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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ORGANIZATION

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ORGANIZATION

The United States Air Force (USAF) is the lead agency for the development of this Environmental
Assessment (EA) and the Nebraska Army National Guard (NEARNG) is the proponent for the Proposed
Action to construct a Readiness Center (RC) on a 41-acre parcel of land located on the Offutt Air Force
Base (OAFB). This EA evaluates the potential environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural effects of the
proposed construction and operation of a RC on OAFB near Bellevue, Nebraska. The USAF would
permit the 41-acre property to the United States Army Corp of Engineers (USACE), which would then
license the property to the State of Nebraska for use by the NEARNG.

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 USC 4321 et seq.), Council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR
1500-1508), the potential effects of the Proposed Action and Alternatives must be in compliance with
Air Force NEPA guidance [32 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 989, Environmental Impact Analysis
Process (EIAP)] and Army NEPA guidance [32 CFR Part 651, (Environmental Analysis of Army Actions,
Final Rule, 29 March 2002)]. The Nebraska Army National Guard (NEARNG) is the proponent for the
Proposed Action to be sited on OAFB. OAFB is an Air Combat Command (ACC) Installation; therefore,
the Secretary of the Air Force (SecAF) is the decision-maker. The signatory authority for this EA is the
ACC/Civil Engineer Division (A4C) of the USAF. The Army National Guard, Chief, Installations and
Environment, (ARNG-I&E), maintains the ARNG signature authority for ARNG NEPA actions. The Chief,
ARNG-I&E will co-sign this EA's decision document.This EA will facilitate the decision-making process
for this Proposed Action and its considered alternatives, and is organized as follows:

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: Describes the Proposed Action and considered alternatives including the No
Action Alternative and Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration; summarizes
environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic consequences; and compares potential
effects associated with the three considered alternatives.

SECTION1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION: summarizes the purpose and
need for the Proposed Action, provides relevant background information, and describes
the scope of the EA.

SECTION 2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION: describes the Proposed Action,
including pertinent details of facilities construction and establishment of necessary
infrastructure. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: examines alternatives for implementing
the Proposed Action, including applied selection standards, alternatives retained for further
analysis, and alternatives eliminated, as well as a brief explanation of the rationale for
eliminating certain alternatives.

SECTION 3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT: describes the existing environment, socioeconomic, and
cultural setting for each location considered.

SECTION 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES: identifies potential environmental,
socioeconomic, and cultural effects of implementing the Proposed Action, other
alternatives carried forward for analysis, and the No Action alternative. This section also
identifies best management practices, as and where appropriate.

SECTION5 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND CONCLUSIONS: compares the potential
effects of the Proposed Alternative, other alternatives carried forward for analysis, and
the No Action alternative. This section summarizes the potential significance of individual
and expected cumulative effects for each of the alternatives.

SECTION 6 REFERENCES: provides bibliographic information for cited sources.
SECTION 7 LIST OF PREPARERS: identifies document preparers and their areas of expertise.
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46 SECTION 8 AGENCIES AND INDIVIDUALS CONSULTED: lists agencies and individuals consulted
47 during preparation of this EA.

48  APPENDICES

49 A Environmental Laws Relevant to the Proposed Action
50 B Agency Correspondence
51 C Air Conformity Applicability Model (ACAM) Analysis
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53 Lead Agency: United States Air Force
54  Title of Proposed Action: The Proposed Construction and Operation of a New Readiness Center at
55 the Offutt Air Force Base
56  Affected Jurisdiction: Offutt Air Force Base
57 City of Bellevue, Nebraska
58  Point of Contact: Traci Stites, Community Planner, 55 Civil Engineer Squadron
59  Telephone (402) 294-5411
60  Proponents: Nebraska Army National Guard
61 Point of Contact Larry Vrtiska, Environmental Program Manager, NFG,
62 Telephone (402) 309-8460
63
64  Document Designation: Final Environmental Assessment
65
Reviewed By: Reviewed By: Reviewed By:
Maj Gen Daryl L. Bohac COL Shane M. Martin Mr. Larry A. Vrtiska
Adjutant General Construction and Facilities Environmental Program Manager
Nebraska National Guard Management Officer Nebraska Army National Guard

Nebraska Army National Guard

66 ABSTRACT: The NEARNG is the proponent of a proposed RC, which would be located on a 41-acre
67  parcel of land located at OAFB, a USAF property, near Bellevue, Nebraska to provide all necessary
68 facilities required for administrative and logistical support of assigned personnel. The USAF is the lead
69 agency for this EA, which addresses the potential environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural impacts
70  of this proposal and its alternatives. The Proposed Action is necessary to support the NEARNG Federal
71  and State missions. The RC would provide necessary facilities required for administrative and logistical
72 support for approximately 386 part-time individuals as well as 38 full-time personnel.

73  This EA evaluates the individual and cumulative effects of the Proposed Action (construction and
74  operation of the Bellevue RC) and the No Action Alternative with respect to the following criteria: land
75 use and cover; air quality; noise; geology, topography and soils; water resources; biological resources;
76  cultural resources; public and occupational health; socioeconomics; infrastructure; and hazardous and
77  toxic materials and waste..

78  The evaluation performed in this EA concludes that there would be no significant adverse impact, either
79 individually or cumulatively, to the local environment or quality of life associated with the implementation
80  of the Proposed Action.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

81 Executive Summary

82  This Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates the proposed Readiness Center (RC) on Offutt Air
83  Force Base (OAFB) near Bellevue, Nebraska (Army National Guard Military Construction Project No.
84  310102). This proposed RC is referred to as the Bellevue RC. The USAF is the lead agency of this EA
85 and the NEARNG is the proponent for the proposed RC that would be constructed and operated on a
86  4l-acre parcel of USAF property. The USAF would permit the 41-acre property to the United States
87  Army Corp of Engineers (USACE), which would then license the property to the State of Nebraska for
88 use by the NEARNG. This EA has been prepared under the provisions of, and in accordance with the
89  National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code [USC] 4321 et seq.); the
90  Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA
91 (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508); 32 CFR 651 (Environmental Analysis of Army
92  Actions, Final Rule, 29 March 2002); and 32 CFR 989, which implements the USAF Environmental
93 Impact Analysis Process (EIAP). This EA will facilitate the decision-making process regarding the
94  Proposed Action and its alternatives.

95 Proposed Action

96  The Proposed Action includes the construction and operation of a RC on OAFB near Bellevue, Nebraska

97  to replace existing facilities that are outdated and do not meet the current needs and standards of the

98 NEARNG. Funding for construction of the RC is anticipated in fiscal year 2020. The proposed project

99 area would be on OAFB, an active USAF installation. The 41-acre parcel at OAFB for the Proposed
100  Action would be permitted by the USAF to the USACE. The USACE would then license the property to
101 the State of Nebraska for use by the NEARNG. The proposed location would be near major road
102  networks, a major metropolitan area (Omabha), the City of Bellevue, associated with an USAF base, and
103  would be close to existing utilities making it a convenient administrative, logistical, and mobilization
104  staging area.

105 Total land disturbance for the Bellevue RC and associated facilities would be approximately 20.4 acres,
106  with 11.0 acres associated with permanent disturbance and approximately 9.4 acres of short-term
107  disturbance associated with construction activities (utility corridor, etc.). Construction activities would
108 include land clearing, road building, fencing, general site improvements, and utility line modifications
109 and extensions to serve the project area. Buildings and other facilities associated with the Proposed
110  Action at OAFB would include: a RC, backup/emergency generator, visitor and organizational vehicle
111 parking (paved), controlled waste facility, flammable materials facility, and refuse collection facility.

112 Purpose and Need

113  The purpose of the Proposed Action is to meet company-sized facility requirements of the NEARNG, in
114  accordance with National Guard Regulation (NGR) 415-12 (National Guard Bureau, 2015). These
115 requirements include new staging, administration, logistical, training, classroom training, and
116  maintenance areas that would accommodate the current and future force structure of the NEARNG.

117  The Proposed Action is needed to: replace current facilities that were constructed in 1960 and 1961 and

118 do not meet the National Guard (NG) standards including National Guard Pamphlet 415-1 2 A Ar my
119 Nati onal Guard Fabl®Pamtdls-&25critaria;linstallaionSeatasiRepprt (ISR) Mission

120 and Quiality; current code requirements; Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA); and Antiterrorism Force

121 Protection (ATFP). The Proposed Action would replace current RC facilities that lack adequate space

122 for training, administration, supply room, kitchen, toilets/showers, physical fitness, locker rooms, private

123  owned vehicle parking, military parking and unheated storage. The Proposed Action would ensure the

124  continued and long-term viability of the RC as a multiple use center capable of providing the land and

125 resources necessary t @andothep mildarytusens assignéd EaAndldnd support

126  missions.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Alternatives

Reasonable alternatives were explored and evaluated as required by NEPA. Alternatives that are
eliminated from detailed study must be identified along with a brief discussion of the reasons for
eliminating them. For purposes of analysi s, an
enable the NEARNG to accomplish the primary mission of providing facilities and resources to meet the
purpose of and need for the Proposed Action.

