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Draft  
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FONSI) 

FOR AN  
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  

ADDRESSING DEVELOPMENT OF THE PUBLISHING AND ARCHIVES FACILITY  
AT FORT MEADE, MARYLAND 

 

Introduction 

The National Security Agency (NSA) is an intelligence agency within the Department of Defense 
(DoD) that is located in the western portion of the Fort George G. Meade installation, which 
encompasses 5,131 acres in Anne Arundel County, Maryland, 17 miles southwest of Baltimore, 
Maryland.  It is responsible for the collection and analysis of foreign communications and foreign 
signals intelligence.  For NSA to continue leading the Intelligence Community into the next 50 
years with state-of-the-art technologies and productivity, its mission elements require new, 
centralized facilities and infrastructure.  NSA’s publishing and archives facilities are aging and 
dispersed throughout the NSA Campus.  Therefore, DoD proposes to consolidate and 
modernize their publishing and archives operations by constructing a Publishing and Archives 
Facility (PAF).   

1. Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to construct and operate a publishing facility, archives 
facility, warehouse, associated parking facilities, and supporting infrastructure (collectively 
known as the PAF) on Fort Meade within the main NSA Campus.  The PAF would be 
constructed to accommodate approximately 725 employees associated with the publishing and 
archives mission.  The need for the Proposed Action is to replace aging infrastructure and 
facilities, consolidate the NSA mission, and increase mission efficiency.  Additionally, the 
proposed parking facility is needed to replace lost parking from construction and demolition and 
to accommodate the personnel relocated from off- to on-campus spaces.   

2. Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives 

The PAF would be constructed within a 5.9 to 19.4-acre site to a maximum of 500,000 square 
feet, support up to approximately 725 personnel, and demolish current buildings and 
infrastructure within the Project Area.  The PAF would provide additional publishing capacity 
and increased archival and warehouse space in a centralized location that would replace aging 
infrastructure and increase mission efficiency.  The PAF would include up to three buildings 
depending on design, a parking facility, and associated infrastructure.  NSA would also 
consolidate mission elements, which would enable production and archives services across 
NSA to function in a more collaborative, efficient environment.   

Up to approximately 605 personnel would be relocated to the PAF from within the NSA 
Campus, while approximately 120 personnel relocating to the complex would come from 
off-installation facilities. However, the net increase in personnel would be approximately 100 
people because 20 personnel on campus potentially displaced by the Proposed Action would 
move off-installation.  The modern construction of the complex would meet current design 
standards and NSA security measures in order to provide a safe, environmentally controlled 
area for housing archived government agency records and an area to design, produce, and 
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secure printed products for distribution.  The functions within facilities proposed for demolition 
would be relocated through separate actions that would meet NSA requirements.   

The analysis in this EA considers the Proposed Action, alternative locations for the facility 
complex, and the No Action Alternative.  Six alternatives involving use of four sites are being 
considered in this EA.  Under Alternative 1, DoD would demolish Buildings 9839, 9839A, 9839B, 
and 9839C and portions of parking lots and roadways within Site 1 (at the southwest corner of 
Emory and O’Brien Roads) to provide space for the proposed facilities and supporting 
infrastructure.  Personnel within the buildings scheduled for demolition would be relocated 
elsewhere on the NSA campus.  Because parking on the campus is limited, the proposed multi-
level parking facility would accommodate spaces lost during demolition and spaces for incoming 
PAF personnel.  Under Alternative 2, the E20 parking lot (Site 2) would be demolished to house 
the PAF.  Alternative 3 includes use of both Sites 1 and 2 for the PAF.  Under this alternative, 
the publishing and archives facilities would be constructed on Site 2.  The parking facility would 
be constructed on Site 1 to accommodate incoming personnel to the PAF and to replace 
existing spaces lost due to construction of the proposed facilities.  An elevated pedestrian 
walkway would connect the buildings to the proposed parking facility.   

Under Alternative 4, DoD would demolish Building 9703 and ancillary facilities within Site 3 
(south of Samford Road and east of O’Brien Road) to provide space for a publishing facility, 
warehouse, and supporting infrastructure.  Under Alternative 5, the publishing facility would be 
constructed on Site 4, east of and adjacent to Site 3.  The archives facility would not be 
constructed under Alternatives 4 and 5.  Alternative 6 includes use of both Sites 3 and 4 for the 
full PAF. 

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance advocates consideration of the No Action 
Alternative in the alternatives analysis (40 Code of Federal Regulations § 1502.14).  The No 
Action Alternative is analyzed to provide a baseline of the existing conditions against which 
potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed Action and alternative 
actions can be compared.  Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be 
implemented, and the PAF would not be constructed.  Operations would remain in current 
substandard conditions associated with aging infrastructure and facilities that require more 
maintenance. 

3. Summary of Anticipated Environmental Impacts Associated with the Proposed 
Action 

Based on the analyses in the EA, which is herein incorporated by reference, no significant 
adverse or cumulative effects would be expected on any resource area as a result of the 
Proposed Action.  NSA would adhere to all appropriate DoD and agency environmental 
management plans, policies, and procedures to minimize impacts from the Proposed Action.   

No adverse impacts would be expected on cultural resources or environmental justice 
populations from implementation of the Proposed Action.  Depending on the alternative, short-
term, negligible to minor, adverse effects on land use and visual resources, noise, air quality, 
geological resources, water resources, biological resources, infrastructure, and hazardous 
materials and wastes would be expected during construction.  Short-term, minor to moderate 
adverse impacts on transportation, particularly due to constraints on parking, would also be 
expected.  These impacts would primarily be localized to the immediate area of construction 
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and would subside following the end of construction in that area.  All necessary permits and 
waivers would be acquired prior to commencement of construction.   

Long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts on land use and visual resources, noise, air 
quality, geological resources, water resources, biological resources, infrastructure, and 
socioeconomics would be expected from operation of the PAF.  Long-term, minor to moderate 
adverse impacts on transportation would be expected from the addition of 120 formerly off-
installation personnel.  No impacts on cultural resources would be expected.     

Short-term, negligible, beneficial impacts on socioeconomics would be expected during 
construction from increases in payroll taxes, sales receipts, and the indirect purchase of goods 
and services in the local economy.  Long-term, minor, beneficial impacts on water resources 
and some infrastructure (reclaimed water and stormwater drainage) would result from a 
decrease in impervious surfaces and proper use of ESD.  Long-term beneficial impacts would 
also occur from construction and use of a parking facility versus surface parking and from 
increasing energy efficiency on the NSA Campus due to modernizing utility infrastructure.   

Under the Proposed Action, NSA would develop a Maryland Department of the Environment-
approved erosion and sediment control plan and stormwater management plan; implement best 
management practices and environmental site design; and comply with NSA’s Facilities 
Protection Plan and Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan.  The Proposed 
Action is being completed in accordance with the provisions of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), CEQ’s Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA, 
DoD Directive 4715.1E (Environment, Safety, and Occupational Health) and all other applicable 
federal, state, and local environmental regulations. 

4. Public Review and Interagency Coordination 

DoD distributed the EA to potentially interested federal, state, and local agencies and other 
stakeholder groups or individuals.  The public comment period for the Final EA and Draft FONSI 
is May 24, 2018, through June 24, 2018.  All comment letters will be incorporated as appropriate 
into the EA and FONSI.   

5. Commitment to Implementation 

DoD affirms their commitment to implement this Proposed Action in accordance with NEPA.  
Implementation depends on funding.  DoD will ensure that adequate funds are requested in 
future years’ budgets to achieve the goals and objectives set forth in the EA. 

6. Finding of No Significant Impact 

After a review of the EA prepared in accordance with the requirements of NEPA, CEQ 
regulations, and receipt of public comments on the Draft EA and FONSI, DoD has determined 
that the Proposed Action would not have a significant impact on the quality of the human or 
natural environment and, therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) does not need to 
be prepared.  This decision has been made after taking into account all submitted information 
and considering a full range of practical alternatives that would meet project requirements and 
that are within the legal authority of DoD. 
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James Hargett 
Chief, Facilities Services 
National Security Agency 

 Date 

 



 

 

COVER SHEET 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  
ADDRESSING DEVELOPMENT OF A PUBLISHING AND ARCHIVES FACILITY 

AT FORT GEORGE G. MEADE, MARYLAND 

Responsible Agency:  U.S. Department of Defense (DoD), National Security Agency (NSA).  

Affected Location:  Fort George G. Meade, Maryland. 

Report Designation:  Draft Environmental Assessment 

Proposed Action:  DoD proposes to construct and operate a Publishing and Archives Facility 
(PAF) on the NSA Campus at Fort George G. Meade. 

Abstract:  This Environmental Assessment (EA) describes DoD’s proposal for a PAF that would 
increase mission efficiency by replacing aging infrastructure and facilities through consolidation 
of various special processing activities, including archives and publishing operations. Under the 
Proposed Action, DoD proposes to construct and operate up to 500,000 square feet of 
publishing and archives facilities consisting of up to three buildings, parking facilities, and 
associated infrastructure, collectively known as the PAF.  Up to 725 personnel would be 
relocated to the PAF, with approximately 120 of those personnel relocating from off-installation.  
This action was initiated by DoD with completion of an EA in 2016 addressing the development 
of an East Campus Building 3A (ECB3A) Complex.  The ECB3A EA evaluated two sites (Sites 1 
and 2) via three alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3).  This EA incorporates the three 
alternatives from the ECB3A EA and evaluates two additional sites (Sites 3 and 4) via three 
additional alternatives (Alternatives 4, 5, and 6) for the PAF.  

Under Alternative 1, DoD would demolish Buildings 9839, 9839A, 9839B, and 9839C and 
portions of parking lots and roadways within Site 1 (at the southwest corner of Emory and 
O’Brien Roads) to provide space for the PAF.  Under Alternative 2, the E20 parking lot (Site 2) 
would be demolished to house the PAF.  Alternative 3 includes use of Sites 1 and 2 for the PAF.  
Under Alternative 4, DoD would demolish Buildings 9703 and 9703A, associated ancillary 
structures, and portions of parking lots and roadways within Site 3 to provide space for an 
approximately 250,000-square foot publishing facility and warehouse for approximately 450 
personnel.  Under Alternative 5, DoD would demolish Building 9705 and associated 
infrastructure within Site 4 to provide space for the publishing facility and warehouse.  Under 
Alternatives 4 and 5, the archives facility would not be constructed and personnel associated 
with this function would remain in their current facilities.  Under Alternative 6, DoD would 
demolish both Buildings 9703 and 9705 and associated infrastructure within Sites 3 and 4.  This 
alternative includes an approximately 500,000-square foot fully built-out PAF that would include 
both the proposed publishing and archives facilities for approximately 725 personnel. 

This EA describes the Proposed Action, alternative locations for the PAF that will be carried 
forward for analysis in the EA, and the No Action Alternative.  

Additional Information: Mr. Jeffrey Williams, Director, Environmental Sustainability, Office of 
Occupational Health, Environmental and Safety Services, Department of Defense, 9800 Savage 
Road, Suite 6218, Fort Meade, MD 20755-6218. 
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1. Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

1.1 Introduction 

An Environmental Assessment (EA) is being prepared to address the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposal by the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) for the National Security 
Agency (NSA) to construct and operate a Publishing and Archives Facility (PAF) at Fort George 
G. Meade, Maryland.  Figure 1-1 shows the location of Fort Meade.  The PAF would include a 
publishing facility, archives facility, warehouse, associated parking facilities, and supporting 
infrastructure.  This EA will be prepared to comply with the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended (42 United States Code § 4321−4347); 
the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] §§ 1500–1508); DoD Directive 
4715.1E, Environment, Safety, and Occupational Health; and for guidance, NSA’s Draft National 
Environmental Policy Act Procedures. 

The NSA is an intelligence agency within DoD.  It is responsible for the collection and analysis 
of foreign communications and foreign signals intelligence.  For NSA to continue leading the 
Intelligence Community into the next 50 years with state-of-the-art technologies and 
productivity, its mission elements require new, centralized facilities and infrastructure.  NSA 
publishing and archives facilities are aging and dispersed throughout the NSA Campus.  
Therefore, DoD proposes to consolidate and modernize their publishing and archives operations 
by constructing the PAF.  The Proposed Action identified in this EA would also replace aging 
infrastructure within the NSA Campus with the more modern facilities proposed for the PAF.  

This action was initiated by DoD with completion of an EA in 2016 addressing the development 
of the East Campus Building 3A (ECB3A) Complex.  The ECB3A EA described DoD’s proposal 
for a new 500,000-square foot (ft2) multi-facility complex that would increase mission efficiency 
by replacing aging infrastructure and facilities through consolidation of NSA’s publishing and 
archives operations.  Subsequently, an update to the original evaluation of the sites proposed 
for the ECB3A Complex has been incorporated into this EA and renamed the PAF.  This EA 
adds consideration of two sites and three alternatives to the Proposed Action evaluated in the 
original ECB3A EA.   

This EA is organized into seven sections and an appendix.  Section 1 states the purpose, need, 
scope, and public involvement efforts associated with the Proposed Action.  Section 2 contains 
a detailed description of the Proposed Action and the alternatives considered.  Section 3 
describes the affected environment.  Section 4 presents the environmental consequences 
anticipated from implementing the Proposed Action.  Section 5 presents the cumulative impacts 
analysis.  Section 6 contains the list of preparers, and Section 7 lists the references used in 
preparing the EA.  Appendix A contains documentation of interagency coordination and public 
involvement activities and all scoping comments received.   
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Figure 1-1. Fort Meade Location Map 
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1.2 Purpose of and Need for the Proposed Action 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to construct and operate a publishing and archives 
operations complex (collectively known as the PAF) with associated parking facilities and 
infrastructure within the main NSA Campus on Fort Meade.  The PAF would be constructed to 
accommodate up to 725 employees associated with the publishing and archives mission.  The 
need for the Proposed Action is to replace aging infrastructure and facilities, consolidate the 
NSA mission, and increase mission efficiency.  Additionally, the proposed parking facilities are 
needed to replace lost parking from construction and demolition and to accommodate the 
personnel relocating onto campus from off- -campus spaces. 

1.3 Scope of the EA 

The scope of this EA consists of the Proposed Action, range of alternatives, and impacts to be 
considered.  The purpose of this EA is to inform decisionmakers and the public of the likely 
environmental consequences of implementing the Proposed Action and alternatives.   

Section 2 provides details on the Proposed Action and alternatives for implementing this action.  
The No Action Alternative is analyzed to provide a baseline against which the environmental 
impacts of implementing the range of alternatives addressed can be compared.  The EA will 
identify appropriate measures not already included in the Proposed Action or alternatives to 
avoid, minimize, reduce, or compensate for any adverse environmental impacts. 

1.3.1 Environmental Laws, Regulations, and Executive Orders 

To comply with NEPA, the planning and decisionmaking process involves a study of other 
relevant environmental laws, regulations, and executive orders (EOs).  The NEPA process does 
not replace the procedural or substantive requirements of other environmental laws; it 
addresses them collectively in an analysis that enables decisionmakers to have a 
comprehensive view of major environmental issues and requirements associated with the 
Proposed Action.  According to the CEQ regulations, the requirements of NEPA must be 
integrated “with other planning and environmental review procedures required by law or by 
agency practice so that all such procedures run concurrently rather than consecutively” 
(40 CFR § 1500.2[c]). 

The EA will examine the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and reasonable 
alternatives on the following resource areas: land use, transportation, noise, air quality, 
geological resources, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, infrastructure 
and sustainability, hazardous materials and wastes, and socioeconomics and environmental 
justice.  Summaries of the environmental laws, regulations, and EOs that might apply to this 
project will be described in more detail in the appropriate resource areas in the EA.   

