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COVER SHEET
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR
PROPOSED DEMOLITION AND CONSOLIDATION
MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE, MONTGOMERY COUNTY, ALABAMA

Responsible Agency: Department of the Air Force

Contact for Further Information: Jeff Jones, CSP, CHMM, CHST
ESH Manager
ITT Exelis, Mission Systems
42 CES/CEIE

Proposed Action and Location: The Air Education and Training Command (AETC) and its
42d Air Base Wing (ABW) at Maxwell Air Force Base propose to dispose of unneeded and
unserviceable facilities through a combination of demolitions and property transfers. The
Proposed Action also includes one small construction project to create a semicircular turn-around
loop at the southwest end of the active runway.

The Proposed Action will take place within the installation boundaries of Maxwell Air Force
Base and its Gunter Annex, which are located in the City of Montgomery, Montgomery County,
Alabama.

Designation: Final Environmental Assessment

Abstract: As a result of a memorandum signed by President Obama in June 2010, the Air Force
has implemented a “20/20 by 2020 initiative to reduce both the “facility footprint” and energy
usage by 20 percent by the year 2020. The goal established for Maxwell Air Force Base is to
reduce its real property footprint by approximately 1,188,000 square feet by 2020, which
averages a reduction of approximately 84,900 square feet annually for the remaining years
between 2013 and 2020.

The Proposed Action is a Demolition and Consolidation effort for helping to meet these goals.
The Proposed Action was formulated based on: facility age, historical significance, general
operation and maintenance history, renovations required in the future, whether the facility is
suitable for occupants, and how complicated consolidation moves of occupants might be.
Approximately 50 facilities have been proposed for demolition, and 8 other properties were
identified as potential property transfers.

Under the No-Action Alternative, the facilities would continue to age and deteriorate. Occupants
would eventually have to be relocated, and the buildings closed. The No-
Action Alternative would not work toward agency goals of reducing energy usage and operating
and maintenance expenditures. The No-Action Alternative would fail to provide adequate
planning for eventual moves and facility disposition.
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FINAL FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
PROPOSED DEMOLITION AND CONSOLIDATION
MAXWELL AIR FORCE BASE, ALABAMA

Agency: United States Air Force (USAF), Air Education and Training Command (AETC), 42d
Air Base Wing (ABW)

Background: The 42d Air Base Wing of the United States Air Force at Maxwell Air Force
Base has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA), which is hereby incorporated by
reference, in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As aresult of a
memorandum signed by President Obama in June 2010, the Air Force has implemented an
initiative to reduce costs and energy usage throughout the Air Force. The overall goal of the Air
Force *20/20 by 20207 initiative is to reduce both the “facility footprint” and facility operational
costs by 20 percent by the year 2020.

Proposed Action and Alternatives; In order to meet the goals, Maxwell AFB Asset
Management personnel have proposed a comprehensive Demolition and Consolidation effort
(the “Proposed Action.”) The Proposed Action seeks to dispose of unnecessary, unused, and
unserviceable facilities, and consolidate units into serviceable facilities and more efficient work
space. Approximately 50 facilitics throughout Maxwell AFB and its Gunter Annex are proposed
for demolition, with an average yearly reduction of 90,000 square feet of facility area. A phased
approach has been formulated, taking place from 2013 through 2020. Some adjustments to the
proposed timetable may be necessary as funding is available and consolidation moves are
accomplished. All proposed demolitions would take place within the installation boundaries of
Maxwell AFB and its Gunter Annex.

The Proposed Action also includes potential transfer of 8 facilities at Gunter Annex to the City of
Montgomery. The facilities at Gunter are located on land leased by Maxwell AFB from the City
of Montgomery. The lease would be terminated, and the facilities transferred to the City.

One airfield construction project is also included in the Proposed Action. A semicircular turn-
around area has been proposed for construction on the southwest end of the main runway. The
area to be paved with concrete directly adjoins the main runway and measures approximately
8,700 square yards.