NEARNG to meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action.

The following selection standards were used to determine reasonable alternatives:

3 Standard 1: Company-sized facility requirements. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to meet
company-sized facility requirements of the NEARNG, in accordance with NGR 415-12 (National
Guard Bureau, 2015). The proposed RC must be a minimum of 126,500 sq. ft for adequate space
for training, administration, supply room, kitchen, toilets/showers, physical fitness, locker rooms,
private owned vehicle parking, military parking and unheated storage. These requirements include
space for staging, administration, logistics, training, and maintenance that would accommodate the
current and future force structure of the NEARNG.

3 Standard 2: Ful fil]l Uni ts & the ®&epdrimerg sfsthe aAmd/ (DA)
Modification Table of Organization and Equipment (MTOE) direction. Facility must meet DA
directed MTOE changes including consolidating the 386 soldiers from multiple units (Table ES-1)
and fulfilling their missions and space requirements.

3 Standard 3: Department of Defense (DoD) Unified Facilities Code. The Proposed Action
includes a RC designed for a minimum life of 50 years with energy efficiencies, building envelope
and integrated building systems performance as per Assistant Secretary of the Army (ASA) for
Installations, Energy and Environment (IE&E) Sustainable Design and Development Policy Update
Dec 2013.

3 Standard 4: Meet National Guard Bureau (NGB) standards and code requirements. Replace
current facilities that do not meet NGB standards and NG Pam 415-12 criteria; ISR Mission and
Quiality; Built on Federal land; ADA and ATFP

3 Standard 5: Be compatible with Installation Development Plan. Be compatible with the goals

S S

and objectvesand t he USAFO0s Install ati-lo%2 DlS\aedl9-dp ment

3 Standard 6: Location. Provide a RC in location to serve as a multiple use center for NEARNG and
other military users, if necessary, as well as in an area with community support.

Table ES-1: Proposed units that would be consolidated at one location.

Unit Identification Code | Unit Unit Abbreviation

WP3WAA 195th Forward Support Company 195th Forward Support Co

WX2ZAA 623rd Engineering Company 623rd Eng. Co

WPPZAA Military Police Company MP Co

WPV7A2 189t Transportation Company, Detachment 2 | 189t Det. 2 Trans Co

W7MKAA 72nd Civil Support Team 72nd CST

WPV799 189" Transport Company Augmentation TDA 189t AUG TDA TC Co
189t Transportation Company 189t Trans Co

Along with the selection standards above, the NEARNG developed and applied the following siting
criteria to evaluate possible alternatives for the Proposed Action. The NEARNG identified that a suitable
site would meet the majority, if not all, of the following criteria:
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1. Be located within an existing NEARNG owned or controlled facility to avoid land acquisition
costs.

2. Have a sufficient amount of land, preferably previously disturbed or cleared, to accommodate
the required facilities.

3. Ensure the new facility is in a location where the proposed structures may be built in compliance
with NG Pam 415-12 criteria, ISR Mission and Quality, current code requirements, ADA, and
ATFP.

4. Create a facility that has an efficient utility system to lower monthly operational costs.

5. Be proximate to existing, related facilities within the installation, including the roadway network
and buildings (i.e., logistical considerations).

6. Have reasonable access to necessary utility connections.

7. Be within areas with few existing known environmental constraints (i.e., notably wetlands and
other waters, wooded areas, endangered or threatened species habitat, or cultural resources).

8. Be compatible with other current and approved future land uses within the installation and the
surrounding area.

9. Be located at a site where new noise impacts to surrounding communities are minimized or
avoided (e.g., residences).

10. Be compatible with the goals and objectivesof t he USAF&6s I nstallatdi

9-1, 9-2, 9-16, and 9-17.

11. Ensure no net loss in the capacity of the NEARNG or the installation to support the military
mission and conduct training operations.

12. Have the support of the local community.
13. Deemed feasible option through economic analysis of alternatives for project development.
Numerous alternatives were identified during the initial stages of the project including the following:

3 Rehabilitation of the Wahoo and Nebraska City RCs (both over 50 years old);
3 New RC at or near the Mead-Yutan RC location; and
3 Three sites on the OAFB,

One of the three sites on the OAFB, which is the preferred alternative for the Proposed Action, was the
only alternative that met all or most of the defined selection standards and siting criteria. The other
alternatives and sites were evaluated, but did not meet the selection standards or siting criteria, thus
were not carried forward for further consideration or analysis in this EA.

Affected Environment

The 41-acre proposed area would be on OAFB near Bellevue, Sarpy County in eastern Nebraska (Table
ES-2). It would be located on the western side of OAFB outside of the secured portion of the base. The
location is approximately 4.5 miles north of the Platte River, and 0.2 miles west of Papillion Creek. The
Willow Lakes Golf Course is adjacent to the east and north of the proposed site. The Fort Crook
Elementary School is located to the southwest of the proposed site. South 25th Street is located to the
west with a residential area situated farther west of the street. Undeveloped land that was previously a
housing development is located to the south of the proposed site with Capehart Road beyond the former
housing development. Current airport facilities including the active runway, hangars, terminal, and other
functions, are located to the east. The topography is relatively flat across the subject property, except
on the east side where the land slopes down towards the adjacent Willow Lakes Golf Course.
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Environmental Consequences
The Proposed Action was evaluated to determine its potential direct or indirect impact(s) on the physical,
environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic aspects of the surrounding area. Technical areas evaluated
include: land use and cover; air quality; noise; geology, topography and soils; water resources; biological
resources; cultural resources; public and occupational health; socioeconomics; infrastructure; and
hazardous and toxic materials and waste. The Proposed Action Alternative and No Action Alternative
would result in the impacts identified in Section 4 and summarized in Table ES-2.

Table ES-2: Summary of Environmental Consequences

Technical Resource Area

Proposed Action Alternative i OAFB / Bellevue, NE

No Action Alternative

Land Use and Land
Cover

Short-term and _ long-term, less-than-significant
adverse effects to land cover are anticipated. NEARNG
would minimize clearing and earthwork to the
maximum extent possible to minimize disturbance and
associated construction costs. Short and long-term
land use would change from the current use as
undeveloped land to use by the NEARNG for training
and other administrative activities associated with the
NEARNG. The proposed location was previously an
OAFB housing development that has been demolished
and reclaimed.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts due
to the potential for dust generation from construction
activities and emissions from equipment during
construction. Long-term less-than-significant adverse

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

. . impact to local air quality would result from increased | Ongoi ng op
Air Quality . . . .2
training site use, use of natural gas for heating, and an | emissions would
increase in the number of vehicles. There may be minor | continue at other RC
changes to local emissions due to increased traffic but | locations.
would result in no net change as NEARNG emissions
would be eliminated at the existing facility.
Short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts due No impact attrlbuta_lble
; ; ; . to the NEARNG action.
to the potential for noise generation from construction : :
activities and the proximity of sensitive receptors. Long- Ongoing noise
Noise ) associated with current

term, less-than-significant adverse impacts due to
increased noise levels associated with traffic and
training site usage.

training operations at
other RC locations
would continue.

Topography, Geology,
Soils, and Prime
Farmland

No effects to topography or geology would be
expected. Short-term, less-than-significant adverse
impacts would occur to soils including the loss of 0.3
acres of prime farmland during land disturbing
activities. Construction would result in the potential to
increase soils erosion within the Proposed Action area.
Long-term, less-than-significant impacts would occur to
soils and prime farmland due to structures built on 7.2
acres previously disturbed land as part of an OAFB
housing development that was demolished in 2014.
These less-than-significant impacts would be managed
with implementation of Best Management Practices
(BMP).

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.
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Technical Resource Area

Proposed Action Alternative i OAFB / Bellevue, NE

No Action Alternative

Water Resources
(Including Surface and
Groundwater,
Floodplains, and
Wetlands)

Short-term and long-term less-than-significant adverse
impacts to surface water due to increased runoff. Short-
term and long-term less-than-significant adverse
impacts to groundwater due to reduced infiltration and
aquifer recharge. No impact is anticipated to
floodplains. No impact to wetlands as there are none in
the project area.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Biological Resources
(Including Vegetation,
Wildlife and Migratory
Birds, Threatened and
Endangered Species)

Short-term, less-than-significant adverse impact to
biological resources from construction noise and
vegetation removal. Long-term, less-than-significant
adverse impacts due to elimination of vegetation and
wildlife habitat, which would be minor on a regional and
local scale. Potential less-than-significant adverse
impact to the federally listed northern long-eared bat as
a result of tree removal that could provide roosting
habitat. To minimize any impact, tree removal for the
project would occur during winter months when bats
are not present.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Cultural Resources

No effect to cultural resources are anticipated as a
result of the Proposed Action, as the area was
previously disturbed by an OAFB housing development
that was demolished in 2014. If a discovery of cultural
resources is made during ground disturbing activities,
construction would be halted, and the OAFB Cultural
Resources Manager and State Historic Preservation
Office (SHPO) would be contacted. Construction would
restart in that area only after approval from the OAFB
and SHPO.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Public and Occupational

Health

No effects to public and occupational health are
expected as a result of the Proposed Action. Significant
impacts to public and occupational health and safety
resources would occur if the Proposed Action caused
an unsafe work environment or violated National Fire
Protection Association (NFPA) Standard 1500.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Socioeconomics

Short-term, less-than-significant positive impacts to the
socioeconomic environment during construction. Long-
term, less-than-significant positive impacts to the
socioeconomic environment due to increased
economic benefit to community.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Infrastructure

Short-term and long-term, less-than-significant impacts
are anticipated due to construction traffic and increased
site usage. Potential less-than-significant adverse
impact to utility consumption from increased training
site use and utility extensions. Impacts would be
managed with implementation of BMPs. Construction
of a state of the art facility would be more energy
efficient, thus using less energy than the current
facilities that are being replaced.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.
Utility usage would
continue as under
current conditions.