1.4 Interagency and Public Involvement 

Agency and public participation in the NEPA process promotes open communication between 
the proponent and regulatory agencies, the public, and potential stakeholders.  All persons and 
organizations having a potential interest in the Proposed Action or alternatives are encouraged 
to participate in the public involvement process.  Public participation opportunities with respect 
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to the Proposed Action and this EA are guided by CEQ NEPA regulations and DoD Directive 
4715.1E.  EO 12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, as amended by EO 
12416 of the same name, requires federal agencies to provide opportunities for consultation and 
review by state and local governments that would be directly affected by a federal proposal.   

Appendix A contains the list of potentially interested parties and scoping letters provided.  
Comments received by stakeholders will be incorporated into the analysis of potential 
environmental impacts performed in the EA, where appropriate and applicable.    
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2. Description of the Proposed Action and 
Alternatives 

2.1 Proposed Action 

DoD proposes to construct and operate a PAF on the NSA’s Main Campus (see Figure 2-1).  
The PAF would be sited within a 5.9 to 19.4-acre Project Area. Existing buildings and 
infrastructure within the Project Areas would be demolished, and the PAF buildings would be 
constructed to a maximum of 500,000 ft2 and support up to 725 personnel.  The PAF would 
provide additional publishing capacity and increased archival and warehouse space in a 
centralized location that would replace aging infrastructure and increase mission efficiency.  The 
PAF would include one to three buildings depending on design, parking facilities, and 
associated infrastructure.  NSA would also consolidate mission elements, which would enable 
publishing and archives services across NSA to function in a more collaborative, efficient 
environment.  Approximately 605 personnel would be relocated to the PAF from elsewhere 
within the NSA Campus, while approximately 120 personnel would relocate to the complex from 
off-installation facilities.  However, the net increase in personnel would be approximately 100 
people because 20 personnel on campus potentially displaced by the Proposed Action would 
move off-installation.   

The modern construction of the complex would meet current design standards and NSA security 
requirements in order to provide a safe, environmentally controlled area for housing archived 
government agency records and an area to design, produce, and secure printed products for 
distribution.  The functions within facilities proposed for demolition would be relocated through 
separate actions that would meet NSA requirements.   

2.1.1 PAF Principal Facilities  

Under the Proposed Action, DoD proposes to construct and operate up to 500,000 ft2 of 
publishing and archives facilities consisting of up to three buildings, parking facilities, and 
associated infrastructure.  The maximum size of the publishing facility would be 250,000 ft2 and 
would include office space and a publishing warehouse.  The facility would house office space 
and a large operations publishing space with dedicated workstations for approximately 350 
personnel and “hot” desks for approximately 50 personnel.  “Hot” desks refer to a workstation 
sharing model where employees outnumber desks and workstations are used to remotely log 
into secure servers.  An additional 50 personnel would relocate from off the installation to 
dedicated workstations in the warehouse associated with the publishing facility.  The facility 
would include a reception area, a variety of office spaces, a warehouse with independent 
storage and a dedicated server room, maintenance and operations space, conference and 
training rooms, loading docks, and an assortment of storage and support services.   
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Figure 2-1. Project Area Locations on the NSA Campus of Fort Meade  
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Up to an additional 250,000 ft2 would be required for a separate archives facility that would 
include warehouse and administrative space with dedicated workstations for approximately 175 
personnel and hot desks for approximately 100 personnel.  The archives facility would include a 
reception area, archive storage, processing room, Center for Cryptology History, a variety of 
office spaces, conference and training rooms, a processing warehouse, a loading dock, and an 
assortment of storage and support services.  It would also require compliance with the National 
Archives and Records Administration archival storage standards. 

A total of approximately 575 workspaces would be available for the 725 personnel at the PAF.  
Personnel relocation from buildings proposed for demolition would begin in fiscal year (FY) 
2018.  The demolition and construction timeframe for the PAF is from FY 2019 through FY 
2023. 

All proposed facilities would comply with Unified Facilities Criteria 04-010-01, DoD Minimum 
Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings.  Handicap accessibility design would comply with federal 
and state requirements.  The PAF would be designed, constructed, and managed in a 
sustainable and cost-effective manner to the maximum extent practicable.  Facility and site 
design would meet Unified Facilities Criteria 1-200-2, High Performance and Sustainable 
Building Requirements, placing an emphasis on maximizing operating efficiencies of building 
systems and minimizing the environmental footprint.  The complex would be energy-efficient 
and use sustainable technology such as solar hot water systems and vertical rainwater 
collection cisterns, where feasible.   

In accordance with EO 13693, Planning for Federal Sustainability in the Next Decade, the new 
facilities would be developed to include sustainability features to meet Leadership in Energy and 
Environmental Design (LEED) Green Building Rating System of Silver at a minimum.  
Photovoltaic panels could be included as an integrated portion of facility walls or roof design 
where possible (Black and Veatch 2016).  These panels support NSA sustainability goals and 
help attain LEED points to meet the LEED rating requirements of this proposed project. 

No detailed engineering or design work for proposed facilities has been accomplished because 
the PAF is in the planning stages.  As a result, this EA does not consider various design factors 
in detail and makes general assumptions about the proposed development.  The exact space 
requirements and precise locations and layouts of proposed buildings and infrastructure would 
not be known until the detailed design process is underway; however, the PAF would be 
constructed within the footprints identified for the alternatives being analyzed in this EA (see 
Section 2.2).  Therefore, the proposed facilities and infrastructure being analyzed are 
interchangeable within the PAF Project Areas. 

2.1.2 PAF Supporting Infrastructure 

Infrastructure supporting the PAF would include connections to an electrical substation, potable 
and reclaimed water lines, sanitary sewer system, natural gas, and the communications 
network.  Electrical power to the PAF would be served by the South Substation, which has 
existing capacity to provide power and emergency backup generator support for the proposed 
PAF facilities.   
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Two stand-alone diesel generators for the PAF would serve life-safety loads (e.g., exit and 
egress lighting, fire pumps, elevators, fire alarm and mass notification system, and any 
additional systems deemed necessary for life safety) for the facilities within the complex.  The 
generators would each have a double-walled, sub-base diesel fuel tank with 24-hour capacity 
and would be placed in an outdoor sound-attenuated enclosure.  The generators would be 
within 10 feet of each facility.  

Stormwater management facilities would be incorporated into the complex design to comply 
with the appropriate State of Maryland regulations, Section 438 of the Energy Independence 
and Security Act, NSA design standards, and the NSA Washington (NSAW) Facilities Master 
Plan, as appropriate (NSAW 2013). 

Roads and sidewalks would be constructed to connect the proposed buildings and parking 
facilities and interconnect with existing buildings and the road/sidewalk network on the NSA 
Main Campus.  These interconnections would be designed to promote a pedestrian-oriented 
campus by providing a logical interconnection between vehicles, pedestrians, and cyclists, and 
minimizing areas of conflict. 

2.2 Alternatives Analysis 

Six alternatives involving use of four sites have been identified and carried forward for the 
potential location of the PAF, as shown in Figure 2-1.  Site 1 is southwest of the intersection of 
Emory Road and O’Brien Road and is approximately 13.5 acres.  Site 2, which is approximately 
5.9 acres, is on the eastern side of O’Brien Road between Love and Samford Roads, east of 
Building 9840.  The total buildable area (i.e., useable space for proposed construction) for both 
Sites 1 and 2 is approximately 19.4 acres.  Sites 3 and 4 are adjacent to each other and on the 
south side of Samford Road between Wenger Road and O’Brien Road.  Sites 3 and 4 are 
approximately 6.6 and 7.5 acres, respectively, and the total buildable area for Sites 3 and 4 
combined is approximately 14.1 acres.  Parking facilities could replace existing parking lots on 
the north side of Samford Road or along O’Brien Road. 

2.2.1 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Under Alternative 1, DoD would develop the 500,000-ft2 PAF entirely within Site 1.  The site 
follows natural topography downward to the southwest and extends to the west side of the N21 
parking lot and the south side of the N20 parking lot.  Site 1 is fully developed and currently has 
multiple structures, including Buildings 9839, 9839A, 9839B, 9839C, and PCDC0001.  Building 
9839 is an operations building with office space and data server spaces.  Building 9839A is 
primarily used as storage, and Buildings 9839B and 9839C were designed to be temporary in 
nature and are predominately used for the storage of vehicles and equipment.  Building 
PCDC0001 functions as storage for electrical/data equipment.  Additional supporting facilities, 
including electrical generators, transformers, and switchgear, are adjacent to the buildings on 
Site 1.  Collector Road, Parking Road 4, a portion of Parking Road 2, and the N20, N21, N22, 
and N23 parking lots are within Site 1. 

Under Alternative 1, DoD would develop the 500,000-ft2 PAF within Site 1 to include the 
250,000-ft2 publishing facility and warehouse and the 250,000-ft2 archives facility.  
Approximately 725 personnel would relocate to the new facilities, with approximately 120 of 
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them relocating to the NSA Campus from outside Fort Meade.  There would be approximately 
450 publishing personnel and 275 archives personnel.   

As part of Alternative 1, DoD would demolish Buildings 9839, 9839A, 9839B, and 9839C (a 
combined 19,800 ft2 of building space) and portions of parking lots and roadways within Site 1 
to provide space for the proposed facilities and supporting infrastructure.  Personnel within the 
buildings scheduled for demolition would be relocated elsewhere on the NSA Campus.  Building 
PCDC0001 and associated supporting facilities in the eastern portion of the site would be 
demolished during construction of the proposed Site 1 parking facilities (Black and Veatch 
2016).   

Demolition of existing parking spaces on Site 1, construction of the proposed facilities, and the 
influx of personnel from outside Fort Meade to the PAF would require additional campus 
parking.  Parking lots are fully used most days, including overflow parking, so the net loss of any 
parking spaces (i.e., potential facility construction within the existing N20, N21, N22, and N23 
parking lots) would require replacement parking.  The NSA Campus has limited developable 
land; therefore, the use of a multi-level parking facility would be more practical than surface 
parking.  The exact quantity, size, and capacity of parking facilities would not be known until the 
detailed design process begins.  However, in addition to providing space for incoming personnel 
to the PAF, any existing spaces lost because of construction of the PAF would also be replaced 
by the proposed parking facilities. 

The forested area within the northeast corner of Site 1 could be preserved, if possible; however, 
the forested area reduces the total buildable area on the site (see Figure 2-1).  Other 
development constraints on Site 1 include stormwater pipes running south along the western 
edge of O’Brien Road, two electrical duct banks that cross the site near the N20 parking lot, and 
communication lines that could require relocation.   

As part of the Proposed Action, utilities would be upgraded and replaced, as necessary.  
Potable water, reclaimed water, sanitary sewer, natural gas, electrical, and communication lines 
would be extended or rerouted to facilities within the complex based on final design parameters.  
To accommodate site construction, existing stormwater feeder lines on Site 1 could require 
relocation.  These lines connect with a stormwater main that runs southeast through the site 
before turning south along the western edge of O’Brien Road (Black and Veatch 2016).   

2.2.2 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Under Alternative 2, the PAF would be constructed entirely within Site 2.  The site is currently 
designated as overflow parking lot E20.  A forested buffer bounds the site to the north and 
development is to the south and east.  A small reforestation area between the E20 parking lot 
and O’Brien Road includes a palustrine wetland.  As part of Alternative 2, the approximately 
250,000-ft2 E20 parking lot would be demolished for the PAF.  Any existing spaces lost because 
of construction of the PAF would be included in the proposed parking facilities on Site 2. 

Development of Site 2 is restricted by the need to preserve the palustrine wetland and forested 
area in the western portion of the site (see Figure 2-1).  The area to east of Site 2 is a 
reforestation area planned to mitigate development on the installation.  Other restrictions on Site 
2 include potable water mains running north to south across the site and communication lines 
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that could require relocation (impacting cost more than total project area).  Similar to Alternative 
1, utilities would be upgraded and replaced as necessary.  Existing stormwater lines that drain 
into the stormwater basin between the E20 parking lot and O’Brien Road could require 
relocation (Black and Veatch 2016).   

2.2.3 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Under Alternative 3, Sites 1 and 2 would be used to construct the PAF.  Site restrictions 
discussed under Alternatives 1 and 2 would apply.  The combined Project Areas for both sites, 
shown in Figure 2-1, will be analyzed in the EA to allow project design to incorporate the most 
practical and dispersed development for the available space. 

Under this alternative, the publishing and archives facilities would be constructed on Site 2 and 
connected by a shared lobby.  A multi-story parking facility would be constructed on Site 1 to 
accommodate incoming personnel to the PAF and to replace existing parking spaces lost 
because of construction of the proposed facilities.  An elevated pedestrian walkway would 
connect the buildings to the proposed parking facility.  The proposed parking facility would 
incorporate the number of currently available parking spaces in the N20, N21, N22, N23, and 
E20 parking lots proposed for demolition into its design.  Existing infrastructure on Sites 1 and 2 
would be demolished as noted under Alternatives 1 and 2.  Utilities would be upgraded and 
replaced as necessary.  Existing stormwater lines could require relocation to accommodate the 
development. 

2.2.4 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Under Alternative 4, a 250,000-ft2 publishing facility and associated warehouse would be 
constructed entirely within Site 3 and approximately 450 personnel would relocate to the new 
facility.  Approximately 330 personnel would relocate from within the NSA Campus and 
approximately 120 would relocate from off-campus.  The publishing facility would have 
dedicated workstations for approximately 350 personnel and hot desks for approximately 50 
personnel.  An additional 50 personnel would relocate to dedicated workstations in the 
publishing warehouse.  The archives facility would not be constructed under this alternative and 
archives personnel would remain in their current facilities.  Site 3 is primarily developed and 
currently houses Buildings 9703 and 9703A (totaling approximately 100,000 ft2), which would be 
demolished for the publishing facility.  Building 9703 is a general warehouse and administration 
facility and Building 9703A is used as a fire pump house.  Approximately 100 personnel within 
Building 9703 would be relocated to Building 9705, and 20 personnel in Building 9705 would be 
relocated off-installation.  The remaining 280 personnel in Building 9705 would be relocated to 
various facilities throughout the NSA Campus.  As part of this alternative, the publishing parking 
facility would be constructed in place of one or more of the following existing parking lots: 
S20/S21, S11/S12, or N33 (see Figure 2-1).  Any existing parking spaces lost because of 
construction of the publishing facility would be included in the proposed parking facility.  Gate 
House 9 and its associated parking lot (N31) in the northwestern corner of Site 3 would remain 
intact and be used as a security access point for the new publishing facility. 

There are no natural resources on Site 3 apart from some light landscaping in the northern and 
western parts of the site (see Figure 2-1).  Similar to Alternative 1, utilities would be upgraded 
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and replaced as necessary.  Existing stormwater lines on Site 3 are minimal, and the site drains 
to a retention pond south of the Project Areas. 

2.2.5 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Under Alternative 5, a 250,000-ft2 publishing facility and warehouse would be constructed 
entirely within Site 4 and personnel numbers and workstation requirements would be identical to 
Alternative 4.  The archives facility would not be constructed under this alternative.  The site is 
primarily developed and currently houses Building 9705 and its ancillary facilities (totaling 
approximately 139,000 ft2), which would be demolished for the proposed publishing facility.  
Building 9705 and its ancillary facilities are currently used for administrative and storage 
functions.  Approximately 20 personnel currently in Building 9705 would be relocated off Fort 
Meade.  The remaining 280 personnel in Building 9705 would be relocated to various facilities 
throughout the NSA Campus.  The parking facility would be constructed in place of one or more 
of the following existing parking lots: S20/S21, S11/S12, or N33.  Any existing spaces lost 
because of construction of the publishing facility would be included in the proposed parking 
facility.  Gate House 10 and its associated parking lot (N32) in the northeast corner of Site 4 
would remain intact and be used as a security access point for the new publishing facility.  

There are no natural resources on Site 4 apart from some light landscaping in the northern, 
western, and southern parts of the site (see Figure 2-1).  Similar to Alternative 1, utilities would 
be upgraded and replaced as necessary.  Existing stormwater lines on Site 4 are minimal and 
the site drains to a retention pond south of the Project Areas. 