If the demolitions are not undertaken (the “No Action Alternative”™), the facilities would become
too costly to maintain or renovate. It is likely that the occupants would eventually be relocated,
the utilities would be either minimized or shut off, and the buildings would be closed to sit
empty. The buildings would continue to deteriorate until they are unusable and possibly unsafe,
Without a comprehensive plan for demolition and consolidation, the relocation of occupants
could oceur without adequate planning and potentially result in greater cost for multiple moves.
The No Action Alternative would not meet Air Force goals or federal directives. However,
inclusion of the No Action Alternative is prescribed by the CEQ regulations and, therefore, is
analyzed within the EA.
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The Proposed Action deals only with reduction in infrastructure in an effort to reduce energy
usage and operation and maintenance costs. The Proposed Action does not include any planned
or foreseeable reduction in workforce or changes in mission at Maxwell AFB or Gunter Annex,

Thirteen resource areas from the natural or human environment were considered for evaluation.
Eight of the resources were carried forward for analysis, but five of the resource areas were
eliminated from detailed analysis due to the lack of potential for significant impacts. After initial
consideration, the resource areas eliminated from detailed study included: Biological resources,
Land Use, Socioeconomic resources, Environmental Justice, and Transportation & Circulation,
The EA contains the rationale for their exclusion.

The table below summarizes the findings for potential environmental impacts,

Summary of Findings for the Proposed Action and No Action Alternative

Resource Area Proposed Action No Action Alternative

Air Quality Not Significant. Proposed Action would Not Significant. Air
create minor, short-term increases in dust and | emissions would decrease
air emissions during periods of demolition slightly as facilities are
activity. Construction best management closed and boilers or other
practices such as site watering would help emission sources are

reduce these emissions. Long-term emissions | minimized or inactivated.
would decrease as facility boilers are removed | No change in MAFB
with demolitions, resulting in minor emission status.
beneficial impacts. No change in MAFB
emission status.

Water Resources Not Significant. Surface waters would be No Impact. No change to
protected from potential runoff associated existing conditions.

with demolition activities by the use of '
perimeter controls and other best management
practices, as specified in the MAFB Storm
Water Management Plan. Minor positive
long-term impacts would be expected from
demolition of impermeable surface area.

Soils Not Significant. Demolition activity would | No Impact. No change to
create temporary soil disturbance. Erosion existing conditions.
protection would be implemented and
maintained according to the MAFB Storm
Water Management Plan. Soils around
building foundations would be analyzed for
presence of pesticide (chlordane). If present,
soil would be handled according to all
applicable EPA and ADEM requirements.
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[Noise

Not Significant. Temporary increases in
noise would occur near demolitions sites,
possibly resulting in potential annoyance and
localized speech interference. No long-term.
impacts expected.

No Impact. No change to
existing conditions.

Cultural Resources

Not Significant. Proposed demolition would
include 1 facility that is potentially eligible
for the National Register of Historic Places
(NRHP). Mitigation would include
performing a Historic American Building
Survey to document the structure prior to
demolition. Proposed property transfers
would transfer 3 NRHP-eligible properties to
the City of Montgomery. SHPO Consultation
and a Memorandum of Agreements for
continued preservation of the properties
would be completed, as applicable.

Not Significant. No
change to existing
conditions, MAFB would
continue to maintain the
NRHP-cligible facilities,
though at minimum
required levels.

Hazardous
Materials

Not Significant. Older facilities may contain
asbestos-containing building materials or
lead-based paint. All hazardous materials

‘would be handled and disposed of in

accordance with state and federal regulations,
the MAFB Asbestos Management Plan and
MAFB Lead-Based Paint Management Plan.

No Impact. No change to
existing conditions.

Solid Waste and
Hazardous Waste

Not Significant. The Proposed Action would
result in increased solid waste generation and
disposal. The North Montgomery
Construction and Demolition Landfill has
sufficient capacity to receive the demolition
waste. Any hazardous waste would be
handled according to current MAFB operating
procedures and all applicable state and federal
regulations. No change in MAFB generating
or regulatory status,

No impact. No change to
existing conditions.

Environmental
Restoration
Program Sites

No impact. Proposed action is not expected
to tmpact ERP sites or current remedial
efforts.

No impact. No change to
existing conditions.

Infrastructure and
Utilities

Not Significant. Demolitions would result in
a decrease in utility usage, resulting ina
minor beneficial environmental impact. No
change to delivery systems or availability of
utility resources.

Not Significant. As aging
facilities become inactive,
utilities would be
minimized, resulting in
slight beneficial
environmental impact.

FONSI-3 -




Cumulative Impacts: Multiple construction projects could be underway simultaneously at
MAFB and Gunter Annex, in the surrounding areas of Maxwell Boulevard, and in nearby
downtown Montgomery. However, since the proposed demolitions would occur wholly within
the installation boundaries, many of the resource areas would not overlap. Cumulative impact
analysis did not reveal any concerns. When considered together with other known actions, the
Proposed Action is not expected to contribute significantly to any long-term negative impacts.