Hazardous and Toxic
Materials and Wastes

No impacts in the short-term. Long-term, potential less-
than-significant adverse impacts due to storage of fuel,
cleaning supplies, and other chemicals in flammable
and controlled waste facilities. Impacts would be

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Technical Resource Area | Proposed Action Alternative i OAFB / Bellevue, NE | No Action Alternative

controlled through BMP and ongoing regulatory
compliance.

212  Mitigation Measures and Best Management Practices

213  Mitigation measures are defined as project specific requirements, not routinely implemented by the
214  NEARNG, that would be necessary to reduce identified potentially significant adverse environmental
215 impacts to less-than-significant levels. Best Management Practices (BMPs) are measures, methods,
216  and practices that assist resource managers in accomplishing goals and objectives in a timely and cost-
217  effective manner. BMPs can also include measures committed to by the proponent to lessen impacts to
218 resources. Per established protocols, procedures, and requirements, the NEARNG will satisfy all
219 applicable regulatory requirements in association with the proposed construction, renovation,
220 conversion and demol ition pr oj e cSecsion 5B of this BEA afdBaP s 0 a
221  included as components of the Proposed Action Alternative. As no significant impacts were determined
222  as aresult of this report, no mitigation measures are necessary.

223  Agency and Public Involvement

224  The tribal consultation process is distinct from NEPA consultation and the interagency coordination
225  process and requires separate notification of all relevant tribes. The Offutt AFB point-of-contact for
226 Native American tribes is the Wing Commander. The tribal governments that have been consulted with
227  regarding the Proposed Action are listed in Section 9 and Appendix B. Tribes were asked for input on
228  any concerns or information of traditional resources within the proposed project area. As the proponent,
229 the NEARNG completed separate consultation with other agencies. These consultations included the
230 United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), Nebraska State Historical Society (NSHS) and
231  SHPO, Nebraska Natural Heritage Program, and Nebraska Game and Parks Commission. Other
232  entities/stakeholders included Papio Missouri River Natural Resource District, and City of Bellevue.
233  Consultation correspondence conducted by NEARNG including agency information and comments
234  have been incorporated into this EA and can be found in Appendix B.

235 The USAF will publish and distribute the draft and final EA and, if found to be appropriate, the draft
236  Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) for a 30-day public review and comment period, as announced
237 by a Notice of Availability (NOA) in publications of the U S A Fd@®osing. Review copies will also be
238 made available for public review at the Bellevue Public Library. Throughout this process, the public may
239  obtain information on the status and progress of the EA through the OAFB Public Affairs at (402) 294-
240  1110.

241 Conclusions

242  The evaluation performed within this EA concludes there would be no significant adverse impact, either

243  individually or cumulatively, to the local environment or quality of life as a result of implementing the

244  Proposed Action Alternative, provided all BMPs specified in this EA are implemented through the design

245  process. Further, management controls are in place and reviewed prior to execution, and ongoing BMPs

246 are reviewed on an annual basis. Th iEsvirofiverda Imgacta | y s i
247  Statement (EIS) is unnecessary for implementing the Proposed Action, and that a FONSI is appropriate.

248  The Proposed Action Alternative was determined by the NEARNG to provide the best combination of

249 land and resources to sustain quality military training and to maintain and improve the NG uni t s 6
250 readiness postures. The No Action Alternative was not found to satisfy the purpose of and need for the

251  project. The No Action Alternative would limit the capability of the NEARNG to carry out its assigned

252  mission to provide adequate training facilities and would jeopardize the proficiency and military

253 readiness of the NEARNG. As such, this EA recommends implementation of the Proposed Action

254  Alternative.
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The USAF and NEARNG will review this NEPA analysis prior to project execution to ensure no
substantial changes have occurred that may affect environmental resources or regulatory requirements
differently since the completion of this EA. If changes have occurred the USAF and NEARNG will
prepare an updated NEPA analysis in the form of a Supplemental EA or tiered Categorical Exclusion.
This original EA would be utilized as the foundation for the updated analysis and supplemental NEPA
analyses would focus on those issues that have changed.
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

1 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action

1.1 Introduction

The USAF is the lead agency for the development of the EA, and the NEARNG is the proponent for the
Proposed Action on the OAFB. The Proposed Action is to construct and operate a new NEARNG RC
on a 41-acre parcel of land at OAFB, a USAF property, near Bellevue, Nebraska (Military Construction
Project No. 310102) with construction funding expected in fiscal year 2020. The USAF would permit the
41-acre property to the USACE, which would then license the property to the State of Nebraska for use
by the NEARNG. The proposed RC would replace existing NEARNG facilities that are outdated and do
not meet the current needs and requirements of the NEARNG. This proposed RC is referred to as the
Bellevue RC. Two existing NEARNG RCs, Nebraska City and Wahoo, are more than 50 years old and
would be vacated, and operations at these two RCs would be replaced by the Bellevue RC. There are
six units (386 personnel) that would use the Bellevue RC: 189th Trans CO, 195th Forward Support Co,
623rd Eng. Co, the MP Co, the 189th Trans Co TDA Augmentation, and the State CST. The existing
RCs do not comply with Schedule | (RC Allowances), Schedule Il (Unit and Special Allowances), or
land allowances as per NG Pam 415-12 criteria. The current RCs have red (cannot fully support current
mission, or requires significant work-arounds) or black (cannot support the current mission) condition
ratings based on the ISR; do not meet current code requirements including the ADA; and lack adequate
space for ATFP, administrative office space, classrooms, kitchen, latrines, locker rooms, heated and
unheated storage, vault, lockers, government and privately owned vehicle parking, and land adversely
affecting the units' mission-essential training requirements. Implementation of the Proposed Action
would support the Updated Record of Decision for Army Growth and Force Structure Realignment (DoD
2010).

The NEARNG is dedicated to protecting and defending the interests of the community, state, and the
nation. The NEARNG is a dual-mission organization under the control of the Federal government (i.e.,

DoD) and the State of Nebraska (i.e. the Governor).

trained and ready to respond to Federal mobilizations as directed by Congress or the President. The

NEARNGG6s state mission is to provide a regul ated

state constitution and to protect the lives and property of the public, both citizens and visitors, in times
of emergency, disorder, or disaster.

This EA addresses the potential impacts associated with implementation of the Proposed Action on the
human and natural environment as required by the NEPA of 1969, as amended (Title 42, USC Sections
4321-4347), and in accordance with the CEQ regulations implementing the procedural provisions of
NEPA (Title 40, CFR Parts 1500 through 1508 [40 CFR 1500-1508]). The proposed development would
comply with the USAF EIAP (32 CFR 989). The proposed development would also comply with 32 CFR
651 and the Army National Guard (ARNG) NEPA Handbook (ARNG 2011). Other environmental laws
relevant to the Proposed Action are included in Appendix A.

The inadequacy of the existing NEARNG RCs has prompted the need for a new RC and thus, also
required the preparation of NEPA-compliant documentation for the Proposed Action of a new RC at
OAFB (NEARNG 2016). The proposed construction and operation of the RC is to support the 386
soldiers from six units: 195th Forward Support Co; 623rd Eng. Co; MP Co; 189th Det. 2 Trans Co; 72nd
CST72nd CSTCST; and 189th AUG TDA TC Co.

1.2 Purpose and Need

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to meet company-sized facility requirements of the NEARNG, in
accordance with NGR 415-12 (NGB, 2015). The minimum space requirement for the proposed RC is
126,500 sq. ft. These requirements include new staging, administration, logistical, training, classroom
training, and maintenance areas that would accommodate the current and future force structure of the
NEARNG.
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

466  The need for the Proposed Action was brought about by two RCs in eastern Nebraska not meeting
467  Mission and space requirements and have been directed to be consolidated into location. Both RCs
468  have ISR Red or Black condition ratings which indicate current mission support deficiencies. The facility
469  for the Proposed Action is designed to meet DA directed MTOE changes for the consolidation of 386
470  soldiers from seven units: the 195th Forward Support Co, the 623rd Eng. Co, the MP Co, the Det 2
471 Trans Co, the 72nd CST, and the AUG TDA TC Co. The purpose includes the 189" AUG TDA TC Co0 s
472  mission to support STRATCOM at OAFB.