2.2.6 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Under Alternative 6, DoD would develop the fully built-out 500,000-ft2 PAF entirely within Sites 3 
and 4 to include the 250,000-ft2 publishing facility and warehouse and the 250,000-ft2 archives 
facility.  Approximately 725 personnel would relocate to the new facilities, with approximately 
120 of them relocating to the NSA Campus from outside Fort Meade.  There would be 
approximately 450 publishing personnel and 275 archives personnel.  Publishing personnel 
would be assigned workstations and hot desks as described in Section 2.1.1.  Dedicated 
workstations would be provided for approximately 175 archives personnel, and hot desks would 
be provided for 100 personnel.  Buildings 9703, 9703A, 9705, and their ancillary facilities would 
be demolished.  Approximately 100 personnel currently in Building 9703 and 280 personnel in 
Building 9705 would be relocated elsewhere within the NSA Campus, while 20 personnel in 
Building 9705 would be relocated off-installation.  Remaining personnel would be relocated to 
various facilities throughout the installation.  Parking facilities would be constructed in place of 
one or more of the following existing parking lots: S20/S21, S11/S12, or N33.  Any existing 
parking spaces lost because of construction of the PAF would be included in the proposed 
parking facilities.  Gate Houses 9 and 10 and their associated parking lots (N31 and N32) on the 
north side of the Project Areas and would remain intact and one or both would be used as 
security access points for the new facilities. 

There are no natural resources on Sites 3 and 4 apart from landscaping on both sites.  Similar 
to Alternative 1, utilities would be upgraded and replaced as necessary.  The sites drain to a 
retention pond south of the Project Areas.  
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2.3 No Action Alternative 

CEQ guidance advocates consideration of the No Action Alternative in the alternatives analysis 
(40 CFR § 1502.14).  The No Action Alternative is analyzed to provide a baseline of the existing 
conditions against which potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts of the Proposed 
Action and alternative actions can be compared.  Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed 
Action would not be implemented, and the PAF would not be constructed.  Operations would 
remain in aging infrastructure and facilities under substandard conditions that require a higher 
level of maintenance. 
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3. Affected Environment 

3.1 Land Use 

3.1.1 Definition of the Resource 

Land Use.  The term land use refers to real property classifications indicating either natural 
conditions or the types of human activity occurring on a parcel.  In many cases, land use 
descriptions are codified in master planning and local zoning laws.  Land use planning ensures 
orderly growth and compatible uses among adjacent property parcels or areas.  However, no 
nationally recognized convention or uniform terminology for describing land use categories 
exists.  Consequently, land use descriptions, labels, and definitions vary among jurisdictions.  
Natural conditions of property can be described or categorized as unimproved, undeveloped, 
conservation or preservation area, and natural or scenic area.  A variety of land use categories 
result from human activity.  Descriptive terms for human activity land uses (or, functional land 
uses) include residential, commercial, industrial, military, agricultural, institutional, 
transportation, communications and utilities, and recreational.   

In appropriate cases, the location and extent of a proposed action needs to be evaluated for its 
potential effects on a project site and adjacent land uses.  The foremost factor affecting a 
proposed action in terms of land use is its compliance with any applicable land use or zoning 
regulations.  Other relevant factors include existing land use at the project site, the types of land 
uses on adjacent properties and their proximity to a proposed action, the duration of a proposed 
activity, and its permanence. 

Visual Resources.  Visual resources are defined as the natural and man-made features that 
give a particular setting or area its aesthetic qualities.  These features define the landscape 
character of an area and form the overall impression that an observer receives.  Evaluating the 
aesthetic qualities of an area is a subjective process because the value that an observer places 
on a specific feature varies depending on their perspective. 

3.1.2 Existing Conditions 

Land Use.  Land on Fort Meade is designated to the following six land use categories:  
Community, Industrial, Professional/Institutional, Ranges and Training, Residential, and Troop 
(Fort Meade 2013).  The functional land uses on the NSA Campus on Fort Meade include 
administrative, laboratory, warehouse, utility support, and parking facilities.  The land use, as 
designated by Fort Meade, for the Project Areas is Professional/Institutional (Fort Meade 2013).  
Fort Meade is zoned residential land use by Anne Arundel County; however, the county does 
not have jurisdiction over federal land (AAC 2009, NSAW 2013).   

The Project Areas are located in the central portion of the NSA Campus.  Brief descriptions of 
the existing land uses for each site follow: 

 Site 1 – encompasses approximately 13.5 acres that are primarily developed land with 
four existing structures including operations, storage, and support facilities and four 
parking lots (N20, N21, N22, and N23).  Love Road runs through the northeast portion of 
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Site 1, and forested areas lie to the north and south of this road.  Site 1 is bounded by 
Emory Road to the north, O’Brien Road to the east, and mostly developed land to the 
south and west.  There is a forested area southwest of Site 1.   

 Site 2 – encompasses approximately 5.9 acres used as an overflow parking lot (E20).  
Site 2 is bounded by forested land to the north, developed land to the east and south, 
and a forested area to the west.   

 Site 3 – encompasses approximately 6.6 acres where Buildings 9703 and 9703A are 
located.  The site is bounded to the north by a small parking lot that runs parallel to and 
south of Samford Road, to the west by the southern portion of Wenger Road, to the east 
by an access road that separates the site from Site 4, and to the south by other 
developed land.   

 Site 4 – encompasses 7.5 acres where Building 9705 and its ancillary facilities are 
located.  These facilities are used for administrative and storage functions.  Site 4 is 
bounded to the north by a small parking lot that runs parallel to and south of Samford 
Road, to the east by the access road that separates the site from Site 3, to the west by 
another access road that runs parallel to O’Brien Road, and to the south by other 
developed land.   

 Surface Parking Lots – The N33 parking lot is approximately 3 acres and is bounded to 
the north by a driveway/access point for the N33 parking lot, to the east by Building 9841 
and the S21 parking lot, to the south by Samford Road, and to the west by Brown Road.  
The S11/S12 parking lots are approximately 6 acres and bounded to the north by 
Erskine Road, to the east by Wenger Road, to south by Samford Road, and to the west 
by Canine Road.  The S20/S21 parking lots are approximately 4 acres and bounded to 
the west by O’Brien Road, to the south by Samford Road, and to the northwest by 
Building 9840. 

The 2013 NSAW Facilities Master Plan and the 2013 Fort Meade Real Property Master Plan are 
tools designed to guide future development of the NSA Campus and Fort Meade, respectively, 
to ensure that its personnel have the facilities and infrastructure required to be successful (Fort 
Meade 2013, NSAW 2013).  On the NSA Campus, the 2013 NSAW Facilities Master Plan uses 
the following measures to address facility requirements that have resulted from the NSA’s 
changing mission and technology: 

 Ensure a safe, secure environment. 
 Improve reliability of utility systems, including providing redundancy. 
 Alleviate overstressed utility systems. 
 Provide an adequate campus transportation network. 
 Accommodate projected mission changes (NSAW 2013). 

The 2013 NSAW Facilities Master Plan identified plans for the future construction of facilities 
such as the PAF on the NSA Campus and the optimization of installation space by consolidating 
work functions and personnel.  Thus, the projected use in the plan is identical to the Proposed 
Action (NSAW 2013). 
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The nearest city to Fort Meade is Odenton, Maryland, approximately three miles to the 
southeast of the NSA Campus.  Activities occurring on the installation do not conflict with land 
uses in the surrounding communities of Anne Arundel County.  Fort Meade is part of the 
Baltimore Metropolitan Region, which includes Baltimore City and the five surrounding counties 
of Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Carroll, Harford, and Howard.  The Anne Arundel 2009 General 
Development Plan directs local development, road infrastructure and public transit, agricultural 
land preservation, and local water resource protection (AAC 2009).  Anne Arundel County is 
currently updating the 2009 General Development Plan to the 2040 Plan which is estimated to 
be completed in 2019 (AAC 2017).   

Visual Resources.  Fort Meade, including parts of the NSA Campus, is divided into six visual 
themes (administrative, industrial, troop, residential, community, and campus) based on the 
architectural character and land use patterns on the installation (NSA 2010).  These visual 
themes are different from land use categories.  The Project Areas are within an area designated 
as an administrative visual theme.  There are no notable visual resources in the vicinity of the 
Project Areas.  The western portion of the administrative theme (i.e., Proposed Action location) 
is located along the Patuxent Freeway (MD 32) and is characterized by large modern buildings 
with site planning in the area mirroring an industrial park setting (NSA 2010).  The Proposed 
Action area contains gently rolling topography with limited areas of steeper slope and is 
predominantly administrative and industrial in visual characteristics.  The area immediately 
surrounding the Proposed Action area includes these characteristics, as well as open areas, 
military housing, and military community facilities (NSAW 2013). 

3.2 Transportation 

3.2.1 Definition of the Resource 

Transportation infrastructure includes major and minor roadways that feed into the installation, 
vehicle control points/gates, roadways, and parking areas on the installation.  Available capacity 
and performance of the transportation system inform the conditions that commuters and other 
travelers encounter.  The traffic network, vehicular traffic, travel patterns, circulation, and 
parking are described for the study area.  The analysis evaluates traffic operations during the 
AM and PM peak hours, with emphasis on level of service (LOS) at key locations, or ability for 
an intersection to manage the flow of traffic efficiently.  

Traffic operations results presented in this document represent typical weekday AM peak hour 
conditions, with LOS letter grades ranging from LOS “A” for good or “free flow” traffic operations 
conditions, to LOS “F” for worst congestion conditions with significant breakdowns in travel flow.  
Figure 3-1 illustrates LOS in the context of a typical corridor with varying degrees of congestion. 

3.2.2 Existing Conditions 

Transportation Network.  Transportation in and around Fort Meade and the NSA Campus is 
achieved mainly via road and street networks and pedestrian walkways (NSAW 2012, USACE 
and NSA 2015a).  The transportation system serves installation traffic consisting of daily work 
commuter and resident trips.  Access onto the campuses on Fort Meade is achieved through 
several gates and vehicle control points (VCPs) along Maryland Route 32 (MD 32), MD 175, MD 
198, and the Baltimore-Washington Parkway (MD 295).   
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Figure 3-1. LOS Illustrations 

On-post, the primary roads located proximally to the proposed project sites include Emory 
Road, O’Brien Road, Canine Road, Samford Road, Wenger Road, Brown Road, and Mapes 
Road.  Figure 2-1 shows the locations of Sites 1, 2, 3, and 4 and the identified parking lots 
associated with the proposed Project Areas.   

Site 1 – is located directly southwest of the intersection of Emory/Love Road at O’Brien Road.  
Three secondary roads (e.g., Collector Road, Parking Road 4, and a portion of Parking Road 2) 
are located within Site 1.  The site also encompasses the N20, N21, N22, and N23 parking lots.   

Site 2 – is located on the eastern side of O’Brien Road between Love and Samford roads, east 
of Building 9840.  The site is currently designated as overflow parking lot E20 for Building 9840.  
Entry into the lot is achieved either by accessing the Building 9840 Overflow North or Building 
9840 Overflow South driveways from O’Brien Road.   

Site 3 – is located east of VCP 6 on the south side of Samford Road at the intersection with 
Wenger Road.  Site 3 encompasses Buildings 9703 and 9703A and a small parking area 
providing approximately 22 parking spaces on the west side of the facility that is accessible by 
an unnamed secondary road.  Additionally, the loading dock at Building 9703 accommodates 
two spaces for 18-wheeler trucks, and approximately 5 additional parking spaces are available 
along the southern portion of the site near the ancillary facilities on the property.   

Site 4 – is located adjacent to and west of Site 3 along Samford Road near the intersection with 
O’Brien Road.  Site 4 encompasses Building 9705 and a small parking area that provides four 
parking spaces on the west side of the facility, and unofficial roadside parking is common along 
the secondary road at the western border of the site.  Additionally, Building 9705 has two 
loading docks that provide 11 spaces to accommodate 18-wheeler trucks.   

Surface Parking Lots.  The S11/S12 parking lots are located on Samford Road, northwest of 
Site 3 between Wegner Road and Canine Road.  The N33 parking lot, located north of Site 4 
across Samford Road, is bounded to the west by Brown Road, to the north by Building 9840, 
and to the east by Building 9841 and the S21 parking lot.  The S20 parking lot is located east of 
Building 9840, with an access road and the N20 parking lot to the north, O’Brien Road to the 
east, and the S21 parking lot to the south.  The S21 parking lot is located east of the N33 
parking lot and surrounds building 9841 on its northern, eastern, and western sides along 
O’Brien Road.   
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VCPs.  Main entry and VCPs onto Fort Meade and the NSA campus located proximally to the 
proposed project sites include Fort Meade External Gate 7 (hereafter, “Gate 7”), VCP-1, VCP-2, 
VCP-4, VCP-5, and VCP-6 (USACE and NSA 2015a, NSA 2017a).  Gate 7 and VCP-1 provide 
entry onto the Fort Meade installation and NSA Campus from the Patuxent Freeway (MD 32) 
and VCP-2 provides entry from southbound MD 295.  VCPs 4 (restricted entry, limited hours 
gate), 5 (restricted entry, one-lane gate), and 6 (restricted entry multi-lane access gate) serve as 
access points from the Fort Meade installation onto the NSA campus.  All trucks and 
commercial vehicles are inspected at NSA’s Vehicle Control Inspection Facility (VCIF).  General 
information on each of these follows: 

 Gate 7.  Gate 7 is located along Mapes Road west of O’Brien Road at the on/off ramp 
for MD 32, approximately 3,000 feet south of the proposed project sites.  Mapes Road is 
a two-lane undivided roadway connecting MD 175 to the east and Gate 7 to the west, 
and a four-lane divided roadway from Gate 7 outside the installation to the MD 32 
interchange that terminates at MD 198 (USACE and NSA 2015a, NSA 2017a).   

 VCP-1.  VCP-1 is the main entrance to the NSA Campus and is located approximately 
3,000 feet northwest of the proposed project sites along Canine Road near its 
interchange with MD 32.  VCP-1 is currently being upgraded as part of a separate 
project to improve traffic conditions at this access point.   

 VCP-2.  VCP-2 is approximately 4,700 feet north of Site 1 along Connector Road near 
its interchange with MD 295.  VCP-2 supports traffic north of the installation since it 
provides access from southbound MD 295 traffic and has an exit lane for northbound 
MD 295 (NSAW 2013 and NSA 2017a). 

 VCPs 4 and 5.  VCP-4 is approximately 1,500 feet north of Site 1 along O’Brien Road 
and is open for limited hours to access the child development center.  VCP-5 is 
approximately 1,000 feet south of Site 2 and approximately 500 feet southeast of Site 4 
on O’Brien Road.   

 VCP-6.  VCP-6 carries the highest morning traffic volume of the VCPs and is 
approximately 2,100 feet southwest of Site 2 and approximately 600 feet west of Site 3 
along Samford Road near its interchange with MD 32 (NSAW 2013).   

 VCIF.  The VCIF is approximately 500 feet south of Site 4 along Perimeter Road.  The 
facility inspects all trucks and commercial vehicles bound for the NSA Campus after 
accessing the installation from MD 32 (NSAW 2013).   

Existing Traffic.  Roadways on and around Fort Meade generally operate well, but traffic can 
back up at the gates for access onto the installation during the morning peak period.  Local 
roadways nearest the proposed project sites include MD 32 and MD 198.  Travel patterns on 
the NSA campus within the proposed Project Areas were most recently assessed in a Traffic 
Impact Study performed for the NSA East Campus Integration Program (NSA 2017a).  The 
study captured 2014 and 2015 traffic data for select roadway intersections across the 
installation and NSA Campus to analyze existing and future year (i.e., 2030) traffic conditions.  
Data from this study that specifically related to traffic LOSs at the intersections proximally 
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located to the proposed PAF development sites were fully analyzed in the 2016 Final 
Recommendations Report for the proposed development at Sites 1 and 2 (USACE 2016a).  