Summary of Public Review and Interagency Coordination: Initial letters were sent on Dec.
26, 2012 to various governmental and agency personnel that might have an interest in the
proposed action. Several agencies responded to these scoping letters, and responses received are
included in Appendix A of the EA. A public review period was held August 25, 2013 through
September 13, 2013 to solicit public comments on the draft EA. Notice was published in the
local newspaper (Montgomery Advertiser), and the document was available for review at the
Montgomery Public Library and Maxwell Air Force Base Air University Library for the entire
public review period. The Proposed Action was also announced on local television. No public
comments were received.

Finding of No Significant Impact: [ have reviewed the facts and analysis in the accompanying
Environmental Assessment (EA), which has been prepared in accordance with the requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), regulations promulgated by the President’s
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Title 32 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 989. 1
conclude that the Proposed Action will not have a significant direct, indirect, or cumulative
impact upon the human or natural environment. Accordingly, the requirements of NEPA, the
CEQ, and 32 CFR 989 et seq. have been fulfilled, and therefore, an environmental impact
statement is not necessary and will not be prepared.

J@J‘k}“‘g—&ﬁ—w\ﬁé——-— /9 Sep zo!3

TRENT H. EDWARDS, Colonel, USAF Date
Commander, 42d Air Base Wing
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

42 ABW 424 Air Base Wing
42 CES/CEV 42d ABW Civil Engineer
Squadron, Environmental Office

ACM Asbestos-Containing Material
ADEM Alabama Department of Environmental
Management
AETC Air Education Training Command
AF Air Force
AFB Air Force Base
AFI Air Force Instruction
AFPD Air Force Policy Directive
AlCUZz Air Installation Compatible Use Zone
ANG Air National Guard
APIMS Air Program Information Management
System
AQCR Air Quality Control Region
AU Air University
BMP Best Management Practices
C&D construction and demolition
CAA Clean Air Act
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CO carbon monoxide
CWA Clean Water Act
dB decibel
dBA A-weighted decibel
DoD Department of Defense
DRMO Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office
EA Environmental Assessment
EIAP Environmental Impact Analysis Process
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EO Executive Order
EPA Environmental Protection Agency
ERP Environmental Restoration Program
FICAN Federal Interagency Committee on

Aircraft Noise
FICON  Federal Interagency Committee on Noise
FONPA Finding of No Practicable Alternative

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impact
FY fiscal year
HABS Historic American Building Survey
HQ AETC Headquarters, Air Education &
Training Command

ICRMP Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan

IICEP Interagency and Intergovernmental
Coordination for Environmental Planning

IRP Installation Restoration Program
KSF thousand square feet
LBP lead-based paint

Ldn day-night average sound level

MAFB Maxwell Air Force Base
MAP Management Action Plan
MGD million gallons per day
MMRP Military Munitions Response Program
MRA Munitions Response Area
MS4 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System
MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area
MSF million square feet
MSL Mean Sea Level
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NFA No Further Action
NFRAP No Further Remedial Action Planned
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NO:2 nitrogen dioxide
NOx nitrogen oxides
NOR Notice of Registration
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
Os ozone
O&M operations & maintenance
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health
Administration
PAH polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
Pb Lead
PMz2s particulate matter less than
2.5 microns in diameter
PM1o particulate matter less than
10 microns in diameter
ppm parts per million
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
RA Remedial Action
ROD Record of Decision
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
ROI Region of Influence
SF square foot
SHPO State Historic Preservation Office
SIP State Implementation Plan
SO2 sulfur dioxide
SPL Sound Pressure Level
SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
TCE tetrachloroethylene
Tpy tons per year
TSP total suspended particulate
USAF U.S. Air Force
usc United States Code
USCB U.S. Census Bureau
USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
USFWA U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
UST underground storage tank
VvOC volatile organic compound



PRIVACY ADVISORY

Your comments on this Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) are requested.
Letters or other written or oral comments provided to Maxwell Air Force Base may
be published in the Final EA. As required by law, comments will be addressed in
the Final EA and made available to the public. Any personal information provided
will be used only to identify your desire to make a comment or to fulfill requests for
copies of the Final EA or associated documents. Private addresses will be compiled
to develop a mailing list for those requesting copies of the Final EA. However, only
the names of the individuals making comments and specific comments will be
disclosed. Personal home addresses and phone numbers will not be published in the
Final EA.
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1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

11 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) examines the potential impacts to the natural and
human environment resulting from proposed consolidation, demolition of excess facilities,
and facility disposal at Maxwell Air Force Base (MAFB) in Montgomery County, Alabama
(see Figure 1.1). This EA has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code 4321-4347),
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural
Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations Parts 1500-1508), and 32 CFR Part
989 et seq., the Air Force Environmental Impact Analysis Process.