473  More specifically, the need for the Proposed Action was brought about by two centers (Nebraska City

474  and Wahoo) that do not meet the NG standards including Schedule | (RC Allowances), Schedule Il (Unit

475  and Special Allowances) or land allowances per NG Pam 415-12 criteria; ISR Mission and Quality;

476  current code requirements; ADA; and ATFP. The current facilities also lack adequate space for training,

477  administration, supply room, kitchen, toilets/showers, physical fithess, locker rooms, private owned

478  vehicle parking, military parking and unheated storage. In addition, both facilities were constructed more

479  than 50 years ago, and are past their useful lifespan. The Proposed Action is also needed to ensure

480 the continued and long-term viability of the proposed RC with energy efficiencies as a multiple use

481  center capable of providing the land and resources necessarytosuppor t t he NEARNGOs a
482  military users assigned training and support missions. Uni t s mi ssi ons and r%adine
483 AUG TDA TC Cods mETRATICOM at OAFB;sha IPptloRorivard Support Co and 623rd

484 Eng. Co need to meet storage requirements; the 72nd CST needs a Ready Building. Additionally,

485  recruitment and retention are continually affected due to working in dilapidated facilities.

486  The following selection standards were used to determine reasonable alternatives:

487 3 Standard 1: Company-sized facility requirements. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to

488 meet company-sized facility requirements of the NEARNG, in accordance with NGR 415-12 (NGB,

489 2015). The proposed RC must be a minimum of 126,500 sq. ft for adequate space for training,

490 administration, supply room, kitchen, toilets/showers, physical fithess, locker rooms, private owned

491 vehicle parking, military parking and unheated storage. These requirements include new staging,

492 administration, logistical, training, classroom training, and maintenance areas that would

493 accommodate the current and future force structure of the NEARNG.

494 3 Standard 2: Ful fill Uni ¢ pebther DA aMd OEndérecson. daciity muists s i o n
495 meet DA directed MTOE changes including consolidating the 386 soldiers from multiple units (Table

496 ES-1) and fulfilling their missions and space requirements.

497 3 Standard 3 : DoDb6s Uni fi edThé&Rraposkd ActioreiscludésoadRE .designed to a

498 minimum life of 50 years with energy efficiencies, building envelope and integrated building systems

499 performance as per ASA IE&E Sustainable Design and Development Policy Update Dec 2013.

500 3 Standard 4: Meet NGB standards and code requirements. Replace current facilities that do not

501 meet NGB standards and NG Pam 415-12 criteria; ISR Mission and Quality; Built on Federal land;

502 ADA and ATFP

503 3 Standard 5: Be compatible with Installation Development Plan. Be compatible with the goals

504 and objectives o f the USAFO6s I nstall ges9Db@&2 DEyvaad9dp me nt Pl a
505 3 Standard 6: Location. Provide a RC in location to serve as a multiple use center for NEARNG and

506 other military users if necessary as well as in an area with community support.

507 1.3 Scope of the EA

508  As required by the NEPA (42 USC 4321 et seq.); the CEQ Regulations Implementing the Procedural
509  Provisions of NEPA (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508); 32 CFR 989, which implements the USAF EIAP; 32
510 CFR Part 651 (Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, Final Rule; 29 March 2002); and the ARNG
511 NEPA Handbook, Guidance on Preparing Environmental Documentation for ARNG Actions in
512 Compliance with the NEPA of 1969, the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative physical,
513  environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic effects of this federal Proposed Action are analyzed in this
514  EA. A detailed description of the Proposed Action is provided in Section 2.2.
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

515 The NEARNG developed selection standards (described in Section 2.3) to determine potential
516  alternatives that would meet the purpose and need for the Proposed Action. A number of alternatives
517  were initially considered, and after applying the selection standards and siting criteria (described in
518  Section 2.4.1), all but one action alternative was eliminated, thus the only two that were carried forward
519 in the analysis are the Proposed Action and the No Action alternatives described in more detail in
520  Section 2. In accordance with NEPA and CEQ Regulations, this EA considers two alternatives for
521  implementing the Proposed Action:

522 3 Proposed Action Alternative i Implement the Proposed Action at the OAFB location by executing

523 the development projects, as described in Section 2.2, to provide the requisite infrastructure for
524 training and other activities for NEARNG units, other military units, and to fulfill the assigned mission
525 requirements of the NEARNG.

526 3 No Action Alternative 1 Continue with operations as currently conducted and do not implement the
527 Proposed Action.

528 1.4 Decision to be Made

529  The USAF is the lead agency and decision-maker for this EA, and the NEARNG is the proponent of the
530 Proposed Action. As described in 32 CFR Part 989 and 32 CFR Part 651.5, the NEPA process is
531 intended to providethe Ai r For Aetmg 6 anpgl ann e rmakera witth a rdearingfsl ieoew
532  of environmental considerations associated with the proposed action. The analysis set forth in this EA
533 allows the decision-maker to carefully balance the protection of these environmental resources while
534 fulfillingthe Ai r For Ae thyg 6 a nds s,anoludinganationalaléfemnse. The Proposed Action is
535 part of an Army National Guard Military Construction to support the mission of the NEARNG, therefore
536  the USAF would not provide any funds for the Proposed Action.

537 The NEARNG is the proponent for the Proposed Action to be sited on an active USAF installation.
538 OAFB is an ACC Installation; therefore, the SecAF is the decision-maker for the Proposed Action. The
539  signatory authority for this EA is the ACC/A4C of the USAF. The ARNG-I&E maintains the ARNG
540  signature authority for ARNG NEPA actions. The Chief, ARNG-I&E will co-sign this EA's decision
541 document.The federal decision-making on the part of the USAF includes selecting an alternative to
542  implement and identifying the actions that the Government will commit to undertake to avoid, minimize,
543  or mitigate environmental effects, as required under the NEPA, CEQ Regulations, 32 CFR Part 989.

544  Per amendments to 10 USC 10501, described in DoD Directive 5105.77 (30 October 2015), the NGB

545 s a joint activity of the DoD. NGB serves as a channel of communication and funding between the US

546  Army and State Guard organizations in the 54 US states and territories. The ARNG is a Directorate

547 wi thin NGB. The ARNG6s I nstallation and Environmen:
548  thatis responsible for environmental matters, including compliance with the NEPA. Per the 32 CFR Part

549 651, the ARNG will seek to minimize environmental effects, as required under the NEPA and CEQ

550 regulations.

551  This EA evaluates the potential environmental consequences of implementing the Proposed Action to
552  construct a new RC on OAFB near Bellevue, Nebraska. Based on the analysis in this EA, the ACC/A4C
553  and NGB will make one of three decisions regarding the Proposed Action: 1) choose the alternative that
554  best meets the purpose and need and sign a FONSI, allowing the selected alternative to be
555 implemented; 2) initiate preparation of an EIS if it is determined that significant impacts would occur
556  through implementation of the action alternatives; or 3) select the No Action Alternative and no
557  implementation of the Proposed Action would occur.

558 1.5 Public and Agency Involvement

559  The USAF invites public participation in decision-making on new proposals through the NEPA process.
560  Consideration of the views and information of all interested persons promotes open communication and
561 enables better decision-making. Agencies, organizations, and members of the public with a potential
562 interest in the Proposed Action, including minority, low-income, disadvantaged, and Native American
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

groups, are urged to participate. A record of public involvement, agency coordination, and Native
American consultation carried out by USAF associated with this EA will be provided in Appendix B.

1.5.1 Public Review

The USAF as the lead agency, will publish and distribute the draft and final EA and, if found to be
appropriate, the draft FONSI for a 30-day public review and comment period, as announced by a NOA
in publications of the US AF 6 s c.hlrbeocSsate Pgplic Affairs Officer is responsible for reviewing
notices prior to publication in the local newspaper and will be the primary contact for local news media
inquiries. The OAFB environmental office will be responsible for receiving comments resulting from the
30-day public comment period.

If it is determined implementation of the Proposed Action would result in significant impacts, the USAF
would consult with the NGB, and either not take this action as proposed or would publish in the Federal
Register a Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS. Throughout this process, the public may obtain information
on the status and progress of the EA through the OAFB Public Affairs Office at (402) 294-1110.

1.5.2 Agency Coordination

Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination for Environmental Planning (IICEP) is a federally-
mandated process for informing and coordinating with other governmental agencies regarding federal
Proposed Actions. CEQ regulations require intergovernmental notifications prior to making any detailed
statement of environmental impacts. Through the IICEP process, the USAF notifies relevant federal,
state, and local agencies and allows them sufficient time to make known their environmental concerns
specific to a Proposed Action. Comments and concerns submitted by these agencies during the IICEP
process are subsequently incorporated into the analysis of potential environmental impacts conducted
as part of the EA. This coordination fulfills requirements under EO 12372 (superseded by EO 12416,
and subsequently supplemented by EO 13132), which requires federal agencies to cooperate with and
consider state and local views in implementing a federal proposal. It also constitutes the IICEP process
for this EA.