Reported baseline conditions for all external entry points onto Fort Meade and NSA indicated 
that all VCPs and Gate 7 (except VCP-4, which is generally closed, and VCP-5) operate at LOS 
F during the AM (from 7:15 to 8:15 a.m.) peak hour (NSA 2017a).  VCP-5 operates at LOS C 
during the AM peak hour.  VCP-1 and Gate 7 operate at a LOS degraded beyond LOS F during 
the PM peak hour (from 4:45 to 5:45 p.m.), while VCPs 5 and 6 continue to operate at LOS F 
during the PM peak hour.  VCP-2 operates at LOS B during the PM peak hour (NSA 2017a).   

Reported baseline conditions for intersections near the proposed project sites during the AM 
and PM peak hours were as follows:  

 Emory/Love Road and O’Brien Road – unsignalized intersection that operates at LOS 
D in both the AM and PM peak hours (NSA 2017a). 

 Emory Road and Canine Road - The intersection of Canine Road at Emory Road is a 
four-lane intersection with traffic signalization.  The intersection operates at LOS F 
during the AM and PM peak hours.  Extensive queuing was attributed to the low quality 
of operations (NSA 2017a). 

 O’Brien Road at Building 9840 Overflow North driveway – unsignalized intersection 
that operates at LOS C or better conditions on all stop-controlled approaches during 
both the AM and PM peak hours (USACE 2016). 

 O’Brien Road and Building 9840 Overflow South driveway – operates at LOS B and 
LOS C in the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.  Low traffic volumes and minimal 
delays were reported at this access point.  Queue lengths at this intersection were 
reported at less than four cars (USACE 2016a). 

 Mapes Road and O’Brien Road – signalized intersection that operates at LOS D in the 
AM peak hour and LOS F during the PM peak hours (NSA 2017a).  

 O’Brien Road and Samford Road – unsignalized, stop-controlled intersection that 
operates at LOS C or better conditions on each of the approaches during the AM and 
operates at LOS E during the PM peak period (USACE 2016a, NSA 2017a). 

 Canine Road and Samford Road – unsignalized, stop-controlled intersection that 
operates at LOS C during the AM peak period, and LOS B during the PM peak period 
(NSA 2017a). 

 Wenger Road and Samford Road – unsignalized, stop-controlled intersection that 
operates at LOS B during the AM and PM peak periods (NSA 2017a). 

 Erskine Road and Canine Road – baseline operating LOS for this intersection has not 
been determined.  However, this intersection is close to the Canine Road and Samford 
Road intersection and the Wenger Road and Samford Road intersection, which were 
assessed in 2017 at LOS C or better conditions during the AM and PM peak hours, 
which would be reasonable to assume for this intersection (NSA 2017a).   
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Pedestrian traffic on the NSA campus is accommodated by a system of sidewalks along many 
streets and walkways between buildings.  The daily pedestrian crossing volumes at the key 
intersections were observed to be low and causing negligible impacts on overall intersection 
operations (NSA 2017a).  Typically, a substantial influx of pedestrian movements are observed 
during the AM and PM peak hours as personnel walk to and from the parking lots and their work 
locations.  There are sidewalks on at least one side of most primary roadways within Fort 
Meade and the NSA Campus, including sections of Canine Road, O’Brien Road, and Mapes 
Road. 

Parking Facilities.  The existing parking on the NSA Main Campus is primarily surface lots with 
approximately 15,500 spaces available (NSA 2017a).  There are additional parking areas 
provided for deliveries and other special uses adjacent to specific buildings. 

Four existing parking lots providing 560 spaces (4 percent of the available parking spaces on 
the NSA Campus) are on Site 1.  These include N20 (with 252 parking spaces), N21 (with 255 
parking spaces), N22 (with 23 parking spaces), and N23 (with approximately 30 parking 
spaces).  Site 2 is designated overflow parking lot E20, and provides 1,008 parking spaces (7 
percent of the parking spaces on the NSA Campus).  The S11/S12 parking lots collectively 
provide 930 parking spaces (6 percent of the parking spaces on the campus).  The N33 parking 
lot provides 420 parking spaces (3 percent of the parking spaces on the campus).  The S20/S21 
parking lots collectively provide 387 parking spaces (2.5 percent of the available parking spaces 
on the campus) (NSAW 2012, NSA 2017a).  

3.3 Noise 

3.3.1 Definition of the Resource 

Noise is defined as any sound that is undesirable because it interferes with communication, is 
intense enough to damage hearing, or is otherwise annoying.  Noise can be intermittent or 
continuous, steady or impulsive, and can involve any number of sources and frequencies.  It 
can be readily identifiable or generally nondescript.  Human response to increased sound levels 
varies according to the source type, characteristics of the sound source, distance between 
source and receptor, receptor sensitivity, and time of day.  Affected receptors are specific 
(e.g., schools, churches, or hospitals) or broad (e.g., nature preserves or designated districts) 
areas in which occasional or persistent sensitivity to noise above ambient levels exists. 

Noise Metrics.  Sound varies by both intensity and frequency.  Sound pressure levels (SPLs), 
described in decibels (dB) are used to quantify sound intensity.  The dB is a logarithmic unit that 
expresses the ratio of an SPL to a standard reference level.  The cycles from high to low 
pressure each second, also called Hertz, are used to quantify sound frequency.  The human ear 
responds differently to different frequencies.  A-weighted decibels (dBA) are used to 
characterize sound levels that can be sensed by the human ear.  “A-weighted” denotes the 
adjustment of the frequency content of a sound-producing event to represent the way in which 
the average human ear responds to the audible event.  Sound levels discussed in this EA are A-
weighted. 
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The SPL noise metric describes instantaneous noise levels; there is no time domain associated 
with an SPL.  The equivalent noise level (Leq) is often used to describe an average noise level 
occurring over a stated period of time, usually an hour.  Being an average, it is the total energy 
of the noise, so it is easier to measure and a better indicator of the likelihood that a noise would 
generate complaints.  Many noise standards and noise ordinances are based on Leq.  The Day-
Night Average A-weighted Noise Level (DNL) is a form of 24-hour average noise level.  DNL is 
the energy-averaged sound level measured over a 24-hour period, with a 10-dBA penalty 
assigned to nighttime noise events (10 p.m. to 7 a.m.) to account for increased annoyance.  
DNL is a useful descriptor for noise because it averages ongoing, yet intermittent, noise, and it 
measures total sound energy over a 24-hour period.  

Federal Regulations.  The federal government has established noise guidelines and 
regulations for the purpose of protecting citizens from potential hearing damage and from 
various other adverse physiological, psychological, and social effects associated with noise.  
According to U.S. Army, Federal Aviation Administration, and the U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development (HUD) criteria, residential units and other noise-sensitive land uses are 
“clearly unacceptable” in areas where the DNL noise exposure exceeds 75 dBA, “normally 
unacceptable” in regions exposed to noise between 65 and 75 dBA, and “normally acceptable” 
in areas exposed to noise of 65 dBA or less.  For outdoor activities, the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) recommends a DNL of 55 dBA as the sound level below which 
there is no reason to suspect that the general population would be at risk from any of the effects 
of noise (USEPA 1974). 

State Regulations.  The State of Maryland’s Environmental Noise Act of 1974 limited noise to 
the level that will protect health, general welfare, and property.  The State of Maryland 
transferred noise regulation authority to local jurisdictions; however, the state continues to be 
responsible for setting standards and general exemptions (Code of Maryland Regulations 
[COMAR] 26.02.03, Control of Noise Pollution).  Table 3-1 shows the overall noise environment 
and Table 3-2 shows the maximum allowable noise levels for residential, industrial, and 
commercial areas.  Construction and demolition are exempt from the limits shown in Tables 3-1 
and 3-2 during the daytime hours (i.e., between 7 a.m. and 10 p.m.).  For construction and 
demolition, a person may not cause or permit noise levels that exceed 90 dBA during daytime 
hours or exceed the levels specified in Table 3-2 during nighttime hours (i.e., between 10 p.m. 
and 7 a.m.).  Blasting operations for construction and demolition are exempt from the limits 
shown during the daytime hours.  In addition, noise from pile-driving activities is exempt from 
the limits during the daytime hours of 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. COMAR 26.02.03 exempts emergency 
operations from operational restrictions.  Per COMAR 26.02.03, such an exception could be 
requested if meeting the requirements is not practical in a particular case.  The request must be 
submitted in writing to the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) with evidence 
explaining why compliance is impractical. 

Ambient Sound Levels.  Noise levels vary depending on the housing density and proximity to 
parks and open space, major traffic areas, or airports.  The noise level in a normal suburban 
area is typically less than 55 dBA DNL, which increases to 60 dBA for an urban residential area, 
and to 80 dBA in the downtown section of a city (USEPA 1974).  Most people are exposed to 
sound levels of 50 to 55 dBA or higher on a daily basis.  
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Table 3-1.  State of Maryland Overall Environmental Noise Standards 

Zoning District Noise Level (dBA) Measure 
Industrial 70 Leq 

Commercial 64 DNL 

Residential 55 DNL 

Source: COMAR 26.03.02 
Key: 
DNL = day-night average sound level 
Leq = equivalent continuous noise level 

Table 3-2.  State of Maryland Maximum Allowable Noise Level (dBA) 

 Daytime Nighttime 
Residential Districts 65 dBA 55 dBA 

Commercial and Mixed-Use Districts 67 dBA 62 dBA 

Industrial and Marine Districts 75 dBA 75 dBA 

Source: COMAR 26.03.02 

Construction Sound Levels.  Building demolition and construction work can cause an increase 
in sound that is well above the ambient level.  A variety of sounds are emitted from loaders, 
trucks, pavers, and other work equipment.  Construction equipment usually exceeds the 
ambient sound levels by 20 to 25 dBA in an urban environment, and up to 30 to 35 dBA in a 
quiet suburban area.  Noise, however, does generally attenuate by 6 dBA with each doubling of 
distance from a point source such as concrete mixers or generators, or by 3 dBA with each 
doubling of distance from a line source, such as construction-related truck traffic.  Table 3-3 
presents a list of common construction equipment and the associated noise levels that would 
result from their use. 

Table 3-3.  Noise Level Ranges of Typical Construction Equipment 

Construction Equipment Noise Levels in dBA at 50 feet 
Trucks 82-95 
Cranes (moveable) 75-88 
Cranes (derrick) 86-89 
Pneumatic Impact Equipment 83-88 
Jackhammer 81-98 
Pumps 68-72 
Generators 71-83 
Compressors 75-87 
Concrete Mixers 75-88 
Concrete Pumps 81-85 
Front Loader 73-86 
Back Hoe 73-95 
Pile Driving (peaks) 95-107 
Tractor 77-98 
Scraper/Grader 80-93 
Paver 85-88 

Source: USEPA 1971 
Note: Construction equipment equipped with noise control devices (e.g., mufflers) and use of sound barriers would be 

expected to result in lower noise levels than shown in this table. 
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3.3.2 Existing Conditions 

Fort Meade, including the NSA Campus, is relatively quiet with no significant sources of noise.  
The main source of noise on Fort Meade and the NSA campus is vehicular traffic.  Two major 
highways in the region are adjacent to Fort Meade: MD 295 (BW Parkway) to the north and MD 
32 (Patuxent Freeway) to the west.  MD 295 and MD 32 provide direct access to the NSA 
campus area of the installation via ramps onto Canine Road.  Smaller, internal access roads 
connect throughout the installation.  Other sources of noise on Fort Meade and the NSA 
campus include the normal operation of heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems; 
utility/generator plants; military unit physical training; lawn maintenance; snow removal; and 
construction activities.  None of these operations or activities produces excessive levels of 
noise. 

Existing ambient noise levels were estimated at several locations within Fort Meade and the 
NSA campus.  Noise levels were estimated to be between 55 to 65 dBA DNL, depending on the 
noise-sensitive receptor’s proximity to major roadways (NSA 2009).  Therefore, present ambient 
noise levels at Fort Meade and the NSA campus fall into the “normally acceptable” range as 
defined by U.S. Army and HUD criteria.  

Another potential noise source is Tipton Airport, a public airport southwest of Fort Meade 
Installation.  Aircraft noise in the Fort Meade area is low because approach paths to Tipton 
runway are oriented in an east-west direction and do not go over the NSA Campus. 

3.4 Air Quality 

3.4.1 Definition of the Resource 

Air pollution is the presence in the outdoor atmosphere of one or more contaminants (e.g., dust, 
fumes, gas, mist, odor, smoke, or vapor) in quantities and of characteristics and duration such 
as to be injurious to human, plant, or animal life or to property, or to interfere unreasonably with 
the comfortable enjoyment of life and property.  Air quality as a resource incorporates several 
components that describe the levels of overall air pollution within a region, sources of air 
emissions, and regulations governing air emissions.  The following paragraphs discuss the 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), local ambient air quality, General Conformity, 
Greenhouse Gas emissions, and State of Maryland air permitting requirements. 

3.4.2 Existing Conditions 

Air Quality and Emissions.  USEPA and MDE regulate air quality in the State of Maryland.  
The Clean Air Act (CAA) (42 United States Code [USC] §§ 7401–7671q), as amended, gives 
USEPA the responsibility to establish the primary and secondary NAAQS (40 CFR § 50) that set 
acceptable concentration levels for seven criteria pollutants:  particulate matter less than 
10 microns (PM10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon 
monoxide (CO), oxides of nitrogen (NOx) where nitrogen dioxide is used as the indicator 
pollutant, ozone (O3), and lead.  Short-term standards (i.e., 1-, 8-, and 24-hour periods) have 
been established for pollutants contributing to acute health effects, while long-term standards 
(i.e., annual averages) have been established for pollutants contributing to chronic health 
effects.  Each state has the authority to adopt standards stricter than those established under 
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the federal program; however, the State of Maryland follows the federal standards for all 
pollutants that would be emitted under this Proposed Action.  

Air quality control regions (AQCRs) are interstate or intrastate areas designated by USEPA for 
the attainment and maintenance of the NAAQS.  Federal regulations designate AQCRs that 
have concentrations of one or more of the criteria pollutants that exceed the NAAQS as 
nonattainment areas.  AQCRs with levels below the NAAQS are designated as attainment 
areas.  Anne Arundel County (and therefore the NSA Campus) is within the Baltimore Intrastate 
AQCR, or AQCR 115 (40 CFR § 81.12).  AQCR 115 is within the ozone transport region that 
includes 11 states and Washington, D.C.  USEPA has designated Anne Arundel County as the 
following (USEPA 2017a): 

 Moderate Nonattainment for the 2008 8-hour O3 NAAQS 
 Nonattainment for the 2010 Sulfur Dioxide NAAQS 
 Attainment-Maintenance for the 1997 PM2.5 NAAQS 
 Attainment for all other criteria pollutants. 

Local Ambient Air Quality.  Existing ambient air quality conditions near NSA and Fort Meade 
can be estimated from measurements conducted at air quality monitoring stations close to the 
NSA Campus (see Table 3-4). 

Table 3-4. Local Ambient Air Quality Conditions for Anne Arundel County 

Pollutant1 
Primary 
NAAQS 

Secondary 
NAAQS 

Monitored Data 

2015 2016 2017 

O3 

8-Hour Maximum2 (ppm) 0.070 0.070 0.069 0.070 0.073 

PM2.5 

Annual Arithmetic Mean3 (µg/m3) 15 15 9.5 9.2 N/A 

24-Hour Maximum4 (µg/m3) 35 35 24 22 N/A 

Sources: 40 CFR §§ 50.1–50.12, USEPA 2017b 
Notes: 
1. SO2 monitoring data are unavailable.  The SO2 nonattainment designation is based on proximity to the Herbert A. 