These regulations require federal agencies to evaluate the potential environmental impacts
that may result from implementation of the proposed action or alternative actions. An EA
may be prepared to:

e Driefly provide sufficient analysis and evidence for determining whether to prepare
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSD);

e aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when an EIS is not necessary; and

o facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary.

1.2 WHY ISTHIS ACTION NEEDED?

In June of 2010, the Air Force and all federal agencies were charged by President Obama,
through a signed memorandum, to work towards utilizing facilities more efficiently and
disposing of unneeded real estate. This is to be accomplished through a focus on facility
space, reducing energy and water consumption, and decreasing operating costs through
condition-based operating cost assessment. Therefore, federal agencies, including the Air
Force, would keep and maintain only those facilities necessary to conduct mission
requirements, using its resources more effectively.

To ensure results, the Air Force (AF) has implemented a “20/20 by 2020 initiative to
reduce AF Real Property and associated operating costs by 20% by the year 2020. Through
an asset management approach, the Air Force will focus on space optimization, energy and
water conservation, and assessment of facility conditions. (VCSAF 2011.)
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13 WHAT ARE THE OBJECTIVES OF THE PROPOSED ACTION?

Maxwell Air Force Base is a US Air Force Base (AFB) under the Air Education and
Training Command (AETC). The AF Baseline for 20/20 by 2020 is 401 million square feet
(MSF) which was based on AF Real Property inventory as of Sep 30, 2006. Currently, the
20/20 by 2020 goal is to dispose of 80 MSF Air Force wide. Maxwell AFB is responsible
for a reduction of 1.19 MSF total or 85 thousand square feet (KSF) annually. Table 1.1
shows property reduction goals for Air Force AETC bases.

Table 1-1 — AETC Property Reduction Goals

Base Chosen Goal Annual Goal 4-Year Goal
ALTUS 547 39.1 156
COLUMBUS 290 20.7 83
FAIRCHILD 0 0.0 0
GOODFELLOW 187 13.4 53
KEESLER 1,509 107.8 431
LACKLAND 2,654 189.6 758
LAUGHLIN 360 25.7 103
LITTLE ROCK 0 0.0 0
LUKE 725 51.8 207
MAXWELL 1,188 84.9 339
RANDOLPH 294 21.0 84
SHEPPARD 2,374 169.6 678
TYNDALL 636 45.4 182
VANCE 240 17.1 69
AETC 11,004 786.0 3144
*Provided by AETC HQ AETC/A7CPD  50ct 10

KSF = 1,000 Square Feet
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The purpose of the proposed demolition and consolidation plan (referred to as the “Proposed
Action”) is to provide and carry out a plan for how Maxwell AFB will meet the 20/20 by
2020 mandate, demolishing or otherwise disposing of unneeded facilities, and consolidating
operations within useable facilities.

1.4 HOW WERE THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
FORMULATED?

The proposed action should result in meeting the installation-wide, long-range goal for a
20% reduction in real property for the remaining years until the target year 2020. The
preferred plan has been formulated using a current assessment of eligible facilities, using
criteria such as space utilization, energy, and operation & maintenance (O&M) costs. The
plan would then be used to program and budget for projects to consolidate or move building
occupants and demolish buildings, based on approval by the installation’s Space Utilization
Board and Wing Commander.

The following categories of facilities are excluded from the 20/20 initiative; therefore, they
do not count toward the reduction goals:

-Non-Square-Foot facilities

-BRAC-related facilities (Base Realignment and Closure)

-Medical

-Housing

-Commissary-related facilities

-AAFES-related facilities (Army-Air Force Exchange Service)

-ANG (Air National Guard) & Reserve facilities

-Government-owned, contractor-funded facilities

-RDT&E (Research, Development, Test and Evaluation) and other-funded facilities
-Leased, permitted, foreign-owned and NATO-funded facilities

Maxwell AFB has a large number of excluded facilities such as housing and buildings
occupied by 908™ Airlift Wing, an Air National Guard unit. Maxwell also has a large
number of historical facilities. Historical facilities, depending on the facilities’ functions,
might be included in the 20/20 reduction goals. However, demolition of historical facilities
would require additional approval and compliance with the National Historic Preservation
Act.