As the proponent, the NEARNG completed separate consultation with other agencies. Consultation by
the NEARNG included USFWS, Nebraska NSHS and SHPO, Nebraska Natural Heritage Program, and
Nebraska Game and Parks Commission. Other entities/stakeholders included Papio Missouri River
Natural Resource District, and City of Bellevue. This c or r espondence associ
consultation including agency information and comments have been incorporated into this EA and can
be found in Appendix B. The USAF will be performing additional consultation with the USFW S following
legal sufficiency.

1.5.3 Native American Consultation/Coordination

The OAFB will consult with federally recognized Native American tribes as required under DoD
Instruction 4710.02, DoD Interactions with Federally Recognized Tribes (DoD, 2006); NEPA; the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA); and the Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act (NAGPRA). Tribes are invited to participate in the EA and NHPA Section 106
processes as Sovereign Nations per EO 13175, Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal
Governments, 6 November 2000.

As a proponent of the Proposed Action, the NEARNG did consult with federally recognized Native
American tribes. Section 9 contains a list of the federally recognized tribes with possible ancestral ties
to the Proposed Action area that were invited to provide comments by the NEARNG, to date.
Consultation correspondence with federally recognized Native American tribes by the NEARNG is
included in Appendix B. The 55" Wing of the USAF will send out letters requesting comment once this
EA is approved for public release (Section 9; Appendix B).
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PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

1.6 Related NEPA, Environmental, and Other Documents and Processes

The property proposed for development is currently owned by the USAF. The proposed site was
previously a housing development built for the OAFB, which was demolished and is in the process of
being reclaimed. Due to the previous disturbance created by the housing development, in depth studies
were not required. Consultation with local, state and federal agencies was completed to obtain
information about potential historic and cultural sites, state listed sensitive species, and federally listed
species. Agencies consulted with and or site-specific documents reviewed including the following:

3 DoD. (2015b). Offutt AFB Joint Land Use study - Final, August 2015. Retrieved June 29, 2017, from
http://www.sarpy.com/planning/documents/Offutt AFB_JLUS Report_Final_August_2015.pdf.

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Nebraska State Historic Preservation Office

Nebraska Game and Parks Commission

Nebraska Natural Heritage Program

Data from the Natural Resources Conservation Service
3 Data from Federal Emergency Management Agency

N N W W W

1.7 Regulatory Framework

This section identifies applicable federal, state, and local regulations that apply to the Proposed Action
and considered alternatives. This EA has been prepared under the provisions of, and in accordance
with NEPA (42 USC 4321 et seq.), the CEQ Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of
NEPA (Sec. 1502.9 Draft, final, and supplemental statements; 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508), 32 CFR 989
(EIAP for USAF), and 32 CFR 651 (Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, Final Rule). In addition,
the document has been prepared as per USAF guidance. A summary of regulations relevant to resource
areas analyzed in this EA is included as Appendix A.

Regulatory agencies establish standards and thresholds of significance intended to protect
environmental and human resources when those resources have the potential to be impacted by actions
proposed by Federal entities or other project proponents. Numerous procedures have been established,
and permits are required, to ensure environmental impacts are minimized to the extent feasible and to
facilitate compliance with established regulations. The primary agencies that regulate or influence
activities associated with the construction and operation of facilities by the NEARNG include the DoD,
US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), USFWS, Nebraska Department of Environmental Quality
(NDEQ), Nebraska Game and Parks Commission, Nebraska State Historical Society, Nebraska
Department of Natural Resources, Sarpy County, and the Papio Missouri River Natural Resources
District.

This EA evaluates the potential impacts of implementing the Proposed Action and evaluates the impacts
of the No Action Alternative. Resource categories described and evaluated in Section 3 and 4 include:
land use; air quality; noise; topography, geology and soils; water resources; biological resources
including vegetation, wildlife, and endangered and threatened species; cultural resources;
socioeconomics; environmental justice; infrastructure; and hazardous and toxic materials and wastes
(HTMW). This EA also considers the potential cumulative effects of this Proposed Action; and other
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions within the Region of Influence (ROI). The ROI
includes the City of Bellevue. Meaningful effects beyond this ROl would not be anticipated, based on
the nature and scope of the Proposed Action and its considered alternatives.

As specified under the NEPA and CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), a monetary cost-benefit
analysis is not required as part of the EA. The Proposed Action and its alternatives have been developed
based on military training needs and mission requirements. As such, no quantitative financial
assessment has been performed as part of this EA. However, economic factors that result in
socioeconomic impacts to the NEARNG RC and its surrounding ROI are addressed in this document,
as required under NEPA.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2 Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

2.1 Introduction

Implementation of the Proposed Action would provide the requisite infrastructure improvements at the
RC that supports training, administrative, and logistical requirements for the NEARNG. The following
sections provide a detailed description of the Proposed Action and the alternatives considered to meet
the purpose and need for the Proposed Action. Development and evaluation of alternative sites, siting
criteria for potential site locations, and specific facility configurations are presented in Section 2.3. The
Proposed Action at OAFB is a Fiscal Year (FY) 2020 Military Construction Project Number 310102.

2.2 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would include developing a specially designed RC to replace the existing facilities
that do not meet ARNG standards. The Proposed Action would include the construction of a 126,595-
square foot readiness center. In addition, the Proposed Action would include construction of 276,795
square feet of parking area and roads. Construction would be expected in FY 2020 for the readiness
center. Activities proposed at the RC would include administration, individual training, large-group
training event coordination, and logistics.

2.2.1 Proposed NEARNG Operations

Activities conducted at the RC would typically include administration (e.g., personnel processing,
recruiting), individual training (e.g., instruction given to individual soldiers regarding their military
occupational specialty), large-group training event coordination (e.qg., drill weekends), and logistics (e.qg.,
inventory, accounting, control of equipment assigned to the unit).

The Proposed Action at OAFB would be used for normal administrative functions five days per week by
the NEARNG. The NEARNG would also conduct a two-day Inactive Duty Training assembly two or
three times per month throughout the year. The proposed facility would support up to 38 full-time and
up to 386 guard and reserve personnel. The 38 full-time permanent employees would include 8 officers,
and 30 enlisted personnel. These permanent employees would support the 386 part-time or traditional
NEARNG guard and reserve soldiers using the facility for training, including 360 enlisted personnel and
26 officers (NEARNG, 2016)

2.2.2 Closure of Legacy Facility

Upon the completion of the proposed Bellevue RC, the Nebraska City and Wahoo RCs, which are over
50 years old, would be vacated. The building and land would return to the State of Nebraska for
alternative use or otherwise demolished. The return of the two current facilities to the State of Nebraska
along with other off-site disposal, the project would comply with the Army 1 square foot for 1 square
foot disposal policy with the disposal of 128,319 sq. ft.

2.2.3 Best Management Practices

Best Management Practices would be incorporated into the Proposed Action to reduce or eliminate
impacts to resources within the Project Area and are provided in Section 5.3. In addition to the BMP,
NEARNG would be responsible for obtaining and maintaining all required permits, and development of
environmental plans such as a Spill Prevention, Control and Countermeasures Plan (SPCC), and
Stormwater Pollution Prevent Plan (SWPPP).

2.3 Selection Standards

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to meet company-sized facility requirements of the NEARNG, in
accordance with NGR 415-12 (NGB, 2015). These requirements include staging, administration,
logistical, training, classroom training, and maintenance areas that would accommodate the current and
future force structure of the NEARNG.

The need for the Proposed Action was brought about by two RCs (Nebraska City and Wahoo) that do
not meet the NG standards including NG Pam 415-12 criteria; ISR Mission and Quality; current code
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

requirements; ADA; and ATFP. The current facilities also lack adequate space for training,
administration, supply room, kitchen, toilets/showers, physical fitness, locker rooms, private owned
vehicle parking, military parking and unheated storage. In addition, both facilities were constructed more
than 50 years ago, and are past their useful lifespan.

The Proposed Action is also needed to ensure the continued and long-term viability as a multiple use
center capable of providing the | and and resources
military users assigned training and support missions. Selection standards were used to determine
reasonable alternatives for the DA directive:

3 Standard 1: Company-sized facility requirements. The purpose of the Proposed Action is to
meet company-sized facility requirements of the NEARNG, in accordance with NGR 415-12 (NGB,
2015). The proposed RC must be a minimum of 126,500 sq. ft for adequate space for training,
administration, supply room, kitchen, toilets/showers, physical fithess, locker rooms, private owned
vehicle parking, military parking and unheated storage. These requirements include new staging,
administration, logistical, training, classroom training, and maintenance areas that would
accommodate the current and future force structure of the NEARNG.

3 Standard 2: Fulfil | Unitsod readi smesthe DAMIOENirectson.d-acility must
meet DA directed MTOE changes including consolidating the 386 soldiers from multiple units (Table
ES-1) and fulfilling their missions and space requirements.

3 Standard 3: DoD®6s Un iThd Reogosedd Aatian lincludés e RC desighed.to a
minimum life of 50 years with energy efficiencies, building envelope and integrated building systems
performance as per ASA IE&E Sustainable Design and Development Policy Update Dec 2013.

