximately one third (34%) of the total elapsed time
spent preparing BRAC environmental documents was devoted to
internal review (Conlin, March 1991). A streamlined review
.process in the implementation plan could speed the whole BRAC
NEPA process. A more efficient review process should:

* Avoid concurrent review

* Provide critical review of environmental documents in an

early draft stage

* Provide for an open dialogue between preparers and propo-

nents throughout the EIAP
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* Include a systematic process to reconcile review comments.

The implementation plan could also reference additional
guidance for reviewing Army EAs and EISs (Fittipaldi, 1980).

Value of Implementation Plan Considerations
The implementation plan should provide a clear direction for

NEPA compliance. To develop consensus in the BRAC NEPA
process, all affected parties should participate in developing future
BRAC implementation plans. Support from proponents, review-
ers, and preparers for the implementation plan will provide a strong
framework for implementing the BRAC NEPA process. In addi-
tion, clearly defining the review process, fund allocation, time
schedules, and agency responsibilities will help foreclose future
management and coordination concerns.

4.2.2 Support Team

To provide better quality control in the BRAC environmental
analysis and documentation, a dedicated interdisciplinary BRAC
Environmental Support Team should be created for each BRAC
round. This team of specialists in biology, resource management,
air and water resources, hazardous waste management, economics,
military operations, and military master planning would be on call
to review draft records and documents and provide technical
assistance to preparers when requested. The number of support
teams would depend on the number of BRAC actions occurring in
each round, and members could consist of contractors and/or
'temporarily assigned Army military and environmental profes-
sionals.

Value of Support Team
The Executive Environmental Steering Committees (EESC)

have addressed substantive problems found in the review process
-of BRAC environmental documents. The BRAC Environmental
Support Team would differ from EESC by providing early EIAP
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quality control to identify and address problems before the environ-
mental document is finalized and forwarded up the chain of
command. Inadequacies would be identified in existing documents
before the end of the review process, thus preventing costly delays
and revisions. The Support Team would not act as either preparer
nor proponent, but would advise the preparer in developing a
thorough and accurate environmental document.

4.2.3 Master Plan Coordination

For both closing and receiving installations, the EIS provides
critical information about future changes and their environmental
consequences including: sensitive natural areas, environmental
hazards, and reuse alternatives. In addition, the master plan may
provide valuable information for scoping the issues and describing
the affected environment. Integrating the EIS into the installation
master plan will help to implement the recommendations in the
environmental document. Also, incorporating the EIS's predic-
tions and mitigation measures into the installation master plan
would provide a systematic method to post-audit an EIS to ensure
that mitigation measures are effectively implemented.

Value of Master Plan Coordination
Army Regulation 200-2 (Section 2-6. e.(4)) requires all envi-

ronmental documents to -be integrated into installation master
plans. This coordination between BRAC environmental analysis
and master planning is mutually beneficial. It helps provide a
framework to implement and evaluate mitigation actions for clo-
sure or realignment, and conversely provides valuable master
planning information on the local environs for personnel conduct-
ing the BRAC environmental analysis.

4.2.4 Sending and Receiving

Existing environmental documents "package" many interre-
lated actions together. Although base closure and realignment may
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appear to be a discrete package, they can be separated into logical
impacts and consequences at the sending installation, and effects
at the receiving installation. A sending installation may be com-
pletely closed, or may only lose some of its units or activities to
realignment. A receiving installation may gain'units or activities
due to realignment from elsewhere. A closing installation is
riecessarily a sending installation, but a sending installation may be
either realigning, or closing. Consequently, sending and receiving
installations do not necessarily correlate. The sending installation
may send units to many different installations, and the receiving
installations may gain activities from several sources. (See Figure
2-I.)

At the sending installation, there are several issues to con-
sider:

* Unit or activity realignment (movement away from the send-

ing installation)

* Closure (if applicable)

* Environmental clean-up and restoration

* Disposition of real property (including land and all improve-
ments)

* Inherent reuse options and alternatives.

At the receiving installation, the issues can be divided into:

* Unit or activity realignment (movement into the receiving
installation)

* Construction to accommodate new activities or functions

* Environmental impacts of new functions, equipment, person-
nel and facilities.

35



Given this characterization of actions and impacts, a strategy
for streamlining future .BRAC environmental documents is to
divide the actions into sending and receiving categories. Each
sending and receiving location can have its own separate NEPA
documentation. This allows the environmental analyses and data
collection to be performed for each proposed action site.

Applying Sending and Receiving Strategy to BRAC
If there is an insurmountable impasse with BRAC I, it may be

desirable to use this strategy. To apply the sending and receiving
strategy to BRAC I, some documents will need to be slightly
modified, as shown in Figure 4-1. Environmental documents for
the sending installations should be adequate, and at or near comple-
tion. These documents should analyze the impacts and correspond-
ing mitigation measures of moving activities from the installation.
If the installation is also closing, the document should examine the
impacts and corresponding mitigation measures of ceasing military
operations at the site, real property disposal, and developing reuse
alternative scenarios. Since this document was prepared on behalf
of the MACOM proponent of the affected sending installation, the
existing analyses and documents should be accurate and complete.

Figure 4.1 Applying Sending and Receiving Strategy to BRAC I

BRAC I Envi'anmmtal O "ndin" and three "Pei~vLng Envirormuental
"Packate Analt Do nuuatin
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Receiving installation environmental documents should evalu-
ate the movement of units or activities to the installation and any
construction necessary for new activities. These documents will
require more original work than sending installation documents
because the data in the sending installation documents included
only a framework, some baseline data, and environmental impact
.information about the receiving installation. Such analyses and
supporting documents should be forwarded to the receiving
installation's Corps district office for preparing the receiving
installation documents.

Alternatives to this strategy include taking no action and
redoing the inadequate environmental documeunts. Both alterna-
tives may postpone the signing of RODs past the 30 September
199Y deadline because documentation may be incomplete. The
sending and receiving strategy allows the best use of resources
already invested in current environmental documents and provides
an opportunity to sign BRAC I RODs before the deadline if there
is an impasse.