Wagner Power Plant rather than on ambient monitoring data. (USEPA 2016a) 
2. The 3-year average of the fourth highest daily maximum 8-hour average of O3 concentrations per year must not 

exceed 0.070 ppm.  The monitored value shown is the average of the fourth highest 8-hr measurements for the 
three-year period ending in the year shown. 

3. The 3-year average of the weighted annual mean PM2.5 concentrations at each monitor within an area must not 
exceed 15.0 µg/m3.  The monitored value shown is the average of the weighted annual mean measurements for 
the three-year period ending in the year shown.  2017 data were not available at the time of drafting. 

4. The 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population-oriented monitor must not 
exceed 35 µg/m3.  The monitored value shown is the average of the 98th percentile 24-hr measurements for the 
three-year period ending in the year shown.  2017 data were not available at the time of drafting. 

Key:  ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 

With the exception of the 8-hour O3 NAAQS, most recent air quality measurements are at or 
below the NAAQS (USEPA 2016b).  The recent reported measurement of 0.073 ppm for the 8-
hour O3 level is above the new NAAQS of 0.070 ppm and while it is an improvement over 
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historical levels, it is higher than the 2015–2016 averages.  Anne Arundel County air quality 
must improve further in order to be redesignated as attainment for ozone. 

Due to the lower monitored levels of PM2.5 in recent years, the region has been redesignated 
from moderate nonattainment to attainment (maintenance) for the PM2.5 NAAQS.  O3 and PM2.5 
are the only criteria pollutants monitored in the county. 

Clean Air Act Conformity.  The General Conformity Rule specifies threshold emissions levels 
by pollutant to determine the applicability of conformity requirements for a federal or federally- 
funded project.  For an area in moderate nonattainment for the 8-hour O3 NAAQS within the 
ozone transport region, the applicability criteria are 100 tons per year (tpy) for NOx and 50 tpy 
for volatile organic compounds (VOC) (40 CFR § 93.153).  For an area in maintenance for the 
PM2.5 NAAQS, the applicability criterion is 100 tpy for PM2.5 and also for its precursors, NOx and 
SO2 (71 Federal Register 40420).  For an area in nonattainment for the 2010 SO2 NAAQS, the 
applicability criteria are 100 tons per year of SO2. 

Existing Emissions.  Title V of the CAA requires states to establish an air operating permit 
program.  The requirements of Title V are outlined in the federal regulations in 40 CFR § 70 and 
in the MDE’s regulations at COMAR 26.11.03.  The permits required by these regulations are 
often referred to as Title V or Part 70 permits.  Based on its potential to emit, NSA is a major 
source of stationary source air emissions for NOx.  Stationary sources of air emissions at NSA 
include boilers and emergency generators.  An NSA Campus-wide Title V permit (No. 24-003-
00317) was issued on February 1, 2015 (MDE 2015a).  Note that although the area is in 
moderate nonattainment for ozone, the Title V thresholds for both NOx and VOC emissions are 
25 tpy each. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions.  Greenhouse gases (GHGs) are gaseous emissions that trap 
heat in the atmosphere.  These emissions occur from natural processes and human activities.  
The most common GHGs emitted from human activities include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, 
and nitrous oxide.  GHGs are primarily produced by the burning of fossil fuels and through 
industrial and biological processes.  Scientific evidence indicates a trend of increasing global 
temperature over the past century due to an increase in GHG emissions from human activities.  
The climate change associated with this global warming is predicted to produce negative 
environmental, economic and social consequences across the globe.  

Guidance from CEQ, dated August 1, 2016, recommends that agencies consider both the 
potential impacts of a proposed action on climate change, as indicated by its estimated GHG 
emissions, and the implications of climate change for the environmental impacts of a proposed 
action (CEQ 2016).  The guidance also emphasizes that agency analyses should be 
commensurate with projected GHG emissions and climate impacts, and should employ 
appropriate quantitative or qualitative analytical methods to ensure useful information is 
available to inform the public and the decision-making process in distinguishing between 
alternatives and mitigations.  Although the final CEQ guidance does not include it, the draft CEQ 
guidance recommended that agencies consider 27,563 tons (25,000 metric tons) of CO2e 
emissions on an annual basis as a reference point below which a quantitative analysis of GHG 
is not recommended unless it is easily accomplished based on available tools and data (CEQ 
2014).  The 25,000 metric tons per year have not been considered a potential indicator of 
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significance for this proposed project.  A more appropriate level of 75,000 metric tons per year 
increase in CO2e emissions has been used.  This level is used under the USEPA Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration (PSD) permitting program for assessing whether GHG best available 
control technology would be required to be implemented for modifications to stationary sources 
that also exceed the 250 tons per year for criteria pollutants.  Although the 75,000 metric ton per 
year increase under the PSD regulatory program applies only to stationary sources, it is being 
applied to both stationary and temporary mobile/construction sources as a potential indicator of 
significance. 

EO 13783, Promoting Energy Independence and Economic Growth, issued in March 2017, 
required CEQ to rescind its guidance regarding GHG emissions and climate change.  On April 
5, 2017, CEQ rescinded this guidance; however, discussion of GHG emissions and climate 
change have been included in this project due to ongoing and potential court cases and liability 
regarding this subject. 

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

The air quality permitting process begins with the application for a construction permit.  There 
are three types of construction permits available through MDE for the construction and 
temporary operation of new emissions sources:  Major New or Modified Source Construction 
Permits in Nonattainment Areas (Nonattainment New Source Review [NNSR]); PSD permits in 
Attainment Areas; and Minor New Source Construction Permits (Minor New Source Review 
[NSR]).  

NNSR and PSD permits are both part of the MDE Major NSR program.  Thresholds that 
determine the type of construction permit that might be required depend on both the quantity 
and type of stationary source emissions.  Thresholds requiring either an NNSR or a PSD permit 
for a modification to an existing stationary source in Anne Arundel County are outlined in 
Table 3-5.  PSD review and permitting is required for sources with the potential to emit 100 tpy 
of any regulated pollutant for any of the 26 named PSD source categories.  One of the named 
source categories is fossil-fuel boilers that singly or in combination total more than 250 million 
British thermal units per hour (MMBtu/hr) heat input at a single facility (COMAR 
26.11.01.01B[37]).  For all other sources not in the 26 named source categories, PSD review is 
required if the source has the potential to emit 250 tpy or more of any regulated pollutant. 
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Table 3-5. Stationary Source Major Modification Thresholds of Criteria Pollutants within Anne 
Arundel County 

Pollutant 
New major source  

(tpy) 
Major modification  

to an existing source (tpy)1 

PSD2 NNSR PSD NNSR 

CO 250 (100) - 100 - 

NOx  - 25 - 25 

SO2  - 100 - 40 

PM 250 (100) - 25 - 

PM10 250 (100) - 15 - 

PM2.5 - 100 - 10 

VOCs - 25 - 25 

Sources: COMAR 26.11.17.01 and 40 CFR § 52  
Notes: 
1. Represents the project emissions increase considered “significant.” 
2. PSD review and permitting is required for sources with the potential to emit 100 tpy of any regulated pollutant for 

fossil-fuel boilers (or combination of them) totaling more than 250 MMBtu/hr heat input (COMAR 
26.11.01.01B[37]). 

3.5 Geological Resources 

3.5.1 Definition of the Resource 

Geological resources consist of the Earth’s surface and subsurface materials.  Within a given 
physiographic province, these resources typically are described in terms of topography and 
physiography, geology, soils, and, where applicable, geologic hazards.  

Physiography and Topography.  Physiography and topography pertain to the general shape 
and arrangement of a land surface, including its height and the position of its natural features 
and human-made alterations of landforms.  

Geology.  Geology is the study of the Earth’s composition and provides information on the 
structure and configuration of surface and subsurface features.  Such information derives from 
field analysis based on observations of the surface and borings to identify subsurface 
composition.  

Soils.  Soils are the unconsolidated materials overlying bedrock or other parent material.  Soils 
typically are described in terms of their complex type, slope, and physical characteristics.  
Differences among soil types in terms of their structure, elasticity, strength, shrink-swell 
potential, and erosion potential affect their abilities to support certain applications or uses.  In 
appropriate cases, soil properties must be examined for their compatibility with particular 
construction activities or types of land use.  

Farmland.  Farmland is protected under the Farmland Protection Policy Act of 1981 to minimize 
the extent that federal programs contribute to the unnecessary conversion of farmland to 
nonagricultural uses.  Protected farmland includes prime farmland, unique farmland, and 
farmland of statewide or local importance. 
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Geologic Hazards.  Geologic hazards are defined as natural geologic events that can 
endanger human lives and threaten property.  Examples of geologic hazards in Maryland 
include seismic hazards and sinkholes. 

3.5.2 Existing Conditions 

Physiography and Topography.  Anne Arundel County and the NSA Campus lie within the 
Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province of Maryland.  The Atlantic Coastal Plain is 
characterized by unconsolidated sediments, including gravel, sand, silt and clay.  The 
sediments found in the Atlantic Coastal Plain range in age from the Triassic to Quaternary time 
periods.  The Atlantic Coastal Plain is underlain by a southeastwardly thickening sequence of 
sediments composed of sand and gravel aquifers interlayered with silt and clay confining units.  
The topography of the Atlantic Coastal Plain is relatively flat with slopes generally less than 1 
degree toward the east.  Thus, land throughout the NSA Campus and the Project Areas is 
relatively flat.  The Project Areas range between approximately 140 and 190 feet above mean 
sea level (Fort Meade 2005, MGS 2014). 

Geology.  Sediments underlying the NSA Campus, including the Project Areas, consist of 
interbedded, poorly sorted sand and gravel deposits up to 90 feet thick from the Pleistocene 
Epoch (100,000 to 1.7 million years before present [BP]) and the Patuxent Formation (0 to 250 
feet thick) of the Potomac Group, which was deposited during the Cretaceous Period (63 to 138 
million years BP) (USACE 2005, MGS 2008).  Metamorphic Precambrian crystalline bedrock 
underlies the Patuxent Formation.  A confining clay layer, Arundel Clay, separates the Lower 
Patapsco Aquifer and the Patuxent Aquifer, in the Patapsco and Patuxent Formations, 
respectively.  This clay is composed of red, gray and brown grains with some ironstone nodules 
and plant fragments (Fort Meade 2005).   

Soils.  A description of the soils at Sites 1 through 4 and parking lots S20/21, S11/S12, and N33 
is provided below. 

Site 1.  Three soil types comprise the soils at the Site 1: Downer-Hammonton-Urban land 
complex, 0 to 5 percent slopes, Evesboro and Galestown soils, 5 to 10 percent slopes, and 
Urban land.  Downer-Hammonton-Urban land complex, which makes up approximately 26 
percent of Site 1, is predominantly in the central/western portions of the site and consists of a 
loamy sand and sandy loam profile.  The parent material for this soil type is loamy fluviomarine 
deposits.  This soil type is well drained and has no frequency to pond or flood.  Similarly, 
Evesboro and Galestown soils, which makes up approximately 25 percent of Site 1, is in the 
northeastern portion of Site 1 and is also comprised of loamy sand.  The Evesboro and 
Galestown soils was formed from sandy eolian deposits and fluviomarine deposits.  This soil 
type is also excessively drained and has no frequency to pond or flood.  Urban land, which is 
characterized as soil that has been disturbed due to development, makes up approximately 49 
percent of the soils at Site 1 (NRCS 2018). 

Site 2.  Urban land makes up 98 percent of the soil at Site 2.  The other soils found at Site 2 
include Downer-Hammonton complex, 5 to 10 percent slopes, Downer-Hammonton-Urban land 
complex, 0 to 5 percent, and the Evesboro and Galestown soils, 5 to 10 percent slopes, which 
make up 1.5, 0.1, and 0.5 percent of the soils on Site 2, respectively (NRCS 2018). 
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Site 3.  The majority of Site 3 is composed of soils characterized as Downer-Hammonton-Urban 
land complex, 0 to 5 percent slopes, and Urban land, which make up 46 percent and 51 percent 
of the site, respectively.  Downer-Hammonton-Urban land complex soils are primarily along the 
northern, eastern, and western margins of Site 3, whereas soils in the south and central portions 
of the site are Urban land.  The remaining 3 percent of Site 3 contains soils of the Woodstown-
Urban land complex, 0 to 5 percent slopes, which are in the northeast part of the site.  The 
Woodstown-Urban land complex has a sandy loam, loam, and loamy sand profile and is derived 
from loamy fluviomarine deposits.  This soil is moderately well drained and has no frequency to 
pond or flood (NRCS 2018). 

Site 4.  Soils at Site 4 are mostly characterized as Urban land, comprising 71 percent of the soil.  
Soils of the Downer-Hammonton-Urban land complex, 0 to 5 percent slopes, comprise the 
remaining 29 percent of the site and are present along the north and west portions of the site 
(NRCS 2018).  

Parking Lots S20/21, S11/S12, and N33.  Soils at parking lots S20/21, S11/S12, and N33 are 
primarily characterized as Urban land.  Areas of soil belonging to the Downer-Hammonton-
Urban land complex, 0 to 5 percent slopes, are present along the northern and southern edges 
of lot N33 and the southern, eastern, and northwestern margins of lot S21 (NRCS 2018). 

Farmland.  The only soil within the Project Areas identified by the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service as prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide or local 
importance is Downer-Hammonton complex, 5 to 10 percent slopes, which occupies 1.5 percent 
of the soils on Site 2.   

Most of the NSA Campus and Fort Meade, including the Project Areas, is identified as an 
urbanized area on the 2010 Census Urbanized Area Reference Map: Baltimore, Maryland 
(USCB 2012), and, therefore, is not subject to the Farmland Protection Policy Act.  Additionally, 
the NSA Campus is on a military installation that is not currently used for agriculture and has no 
planned agricultural uses.  No impacts would be expected on farmland from the Proposed 
Action; therefore, it does not require any further analysis.   

Geologic Hazards.  The U.S. Geological Survey has produced seismic hazard maps based on 
current information about the rate at which earthquakes occur in different areas and on how far 
strong shaking extends from the quake source.  The hazard maps show the levels of horizontal 
shaking that have a 2 in 100 chance of being exceeded in a 50-year period.  Shaking is 
expressed as a percentage of the force of gravity (percent g) and is proportional to the hazard 
faced by a particular type of building.  In general, little or no damage is expected at values less 
than 10 percent g, moderate damage could occur at 10 to 20 percent g, and major damage 
could occur at values greater than 20 percent g.  The 2014 Seismic Hazard Map for Maryland 
indicates that the region of Fort Meade and Anne Arundel County have a very low seismic 
hazard rating of approximately 6 percent g (USGS 2014).  No other potential geologic hazards 
have been identified for the Project Areas. 
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3.6 Water Resources 

3.6.1 Definition of the Resource 

Water resources are natural and man-made sources of water available for use by and for the 
benefit of humans and the environment.  Hydrology concerns the distribution of water resources 
through the processes of evapotranspiration, atmospheric transport, precipitation, surface runoff 
and flow, and subsurface flow.  Hydrology is affected by climatic factors such as temperature, 
wind direction and speed, topography, and soil and geologic properties.  Surface water, ground 
water, and floodplains make up water resources. 

Groundwater.  Groundwater is water that flows or seeps downward and saturates soil or rock, 
supplying springs and wells.  Groundwater quality and quantity are regulated under several 
statutes and regulations, including the Safe Drinking Water Act (42 USC § 300[f] et seq., as 
amended). 

Surface Water.  Surface water resources generally consist of wetlands, lakes, rivers, and 
streams.  The ecological, economical, and recreational services that these resources provide 
make them critical to both human and environmental health.  Waters of the United States are 
defined under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA), as amended, as (1) traditional 
navigable waters, (2) wetlands adjacent to navigable waters, (3) nonnavigable tributaries of 
traditional navigable waters that are relatively permanent where the tributaries typically flow 
perennially or have continuous flow at least seasonally (e.g., typically 3 months), and (4) 
wetlands that directly abut such tributaries.  USEPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) enforce and monitor compliance with water quality regulations.  Section 303(d) of the 
CWA requires that Maryland establish a list to identify impaired waters and establish total 
maximum daily loads (TMDLs) for the sources causing the impairment (MDE 2015b).  A TMDL 
is the maximum amount of a substance that can be assimilated by a water body without causing 
impairment.  A water body can be deemed impaired if water quality analyses conclude that 
pollutant limits established by the CWA have been exceeded. 