3 Standard 4: Meet NGB standards and code requirements. Replace current facilities that do not
meet NGB standards and NG Pam 415-12 criteria; ISR Mission and Quality; Built on Federal land;
ADA and ATFP

3 Standard 5: Be compatible with Installation Development Plan. Be compatible with the goals

and objectives of the USAFO6s | nls*2a9%1b,arndd-o67n Devel op
3 Standard 6: Location. Provide a RC in location to serve as a multiple use center for NEARNG and

other military users if necessary as well as in an area with community support.

In applying these selection standards to potential locations, NEARNG began with region wide look at
alternatives including renovations of existing facilities and constructing new facilities. Renovation of
existing facilities was not a reasonable alternative because of their condition, renovation costs, and the
existing locations did not have enough square footage for expansion to accommaodate the consolidation
of all units. In addition, three locations were identified on OAFB, but based on the selection standards,
only one site was carried forward. The NEARNG determined two locations were reasonable alternatives
for the Proposed Action. These two reasonable alternative locations, OAFB and Mead-Yutan, were
initially considered for further evaluation.

Three alternatives are considered in this EA:

3 Alternative 1, Offutt Air Force Base, Nebraska
3 Alternative 2, Mead-Yutan, Nebraska
3 Alternative 3, No Action Alternative

2.4 Alternatives Considered

NEPA requires all reasonable alternatives to be explored and objectively evaluated. Alternatives that

are eliminated from detailed study must be identified along with a brief discussion of the reasons for
eliminating them. For purposesofanal ysi s, an alternative was consi de
enable the NEARNG to accomplish the primary mission of providing land, facilities, and resources and

to meet the purpose of and need for t he udnobepabls ed Ac
the NEARNG to meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2.4.1 Alternatives Development (Siting Criteria)

The NEARNG developed and applied the following criteria to screen and evaluate the two action
alternative locations identified above. The NEARNG identified that a suitable site would meet the
majority, if not all, of the following criteria:

1. Be located within an existing NEARNG owned or controlled facility to avoid land acquisition
costs.

2. Have a sufficient amount of land, preferably previously disturbed or cleared, to accommodate
the required facilities.

3. Ensure the new facility is in a location where the proposed structures may be built in
compliance with NG Pam 415-12 criteria, ISR Mission and Quality, current code requirements,
ADA, and ATFP.

4. Create a facility that has an efficient utility system to lower monthly operational costs.

5. Be proximate to existing, related facilities within the installation, including the roadway network
and buildings (i.e., logistical considerations).

6. Have reasonable access to necessary utility connections.

7. Be within areas with few existing known environmental constraints (i.e., notably wetlands and
other waters, wooded areas, endangered or threatened species habitat, or cultural resources).

8. Be compatible with other current and approved future land uses within the installation and the
surrounding area.

9. Be located at a site where new noise impacts to surrounding communities are minimized or
avoided (e.g., residences).

10. Be compatible with the goals and objectives o f the USAFO6s I nstall
pages 9-1, 9-2, 9-16, and 9-17.

11. Ensure no net loss in the capacity of the NEARNG or the installation to support the military
mission and conduct training operations.

12. Have the support of the local community
13. Deemed feasible option through economic analysis of alternatives for project development

After evaluating and applying the siting criteria to the action alternatives (Table 3), the site of the
Proposed Action was selected due to accessibility and proximity to existing utilities and major urban
areas. The Proposed Action Alternative is described in further detail below. The other alternatives
identified did not meet either the selection standards or siting criteria and thus were not carried forward
for analysis in this EA.

2.4.2 Evaluated Alternatives

This EA evaluates the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental, cultural, socioeconomic,
and physical effects of three alternatives to implementing the Proposed Action shown in Table 3:
Proposed Action Alternative, Action Alternative, and No Action Alternative.

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 8
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

785 Table 3: Summary of Evaluated Alternatives

Alternatives and the Siting Criteria Used
V -indicates it meets the criteria

Siting Criteria (see Section 2.4.1)

Proposed Action . : No Action
. Action Alternative| :
Alternative Alternative
Offutt Air Force Mead-Yutan
Base

Section 2.4.2.1 Section 2.4.2.2 | Section 2.4.2.2

Be located within an existing NEARNG owned
or controlled facility to avoid land acquisition \Y \Y,
Ccosts.

Have a sufficient amount of land, preferably
previously  disturbed or cleared, to
accommodate the required facilities.

Ensure the new facility is in a location where the
proposed structures may be built in compliance
with NG Pam 415-12 criteria, Installation Status
Report (ISR) Mission and Quality, current code \ \
requirements, Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA), and Anti-Terrorism Force Protection
(ATFP).

Create a facility that has an efficient utility v v
system to lower monthly operational costs.

Be proximate to existing, related facilities
within the installation, including the roadway

S : e Y, Y,
network and buildings (i.e., logistical
considerations).

Have reasonable access to necessary utility v v
connections.

Be within areas with few existing known
environmental constraints  (i.e., notably
wetlands and other waters, wooded areas, \% \%
endangered or threatened species habitat, or
cultural resources).

Be compatible with other current and approved
future land uses within the installation and the \Y, \Y,
surrounding area.

Be located at a site where new noise impacts
to surrounding communities are minimized or \% \%
avoided (e.g., residences).

Be compatible with the goals and objectives of
t he USAF©6s I nstall ati \%
pages 9-1, 9-2, 9-16, and 9-17.

Ensure no net loss in the capacity of the
NEARNG or the installation to support the
military mission and conduct training
operations.
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Have the support of the local community \%

Deemed feasible option through economic
analysis of alternatives for project development

2.4.2.1 Proposed OAFB RC

Under the Proposed Action, the project would be constructed and operated as described in this Section
and illustrated in Figure 1. The Proposed Action at OAFB is the preferred alternative because it best
meets the selection standards for the purpose and need set forth in Section 2.3 and the siting criteria
set forth in Section 2.4.1. It effectively provides the best combination of land and resources to sustain
guality military training and to maintain and
provide many advantages:

3 Would be located on USAF property that would be permitted to the USACE, which would then
license the property to the State of Nebraska for use by the NEARNG.

3 Would be located in a former housing area on OAFB that was recently demolished and reclaimed

(2014).

Would provide ready access to different modes of transportation including roads, airport and

railways.

W

3 Co-location of the 195th Forward Support Co and the CST would increase readiness by cutting
travel time and optimizing planning for joint exercises.

3 The 195th Forward SupportCowoul d benefit from being wi tohe.

3 Would provide ample space/acreage for the required facilities.

3 Would be | ocated between the Stateds .two | ar

3 Would be located in areas with few environmental concerns.

3 Would be located near existing infrastructure and available off-Post utility connections.

3 Would save on operating costs by reducing high energy costs of failing, old systems and equipment.

3 Would increase recruitment and retention by replacing dilapidated facilities.

3 Structures would be built in compliance NG Pam 415-12 criteria, ISR Mission and Quality, current

code requirements, ADA, and ATFP.

The proposed alternative site would be on OAFB. The site would be bordered to the north and east by
the Willow Lakes Golf Course, to the south by Capehart Road, and to the west by S 25th St and Fort
Crook Elementary School. The primary access to the RC would be established on S 25th St.

No other alternatives were identified that met both the Selection Standards for achieving the purpose
and need as well as the siting criteria for the location of the Proposed Action. Under the Proposed Action
Alternative at OAFB, up to approximately 11 acres of land would be impacted directly by RC
construction, parking lots, roadways, and sidewalks, and an additional 9.4 acres may be temporarily
impacted during construction.

The proposed RC on OAFB would include the following items that would be integral to the facility:
primary RC space, backup/emergency generator, organizational vehicle parking (paved), controlled
waste facility, flammable materials facility, unheated storage building, and a heating plant.

This facility would be designed to meet industry standards as well as all local, State, and Federal
building codes, and as per Public Law 90-480. Construction would include all utility services, information
systems, fire detection and alarm systems, roads, walks, curbs, gutters, storm drainage, parking areas
for 125 privately owned vehicles, and site improvements. Facilities would be designed to a minimum

life of 50 yearsinac cor dance with DoD6s Uni f-20@02 indfudimgiehergy i

efficiencies, building envelope and integrated building systems performance. Access for individuals with
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

disabilities would be provided. Anti-terrorism measures in accordance with the DOD Minimum Anti-
terrorism for building standards would be provided. The proposed RC would have a building area of
approximately 126,595 square feet. The proposed RC would be built on USAF property permitted to
USACE and then licensed to the State of Nebraska for use by the NEARNG (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Overview Map
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

833  The total proposed project area would be approximately 41 acres, of which approximately 20.4 acres
834  would be disturbed with construction of the RC and parking areas. An increase in impermeable surfaces
835  would result from facility construction; therefore, the NEARNG would ensure that stormwater controls
836 (e.g., retention/detention basins, infiltration basin, stormwater velocity dissipating devices, and
837 landscaping features) would be designed to address any resultant increase in stormwater velocities and
838  volumes.

839  Physical security measures would be incorporated into design in accordance with UFC 4-010-01, and
840  would include maximum feasible standoff distances from roads, parking areas, and vehicle unloading
841  areas. Berms, landscaping, and bollards would be used for security, as appropriate.