Historic protected facilities account for 1.7 MSF, or 29%, of total installation footprint. All
other 20/20 excluded facilities comprise 2.1 MSF of total base square footage. Figure 1-2
shows eligible and excluded facilities on Maxwell, and Figure 1-3 shows eligible and
excluded facilities on Gunter Annex.
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1.5 WHERE WILL THE PROPOSED ACTION TAKE PLACE?

The proposed action would take place wholly within the boundaries of Maxwell AFB and its
Gunter Annex, which are located in Montgomery County, within the city limits of
Montgomery, Alabama (Figure 1-1).  Potential impacts have been considered for the
installation, its immediate surroundings, and the Montgomery regional area, where
applicable.

1.6 INTERGOVERNMENTAL, INTERAGENCY, AND PUBLIC
INVOLVEMENT

Federal, state, and local agencies with jurisdiction that could be affected by the proposed or
alternative actions have been notified and consulted. Interagency and Intergovernmental
Coordination for Environmental Planning (IICEP) letters and responses are presented in
Appendix A. This coordination fulfills Executive Order (EO) 12372, Intergovernmental
Review of Federal Programs, July 14, 1982, which requires federal agencies to cooperate
with and consider state and local views in implementing a federal proposal. EO 12372 is
implemented by the Air Force in accordance with Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7060,
Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning.

Initial scoping letters were sent Dec. 26, 2012 to request input from governments, agencies,
and organizations that may have an interest in the proposed action, and to identify potential
environmental impacts. A sample scoping letter, list of recipients, and responses received
are included in Appendix A.

The Draft EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) were made available to
the public for review. A Public Notice of Availability was published in the local paper
(Montgomery Advertiser) on August 25, 2013, and copies of the Draft EA were placed at
the Montgomery Public Library and Air University Library. The Proposed Action was also
announced on local television. The public comment period extended through September 13,
2013. No public comments were received.

1.7 THE DECISION AND THE DECISION MAKER

The environmental analysis in this document evaluates the potential environmental impacts
of implementing the proposed action and the alternative of taking no action (“no-action
alternative”). The Air Force will weigh the results of the environmental analyses presented
in this EA as well as operational, economic, and other considerations when deciding whether
to implement the proposed facility disposals.
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Figure 1-2 - Maxwell AFB Historic, Excluded, and Eligible Facilities
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Figure 1-3 - Gunter Annex Historic, Excluded, and Eligible Facilities
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1.8 SCOPE AND ORGANIZATION OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

1.8.1 What is the Scope of This Environmental Assessment?

MAFB routinely evaluates facility conditions and occasionally carries out demolition of a few
facilities that are not cost-effective to maintain or refurbish. However, this EA is being
conducted to evaluate the scope of the entire proposed action, which includes multiple
demolitions and facility disposals over a time period of several years. The EA evaluates these
actions as a whole to assess the cumulative impact of the proposed facility disposals and
demolitions.

This EA presents a systematic, interdisciplinary analysis of the potential impacts from
implementing the proposed action or the alternative of taking no action. Both the proposed
action and the no-action alternative are assessed for their potential long and short term
impacts on society as a whole, the affected region and interests, and the locality.

Table 1.2 shows the environmental media and resources that have been considered for
potential impacts due to this proposed action. Only those environmental resources that have
the potential to affect, or be affected by, the proposed action or the no-action alternative were
analyzed further.

Table 1-2 — Environmental Resources Evaluated

Environmental Media or Resource Area | Consideration for Analysis

Air quality, including greenhouse gases | Carried forward for analysis
and climate change

Water resources Carried forward for analysis
Geological resources Only soils carried forward for analysis;
no other geological resources impacted

Noise Carried forward for analysis

Cultural and historical resources Carried forward for analysis
Hazardous materials Carried forward for analysis

Wastes (including hazardous wastes) Carried forward for analysis
Infrastructure and utility systems Carried forward for analysis

Biological resources Eliminated from detailed study
Transportation and traffic circulation Eliminated from detailed study

Land use Eliminated from detailed study
Socioeconomic resources Eliminated from detailed study
Environmental justice Eliminated from detailed study
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1.8.2 Why Were Some Resources Eliminated from Detailed Study?