In order to facilitate the restoration and maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of surface waters, the CWA (33 USC § 1251 et. seq., as amended) establishes federal 
limits, through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program, on the 
amounts of specific pollutants that can be discharged.  The NPDES program regulates the 
discharge of point (i.e., end of pipe) and nonpoint sources (i.e., stormwater) of water pollution.  
The Maryland NPDES stormwater program requires construction site operators engaged in 
clearing, grading, and excavating activities that disturb one acre or more to obtain coverage 
under an NPDES permit for their stormwater discharges.  Construction or demolition that 
necessitates a permit also requires preparation of a Notice of Intent to discharge stormwater 
and a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that is implemented during construction. 

USEPA issued a Final Rule for the CWA concerning technology-based Effluent Limitations 
Guidelines and New Source Performance Standards for the Construction and Development 
point source category.  All NPDES stormwater permits issued by USEPA or states must 
incorporate requirements established in the Final Rule.  As of August 28, 2015, all new 
construction (or demolition) sites that disturb one acre of land or more are required to meet the 
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non-numeric effluent limitations and effective erosion and sedimentation controls must be 
designed, installed, and maintained. 

The purpose of EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, is to "minimize the destruction, loss or 
degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of 
wetlands.”  The EO requires federal agencies to consider alternatives to wetland sites and limit 
potential damage if an activity affecting a wetland cannot be avoided.  

To prevent adverse impacts from stormwater runoff, the State of Maryland has established 
performance standards that must be met at development sites, which apply to any construction 
activity disturbing 5,000 ft2 or more of earth, including those on federal properties.  An approved 
erosion and sediment-control plan (ESCP) and stormwater management plan (SWMP), per 
MDE’s erosion and sediment control regulations (COMAR 26.17.01, Erosion and Sediment 
Control) and stormwater management regulations (COMAR 26.17.02, Stormwater 
Management), would be required.  Maryland’s Stormwater Management Act of 2007 requires 
establishing a comprehensive process for stormwater management approval and implementing 
Environmental Site Design (ESD) to the maximum extent practicable.  ESD uses onsite 
stormwater management practices to conserve or restore natural site hydrology.  The 2015 
Maryland Stormwater Management and Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines for State and 
Federal Projects serves as guidance for developing, reviewing, and approving ESCPs and 
SWMPs for state and federal projects (MDE 2015c).  Minimum control requirements under 
these guidelines for new development and redevelopment would be implemented under the 
Proposed Action, as appropriate.  

In addition, Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (42 USC § 17094) 
establishes stormwater design requirements for federal development and redevelopment 
projects.  Under these requirements, federal facility projects larger than 5,000 ft2 must “maintain 
or restore, to the maximum extent technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the 
property with regard to the temperature, rate, volume, and duration of flow.” 

Floodplains.  Floodplains are areas of low-level ground present along rivers, stream channels, 
large wetlands, or coastal waters.  The 100-year floodplains along the Little Patuxent River and 
Midway Branch are approximately 0.5 mile from the PAF Site 1 and Site 2 Project Areas.  Sites 
3 and 4 are approximately 0.25 mile from the 100-year floodplain along the Little Patuxent River, 
and approximately 0.8 mile from the 100-year floodplain along the Midway Branch.  There are 
no formally designated floodplains within the Project Areas and no impacts on the floodplain 
would be expected.  As a result, floodplains are not discussed further.   

Coastal Zone Management.  The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA), 16 USC § 1451 et 
seq., as amended, and 15 CFR §§ 921–930, provides assistance to states, in cooperation with 
federal and local agencies, for developing land and water-use programs in coastal zones.  
When a state coastal management plan is federally approved, federal agencies proposing 
actions with the potential to affect the state’s coastal uses or resources are subject to review 
under the federal consistency determination requirement in CZMA Section 307.  Section 307 
mandates that “federal actions within a state’s coastal zone (or outside the coastal zone, if the 
action affects land or water uses or natural resources within the coastal zone) be consistent to 
the maximum extent practicable with the enforceable policies of the state coastal management 
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plan” (16 USC § 1456[c][1][A]).  An enforceable policy is a state policy that is legally binding 
under state law (e.g., through constitutional provisions, laws, regulations, land use plans, 
ordinances, or judicial or administrative decisions), and by which a state exerts control over 
private and public coastal uses and resources, and which are incorporated in a state’s federally 
approved Coastal Zone Management Program (CZMP) (CZMA Section 304[6a] and 15 CFR § 
930.11[h]).    

Generally, federal consistency requires that federal actions, within and outside the coastal zone, 
which have reasonably foreseeable effects on any coastal use (land or water) or natural 
resource of the coastal zone, be consistent with the enforceable policies of a state's federally 
approved coastal management program.  Federal actions include federal agency activities, 
federal license or permit activities, and federal financial assistance activities.  At the heart of 
federal consistency is the “effects test.”  A federal agency activity is subject to CZMA federal 
consistency requirements if the action could affect a coastal use or resource, in accordance with 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration regulations (NOAA 2009). 

On May 8, 2013, DoD and the State of Maryland signed a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) concerning the federal consistency requirements of the CZMA and the application and 
implementation of certain enforceable policies of Maryland’s CZMP.  The MOU outlines how 
DoD facilities and projects will meet the federal law requirements of the CZMA to ensure that 
their actions affecting these resources are consistent with state policies.  The MOU also called 
for the development of a list of de minimis and environmentally beneficial activities, which 
absent no unusual circumstances, would not require an individual consistency determination 
(State of Maryland 2013). 

3.6.2 Existing Conditions 

Groundwater.  Three distinct aquifers underlie the Project Areas: the Lower Patapsco, the 
Upper Patapsco, and the Patuxent.  Flow from all three aquifers is generally toward the 
southeast.  The aquifers are composed of unconsolidated silt, sand, and gravel.  The Upper 
Patapsco Aquifer is unconfined and considered to be the water table aquifer.  The Middle 
Patapsco Clay unit is the confining layer between the Upper and Lower Patapsco aquifers.  The 
Arundel Clay unit is the confining layer between the Lower Patapsco Aquifer and the Patuxent 
Aquifer.  The Patuxent Aquifer is confined above by Arundel Clay, and below by crystalline 
bedrock of the Baltimore Mafic Complex (U.S. Army 2007).  The Upper Patapsco Aquifer ranges 
in thickness from 125 to 390 feet with an average thickness of 250 feet (MGS 2015).  The 
aquifer is under confined conditions and is one of the best water bearing formations in Anne 
Arundel County.  The Lower Patapsco Aquifer is capable of yielding 0.5 to 2 million gallons per 
day (mgd) of water from individual wells in most localities and is a source of water for several 
large wells within the region.  The Patuxent Aquifer is at or near the surface near the fall line 
(i.e., the boundary between the Atlantic Coastal Plain and Piedmont physiographic provinces), 
and dips below the surface as it moves eastward.  The aquifer thickness ranges from 125 to 525 
feet and is between 200 and 400 feet thick in the Project Areas.  All three aquifers are important 
water sources for Anne Arundel County (MGS 2015). 

Drinking water for the installation is provided by six groundwater wells installed in the Patuxent 
Aquifer in the southern portion of Fort Meade (Fort Meade 2013).  Average depth to 
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groundwater in the six wells ranges from 480 to 730 feet below ground surface.  Fort Meade 
and American Water, the Fort Meade water supply privatization contractor, complies with 
standards in the Safe Drinking Water Act and COMAR 26.04.01, Quality of Drinking Water in 
Maryland.  Drinking water is tested according to permit requirements.  Additional information 
regarding Fort Meade’s potable water supply is described in Section 3.9.2.  

Surface Water.  Fort Meade contains approximately 7.2 miles of perennial streams and other 
intermittent and ephemeral channels.  Riparian buffers along streams and wetlands were 
incorporated into the Fort Meade Comprehensive Expansion Master Plan and subsequent Base 
Realignment and Closure (BRAC) projects on Fort Meade to minimize impacts and degradation 
to water bodies leading to the Chesapeake Bay.  Fort Meade maintains voluntary 100-foot 
riparian forest buffers along streams and abutting wetlands to the maximum extent practical.  
Streams that are proximate to Project Areas are identified and field delineated in accordance 
with the USACE 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual (USACE 1987) and the Atlantic and Coastal 
Plain Supplement (USACE 2010), and classified using the Cowardin wetland classification 
system.   

The Project Areas are located within the Patuxent River Watershed.  The Little Patuxent River, 
a major tributary of the Patuxent River that eventually empties into the Chesapeake Bay, is 
outside of the installation boundary approximately 4,000 feet west of Sites 1 and 2, and 
approximately 2,400 feet from Sites 3 and 4.  Midway Branch, a tributary of the Little Patuxent 
River, is approximately 3,000 feet to the east of Sites 1 and 2 and over 4,000 feet east of the 
nearest edge of the Sites 3 and 4.  An unnamed stream is immediately southwest of the Site 1 
boundary.  Additionally, an intermittent stream that emerges from a culvert to the east, merges 
with intermittent flow from the north, and flows into a culvert to the west of Site 2 (Halliburton 
NUS 1995).  There are two stormwater management/retention ponds to the south of Sites 3 and 
4 that catch runoff for Basin C and help to control flow into the unnamed streams to the south of 
the ponds during heavy rain.  Additionally, there is an unnamed intermittent stream that has 
been diverted underground, and runs north-south between Buildings 9703 and 9705 (Sites 3 
and 4).  This stream transports flow from a forested area north of Sites 3 and 4, and west of Site 
1 underneath the Project Areas.  It reemerges south of Sites 3 and 4 on the south side of 
Perimeter Road and empties into the western most retention pond.  Another unnamed stream 
receives runoff from the forested area east of O'Brian Road and Site 4.  These streams meet at 
MD 32 and drain into the Little Patuxent River.  Figure 3-2 shows the surface waters in the 
vicinity of the Project Areas.  Wetlands within and adjacent to the Project Areas are discussed in 
Section 3.7.2.   

The Little Patuxent River and its tributaries are classified as “Use Class I-P,” which includes 
water contact recreation, protection of aquatic life, and public water supply (MDE 2016).  The 
Chesapeake Bay TMDL passed by USEPA in December 2010 establishes a portion of the 
nitrogen, phosphorus, and sediment load for each state along the bay to meet input reduction 
goals (USEPA 2010).  Specifically, the TMDL sets Chesapeake Bay watershed limits of a 25 
percent reduction in nitrogen, 24 percent reduction in phosphorus, and a 20 percent reduction in 
sediment.  The goal of the TMDL is to ensure all pollution control measures required to meet the 
need to fully restore the bay and its tidal rivers are in place by 2025, with 60 percent of the 
actions completed by 2017.  MDE has required all counties, including Anne Arundel County, to 
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Figure 3-2. Water Resources in the Vicinity of the Project Areas 
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establish 2-year milestones detailing their progress against the TMDL targets.  The State of 
Maryland prepared a Phase I Watershed Implementation Plan that established a framework for 
achieving the TMDL reduction.  Anne Arundel County prepared a Phase II Watershed 
Implementation Plan that provides strategies for achieving the 60 percent reduction of TMDLs 
by 2017 (Fort Meade 2013). 

Stormwater runoff from the Project Areas is conveyed through an extensive network of 
drainpipes and drainage structures, supplemented by swales, ditches, other drains, and 
retention ponds, eventually emptying into the Little Patuxent River.  The existing NSA Campus 
is topographically divided into four natural drainage sub-basins.  The Project Areas are located 
within the third sub-basin (Basin C) which covers the southern portion of NSA’s Main Campus. 

A SWMP for NSA is currently being developed to implement minimum control measures as 
outlined in the NPDES General Discharge Permit for Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer 
Systems (NSAW 2013; NSA 2006).  Additionally, stormwater is managed with an MDE general 
permit for stormwater discharges associated with industrial activities. 

Coastal Zone Management.  All of Anne Arundel County, which includes the Project Areas, 
falls within Maryland's coastal zone.  The Maryland Department of Natural Resources is the lead 
agency for the Maryland CZMP and regulates activities proposed within Maryland’s coastal 
zone through federal consistency requirements.  For activities impacting coastal and marine 
resources such as wetlands, a Coastal Zone Consistency Determination is issued as part of 
Maryland’s environmental permitting process.  Anne Arundel County is within Maryland’s 
designated coastal zone, and the unnamed stream adjacent to Site 1 and the intermittent 
stream adjacent to Site 2 are tributaries of the Little Patuxent River, a tributary of the 
Chesapeake Bay.  Therefore, they are applicable for protection under the CZMP. 

In Maryland, the enforceable coastal policies were approved by the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration on March 18, 2011.  There are 19 enforceable policies separated 
into three categories (general policies, coastal resources, and coastal uses) under the Maryland 
CZMP, to which federal and state agencies must adhere.  General policies include core policies 
(e.g., air quality and noise), water quality, and flood hazards.  Coastal resources include the 
Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays Critical Area, tidal wetlands, non-tidal wetlands, forests, 
historical and archaeological sites, and living aquatic resources.  No construction or demolition 
can occur with a 100-foot buffer of a Critical Area as required by the Chesapeake Bay Critical 
Area Law.  The Project Areas are not within a Critical Area or buffer.   

Coastal zone uses include mineral extraction, electrical generation and transmission, tidal shore 
erosion control, oil and natural gas facilities, dredging and disposal of dredged material, 
navigation, transportation, agriculture, and development. 

3.7 Biological Resources 

3.7.1 Definition of the Resource 

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

Forest Conservation.  The Maryland Forest Conservation Act (FCA) (Natural Resources 
Article Section 5-1601 through 5-1613) is not applicable to federal land such as Fort Meade; 
however, Fort Meade and NSA have opted to voluntarily participate, as long as it does not 
conflict with critical national security mission obligations.  The main purpose of the FCA is to 
minimize the loss of Maryland’s forest resources during land development by making the 
identification and protection of forests and other sensitive areas an integral part of the site 
planning process.  Of primary interest are areas adjacent to streams or wetlands, those on 
steep erodible soils, or those within or adjacent to large contiguous blocks of forest or wildlife 
corridors.  Maryland Department of Natural Resources Forest Service administers and 
implements the FCA for non-federal land.  For non-federal actions, any activity requiring an 
application for a subdivision, grading permit, or sediment control permit on areas that are 40,000 
ft2 or greater is subject to the FCA and involves a Forest Conservation Plan and Forest Stand 
Delineation (FSD) prepared by a licensed forester, licensed landscape architect, or other 
qualified professional (MDNR 2018).  It is the intent to maintain a campus-like environment and 
protect forested areas to the maximum extent practical while continuing to sustain and support 
current and future missions.  Development and construction projects follow the current Fort 
Meade FCA and Tree Management Policy to the extent possible.  In keeping with the FCA 
standards, Fort Meade requires that the equivalent of 20 percent of a project area is preserved 
or 20 percent of forest cover is reestablished. 

Wetlands.  Wetlands are important natural systems and habitats that can support a diverse 
array of species.  Wetlands perform a number of important biological functions, some of which 
include water quality improvement, groundwater recharge, nutrient cycling, wildlife habitat 
provision, and erosion protection.  Wetlands are protected as a subset of “the waters of the 
United States” under Section 404 of the CWA.  The term “waters of the United States” has a 
broad meaning under the CWA and incorporates deepwater aquatic habitats and special 
aquatic habitats, including some wetlands.  USACE defines wetlands as “those areas that are 
inundated or saturated with ground or surface water at a frequency and duration sufficient to 
support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted to life in saturated soil conditions.”  Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, 
bogs, and similar areas (33 CFR § 328).  The USACE has jurisdiction over wetlands that are 
determined to be jurisdictional under Section 404 of the CWA.  Section 404 of the CWA 
authorizes the Secretary of the Army, acting through the Chief of Engineers, to issue permits for 
the discharge of dredged or fill materials into the waters of the United States, including 
jurisdictional wetlands.  In addition, Section 404 of the CWA also grants states with sufficient 
resources the right to assume these responsibilities.  The USACE also makes jurisdictional 
determinations under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899.   