Tailkr Sending and Receiving Environmental Documents
Again, the NEPA process is designed to improve the quality

of decision making, and not create unnecessary paper work or
delays. Distinguishing significant from insignificant environmen-
tal issues in a EIS is essential for good decision making. By
tailoring sending and receiving environmental documents to the
proposed action, decision makers may efficiently determine the
most significant environmental issues of a proposed action.

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 declared a set
"of environmental obligations for "all agencies of the Federal
Government," but as yet, Section 102(2)(C) of the Act is the only
obligation enforced. As a result, the courts hold EIS preparers
strictly accountable for their procedure without regard for environ-
mental consequences. Lynton Caldwell notes that this creates an
impression of NEPA as an essentially procedural statute, and
encourages environmental document preparers to adopt a"shotgun
approach" and address a range of issues that may or may not be
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pertinent to the proposed action. According to Caldwell, this is
common in federal EISs, where preparers wish to comply with
NEPA procedural aspects to avoid the threat of litigation. For
BRAt I, only one environmental document has been challenged in
court, and it was successfully defended (Greczmiel, February
1991).

Environmental analyses should focus on content before pro-
cedure: on the significant issues of a proposed action and on its
predicted environmental consequences, stated clearly in lay-per-
son terms. All interested parties should be encouraged to partici-
pate in the scoping process for an EIS to allow the public to express
their concerns in the EIS decisica making process (AR 200-2,
Section 7-2) and, the Army to monitor and address public concerns
about a BRAC action. By actively responding to public concerns,
the Army can acknowledge the importance of public input in
identifying environmental issues to be included in the environmen-
tal document.

Applying Strategy to Future BRAC Rounds
By applying a sending and receiving strategy to future BRAC

rounds, receiving installations could focus on the cumulative
impacts of additional personnel and equipment. Closing installa-
tions could focus on the inherent environmental suitability of their
!and for reuse. Coordination and sequencing of sending and
receiving actions could be accomplished through a programmatic
EIS as described in Section 4.3.5.

Value of Sending and Receiving Strategy
This sending-receiving installation strategy has value to the

Army in several ways. First, if used to alleviate impasses in BRAC
I, it allows the Army to recover much, if not most, of the resources
invested to date in the BRAC I environmental analysis process.
Second, the sending and receiving strategy allows the environmen-
tal analysis to focus more closely on the site of the action, rather
than on a diverse package of interrelated actions. Finally, and most
importantly, this strategy allows the sending installation to concen-
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trate on real property disposal and inherent reuse alternatives, and
the receiving installation to concentrate on cumulative impacts,.
and on the best way to manage and plan for anticipated realign-
ments.

4.3 Methodolog*ical

4.3.1 Framing the Proposed Action

The first fundamental step in preparing a NEPA analysis is to
define the proposed action accurately, and with the proper degree
of precision. BRAC proposed actions have been accurate. How-
ever, they may have been defined too precisely to accommodate
changes in proposed actions during the NEPA process. Flexibility
is achieved by defixving broad ranges of actions, and then evaluating
their corresponding environmental consequences, especially in
defining the proposed action for a receiving installation. For
example, rather than defining the purpose and need as "realignment
of D Company, 39th Engineer Battalion" where the Company has
148 people and associated equipment, the purpose and need should
be defined more broadly, such as: "realignment of an engineering
battalion company," and impacts described for a typical company.

4.3.2 Boundary Analysis

When a proposed action changes during the NEPA process,
the boundary analysis determines if more environmental analysis

,is required to identify the impacts of the new proposed action. A
boundary analysis can help determine if the new proposed action
will have more severe environmental impacts than the original
proposed action. A boundary analysis shows a range of proposed
actions with similar impacts. It also describes the sensitivity of an
impact category, and shows the perimeters at which the impacts
change significantly. The boundary analysis assumes if a new
proposed action's impacts are close enough to those of the original
action, then further environmental analysis is not needed.
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For example, FortD recently constructed a new wastewater
, treatment plant with the capacity to treat wastewater effectively in

the range of x7 to X10 million gallons per day (mg/d). Fort D is also
scheduled to receive an additional 325 military families from a
realignment and has performed an environmental analysis of the
realignment and found that the maximum designed capacity of the
installation wastewater treatment plant would not be exceeded. By
preparing a boundary analysis as Figure 4-2 illustrates, changes in
a proposed action can be quickly addressed to determine if further
environmental analysis is required. If the proposed realignment
changed to 400 families, the boundary analysis reveals that the
environmental consequences of the treatment plant fall within an
acceptable plant capacity boundary and would not be significantly
different from the original proposed action. Thus, no new analysis
'is required.

Figure 4-2 Sample Boundary Analysis for Wastewater System Impact
Category

aM Plant Capacity

Min. Plant Capacity

-4- Boundat - "

.200.100 0 100 200 300 400 500 600

Change in Military Families At Fort D
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Value of Boundary Analysis
A site-specific cumulative environmental analyses using the

boundary analysis method affords the receiving installation three
advantages: (1) cumulative impacts of receiving units from several
different installations can be evaluated, (2) the documentation is
more flexible, should a realignment decision change, and (3)
resources may be saved by only preparing new environmental
analysis for significantly changed proposed actions.

For existing BRAC I environmental documents facing delay
because proposed actions have changed, the boundary analysis
technique can determine whether more analysis is really needed.
This strategy could speed completion of BRAC I environmental
documents, and in future BRAC rounds, should be introduced early
in the environmental analysis process.
4.3.3 Carrying Capacity Analysis

Determining Carrying Capacity
A carrying capacity environmental analysis for each receiving

installation specifies the carrying capacities for natural and human
resources and predicts the environmental impacts of alternative
realignment scenarios. Receiving installations may incur signifi-
cant environmental impacts if the carrying capacity of natural or
human resources is exceeded. In ecological terms, any level of
development oreconomic activity that does not exceed the carrying
capacity of the installation and surrounding environs is sustainable.
Carrying capacity can also refer to man-made resources such as
schools, or other public services that may become less effective if
Qver extended or used.