842  Cost-effective, energy-conserving features would be incorporated into the proposed RC6 s sighge
843  including energy management control systems and high efficiency motors; lighting; radiant floor heating;
844  and Heating, Ventilating and Air-Conditioning systems. The proposed RC would be designed and
845  constructed to Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver standards, at a minimum.

846 Utilities to be provided under the Proposed Action would include water, sewer, electric, gas, and
847  communication services. Utility lines for these services exist currently within or adjacent to the proposed
848  development site. Only minor utility line extensions from the existing lines to the proposed facility would
849  be required.

850 The land affected by the Proposed Action site is located on OAFB, a USAF property, and would be
851  permitted to the USACE and then licensed to the State of Nebraska for NEARNG use. If the Proposed
852  Action is advanced, construction activities for the RC would commence in 2020, with operational status
853  anticipated in 2022 (NEARNG, 2016).

854 2.4.2.2 No Action Alternative

855  Pursuant to NEPA and CEQ regulations, the No Action Alternative must be considered. With selection
856  of the No Action Alternative, the RC and associated facilities would not be constructed, and the purpose
857 and need described in Section 1.2 would not be met.

858 2.4.3 Alternatives Eliminated From Further Consideration

859  Alternatives that are eliminated from detailed study must be identified along with a brief discussion of
860 the reasons for eliminating them. For purposes of analysis, an alternative was considered
861 fAunr eas oihvolld net@nabld the NEARNG to meet the purpose of and need for the Proposed
862  Action laid out in the Selection Standards in Section 2.3. The alternative locations NEARNG evaluated
863  are provided in Table 3.

864  The alternative location of Mead-Yutan was eliminated from further consideration because it did not

865 meet one or more of the selection standards in Section 2.3 and the siting criteria included in Section

866 2.4.1. The Mead-Yutan site currently has two RCs on the property. A third proposed RC has been

867 removed from the NEARNGOGs Plan because the site do
868  support a third RC in the vicinity. This location does not meet the Purpose and Need for the proposed

869  action primarily due to its lack of community base support, but also because of its distance from OAFB

870  to support STRATCOM at OAFB (the 189" AUG T DA T Cssi@hp Bhis alternative is eliminated

871  from further consideration and will not be discussed further in this document.

872 244 Al ternativesd I mpacts Comparison Matri X
873  This EA evaluates the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental, cultural, socioeconomic,
874  and physical effects of the two remaining alternatives, the Proposed Action and No Action alternatives,
875 to implementing the construction of the proposed Bellevue RC. A comparison of the anticipated
876  environmental consequences of these alternatives is provided in Table 4.

877
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DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Table 4: Summary of Environmental Consequences

Technical Resource Area

Proposed Action Alternative - OAFB / Bellevue, NE

No Action Alternative

Land Use and Land Cover

Short-term and long-term, less-than-significant
adverse effects to land cover are anticipated.
NEARNG would minimize clearing and earthwork to
the maximum extent possible to minimize
disturbance and associated construction costs. Short
and long-term land use would change from the
current use as undeveloped land to use by the
NEARNG for training and other administrative
activities associated with the NEARNG

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts due
to the potential for dust generation from construction
activities. Long-term less-than-significant adverse
impact to local air quality due to increased training

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Air Quality site use, and vehicle traffic. There may be minor Ongoing oper

changes to local emissions due to increased traffic, emissions would

but there would be no net changes for the region as continue.

NEARNG emissions from existing facilities would be

eliminated.

Short-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts due | No impact attributable

to the potential for noise generation from construction | to the NEARNG action.
Noise activities and the proximity of sensitive receptors. Ongoing noise

Long-term, less-than-significant adverse impacts due
to increased noise levels associated with traffic and
training site usage.

associated with current
training operations
would continue.

Topography, Geology,
Soils, and Prime Farmland

No effects to topography or geology would be
expected. Short-term, less-than-significant adverse
impacts to soils and 0.3 acres of prime land during
land disturbing activities with the potential to increase
soils erosion within the Proposed Action area. Long-
term, less-than-significant impacts to soils and prime
farmland due to structures built on 7.2 acres of
surface area. Although, this area was previously
OAFB housing that was demolished in 2014. These
less-than-significant impacts would be managed with
implementation of BMPs.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Water Resources
(Including Surface and
Groundwater, Floodplains,
and Wetlands)

Short-term and long-term less-than-significant
adverse impacts to surface water due to increased
runoff. Short-term and long-term less-than-significant
adverse impacts to groundwater due to reduced
infiltration and aquifer recharge. No impact is
anticipated to floodplains. No impact to wetlands as
there are none in the project area.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.

Biological Resources

(Including Vegetation,
Wildlife and Migratory
Birds, Threatened and
Endangered Species)

Short-term, less-than-significant adverse impact to
biological resources from construction noise and
vegetation removal. Long-term, less-than-significant
adverse impacts due to elimination of vegetation and
wildlife habitat, which would be minor on a regional
and local scale. Potential less-than-significant
adverse impact to federally listed Northern Long-
eared bat from construction. To minimize any impact,
tree removal for the project would occur during winter
months when bats are not present.

No impact attributable
to the NEARNG action.
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Technical Resource Area

Proposed Action Alternative - OAFB / Bellevue, NE

No Action Alternative

Cultural Resources

No effect to cultural resources are anticipated as a
result of the Proposed Action. If a discovery of
cultural resources is made during ground disturbing
activities, construction would be halted, and the
OAFB Cultural Resources Manager and State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) would be
contacted. Construction would restart in that area
only after approval from the OAFB and SHPO.

No impact attributable

to the NEARNG action.

Public and Occupational
Health

No effects to public and occupational health are
expected as a result of the Proposed Action.
Significant impacts to public and occupational health
and safety resources would occur if the Proposed
Action caused an unsafe work environment or
violated National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)
Standard 1500.

No impact attributable

to the NEARNG action.

Socioeconomics

Short-term, less-than-significant positive impacts to
the socioeconomic environment during construction.
Long-term, less-than-significant positive impacts to
the socioeconomic due to increased economic
benefit to community.

No impact attributable

to the NEARNG action.

Infrastructure

Short-term and long-term, less-than-significant
impacts are anticipated due to construction traffic
and increased site usage. Potential less-than-
significant adverse impact to utility consumption from
increased training site use and utility extensions.
Impacts would be managed with implementation of
BMPs. Construction of a state of the art facility would
likely be more energy efficient, thus using less
energy than the current facilities.

No impact attributable

to the NEARNG action.

Utility usage would
continue as under
current conditions.

Hazardous and Toxic
Materials and Wastes

No impacts in the short-term. Long-term, potential
less-than-significant adverse impacts due to storage
of fuel, cleaning supplies, and other chemicals in
flammable and controlled waste facilities. Impacts
would be controlled through BMP and ongoing
regulatory compliance.

No impact attributable

to the NEARNG action.
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

3 Affected Environment

This section of the EA describes relevant existing environmental conditions. Baseline data were
compiled from consultation with facility personnel, queries of resource-specific databases, and previous
environmental documents prepared by or for nearby local municipalities and Federal agencies.

3.1 Location Description

The 41-acre proposed project area would be located within OAFB on property of the USAF in Sarpy
County near Bellevue in eastern Nebraska (Figure 1). The Proposed Action would be located on the
southwestern side of town approximately 4 miles west of the Missouri River. Current base facilities
include the active runway, hangars, terminal, and other functions. The main portions of the OAFB
(runway and associated facilities) are located approximately one mile to the east of the proposed project
site. The topography is relatively flat across the proposed property and slopes down towards the
adjacent golf course to the north and east. The precipitation and snowfall for the area totaled 36.82 and
23.3 inches in 2018, respectively. The temperature ranged from an average of 23.3°F in January to an
average of 77.6°F in June in 2018 (NWS 2019).

3.2 Resource Areas eliminated from Detailed Analysis

Executive Order 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,
requires that all federal agencies address the effects of policies on minorities, low-income populations,
and children. Based on consultation with the USAF, it was determined the construction activities
associated with the Proposed Action would be contained within the OAFB boundaries and would not
significantly impact on- or off-base communities. Therefore, no populations (minority, low-income, or
otherwise) would be disproportionately or adversely impacted and no adverse impact with regard to
environmental justice would result.

Implementation of the Proposed Action would not result in increased exposure of children to
environmental health risks or safety risks such as those associated with the generation, use, or storage
of hazardous materials. Standard construction site safety precautions (e.g., fencing and other security
measures) would reduce potential risks to minimal levels and any potential impacts to children would
be negligible and short-term. Therefore, Environmental Justice is eliminated from further detailed
analysis.

3.3 Land Use

The proposed RC would be located on land owned by the USAF within the boundary of the OAFB. Per
the Bellevue Land Use Map and Google Earth images, the surrounding land use includes: a golf course
to the north and east; several agricultural fields beyond the golf course to the north; US Highway (Hwy)
75 beyond the golf course to the east; low density-residential to the west; an elementary school is to
the southwest; undeveloped land directly to the south; and Capehart Road beyond the undeveloped
land to the south (City of Bellevue, 2015, Google Earth, 2017). Several agricultural fields, farms, and
residences are located near the OAFB boundary. The proposed RC at OAFB would not be in a flood
hazard zone, although effective flood zones lie to the north, east, and south.