Section 401 of the CWA gives states and regional boards the authority to regulate through water 
quality certification any proposed federally permitted activity that could result in a discharge to 
water bodies, including wetlands.  The state may issue certification with or without conditions, or 
deny certification for activities that might result in a discharge to water bodies. 
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EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires that federal agencies provide leadership and take 
actions to minimize or avoid the destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve 
and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands.  Federal agencies are to avoid new 
construction in wetlands, unless the agency finds there is no practicable alternative to 
construction in the wetland, and the proposed construction incorporates all possible measures 
to limit harm to the wetland. 

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

Freshwater wetlands in Maryland are protected by the Nontidal Wetlands Protection Program, 
which sets a state goal of no overall net-loss of nontidal wetlands acreage and functions.  
Activities in nontidal wetlands require a nontidal wetland permit or a letter of exemption, unless 
the activity is exempt by regulation.  Any activity that involves excavating, filling, changing 
drainage patterns, disturbing the water level or water table, or grading and removing vegetation 
in a nontidal wetland or within a 25-foot buffer requires a permit from the MDE’s Water 
Management Administration (MDE 2018).  Additionally, Fort Meade maintains voluntary 100-
foot riparian forest buffers along streams and abutting wetlands to the maximum extent 
practicable.   

Threatened and Endangered Species.  Under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 USC 
Section 1536), an endangered species is defined as any species “in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range…”  A threatened species is defined as any 
species “likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future...”  Although 
candidate species receive no statutory protection under the ESA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) advises government agencies, industry, and the public that these species are 
at risk and might warrant protection under the ESA in the future.  Under the ESA, federal 
agencies are required to provide documentation that ensures that agency actions will not 
adversely affect the existence of any federally threatened or endangered species.  The ESA 
requires that all federal agencies avoid “taking” threatened or endangered species (which 
includes jeopardizing threatened or endangered species habitat).  Section 7 of the ESA 
establishes an informal consultation process with USFWS (and National Marine Fisheries 
Service) that ends with concurrence on a determination from a federal agency that the project is 
not likely to adversely affect a listed species. 

Migratory Birds.  The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 is the primary legislation in the 
United States established to conserve migratory birds.  The MBTA prohibits the intentional and 
unintentional taking, killing, or possessing migratory birds unless permitted by regulation.  EO 
13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Birds, provides a specific framework for 
the federal government’s compliance with its MBTA obligations and aids in incorporating 
national planning for bird conservation into agency programs.  A MOU exists between DoD and 
USFWS to promote the conservation of migratory birds in compliance with EO 13186.  DoD 
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guidance is to minimize the incidental take of migratory birds to the extent practicable without 
diminishing the effectiveness of military readiness activities.   

3.7.2 Existing Conditions 

Vegetation.  The Project Areas are within the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province and 
consist of four sites and proposed parking areas, all of which are predominantly developed (see 
Figure 2-1).  Approximately 1.4 acres of forest occur in the northwest corner of Site 1 while 0.6 
acre of forest occurs adjacent to the western portion of Site 2.  Additionally, approximately 6.5 
acres of forest are present to the southeast of Site 4.  Undeveloped areas make up a small 
portion of the Project Areas and are comprised of open fields, mowed and maintained areas, 
and forested areas (LDG 2016).   

An FSD was conducted for the forests on Site 1 and adjacent to the western boundary of Site 2 
in November 2015.  Based on data collected during the FSD, these forested areas  are 
classified as a Mixed Hardwood stand with an overstory comprised of sweetgum (Liquidambar 
styraciflua), red maple (Acer rubrum), yellow poplar, white oak (Quercus alba), red oak (Q. 
rubra), black oak (Q. velutina), Virginia pine (Pinus virginiana), and pitch pine (P. rigida).  
Subdominant canopy species include red oak, sweetgum, red maple, and black gum (Nyssa 
sylvatica).  Common understory species include American holly (Ilex opaca), sassafrass 
(Sassafrass albidum), red mulberry (Morus rubra), black cherry (Prunus serotina), greenbrier 
(Smilax rotundifolia), and grapevine (Vitus sp.).  Three specimen trees were documented during 
the survey (LDG 2016).  There are no forested areas on Sites 3 and 4; however, the forested 
area to the southeast of Site 4 is assumed to have a similar composition of species to the 
surveyed forested areas because of their proximity.   

Invasive plant species are an increasing concern and priority on Fort Meade and within 
Maryland.  Three invasive species, Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), winged 
euonymus (Euonymus alatus), and Callery pear (Pyrus calleryana), were documented during 
the FSD (LDG 2016).  

The forest was rated as having a medium to low retention priority due to the following 
characteristics:  isolation by roads and development; significant disturbance; lack of any 
outstanding characteristics (i.e., lack of a Champion [i.e., the largest known tree of a given 
species in a particular geographic area] or trees with 75 percent of the diameter at breast height 
of Champion species, lack of steep slopes]; and lack of known federally or state-listed sensitive 
species or critical habitat on site) (LDG 2016).  There is no specific FSD guidance for the Low 
Priority Retention rating.   

Wetlands.  Fort Meade, including the NSA Main and East campuses, has approximately 217 
acres of wetlands, much of which occur along floodplains of tributaries of the Little Patuxent 
River in the southwestern portion of the installation (Houchins 2016).   

The Project Areas were evaluated during installation-wide wetland field investigations 
conducted in 1994 for the NSA Campus on Fort Meade to determine the presence and extent of 
jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the United States (Halliburton NUS 1995).  One 
potentially jurisdictional wetland (W1) was identified adjacent to the southwestern portion of Site 
1 (see Table 3-6 and Figure 3-2).  Wetland W1 is a 1.6-acre palustrine forested wetland 
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associated with an ephemeral stream flowing from north to south.  A second potentially 
jurisdictional wetland (W2) was identified west of Site 2 (Halliburton NUS 1995).  Wetland W2 is 
associated with an intermittent, culverted stream that emerges from a culvert to the east and 
flows into a culvert to the west (see Table 3-6 and Figure 3-2).  Wetland W2 is a 0.4-acre 
narrow strip of palustrine forested habitat with fringe buffers of palustrine emergent habitat 
(e.g., mowed areas) to the east and west (Halliburton NUS 1995).  The tree canopy is 
dominated by willow oak (Quercus phellos), pin oak (Q. paulustris), and red maple.  No wetland 
areas occur within or immediately adjacent to Sites 3 or 4 or parking lots S11/S12 and N33.  
Parking lots S20/S21 are immediately west of wetland W2.  

Table 3-6. Previously Identified Wetlands and Other Waters of the United States within or 
adjacent to the Project Areas 

Site Name Type 
Size 

(acres) 

Acreage in 
Project 
Areas 

25-Foot Buffer 
in Project 

Areas 

100-Foot 
Buffer in 

Project Areas 

Wetland 1 (W1) Palustrine Forested 1.6 acres 0 acres 0.8 acres  

Wetland 2 (W2) 
Palustrine Forested/ 
Palustrine Emergent 

0.4 acre 0 acres 0 acres  

Source: Halliburton NUS 1995 

Wildlife.  Wildlife species found in the project vicinity are representative of those found in urban-
suburban environments due to heavy development of the installation.  Based on a 2013 survey, 
13 birds, 11 mammals, and 11 reptiles and amphibian species were identified on Fort Meade.  
Common mammals in the area include but are not limited to white-tailed deer (Odocoileus 
virginianus), groundhog (Marmota monax), Virginia opossum (Didelphis virginiana), raccoon 
(Procyon lotor), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), eastern chipmunk (Tamias striatus), 
red fox (Vulpes vulpes), and big brown bat (Eptesicus fuscus) (NSA 2010). 

Common bird species that could occur in the Project Areas include downy woodpecker 
(Picoides pubescens), American robin (Turdus migratorius), catbird (Dumetella carolinensis), 
northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), Carolina chickadee (Poecile carolinensis), European 
starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house sparrow (Passer domesticus), rock pigeon (Columba livia), 
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), and song sparrow (Melospiza melodia) (NSA 2010). 

Additional reptiles and amphibians that are known to occur in Anne Arundel County that could 
occur in the Project Areas include, but are not limited to, spring peeper (Pseudacris crucifer), 
northern green frog (Lithobates clamitans melanota), wood frog (Rana sylvatica), eastern cricket 
frog (Acris crepitans), southern cricket frog (Lithobates sphenocephalus), American toad (Bufo 
americanus), marbled salamander (Ambyostoma opacum), spotted salamander (Ambystoma 
maculatum), eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina), common snapping turtle (Chelydra 
serpentine), and five-lined skink (Eumeces fasiatus).   

Threatened and Endangered Species.  The northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis), a 
federally listed threatened species, has the potential to occur in Anne Arundel County (USFWS 
2018a).  Following population declines of 99 percent in parts of their range resulting from the 
spread of a fungal infection known as white nose syndrome, the northern long-eared bat was 
proposed for listing by USFWS as endangered on October 2, 2013 (80 Federal Register 2371).  
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On January 14, 2016, USFWS published a final 4(d) rule with criteria under which incidental 
take of northern long-eared bats would be prohibited (81 Federal Register 1900).  Anne Arundel 
County is within the white nose syndrome zone (USFWS 2018b).   

The northern long-eared bat is a "tree bat” in summer and a "cave bat” in winter (Caceres and 
Barclay 2000).  There are four ecologically distinct components of the annual life cycle: winter 
hibernation, spring staging and migration, summer reproduction season, and fall migration and 
swarming.  Northern long-eared bats typically hibernate in caves and mines from October 
through April.  During the rest of the year, this species roosts singly or in colonies in cavities, 
underneath bark, crevices, or hollows of both live and dead trees.  Northern long-eared bats 
have also been observed roosting in colonies in human-made structures, such as buildings, 
barns, a park pavilion, sheds, cabins, under eaves of buildings, behind window shutters, and in 
bat houses (Amelon and Burhans 2006, Timpone et al. 2010).  Male and non-reproductive 
females’ summer roost sites may also include cooler locations, including caves and mines 
(Amelon and Burhans 2006). 

The presence of northern long-eared bat has been detected acoustically during a survey on Fort 
Meade, but no active summer roost trees or hibernacula have been confirmed on the installation 
or in Anne Arundel County to date (Houchins 2016).  Fort Meade has initiated informal 
consultation with the USFWS Chesapeake Bay Field regarding the northern long-eared bat.  
Although no hibernacula exist in the project’s vicinity, approximately 1.4 acre of potential 
summer habitat is present on the Project Areas.  No critical habitat has been designated for the 
northern long-eared bat. 

Coordination with the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) indicated that no 
state-listed species are known to occur on or adjacent to the Project Areas (see Appendix A). 

Migratory Birds.  Fort Meade supports Partners in Flight, an initiative to protect and conserve 
neotropical migratory birds and their habitats.  Fort Meade records and tracks Species of 
Concern present on the installation (U.S. Army 2007).  Designation as a Species of Concern is 
based on a prioritization scheme that identifies bird species most in need of conservation action 
(Hunter et al. 1993). 

Of the Species of Concern documented on Fort Meade and potentially occurring in the Project 
Areas, the wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) and the Kentucky warbler (Geothylpis formosus) 
were identified by the USFWS IPaC System as migratory birds of concern within the Project 
Areas and are considered forest interior dwelling species by the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources (Hunter et al. 1993, U.S. Army 2007).  Forest interior dwelling birds require 
large forest areas to breed successfully and maintain viable populations.  It is also assumed that 
other migratory birds covered under the MBTA occur within the Project Areas. 

3.8 Cultural Resources 

3.8.1 Definition of the Resource 

Cultural resources is an umbrella term for many heritage-related resources defined in several 
federal laws and executive orders.  These include the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) 
(1966), the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act (1974), the American Indian Religious 
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Freedom Act (1978), the Archaeological Resources Protection Act (1979), and the Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (1990).  

The NHPA focuses on cultural resources such as prehistoric and historic sites, buildings and 
structures, districts, or other physical evidence of human activity considered important to a 
culture, a subculture, or a community for scientific, traditional, religious, or other reason.  Such 
resources might provide insight into the cultural practices of previous civilizations or they might 
retain cultural and religious significance to modern groups.  The NHPA establishes criteria for 
assessing the significance of cultural resources.  Resources that are listed or eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are termed “historic properties.”  The Native 
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act requires consultation with culturally affiliated 
Native American tribes for the disposition of Native American human remains, burial goods, and 
cultural items recovered from federally owned or controlled lands.  

Typically, cultural resources are subdivided into archeological sites (prehistoric or historic sites 
containing physical evidence of human activity but no structures remain standing); architectural 
sites (buildings or other structures or groups of structures, or designed landscapes that are of 
historic or aesthetic significance); and sites of traditional, cultural, or religious significance.  

Archeological resources comprise areas where human activity has measurably altered the earth 
or deposits of physical remains are found (e.g., projectile points and bottles).  

Architectural resources include standing buildings, bridges, dams, and other structures of 
historic or aesthetic significance.  Generally, architectural resources must be more than 50 
years old to warrant consideration for the NRHP.  More recent structures might warrant 
protection if they are of exceptional importance or if they have the potential to gain significance 
in the future.  

Resources of traditional, religious, or cultural significance can include archeological resources, 
sacred sites, structures, neighborhoods, prominent topographic features, habitat, plants, 
animals, and minerals considered essential for the preservation of traditional culture.  

This section describes the nature and extent of environmental impacts resulting from the 
Proposed Action and alternatives on cultural resources.  Under Section 106 of the NHPA, 
federal agencies must take into account the effect of their undertakings on historic properties.  
Under this process, the federal agency evaluates the NRHP eligibility of resources within the 
proposed undertaking’s Area of Potential Effect (APE) and assesses the possible effects of the 
proposed undertaking on historic properties in consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Officer and other parties.  The APE is defined as the geographic area(s) “within which an 
undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic 
properties, if any such properties exist.”   

3.8.2 Existing Conditions 

Historic and cultural resources on the NSA Campus are detailed within Fort Meade’s Integrated 
Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP) (Fort Meade 2011a).  Information on previous 
cultural resources investigations and their results are specified in detail in the ICRMP and can 
be referred to for additional information. 
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NSA was established on November 4, 1952, by the Secretary of Defense, under specific 
instructions from President Harry Truman.  Plans were already underway in 1951 to construct 
an operations building for Armed Forces Services Agency; however, when NSA was 
established, the mission and scope of operations of the Agency was dramatically increased.  In 
May 1954, bids were solicited for the construction of the initial NSA operations building at Fort 
Meade (Claussen 1954).  Interim NSA operations at Fort Meade officially began on January 31, 
1955.  The NSA Campus continued to expand with the construction of various support buildings 
in the mid-1950s and in the 1970s.  Two buildings (Buildings 9800C and 9800D) were 
completed in 1986, which marked the largest construction project on the NSA Campus since the 
1950s (NSA 2012), until development of new facilities began in 2012 on the East Campus 
portion of NSA’s Campus. 

Architectural Resources.  The Fort Meade ICRMP identifies five historic properties at Fort 
Meade, none of which are located within the Project Areas.  In 2015, Buildings 9800 and 9800A 
on the NSA main campus were determined eligible for listing in the NRHP; as part of that same 
study, MHT concurred that two buildings that are in the PAF APE (Buildings 9703 and 9705) are 
not eligible for listing in the NRHP (NSA 2017a).  Neither Building 9800 or 9800A are located 
within the Project Areas or APE and none of the remaining buildings within the APE are historic 
in age, nor will they hit 50 years of age by the time the proposed project is constructed in 2023 
(see Table 3-7).  Therefore, there are no historic architectural resources in the APE.  