Increasing troop numbers at installations due to consolidation
actions exerts additional pressure on natural systems, training
areas, housing, and public services. For example, increased fre-
quency and intensity of training area use or expansion of training
areas can destabilize soils, threaten natural habitat, create added
noise problems, and threaten historically significant resources.
Receiving installations must also ensure that installation and public
services (e.g., highway capacity, power plants, waste disposal,
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schools, fire, and police) can accommodate the increase in military
and civilian personnel. To adequately predict the impacts on a
receiving installation, the following must be known for each topical
area:

* The additional direct, indirect and any other impacts of the
proposed action

* Existing conditions

* The carrying capacity of natural or human resources.

For instance, to determine the impact of an endangered
species for a receiving action requires knowing:

* The total projected impact on usable habitat. Habitat may be
directly destroyed or disrupted through a change in use

* The total habitat area of the species

* Type and'area of habitat required to maintain a sustainable

population.

With this information, the EIS preparer can effectively predict
the consequences of a receiving action. However, this information
must be gathered and organized so it can be readily used by EIS
preparers and ultimately presented to decision makers.

Predicting Impacts for Alternative Scenarios
Since the proposed action may change due to internal politics

or logistics, the methodology for preparing documents must be
made more flexible. This can be done by predicting the environ-
mental impacts for ranges of possible realignment scenarios. Each
receiving installation should prepare a carrying capacity environ-
mental analysis that describes the cumulative environmental im-
pacts of several alternative proposed actions in addition to predict-
ing the impacts of individual realignment actions.

For example, if Fort A were designated as a receiving instal-
lation, the environmental impacts could be evaluated for a range of
additional military units by identifying the carrying capacity of
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corresponding natural and human resources. (See Table 4-1.) This
would allow the BRAC NEPA process the flexibility to evaluate a
broad range of realignment actions in one document, even if
proposed actions change or if additional realignment actions occur
over time. In addition, this methodology allows decision makers to
roughly determine the carrying capacity for environmental at-
1ributes at receiving installations. For example, if the carrying
capacity for endangered species appears to be 5000 additional
personnel at hypothetical Fort A, the evaluation should also con-
sider the equipment and training requirements of additional units.

Table 4.1 Example Summary of Receiving Installation Impacts

Impacts of Personnel Change

0.499 500-999 1000.4999 5000-9999

Endangered Species No Problem No Problem No Problem Problem

Noise No Problem No Problem Problem Problem

Wetlands No Problem Problem Problem Problem

Floodplains No Problem No Problem Problem Problem

Landfills No Problem No Problem Problem Problem

Air Pollution No Problem No Probler No Problem Problem

Schools No Problem No Probler Problem Problem

-Value of Carrying Capacity Analysis
Installation closures and increased training area requirements

of modem weapon systems exert additional pressures on training
and operational areas at receiving installations, possibly resulting
in an increase in the number of training areas and the intensity of
theit use. To protect sensitive natural areas, the receiving installa-
tion carrying capacity environmental analysis should focus on both
direct and indirect impacts of alternative realignment actions for
both human and natural resources.
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4.3.4 Environmental Considerations for Reuse

Determining the inherent reuse suitability of Army lands and
facilities should begin with examining the broad range of options.
The value of Army lands and facilities should be evaluated to
determine their natural and cultural significance and their inherent
suitabilities. Based on these suitabilities, these considerations can
be incorporated into the closure environmental document to help
ensure future land-use compatibility.

According to the Base Realignment and Closure Acts of 1988
and 1990, the Army has the authority to dispose of closing instal-
lations. The responsibility of the General Services Administration
(GSA) to determine the most appropriate reuse is effectively
transferred to the Army in BRAC. The Army is responsible to
document and evaluate the disposal impacts and the range of future
uses of closing installations. The closure environmental document
should provide guidance to ensure that future use of installation
property is not compromised by a potential environmental hazard
(e.g., a hazardous waste site or a leaking underground storage tank)
and will not damage sensitive natural areas.

Seek Public Involvement
Recommendations for Army land reuse and management

requires the involvement and support of local planners, govern-
ment officials, special interest groups, and the general public.
Unless installation land is directly transferred to other public
agencies, local or regional planning agencies will greatly influence
the installations' reuse through comprehensive planning and zon-
ing. In addition, public involvement is necessary to ensure the
environmental integrity of closing installations. These environ-
mental considerations for reuse should augment the development
of a separate reuse plan. OEA is a community assistance agency
that will aid the installation and local community in evaluating
reuse alternatives, and will provide funding to help prepare reuse
plans.
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Protect Sensitive Natural Areas
Army installations contain unique natural and cultural re-

sources. As stewards of these valuable national resources, the
Army has the responsibility to ensure that reuse of closing instal-
lations preserves the resources on or adjacent to the installation.
The 1991 DoD Appropriations Act mandates that the Secretary of
Defense will establish a "Legacy Resource Management Program"
to identify and manage significant biological, geophysical, and
cultural resources on DoD land. Within the Senate Report on
Legacy, priority is given to identify Legacy lands for all closing or
realigning installations. By law, recommendations must be made to
transfer Legacy lands on BRAC installations to other federal land
management agencies with a "broad resource protection mandate."

An implementation strategy for Legacy has not yet been
completed and no specific guidance is available for BRAC instal-
lations. However, closing environmental documents should rec-
ommend that sensitive natural areas, such as wetlands or estuaries,
be protected after the installation is closed. The environmental
document should also recommend strategies for managing and
preserving significant natural and historical resources. For ex-
ample, buffer areas may need to be created around sensitive natural
areas to ensure the integrity of wildlife habitat. The EIS could also
recommend that natural areas be sold to responsible organizations
such as the Nature Conservancy, or transferred to responsible
public agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Na-
tional Park Service, or state conservation agencies.

Identify Environmental Hazards and Damaged Natural Areas
The Army is legally responsible to identify, evaluate and if

necessary, remediate potential environmental hazards e.g. hazard-
ous or toxic substances that have been released into the environ-
ment (AR 200-1, Section 6-4). Army installations prepare environ-
mental compliance assessments every two years. These assess-
ments recognize the absence or availability of data and/or studies
which might help identify and evaluate potential environmental
hazards. The closure environmental document should take advan-
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tage of any information from the recent assessment. Mitigation
plans for major environmental problems such as contaminated
soils, or leachate problems from landfills should be clearly summa-
rized in theclosure EIS.