1.8.2.1 Biological Resources

No federally-listed threatened or endangered species or critical habitat has been identified on
MAFB or Gunter Annex (MAFB 2011c). The US Fish and Wildlife Service provided a
response to the MAFB scoping letter, stating that they believe no adverse impacts would
occur to listed species or critical habitat as a result of this activity. No state-protected species
are known to occur on or adjacent to the proposed sites, or would be expected to be impacted
by the proposed action. There would be no environmentally-sensitive areas, such as wetlands,
affected by the proposed action. The biological resources impacted at the demolition sites
would be limited to turf and landscaping around the proposed buildings. Trees would be
retained where possible, and sites would be restored with sod or grass approved for planting
on MAFB. The proposed action would not affect any known sensitive species of flora or
fauna, nor would it result in degradation of the biological environment. Therefore, impacts
would be negligible, so a detailed analysis was not performed.

1.8.2.2 Transportation and Circulation

Transportation effects would be considered significant if the proposed action resulted in
considerable changes in traffic circulation or traffic volume within the region of influence
(ROI). Adverse impacts might also be considered significant if existing roadways had to
operate at or above their full design capacity as a result of an action. Potential additional
traffic related to the proposed demolitions would comprise a very small percentage of the
daily traffic for MAFB and the surrounding area. Base upon review and consideration of the
2009 MAFB Traffic Study, MAFB and adjacent public roadways have sufficient capacity to
handle minor, temporary increases in traffic (MAFB 2009b). MAFB construction traffic
routes and the commercial vehicle inspection station established for contractors and
construction traffic would be used where necessary. Traffic impacts would be minimal;
therefore, a detailed analysis was not performed.

1.8.2.3 Land Use

Proposed demolitions would create more open areas and “green space” within the current land
use areas of MAFB. There are no proposed or foreseeable plans to replace the demolished
facilities with new facilities; therefore, the proposed action would not change the current and
surrounding overall land use areas. Any future proposed redevelopment would subsequently
be evaluated in accordance with NEPA requirements, and would be evaluated for land use
compatibility and compatibility with MAFB General Plan.

1.8.2.4 Socioeconomic Resources

Socioeconomic impacts are assessed in terms of direct effects on the local economy and
population, and related indirect effects on other socioeconomic resources within the ROI.
Socioeconomic impacts would be considered significant if the proposed action resulted in a
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substantial shift in population trends, or if the proposed action would notably affect regional
employment, earnings, or community resources such as schools. The ROI consists of the
Montgomery Metropolitan Statistical Area.

The proposed action would not change the population of the installation or surrounding area.
Increased employment from short-term demolition contracts would be expected to have a
slight positive impact, but it would be a minimal impact on regional socioeconomic
conditions or employment. Economic impacts from discontinuing operation or maintenance
of demolished buildings would likewise have minimal impact on MAFB and the ROI.
Though the proposed action would reduce needed facility maintenance, there are no
foreseeable plans to reduce the operations and maintenance workforce. Proposed demolitions
would not create a shortage of housing for Air Force personnel. Therefore, a detailed analysis
was not performed.

1.8.2.5 Environmental Justice

In order to comply with EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in
Minority and Low-Income Populations, and EO 13045, Protection of Children from
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks, areas containing relatively high disadvantaged
or youth populations are given special consideration. Impacts from proposed demolition
would be largely confined to MAFB, where there are no minority, low-income, or youth
populations that would be disproportionately impacted. The impacts associated with the
proposed action are short-term in nature and would not contribute to negative cumulative
effects for environmental justice populations. Therefore, a detailed analysis was not
performed.

1.8.3 How is This Environmental Assessment Organized?

This EA is organized into six main sections. Chapter 1 of this document introduces the
background, the need, and the purpose of the proposed action. Chapter 2 provides a detailed
description of the proposed action and the no-action alternative. Chapter 3 presents a survey
of the affected environment as it currently exists. Only those environmental resources that would
affect, or be affected by, the proposed action or the no-action alternative are described in
detail. Each environmental resource area described in Chapter 3 will have a corresponding
section in Chapter 4, which describes and analyzes changes to the environment that would
result from implementing the proposed action or the no-action alternative. In addition,
Chapter 4 addresses the potential for positive or negative impacts of implementing these
changes. The environmental resources are analyzed to a level of detail corresponding to the
magnitude of the anticipated potential effects. Chapter 5 includes an analysis of potential
cumulative, irreversible, and irretrievable impacts associated with implementing the proposed
action. Chapter 6 provides the names of the interdisciplinary team members responsible for
preparing this EA, and lists the sources of information used in the preparation of the
document.
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Appendix A contains a summary of public involvement in the NEPA process. Documents
include a copy of the IICEP scoping letter mailed to agencies, the IICEP distribution list,
responses to the IICEP letter, and related correspondence. Appendix B contains
correspondence with the State Historic Preservation Office, and Appendix C contains other
supporting documentation.