As defined by the USAF Installation Development Plans for Land Use, ((USAF 2018)), the proposed
development area would be in Open Space / Buffer Zone land use category. This area was an OAFB
housing development until recently when the development was demolished in 2014 and reclaimed
(Figure 2). The other land use types near the proposed project are the Outdoor Recreation, Community
Service, and Housing Accompanied. Existing land use categories within OAFB are in Table 5.
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Table 5: Land Use

Existing OAFB (acres)
Project Area
USAF Land Use Categories? (acres)
Administrative 0 561.8
Airfield 0 2585.6
Aircraft Ops & Maintenance 0 1401.1
Community Commercial 0 1721.8
Community Service 0 3.1
Accompanied Housing 0 2248.2
Unaccompanied Housing 0 257.3
Industrial 0 40.9
Medical/Dental 0 54.7
Open Space / Buffer Zone 41 420.5
Outdoor Recreation 0 42.5
Total 41 2,790
1USAF 2018
3.4 Air Quality

The air quality of a region is defined and monitored by the EPA and is based on concentrations of
various pollutants in the atmosphere typically measured in parts per million (ppm) or micrograms per
cubic meter (ug/m?). Air quality is influenced by the type and amount of pollutants emitted into the
atmosphere, the size and topography of the air basin, and prevailing meteorological conditions. Air
pollutants are generated by a variety of sources including factories, power plants, vehicles, airplanes,
fire, and windblown dust.

3.4.1 Ambient Air Quality Conditions

To facilitate a quantitative assessment of an
developed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) that establish a maximum concentration
for seven common criteria pollutants that can affect human health or harm the environment:

3 Carbon monoxide (CO)

Nitrogen dioxide (NOy)

Ozone (O3)

Particulate matter measuring less than 10 microns in diameter (PM10)
Particulate matter measuring less than 2.5 microns in diameter (PM2.5)
Sulfur dioxide (SO3)

Lead (Pb)

N N W W WW

Nonattainment areas persistently exceed the threshold established for a criteria pollutant. Following the

ar e a

air quality assessment process described in the Federal Aviation Admini st r ati onbés Avi at i

and Air Quality Handbook i Version 3 (FAA 2015), if a proposed action would cause reasonable
foreseeable emissions increase; would be located within a nonattainment or maintenance area; or the
action would not be exempt from the assessment process or presumed to conform to the CAA, the
action must be evaluated further to determine if there is a potential for the proposed action to cause, or
contribute to the severity of, violations of NAAQS.

The Proposed Action would be located within Sarpy County which is designated by the EPA as being
in attainment for all criteria pollutants. Local sources for emissions include vehicle, industrial activities,
fugitive dust from agricultural areas, and aircraft operations.

3.4.2 Sensitive Receptors
Sensitive receptors are areas where frequent human use occurs or sensitive environmental areas.
Sensitive receptors for air quality include, but are not limited to, asthmatics, children, and the elderly,
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as well as specific facilities, such as long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation centers, convalescent
centers, retirement homes, residences, schools, playgrounds, and childcare centers. Sensitive
environmental areas would include, but not limited to, national parks, wildlife refuges, and national
monuments.

Sensitive receptors for the Proposed Action site include residential areas; a school adjacent to the
proposed site; adjacent playgrounds located to the west of the proposed area; commercial areas located
to the south, and a recreational area (golf course) to the north and east.

3.5 Noise

Noise is defined as unwanted sound or, more specifically, as any sound that is undesirable because it
interferes with communication, is intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying. The unit
of sound pressure is the decibel. A-weighting is a method for mimicking the human ear by weighting the
frequency spectrum of sounds. The Day-Night Sound Level is the A-weighted equivalent sound level
for a 24-hour period (US EPA 1978). Human responses to noise vary depending on the type and
characteristics of the noise, the distance between the noise source and the receptor, receptor sensitivity,
and time of day.

3.5.1 Noise Sources

The ambient noise level at the Proposed Action site is greater than would be expected in a rural setting
due to activities associated with vehicular traffic along US Hwy 75, Capehart Road, and the OAFB and
aircraft noises. The project area would be inside of the 1992 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL) 65
decibel contour. Existing noise at OAFB has a 65 DNL contour (OFFUTT AIR FORCE BASE JOINT
LAND USE STUDY 2015). Noise levels anticipated to result from development and operation of the
proposed RC would be compared with existing noise to determine the magnitude of potential impacts.

3.5.2 Sensitive Receptors

Sensitive receptors for noise would be the same as those described for air quality in Section 3.4.2,
which include a school, residential and commercial areas within 1 to 1.5 miles of the Proposed Action
site.

3.6 Topography, Geology, and Soils and Prime Farmland

3.6.1 Topography

According to the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), the Proposed Action area would be
located in the Dissected Till Plains of the Central Lowland Province of the Interior Plains (NRCS 2017).
The proposed area is in the Major Land Resource Area (MLRA) 107B i lowa and Missouri Deep Loess
Hills in Land Resource Region M i Central Feed Grains and Livestock Region. Elevation within the
proposed area is relatively flat, ranging from approximately 990 to 1062 feet (302 to 324 meters),
decreasing gradually from west to east. The western portion of the Project Area is highest in elevation.
Overall the proposed area slopes slightly east southeast towards the adjacent Willow Lakes Golf Course

3.6.2 Geology

The geology of the MLRA consists of Quaternary loess deposits overlain on pre-lllinoian till, which is all
underlain by Pennsylvanian and Cretaceous bedrock of shale, mudstones, and sandstones (NRCS
2017). This Quaternary section, from 150 to 450 feet thick, has deeply incised gullies and fine grained
alluvial deposits from Holocene cycles of erosion and deposition.

The state of Nebraska does not have any recognized quaternary faults, or active earthquake faults
(USGS 2017a). The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) 2008 Seismic Hazard Maps shows there is 4-8%q,
the second lowest hazard level out of seven levels; however, USGS has documented earthquake
activity throughout Nebraska (USGS 2017b). The nearest earthquake occurrence to the proposed area
was a 3.5 magnitude in July 2004, approximately 40 miles southeast of the proposed area in lowa
(USGS 2017c).
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3.6.3 Soils and Prime Farmland

Most of the soils (80.5%) in the proposed area is Urban Land-Udorthents-Pohocco complex, a non-
hydric soil (USDA, 2017b). All permanent disturbance would occur in the Urban Land-Udorthents-
Pohocco complex and Urban Land-Udorthents-Marshall complex soil regions of the Proposed Action
area. Soils within the proposed area have medium runoff potential and have no frequency of flooding
(Table 6). The Kennebec silt loam, less than 1% of area in the southeast, is a non-hydric soil in a
floodplain with a very low runoff class that is occasionally flooded.

Table 6: Soil Properties within the Proposed Area

Erosion A
Map Unit Runoff Flood Hydro | Drainage Prime within
Texture : A Hazard .
Name Potential | Frequency | Group” | Class Farmland L Project
Rating
Area
Urban land- .
Udorthents- Silty . Well
clay medium none B . No Not rated | 33.2
Pohocco Drained
loam
complex
Urban land- Silty
Udorthents- . Well
Marshall clay medium none C Drained No Not rated | 7.8
loam
complex
Kennebec Moderately
. Silt loam | Very low | occasional | B well Yes slight 0.3
silt loam )
drained
Total 41.1

AHydrology Group Codes: There are four Hydrologic Soil Groups A, B, C and D to indicate the minimum rate of
infiltration rate for bare soil after prolonged wetting. Soil group A generally has the smallest runoff potential and
D has the greatest (NRCS 2009).

*Erosion Hazard Rating: Probability that erosion damage may occur as a result of site preparation or other
environmental factors (e.g. overgrazing, fires) (NRCS 1993).

Note: Acreages do not total 41.1 acres, presume difference is projection difference between Web Soil Survey
and ArcGIS.

Sources: (NRCS 2016; Environmental Systems Research Institute 2017).

Prime farmland is land that has an optimal combination of physical and chemical characteristics for
producing food, feed, fiber, forage, and other agricultural crops. Unique farmland is land other than
prime farmland that is used to produce specific high-value food and fiber crops (USDA, 2017a). The
proposed area contains three main soil types (see Table 6). Two of the soil types are not considered
prime farmland; although the Kennebec silt loam is considered prime farmland, it only covers 0.3 acres
(<1%) of the proposed area.

3.7 Water Resources

Surface water resources include lakes, rivers and streams, and are important for a variety of reasons
including ecological, economic, recreational and human health. Groundwater comprises subsurface
water resources and is an essential resource in many areas because it is used as a source of potable
water, for agricultural irrigation, and for industrial purposes. Groundwater properties are often described
in terms of depth to aquifer, aquifer or well capacity, water quality and the surrounding geology. Water
resources for the proposed area, including surface waters and wetlands, are shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Water Resources Map
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