-Value of Environmental Considerations for Reuse
Incorporating environmental considerations for reuse into the

closure EIS will help to smoothly transfer the property and to help
ensure the future environmental integrity of the closing installa-
tion. Identifying the environmental conditions in the EIS will also
help the surrounding communities develop a reuse plan and will
prevent closure delays by promoting cooperation between the
installation and the local community.

4.3.5 Programmatic EIS

The purpose of preparing a programmatic EIS is that it
addresses a program's or a policy's broad environmental conse-
quences. It acts as a supporting document for site-specific environ-
mental documents. This allows site-specific EISs to focus on issues
specific to the subsequent actions and to summarize the issues
discussed in the programmatic statement. The programmatic EIS
also helps introduce environmental matters in the early planning
stages of a proposed program action. The programmatic EIS
should speed the BRAC environmental documentation process by
giving focus to the site-specific environmental documents. It
would also help coordination between sending and receiving instal-
lations by defining all proposed BRAC actions for each round.

Guidance for Preparing a BRAC Programmatic EIS
Army Regulation 200-2 (Section 2-6) encourages the propo-

nents to tier their environmental analysis for major policy actions.
The first tier of environmental analyses for a major federal action
is a programmatic EIS. A programmatic EIS should be prepared for
each BRAC round to clearly articulate the purpose and objectives
of that round, and to identify and discuss the common environmen-
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tal issues for base closure and realignment. The general public
should be invited to participate in the scoping and review process
for the programmatic EIS, although it should be made clear that
alternative locations for closure and realignment will not be evalu-
ated in the EIS. Public participation should focus on the environ-
mental consequences of closure/reuse and on managing resources
-on receiving installations.

Site-specific information found using the EEWS would al-
low decision makers to identify those installations that would be
sensitive to change. (See Section 4.4.2 for further discussion of
EEWS.) Foi instance, a receiving installation with training areas
already being used at near-capacity levels and having sensitive
natural areas would be labeled as "sensitive forreceiving additional
units." EEWS can help prepare a matrix summarizing the environ-
mental sensitivity of closing and receiving installations. (SeeTable
4-2.)

Table 4-2 Example Summary of Environmental Sensitivity

Environmental -

Area

Q QN

0

Installati on Z Z

Ft.-A [-- ensitive
B Sensitive

F X E --4 l" Not Sensitive

Ft. M
Ft.D

Ft. Y

Ft. J
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Value of a Programmatic EJS for BRAC
There are two primary benefits of preparing a programmatic

EIS for BRAC. First, it encourages environmental considerations.
to be clearly expressed early in BRAC decision making. An EEWS
generated table, such as Table 4-2, can be developed to evaluate
environmental sensitivity (i.e., likelihood of significant environ-
mental impact) of candidate installations in a programmatic EIS.
This would provide decision makers with a useful source to
evaluate the environmental considerations of realignment sce-
narios.

Second, a programmatic EIS would encourage tailoring site-
specific EISs to environmental sensitive areas. Preparing a pro-
grammatic EIS may also ensure that common environmental con-
siderations are made public in a programmatic document. Prepar-
ing programmatic documents may even streamline the whole
BRAC NEPA process by allowing environmental documents to
focus on the site-specific issues of blosure or realignment (Wathern,
1988). Implementing a BRAC programmatic EIS would require an
office of the Headquarters Department of the Army (HQDA) to
serve as proponent of the programmatic document. The Corps of
Engineers or a contractor could be the actual preparer and program-
matic document preparation could take approximately nine months.
However, tiering the environmental assessment process would
streamline the BRAC NEPA process and may provide a net savings
in time and resources for future BRAC rounds.

4.3.6 Tiering

-Three Levels of Environmental Analysis
The Army is encouraged to tier environmental documents to

eliminate repetitive discussions and to focus on the actual issues
pertinent to decision makers at each level of environmental analy-
sis (AR 200-2, Section 2-6 ci). By creating a tiered environmental
assessment methodology (Figure 4-3) using strategies already
presented in this chapter, BRAC environmental documents can be
both tailored to the proposed action, and flexible enough to address
many policy changes.
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Figure 4-3 Tiering the BRAC EIS Process

Prepare for each round of BRAC

Receiving Installation Prepare for each receiving

Envirosuintal Analysis

Prepare tailored environmental documents for A. l . . . . .. ..
sending and~ receiving installations Apply omeadc mentesefi

(integrate environmena consideraton for reuse into closure EISs)

The first tier of environmental analysis is to prepare a BRAC
programmatic EIS. This document would lay out the common
environmental issues of each BRAC round, and support site-
specific EISs. The second tier of environmental documentation
would be to prepare a carrying capacity environmental analysis for
each receiving installation. Environmental documents for indi-
vidual receiving actions need only articulate the proposed action
and reference the identified impacts. If a proposed realignment
action changed, the carrying capacity analysis for the receiving
installation could be used to quickly determine the impacts of the
new action. The third tier of the environmental analysis process
would be to tailor sending and receiving environmental documents
to address the significant environmental issues of a proposed
action. At closing installations, this would involve integrating
,environmental considerations for reuse into the closure EIS. When
used together in a tiered approach, these strategies provide a
comprehensive framework for implementing the BRAC NEPA
process.

Value of Tiering
Improved decision making, flexibility, resource savings, and

improved quality are benefits of tiering BRAC environmental
documents. The programmatic EIS can provide decision makers
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with pertinent information to evaluate the environmental sensitiv-
ity of closing and realignment. Flexibility is achieved by preparing
carryingcapacity analysis to determine environmental impacts for
ranges of realignment scenarios. The BRAC NEPA process can be
streamlined by addressing common environmental issues with a
programmatic document and allowing the sending and receiving
documents to focus on the site-specific problems.