1.9 APPLICABLE REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS AND REQUIRED
COORDINATION

The proposed action may affect resources under the jurisdiction of other federal agencies. .
Consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), pursuant to Section 106 of
the National Historic Preservation Act, is required for actions that may have an effect on
archeological or historical resources that have been, or may be, eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places. Coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE), pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1251 et seq., June 30,
1948, as amended February 4, 1987), is necessary if the proposed action is likely to affect
wetlands or waterways under USACE jurisdiction.

Certain actions also require notification to, or permitting through, the Alabama Department of
Environmental Management (ADEM). These may include storm water permitting,
demolition and asbestos abatement. The MAFB Civil Engineering Squadron and its
Environmental Office, 42 CES/CEV, have established procedures in place to ensure that
necessary permitting or required notifications are completed prior to work start.
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2 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

21  WHAT IS THE PROPOSED ACTION?

The agency’s preferred alternative, also known as the proposed action, would be to dispose of
excess facilities and consolidate occupancy, accomplished through a phased approach,
averaging an annual reduction of 84.9 KSF. An assessment of data including current and
projected O&M costs, facility utilization, energy consumption, and overall Base General Plan
was considered for phasing. The plan was based on a near term, mid-term, and long-term
approach. Near term includes actions that are most likely, and are scheduled to occur between
FY13-FY14. Mid-term actions are feasible but require more development, and are scheduled
for FY15-FY17. Long-term actions are fluid, with little specific planning to date, but are
projected for FY18-FY20. The table below shows the proposed phasing from 2013 until
target year of 2020.

Table 2-1 — Proposed Phasing of Demolition/Disposal

e e R I o R e

(KSF)|  (KSF) KSP)| Y (Kspy | Goal| (8K) Cost (3K)
FY13 85| 105 595 519|  449%)| 2,298 1,485
FY14 85| 180 680 699  59%| 479 6,360
FY15 85| 181 765 880|  74%)| 1885 8,640
FY16 85 36 850 016  77%| 472 742
FY17 85 29 935 9045  79%| 664 460
FY18 85 14 1020 959  81%| 359 1,646
FY19 85 64 1105 1023]  86%| 312 1,742
FY20 85 70 1190 1003]  92%| 1,160 5,588
Totals 85| 719 1190 1093 92%] 9,185 26,863

1 — Baseline for Cumulative Programmed was 414 KSF, taking into account demos completed prior to 2013.
(Warnock, 2013)
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2.2 HOW WAS THIS OPTION SELECTED?

After evaluating Maxwell’s facilities according to the eligibility discussed in section 1.4,
MAFB Asset Management personnel and Space Utilization Board formulated a demolition
and consolidation plan, which is the agency’s preferred alternative. Each building eligible for
demolition was assessed on: age, historical significance, general O&M history, renovations
required in the future, whether the facility is suitable for occupants, and how complicated a
consolidation move of occupants would be. These factors were evaluated to prioritize the
organizations to be relocated and buildings to be demolished. Table 2-3 outlines the 20/20 by
2020 plan by fiscal year. Some adjustments to the proposed timetable may be necessary as
funding is made available and as consolidation moves are accomplished.

Most of the facilities listed would be demolished, but several facilities noted below are
proposed for disposal by transfer to another owner, as discussed further in section 2.5.

2.3  CONSOLIDATION

The proposed 20/20 demolition plan would require current occupants of the buildings slated
for demolition to be relocated. Relocations and space allocations for the near-term actions
have been proposed, with relocations for the long-term actions still in the planning stages.

Relocations will require some expenditure to ensure that the new facilities are equipped to
enable the units and agencies to carry out their mission effectively. Compatibility with
surrounding facilities, land use, and mission effectiveness are considered when planning the
relocations. Table 2-3 indicates some of the proposed relocations.

24  OTHER PROPOSED ACTION

2.4.1 Minor Airfield Pavement Modification

In addition to the demolition activity, a modification is proposed on the approach to runway
33. A semi-circular turn-around area has been proposed at the south end and at the west side
of the main runway. The area to be paved with concrete directly adjoins the main runway. It
measures approximately 52 yards wide and 167 yards long, for an area of approximately
8,684 square yards.

2.4.2 Abandoned Airfield Fuel Pipeline Removal

On the southwest side of the airfield, there is approximately 7000 linear yards of abandoned
fueling pipeline that was once used for transfer of JP4 aviation fuel. This piping is to be
removed in compliance with all applicable regulations for closure of this previous fueling
system.
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2.4.3 Other Facility Demolition

Other facilities proposed for demolition may include small, temporary storage sheds, utility
buildings, or other supporting structures associated with the facilities proposed for demolition.
These additional demolitions would be minor, and are not included toward the 20/20
reduction goals.