4.4 Teichnal

4.4.1 Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS)

,Economic impacts of BRAG on local communities can be
significant and will continue to be one focus ofBRAC environmen-
tal'documents, EIFS is already a widely accepted analytical data-
bas6 and forecast model to evaluate the economic impacts of Army
actions. EIFS has been used extensively in the BRAC NEPA
process with a high degree of success. Forecast model output can
be compared to regional economic history to determine the signifi-
cance of the closure or realignment action.

This success with EIFS makes it appropriate to continue the
systems use for future BRAC environmental analyses. Planned
EIFS improvements will increase its capabilities to provide more
value to the BRAC process. These improvements should include:
refining capabilities to define regions of influence, locating addi-
tional data sources, developing a second tier for additional site-
specific economic analysis and developing better guidance for
using EIFS.

4.4.2 Environmental Early Warning System (EEWS)

EEWS is designed to determine the environmental impacts
on installations for realignment actions. EEWS has already been
used to incorporate environmental considerations into screening
criteria for BRAC I (Lozar, December 1988). Using the system
requires identifying the realigning installations and either the
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specific units.that will be moved or the general numbers and types
of units that will be relocated. By identifying the type of unit being
realigned, the system can determine the environmental impacts for
the equipment, training requirements, and mission of a unit. After
the user inputs the required information, the system analyzes
installation specific data, (e.g., endangered species, available train-
ing area, school capacity) to determine the proposed action's
environmental sensitivity for 14 topical areas:

* Housing * Endangered species
* Coastal zones * Noise
* Schools * Floodplains
* Maneuver areas * Landfills
* Smokes/obscurences * Petroleum/fuels
* Ranges needed * Historical/archeological
* Utilities * Office space.

Foreach "topic" area identified above, a more detailed summary
can be obtained within the system. For instance, a detailed summary
of a "problem" topic area (endangered species) would be:

* Type of species
* Population size
* Percent of installation for species habitat
* Seasonal occurrences
* Potential for recovery
* Human tolerance
* Population parameters
* Federal and state protection status
* Degree of threat.

EEWS will not replace a site-specific analysis to determine
risks for environmental hazards such as ground water contamina-
tion. However, it will identify topical areas where problems may
exist, and it will guide a more site-specific analysis. The EEWS
system also facilitates "what if" analyses to determine the potential
environmental impacts of proposed realignment actions. EEWS
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allows the user to quickly predict and evaluate the impacts, of
various realignment and closure alternatives in BRAC decision
making. (Appendix D shows an example output from EEWS.)

Implementing EEWS for BRAC would require several sys-
tem modifications. First, the system would need to be downloaded
onto a personal computer and made more "user-friendly" to allow
installation personnel to use it. Second, installation environmental
information not currently available on the system would have to be
collected and added to the database. The EEWS covers most Forces
Command (FORSCOM) installations; other major Army installa-
tions would have to be added to the system (Appendix D contains
a list of installations on EEWS). In addition, the system's informa-
tion on existing installations may need to be updated. Installations
that are proposed for realignment or closure should be given
priority for being added to EEWS.

The updatedEEWS would be invaluable for evaluating baseline
conditions and predicting the environmental impacts of realign-
ment- actions. It would allow greater flexibility in environmental
documents by determining the environmental impacts of alterna-
tive realignment scenarios. In addition, it would provide HQDA
decision makers with the ability to quickly evaluate the environ-
mental consequences of alternative realignment scenarios.

4.4.3 Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM)

ITAM provides a systematic method to determine the carrying
capacity of training lands. ITAM also provides maintenance,
rehabilitation, and a management system to schedule training,
based on the condition of the land, soils, flora, and fauna. ITAM is
also being integrated with the Geographic Resource Analysis
Support System (GRASS) to provide a computerized spatial envi-
ronmental database.,Updating the EEWS could be augmented with
the Army-wide implementation of systems like ITAM and GRASS.

4.5 Stitegy Summary

Thefollowing table summarizes andprovides suggestedvalues
for each of the strategies discussed in Chapter 4.
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Table 4-3 Overview of Strategies

Strategy Value

Managerial

nIepl ntaeion Plan -Defines NEPA responsibilities
*Efficient review process, fund allocation, time
schedule

Support Teim -Quality control early and throughout in the NEPA
process

Master Plan Coordination ,Integratea relevant information from Master Plan
and BRAC environmental document
.Mitigation and monitoring

Separate Sending and Receiving Actions -Addresses cumulative impacts at receiving
installation
.Focuses environmental analysis on site.specific
isiues
$Assists in signing BRAC I RODs

Methodology

Framing Proposed Action -Greater document flexibility when proposed action
changes

Boundary Analysis -Deternines if additional environmental analysis is
required when a proposed action changes

Carrying Capacity -Determines impact significance
-Evaluates direct/indirect impacts
'Evaluates cumulative impacts

Environmental Considerations for Reuse -Facilitates environmental compatibility after
closure

Programmatic EIS 'Evaluates coi.a,,on environmental issues early in
BRAC planning process
-Encourages tailoring of site.specific environmental
analysis

Tiering 'Streamlines BRAC EIAP
'Allows site-specific EISs to focus on issues specific
to the proposed action

Technical

EIFS 'Standardized and proven system to forecast BRAC
economic impacts

EEWS 'Identifies sensitive environmental issues
'Aides in carrying capacity analysis

ITAM 'Determines environmental sensitivity of Armytraining areas
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5. Implementation

5.1 .Implementation Considerations

Publishing and distributing this paper will not guarantee that
these strategies will be adopted into policy. Simply acknowledging
issues or concerns seldom assures commitment to their solution.
The need remains to mobilize a coalition of support, to resolve
conflicts, and to gain consensus. As with any political interaction,
there may be a time lag before these conditions are met (Rondinelli,
1973). Anticipating implementation pitfalls must be part of the
policy analysis process. Few policies are self-executing and most
policies, even simple ones, require a great deal of effort to be
implemented. Policy makers usually do not implement policy
themselves, but rely on implementers. to carry out their policies.
The Institute will assist in developing implementation strategies
and wil work with policy implementers.

This paper discussed many strategies for increasing the value
and usefulness of environmental analysis and documentation within
the BRAC process. In fact, it should be acknowledged that various
Army offices are already implementing several of the recom-
mended strategies. This policy analysis also compliments the
report, Base Realignment and Closure "How-to" Manualfor Com-
pliance with The National Environmental Policy Act being pre-
pared to provide additional guidance for BRAC NEPA documen-
tation. The following suggestions are intended to assist with
implementing these and other recommended strategies Army-
,wide.

First, identify an implementer. The commitment to improve
the substantive quality of environmental documents already exists
in the Army. However, an implementer can serve as an advocate for
the preferred strategies. The implementer ensures that strategies for
improving the NEPA process are understood and implemented at
all levels of the BRAC decision making process. The candidate
should be a person or persons who value the recommendations and
hold a stake in the BRAC planning and implementation process.
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Second, utilize research laboratories to, provide necessary
assistance. Several recommendations rely upon the Army environ-
mental research laboratories becoming actively involved. Carrying
capacity methodologies, boundary analysis techniques, and envi-
ronmental baseline data identification/collection will require the
Army's best environmental scientists. Baseline data, information

• systems and methodologies may already exist, so the gaps may be
not as great as originally discussed at the symposium. Further, these
scientists are often well networked with other government and
private scientists, where information flows more informally and
often more rapidly than through normal channels.

Third, to institutionalize the 'implementation strategies, a
policy letter signed by the ASA (IL&E) is urged. This will confer
official recognition, adoption, and broad distribution throughout
the Army. This brief policy letter, signed by the ASA (IL&E) will
incorporate by reference the preferred strategies conceived and
presented in this study. In addition, supplemental instructions
could be written to support the environmental impact analysis
process.

Further, carefully study the feasibility of the proposed strate-
gies and understand what will be necessary to carry themout. One
feasibility model focuses on the degree of consensus among groups
involved in or affected by the proposed strategies and the magni-
tude of change that the proposed strategy represents (Steiss, 1980).
Those strategies that have high consensus/low change present few
problems in implementation. On the other hand, those with low
consensus/high change may be the least feasible. Ascertaining

* strategy feasibility should permit limited resources to be allocated
to those strategies with the highest payback. One systematic
approach used to analyze implementation feasibility is presented in
Table 5-1.
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Table5.1- Implementation Evaluation

Rank each alternative on a scale of 1-5 for consensus and change. Then add the
rankings of consensus and change to receive a total score to assess the feasibility
for implementing each strategy.

Consensus Change Required
Strategy Low MN .j-ljg. L  w Md. High Total

1 2 3 4 S' 4 3 2 1

Managerial

Implementation Plan

Support Team

Master Plan Coordination

Sending and Receiving

Methodological

Framing Proposed Action

Boundary Analysis

Carrying Capacity

Environmental Considzation
for Reuse

Programmatic EIS

Tiecing

Technical

EIFS

BEWS

ITAM
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The alternative strategies discussed in this chapter have differ-
ent time requirements for preparation and application. These alter-
native strategies address both existing BRAC I environmental
documents and future BRAC rounds. The boundary analysis and
sending/receiving strategies provide two techniques that can be
applied to BRAC I environmental documentation that will help
alleviate constraints to signing EIS RODs by the 30 September
1991 deadline. These suggestions along with those discussed in
Chapter 4 are also intended for implementation in future BRAC
rounds. A proposed framework for implementation is summarized
in Table 5-2.

Table 5-2 Application Timing

Timing
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686 Summaryand Conclusion
6. Sum r

The strategies presented in this paper outline ways to attain the
letter and intent of the NEPA process while accomplishing BRAC
mandates. Strategies focus on implementing the NEPA environ-
mental impact analysis process within the context and support of
the base realignment and closure procedures. These strategies
provide a framework for decision makers to:

* Improve existing EISs so their RODs may be signed, and the
proposed actions proceed

* Comply with NEPA while implementing Army Mission re-
quirements

* Prevent impediments to future BRAC rounds.

Many of the issues and concerns identified in this policy
analysis are interrelated. After synthesizing and evaluating the
many complex issues, tl,,ee broad areas of concern were identified
for this policy analysis to address: managerial, methodological, and
technical. Chapter 3 developed and evaluated alternatives for each
area. Chapter 4 discussed those strategies that achieved at least two
of the three evaluation criteria.

6.2 Conclusion

The preferred strategies discussed in Chapter 4 met at least
two of the BRAC NEPA evaluation criteria: congruency, quality,
and responsiveness. In addition, they specifically address manage-
rial, methodological, and technical concerns. These strategies can
support existing BRAC I environmental documents and future
BRAC rounds. For example, the boundary analysis technique, and
sending and receiving strategy provide an opportunity to sign the
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RODs of BRAC I EISs by making the best use of invested
resources. These strategies may also be implemented with the
others outlined in Table 5-2 to improve future BRAC decision
making and overall environmental documentation and analysis
quality. These strategies also:

* Meet mission objectives without significantly deteriorating
the natural or human resources

* Increase flexibility to evaluate changing proposed actions

* Can evaluate the environmental consequences of alternative
implementation scenarios for closure and realignment deci-
sions

* Improve resource management

* Produce environmental analyses and documents tailored to
pertinent environmental issues of the proposed action.

NEPA set forth obligations for environmental protection in
federal decision making. As with many federal laws, NEPA
implementation was shaped by litigation. This created the percep-
tion of NEPA as a set of rigid procedural requirements. This
perception combined with the requirements of BRAC, have mag-
nified the difficulties in implementing NEPA.