2.5 PROPOSED PROPERTY TRANSFERS

Facilities 900, 902, 904, 905, 906, 907, and 910 on Gunter Annex are facilities in the
northeast corner of Gunter Annex that are located on a parcel of land currently leased from
the City of Montgomery. The proposed action calls for the lease to be terminated, and these
facilities located on the leased land to be transferred to the City of Montgomery.

Facility 900 was constructed in 1929, and was a post-World War | airport hangar associated
with the previous Montgomery airport. This facility is eligible for inclusion on the National
Register of Historic Places.

Facilities 902, 904, 905, 906, and 907 are recreational facilities associated with the Gunter
swimming pool. The original pool (902) and bathhouse (904) were constructed in 1929, and
are also eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places. These facilities are
discussed in more detail in section 3.7.

Facility 910 at Gunter Annex, a current warehouse/storage facility is also proposed for
transfer to the City of Montgomery. It has no historic significance.
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Table 2-2 — Projected Property Disposal by Year

Fiscal | Buildings Proposed for Demolition/Disposal Approx. Area Proposed New
Year Square Feet Location
2013 | M26, M27 (Base Theater) 19,000 None
M695, M699 (Lodging) 50,000 None
M926 (Air University/Public Affairs Multimedia) 8,000 M45
G302, G307 (Falcon’s Nest/Non-Appropriated Funds storage) 28,000 None
2014 | M40 (Post Office) 13,000 M851
M1036 (Marketing/Civil Engineer Squadron) 10,000 M1067/1060
M1073, M1074, M1075 (Security Forces Storage) 8,000 TBD
M1450, M1451 (Air University) 13,000 M1401/M1405
G322 (1* Sergeant Academy) 14,000 G1143
G1014, G1015, G1016, G1411 (Lodging) 122,000 None
2015 | M803 (Air University) 45,000 M835 & 836
M902 (Air University) 8,000 Academic Circle
M914 (Vet/Dry Cleaners/Airman’s Attic) 28,000 M851
M1033 (Holm Center/Force Support Services Storage) 12,000 M836
G1510, G1511, G1512 (Recruiting, Military Entrance Processing) | 88,000 M500
2016 | M711 (Civil Air Patrol/Office of Special Investigations) 12,000 TBD
M742 (Community Center) 24,000 TBD
2017 | M903 (908™ Airlift Wing) 8,000 TBD
G847 (Printing Plant) 21,000 TBD
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Table 2-2, Continued

Fiscal | Buildings Proposed for Demolition/Disposal Approx. Area Proposed New
Year Square Feet Location
2018 | M18 (Chapel Singles Ministry) 3,000 M155
G850 (Gym Annex/Thrift Store) 11,000 TBD
2019 | M677 (Family Readiness/Support) 11,000 TBD
G900 (Secretary of the Air Force Finance — Real Property Transfer | 27,000 TBD
to City of Montgomery)
G910 (Force Support Services Storage — Real Property Transfer to | 12,000 TBD
City of Montgomery)
G902, G904, G905, G906, G907, G908 (Swimming Pools, 14,000 None
Bathhouse, and related recreational facilities — Real Property
Transfer to City of Montgomery)
2020 | M1 (Youth Center) 27,000 TBD
M912 (Base Laundry) 20,000 TBD
M1110 (Hopper Lodge) 4,000 TBD
M1425 (Ritchie Center) 19,000 TBD

(Warnock, 2012; Riley 2013)
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26 PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES

Many options were considered during the planning, selection and phasing process. The MAFB
Asset Management team and Space Utilization Board evaluated the age of the facilities,
condition of the facilities, cost to maintain or renovate the facilities, occupancy, and ease of
renovations or relocations. As mentioned in section 1.3, buildings eligible for demolition were
somewhat limited. Therefore, as Asset Management personnel formulated the plan and worked
with the various units and organizations, the plan was revised along the way to accommodate the
most feasible alternatives for moves and consolidation. Due to the numerous factors involved in
identifying the consolidation moves and buildings eligible for demolition, there were no
alternative comprehensive plans presented for meeting the 20/20 goals. All proposed alternative
actions would have consisted of various combinations of the aging facilities or varying
timetables for the demolitions, with little substantive change to the proposed action. According
to the Air F