Base realignment and closure is a dynamic and continuing
political reality that must be accommodated. It is important to
recognize that NEPA is a flexible process that allows many alter-
native strategies for addressing the constraints of realignment and
closure. Tiering the process, developing a strong implementation
plan, and developing environmental baseline information sources
are just a few of the strategies to work within the BRAC require-
ments and overcome the difficulties in preparing environmental
analysis. The strategies presented in this report provide a potential
ffamework for decision makers to implement the NEPA process
within the constraints of BRAC.
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Appendix A

Study Coordination and Approval Form
Army Environmental Policy Institute, Champaign, Illinois

Action Required InItlating Office I POCI 9 e.'e-"=7

C3 For Information Only Oate at ReIu*et: / " / go

BACKGROUND

In May 1988, do Defese Seuy 's Cau.duoa n Rase Raligpment and
Clom was chotd to mcomaM speciic bsut which could to ralped
or closed. Too Depimmt of the Army iaad nurous Enviroaanl.
Impect Swiao deiged t. ooply with the U. S. Army mtim (AR
200-2) for Imn.lo diom of the Natinal Eavioaoital Policy Act (NEPA).

STUDY OBJECTIVE

To pvvide a facilitat d loon omio e IM mviraoalt poenoa l in
which to cpm a sy aic app m full NEPA c om wile
stmomadg h m coadice whers a BRAC ympeon coeastenly 1 mas
bem the rmxd ot dedsioa (ROD) cn be accompli The oi utco o this
nmieag will lad to a AlEP whits pae whi will apm optim to dos

- re align Army insllations while sf compying with NEPA.

COORDINATION" IGNATURE ACTION

ACE 9n........ concur 0 Nonconcur
ASA, IL& ,............. 0. concur C0 Nonconcur

.... . ...... ... ................ 0 Concur C Nonconcur

........................................................ 0] Concur 0] Nonconcur
. . Concur C1 Nonconcur

......................................................... M Concur 0] Nonconcur
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Appendix B

Contributors and Reviewers

Mr. Carl Bausch Executive Office of the President, Council on
Environmental Quality

Ms. Dinah Bear Executive Office of the President, Council on
Environmental Quality

Dr. John Belsh6 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Dr. Lynton Caldwell Indiana University

Mr. Ray Clark Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Installations, Logistics, and Environment

Mr. Bill Cohen U.S. Department of Justice

COL Chris Conrad Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Installations, Logistics, and Environment

Mr. Bill Dickerson U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Dr. Vic Diersing U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Engineering
Housing Support Center

MAJ Horst Greczmiel U.S. Army, Office of the Judge Advocate General,
Environmental Law Division

Mr. Jamie Hildreth U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District
Office

Mr. Donald Hunsaker U.S. Department of Energy, Oak Ridge National
Laboratory

Mr. Rupert Jennings U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Office of Chief
Counsel

Mr. David Jones U.S. Department of the Army, Office of the
General Counsel
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Appendix B (continued)

Mr. Tim Julius Headquarters, Department of the Army, Army
Environmental Office

Mr. Dave Ketcham U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service

Mr. Steve Miller U.S. Army, Office of the Assistant Chief of
Engineers, Base Realignment & Closure Office

Mr. Dan Reicher Natural Resources Defense Council

Mr. Lance Wood U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Office of the
General Counsel

Mr. David Yentzer U.S. Army, Office of the Assistant Chief of
Engineers, Installations Division
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Appendix C

BRAC NEPA Symposium Strategies

Scoring

1= most feasible
10 = least feasible

1. Define each BRAC proposal and carefully write a NEPA document

to address that proposal (1.33 ave)

-This will address the "moving target problem"

-Define a broad range of activities and determine their impacts,
e.g., impact of 100 additional troops, 1000 additional troops, 10,000
additional troops

-Include in the EIS a proposal to find new uses - seek public
involvement

-Make EISs site-specific by identifying installation problems
through public involvement, i.e., conduct
scoping

-Move EIS responsibility to the installation

2. Create a programmatic EIS document (2.7 ave)

-Preparation time will be 3-6 months
-Document rationale for decisions
-Prepare guidance for tiered analysis of environmental impacts

-This would be used at the Commission level.

3. Create an umbrella description of criteria (4.2 ave.)

-Tailor environmental document

4. Move EIS responsibility to the installation (4.8 ave.)
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Appendix C (continued)

5. Tailor NEPA EIS process (5 ave.)

-Tailor NEPA to the constraints and uncertainty of BRAC

-Determine environmental criteria with public involvement

6. Determine the environmental carrying capacity of all Army bases
and incorporate that information into a programmatic EIS (5.33 ave.)

7. Ensure that the entity that will define the next round of BRAC
proposals will receive and use as much useful environmental data as
we can possibly generate (5.7 ave.)

-Create a systematic process to collect environmental data

8. Complete and update the Environmental Early Warning System.

-Incorporate issues pertinent to BRAC (6.2 ave)

9. Establish institutional arrangements to facilitate environmentally
relevant strategies (6.56 ave.)

-Create a Pentagon planning group

-Create broader policy analysis and develop criteria for
decision making

10. Prepare EAs first and then EISs (7.3 ave.)

- Prepare EA and EIS in all cases

-Create a stand alone socio-economic analysis as part of the
EIS

-Incorporate socio-economic analysis into the EIS by reference
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Appendix D

EEWS Sample User Input

Command? Model Typing model allows the system to
simulate the movement of personnel
and equipment out of Army
installation(s).

Will the same units Yes Yes moves the same units onto or off
be moved of the installation specified. No

moves different units onto and/or off
of the installation specified.

Unit type U9003 This is the EEWS designation for the
Army unit that will be moved

Number This is the number of units to be
moved. Positive number indicates
units moving onto the installation
and a negative number indicates
units moving off of an installation.

Unit Type Exit Another unit type could be entered.
Exit tells the system there are no
more units to be added to the
analysis

Installation Ft. A Name of installation unit is moving
to.

Brief Summary Yes Yes displays a brief summary of the
ramifications. No displays detailed
information for individual topic
areas.
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Appendix D (continued)

EEWS Sample Output

ic EtA
Housing. Problem
Coastal Zones Problem
Schools No Problem
Maneuver Area Problem
Smokes/0bscurences No Problem
Ranges Needed Problem
Historical/Archeological No Problem
Utilities No Problem
Endangered Species No Problem

List of Available Installations on EEWS

Yakima McPherson
Wainwright McCoy
Stewart Irwin
Sheridan Indiantown
Sam Houston Hunter Liggett
Roberts Hunter Army Air
Riley Hood
Richardson Greely
Presidio SF Drum
Polk Devens
Oakdale Chaffee
Meade Carson
Carson Buchanan
Campbell Bragg
Bullis Bliss (TRADOC)
A.P. Hill Benning (TRADOC)
Lewis
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Acronym Glossary

AAP Army Ammunition Plant

ACE Army Corps of Engineers

AEPI Army Environmental Policy Institute

AR Army Regulation

ASA Assistant Secretary of the Army

BRAC Base Realignment and Closure

BRAC-NEPA Base Realignment and Closure relating to the
National Environmental Policy Act

BRACO Base Realignment and Closure Office

CERL Construction Engineering Research Laboratory

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

COL Colonel

DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement

DMA Defense Mapping Agency

EA Environmental Assessment

EESC Executive Environmental Steering Committee

EEWS Environmental Early Warning System

EIAP Environmental Impact Assessment Process

EIFS Environmental Impact Forecast System

EIS Environmental Impact Statement

FORSCOM Forces Command

FY Fiscal Year

GRASS Geographic Resource Analysis Support System

GSA General Services Administration

HASC House Armed Services Committee
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Glossary (continued)

HQD A Headquarters Department of the Army

IL&E Installations, Logistics, and Environment

ITAM Integrated Training Area Management

LTG Lieutenant General

MACOM Major Command

MAJ Major

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act

NG National Guard

NOI Notice of Intent

OASA Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army

OCE Office, Chief of Engineers

OCONUS Outside Continental United States

OEA Office of Economic Assessment

PDEIS PreliminaryDraftEnvironmental Impact Statement

ROD Record of Decision

USARC United States Army Reserve Center
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Index

A

allocating resources, 4
Alternatives, 1 7

analysis, 18
managerial, 19
managerial implementation plan, 20
managerial, master plan coordination, 2 1
managerial, mitigation, 21
managerial, packaging, 22
managerial, separate discrete implementation element, 2 2
managerial, staffing, 23
managerial status quo, 19
managerial, support team, 20
methodology, boundary analysis, 24
methodology, carrying capacity analysis, 25
methodology, definition of proposed action, 24
methodology, programmatic Environmental Impact Statbrnent,

26
methodology, reuse, 25
methodology, status quo, 23
methodology, tiering, 26
technical, Economic Impact Forecast System, 28
technical, Environmental Early Warning System, 28
technical, integrated automated data system, 28
technical, Integrated Training Area Management, 28
technical, status quo, 27

criteria, 1 7
BRAC-NEPA congruency, 17
quality, 18
responsiveness, 18

technical, 27
Assistant Secretary of the Army for Installations,

Logistics & Environment 13. See also Office of the
Assistant Secretary of the Army

axioms
for policy analysis, 2

B
B.-se Realignment and Closure

biennial commissions,
decisions, 16

biennial commissions, 16
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BRAC I, 10
documents packaging, 15
Implementation Plan, 13
proponency, 13

BRAC I!, 1 0
BRAC III, 11
requirements, 13

Baseline Information, 1 5
BRAC. See Base Realignment and Closure
BRAC 1988, 9
BRAC 91, 1 6
BRAC 93, 1 6
BRAC 95, 1 6

C
carrying

capacity, 23, 25, 26, 28, 41, 42, 43, 49, 50, 52, 55, 67
carrying capacity analysis

value of, 43
cumulative Impact, 3 8

E
Economic Impact Forecast System, 27, 2 8, 5 0
EEWS. See Environmental Early Warning System
EIAP. See Environmental Impact Assessment Process
EIFS. See Economic Impact Forecast System
Environmental analysis, 1 4

analysis of cumulative impacts, 15
baseline information, 15
discussion of alternatives, 14

Environmental Early Warning
System, 27, 28,47,48,50,52,61,68

list of available installations on, 69
sample user input, 68

Environmental Impact Assessment
Process, 1 5,6, 17,32

boundary analysis, 24
carrying capacity, 25
changes to the proposed action, 4
cumulative impacts, 22
policy alternatives, 17
support team, 33
technical issues, 6
tiering, 26
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IL&E. See Office of the Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Installations, Logistics, and Environment

Implementation evaluation, 5 6
Integrated automated data system, 2 7, 2 8
Integrated Training Area Management, 27, 28, 5 2
Issue definition, 6
ITAM. See Integrated Training Area Management

M
Major Army Commands, 1 3

guidance, 13
review process 13
role of district offices, 14

managerial Issues, 3
methodological Issues, 5
mitigation, 2 1

N
National Defense Authorization Act, 1 6
National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal

BRAC 91, 16
BRAG 93, 16
BRAG 95, 16

National Environmental Policy Act, 9
application, 9
congruency, 17
interpretation, 4
October, 1990 symposium, 1
requirements, 9

0
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army

Installations, Logistics, and Environment, 10, 13, 1 4
Record of decision, 13
review, 1 3

P
problem definition, 2
problem situation, 2 , 3

issues, 3
proponency and preparation, 5
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R

Record of Decision, 4 , 5 , 1 4

S
Strategies, 3 1

managerial
implementation plan, developing consensus, 33
implementation plan, internal review, 32
implementation plan, proponent, 3 1
implementation plan, resource allocation, 32
master plan coordination, value of, 34
master plan, value of, 34
sending and receiving, 34
sending and receiving, application of strategy to, 36, 38
sending and receiving, tailoring documents, 37
sending and receiving, value of, 38
support team, 33
support team, value of, 33

mothodology, 39
alternative scenarios, predicting impacts of, 42
boundary analysis, 39
carrying capacity analysis, 41
defining proposed action, 39
programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 46
programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, preparation,

46
reusG, environmental considerations of, 44
reuse, identifying environmental damage, 45
reuse, protection of sensitive natural areas, 45
reuse, public involvement, 44
reuse, value of environmental considerations for, 46
tiering, 48
tiering, levels, 48

technical, 50
Economic Impact Forecast System, 50
Environmental Early Warning System, 50
Integrated Training Area Management (ITAM), 52
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