Table 3-7. Buildings in the PAF APE 

Building # Site  Construction Date NRHP Eligibility MIHP # 

9702 NW of Site 3 1976 n/a n/a 

9703 3 1973 Not Eligible AA-2510-3 

9703A 3 1993 n/a n/a 

9703B 3 1993 n/a n/a 

9704 NW of Site 4 1976 n/a n/a 

9705 4 1976 Not Eligible AA-2510-2 

9705A 4 1977 n/a n/a 

9705B 4 1976 n/a n/a 

9705C 4 2002 n/a n/a 

9705D 4 2002 n/a n/a 

9705E 4 1999 n/a n/a 

9839 1 1983 n/a n/a 

9839A 1 1988 n/a n/a 

9839B 1 2007 n/a n/a 

9839C 1 1980 n/a n/a 

9841 Parking 1988 n/a n/a 

Source: La Salle 2016, NSA 2018 

Archaeological Resources.  The entirety of Fort Meade, including the NSA Main Campus, has 
been investigated for the presence of archaeological resources.  There are a total of 41 known 
archaeological sites on Fort Meade; only one of these sites has been determined eligible for 
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listing in the NRHP (18AN1240).  Site 18AN1240 is a Late Archaic Period base camp and is not 
located within the Project Areas or APE. 

Resources of Traditional, Religious, or Cultural Significance to Native American Tribes.  
At present, no known traditional cultural properties or American Indian sacred sites are known to 
occur within or near the Project Areas or at Fort Meade.  While there are no federally 
recognized Indian tribes present in Maryland, seven federally recognized tribes elsewhere in the 
United States are believed to have a historical affiliation with the land occupied by Fort Meade 
(Fort Meade 2011a). 

3.9 Infrastructure and Sustainability 

3.9.1 Definition of the Resource 

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

Sustainability consists of the technologies, systems, physical structures, management 
strategies, and cultural practices that, when incorporated into design and use of infrastructure 
and utilities, enable resource use efficiency that supports operational readiness while 
maintaining balance with the environment.  EO 13693 incrementally expands sustainability 
goals specifically for all new construction of federal buildings, amongst other sustainability 
elements.  For the purposes of this section, sustainability is discussed within each infrastructure 
subsection below where appropriate.  

This section has been prepared to protect sensitive information pertaining to infrastructure 
systems and only discusses those points considered directly relevant to the Proposed Action. 

3.9.2 Existing Conditions 

Potable Water Supply.  The NSA Campus is connected to the Fort Meade water supply, 
treatment, distribution, and storage system.  Fort Meade’s water supply system was constructed 
in the 1910s and has been privatized through a contract with American Water, who maintains a 
state Water Appropriation and Use Permit (Permit No. AA1969G021 [07]) for the supply, 
treatment, storage, and distribution of potable water (MDE 2012).  The permit allows an average 
withdrawal of approximately 3.3 mgd on an annual basis and peak withdrawals of 4.3 mgd 
during the month of maximum use from groundwater wells.  Water is pumped from the 
groundwater wells to the water treatment plant, which is owned and operated by American 
Water.  The current capacity of the water treatment plant is 5.0 mgd, while the peak-day 
demand is 3.88 mgd (NSAW 2013).   
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The NSA Campus is connected to the Fort Meade water supply system through High Lift Pump 
Station #2, which pumps water to two storage tanks near the Campus.  Additional storage 
capacity at the water treatment plant is available for use at the NSA Campus during an 
emergency.  Four interconnected transmission mains and the associated distribution piping 
system provide water throughout the NSA Campus.  NSA uses potable water for personal 
consumption and sanitary water for personnel, to cool computer equipment and workspaces, 
and to heat buildings on the NSA Campus through the production of steam.  Typically, the NSA 
Campus uses an average of 1.2 mgd of water, of which approximately 50 percent is used to 
make up for water lost during the equipment cooling process (NSAW 2013).  

Potable water infrastructure exists on the northern portion of Site 1, where several 6-inch water 
mains feed the existing buildings onsite.  Potable water infrastructure in the southern portion of 
Site 1 consists of an 8-inch water main that runs through the N22 parking lot.  Additionally, four 
10-inch water mains exist off-site to the east of and parallel to O’Brien Road (USACE and NSA 
2015b). 

Potable water infrastructure exists on the western side of Site 2 where several 10- to 12-inch 
water mains run north to south through the site (USACE and NSA 2015b).  The 10-inch water 
mains that run south along O’Brien Road turn west and run along Samford Road north of Sites 3 
and 4.  On Site 3, Building 9703 is serviced by 2-, 8-, and 12-inch water mains.  There is also a 
6-inch water main along the southern boundary of Site 3.  On Site 4, 10- and 8-inch mains 
extend south from a main along Samford Road.  The main runs along the western, eastern, and 
southern sides of Building 9705, which is serviced by additional 10- and 12-inch lines that run 
east to west.  No potable water infrastructure is present within parking lots S20/S21 or N33.  A 
10-inch main connected to a main on Samford Road runs along the eastern boundary of parking 
lots S11/S12 (Fort Meade 2015).   

Reclaimed Water.  NSA partnered with Howard County to provide 5 mgd of reclaimed water for 
use in the cooling system, which conserves potable water and reduces overall water costs 
(NSAW 2013).  As part of this project, a reclaimed water delivery system was constructed to 
transfer reclaimed water from Howard County’s Little Patuxent Water Reclamation Plant to the 
NSA Main and East campuses (Fort Meade 2012).  A reclaimed water line exists along the 
eastern side of O’Brien Road, adjacent to the eastern edges of Site 1, parking lots S20/S21 and 
along the western side of Site 2 (USACE and NSA 2015b).  The reclaimed water line continues 
along Samford Road between the northern boundaries of Sites 3 and 4 and the southern 
boundary of parking lot N33.  This reclaimed water line also crosses through the eastern portion 
of parking lots S11/S12 (Fort Meade 2012). 

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater Treatment System.  Fort Meade has privatized their 
wastewater services and system to American Water, which owns and operates the Fort Meade 
Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP).  The WWTP is designed to process a daily inflow of 4.5 
mgd, although the current average influent flow of the WWTP is below 2.0 mgd (NSAW 2013, 
USACE and NSA 2015b).  If the average flow to the WWTP were to exceed 3.0 mgd, American 
Water would be required to notify the MDE and modify their existing NPDES permit 
(MD0021717) and State Discharge Permit (12-DP-25333) for the WWTP (MDE 2014).  The 
wastewater collection system consists of gravity sewers.  
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A sanitary sewer line exists on the northern portion of Site 1 where the existing buildings route 
their waste into a sewer sump pit to be pumped through a 2-inch force main into the area’s 
sanitary sewer system.  The 2-inch sanitary force main feeds into a 12-inch line approximately 
300 feet north of Site 1.  Other sanitary sewer infrastructure, including 8- and 10-inch lines, are 
located north/northwest of the site (USACE and NSA 2015b). 

There is no existing sanitary sewer infrastructure on Site 2.  The nearest connection point is a 
sanitary manhole with an 8-inch force main, located approximately 430 feet southwest of the 
site (USACE and NSA 2015b).   

An 8-inch sanitary sewer line exists along the northern, western, and southern sides of Building 
9703 on Site 3 and extends southwest off the site.  On Site 4, 6-inch sanitary sewer lines that 
service Building 9705 extend from an 8-inch line that runs north-south in the western portion of 
the site.  A line that runs northeast-southwest is also present in the northern portion of Site 4.  
No sanitary sewer lines occur within parking lots S20/21, S11/S12, or N33 (Fort Meade 2015).  

Stormwater Drainage.  The NSA Main Campus stormwater drainage system consists of 
localized stormwater pipes and other drainage structures supplemented by swales, ditches, 
other drains, and retention ponds.  The main NSA Campus generally drains to the west into the 
Little Patuxent River.  Stormwater is managed through a general NPDES permit for small 
municipal separate storm sewer systems, and a Maryland general permit for stormwater 
discharges associated with industrial activities.  NSA adheres to state stormwater regulations 
(COMAR 26.17.02), the 2009 Maryland Stormwater Design Manual and Supplement No. 1, and 
the 2015 Maryland Stormwater Management and Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines for 
State and Federal Projects.  NSA is implementing a SWMP that meets minimum control 
measures as outlined in its General Permit for discharges from small municipal separate storm 
sewer systems under Phase II of the NPDES stormwater program (MDE 2008, NSAW 2013).  

A 30- to 48-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) stormwater main enters Site 1 at the 
intersection of Emory Road and Love Road, travels southeast across the site, and then south 
along the western edge of O’Brien Road.  Several smaller stormwater pipes feed into the main.  
RCPs (15- and 18-inch) are present in the western portion of Site 1 to handle runoff from 
parking lot N21 (USACE and NSA 2015b). 

At Site 2, the stormwater network drains the E20 parking lot to the west and into the stormwater 
basin, located between the E20 parking lot and O’Brien Road.  Two additional storm drainpipes 
run from the forested area north of the site into the same basin.  The basin flows into the 48-
inch RCP that parallels O’Brien Road to the west.  The stormwater mains present on S20/21 
also flow into the RCP that parallels O’Brien Road (USACE and NSA 2015b).   

On Site 3, there are stormwater pipes present along the northern and eastern site boundaries 
and along the eastern, southern, and western sides of Building 9703.  Stormwater pipes on Site 
4 are along the western boundary of the site, along the northern and southern sides of Building 
9705, and within the eastern portion of the site.  These stormwater pipes on Sites 3 and 4 flow 
to a stormwater main located between Sites 3 and 4, which meets with the RCP stormwater 
main that runs along O’Brien Road south of Sites 3 and 4.  Ultimately, the RCP stormwater main 
drains into a retention pond south of the Project Areas.  Stormwater mains within parking lots 
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S11/S12 drain into a main west of Site 3.  Stormwater within lot N33 flows into stormwater 
mains present along Samford Road that ultimately flow into the stormwater main between Sites 
3 and 4 (Fort Meade 2015).  

Electrical Supply.  Electrical power to Fort Meade and the NSA Campus is provided by 
Baltimore Gas and Electric (BGE) via four distribution substations; three of which serve the NSA 
Campus (NSA 2009).  Currently, BGE uses several energy sources to generate electricity and 
offers a mix of power purchase options to users (USACE and NSA 2015b).  

Several electrical feeds are available at Site 1.  An overhead power line parallels the northern 
edge of the site, and there is a network of onsite streetlights within the parking lots and along 
roads.  Underground electric duct-banks run along Emory, Love, and O’Brien Roads, and 
another underground duct runs east/west bisecting the site (USACE and NSA 2015b). 

Electrical feeds exist on Site 2; however, because Site 2 is used for a surface parking lot, the 
electrical system infrastructure is limited.  There is a network of streetlights within the E20 
parking lot, and an underground primary line exists outside of the eastern edge of the site 
(USACE and NSA 2015b). 

No overhead power lines are present on Sites 3 and 4 or parking lots S20/21, S11/S12, and 
N33.  Electrical feeds on Sites 3 and 4 are appropriately sized for existing operations within 
Buildings 9703 and 9705, respectfully.  Electrical feeds on lots S20/21, S11/S12, and N33 are 
similar to those present on Site 2.  

Natural Gas System.  BGE supplies natural gas to Fort Meade and the NSA Campus.  The 
current natural gas capacity is 445,000 cubic feet per hour, which is supplied by seven BGE 
meters.  Current demand is approximately 139,060 cubic feet per hour or one-third of system 
capacity.  The distribution system is well-dispersed and has the capacity to exceed current 
demand by 300 percent (NSAW 2013).  

Natural gas infrastructure on the NSA Campus generally branches from a 4-inch main; 
therefore, the natural gas lines within the Project Areas are less than 4-inches in diameter.  A 
natural gas line enters Site 1 at the northwest corner and travels east, parallel to Emory Road, 
until the Emory Road and Love Road intersection where it turns north and outside the site.  
Building 9839 is currently supplied with natural gas from this line through a 1.25-inch natural gas 
line (USACE and NSA 2015b).  An 8-inch natural gas main exists on the western side of Site 2, 
where it travels north-south through the site between the E20 parking lot and O’Brien Road 
(USACE and NSA 2015b).  A natural gas line runs along the northern, western, and southern 
boundaries of Site 3.  This line continues east along Samford Road before turning north and 
running along the western boundary of parking lot N33.  The line also runs west along Samford 
Road and the southern boundary of lots S11/S12.  There are no natural gas lines present on 
Site 4 or lots S20/21 (NSAW 2013).  

Solid Waste.  NSA operates its own solid waste and recycling programs independent of Fort 
Meade.  NSA generated 3,689 tons of municipal solid waste in 2009 (NSA 2010).  Waste is 
disposed of at an offsite location in accordance with existing federal, state and local regulations.  
In 2011, NSA recycled 15 million pounds of materials (e.g., cardboard, white paper, aluminum 
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cans, and scrap metal) for a waste diversion rate of 65 percent, including an estimated 99 
percent of paper waste (NSAW 2013).  The Anne Arundel County, Maryland Ten-Year Solid 
Waste Management Plan 2013-2023 ensures that adequate solid waste disposal capacity exists 
for the county through 2023.  The majority of commercial waste generated in Anne Arundel 
County is managed through transfer stations or directly hauled for disposal at non-county 
facilities.  Industrial waste generated in the county is managed by private entities (AAC 2013).  

Liquid Fuel Supply.  NSA uses No. 2 fuel oil for heating and diesel fuel primarily for operation 
of emergency generators.  These fuels are stored in aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) (with 
capacities ranging from 72 gallons to 240,000 gallons) and underground storage tanks (USTs) 
on the NSA Campus.  NSA has 127 ASTs and 4 USTs that have a combined total capacity of 
approximately 2 million gallons located throughout the entire NSA Campus.  Diesel fuel is 
transferred from ASTs to generators and boilers via underground and aboveground piping, and 
manual transfer via portable containers.  Other bulk storage containers include 14 elevator 
hydraulic fluid reservoirs and containers for kitchen grease (NSA 2013a).  The NSA also 
operates truck-mounted fuel tanks (50 gallons each) for refueling forklifts and other mobile 
equipment (NSA 2013b).  

There are two ASTs within the Project Areas.  Site 1 includes a 400-gallon diesel fuel AST that 
services the emergency generator within Building 9839.  Site 3 includes a 500-gallon diesel fuel 
AST that services Building 9703A (NSA 2013a). 

Steam and Chilled Water Systems.  The Central Boiler Plant provides high-pressure steam for 
heating a majority of the NSA Main Campus, as well as for generation of potable hot water and 
humidification.  Steam piping along Samford Road extends south into Sites 3 and 4 and along 
the western boundary of Site 3.  Steam piping along Samford Road also extends north through 
N33 and S11/S12.  There is no steam system infrastructure at Sites 1 or 2 or within S20/21 
(USACE and NSA 2015b, NSAW 2013).  

Chilled water is provided on the NSA Campus to cool equipment and facilities.  There are no 
existing chilled water facilities within the Project Areas (USACE and NSA 2015b). 

3.10 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

3.10.1 Definition of the Resource 

The terms “hazardous materials” and “hazardous waste” refer to substances defined as 
hazardous by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA) and the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA).  In general, a “hazardous material” is any item or agent (biological, 
chemical, or physical) that has the potential to cause harm to humans, animals, or the 
environment, either by itself or through interaction with other factors.  A complete list of federally 
recognized hazardous substances, as well as their reportable quantities, is provided in 40 CFR 
§ 302.4.  Many substances not on this list may be considered hazardous according to their 
ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity, or toxicity as defined by 40 CFR § 261.20‒24. 

Hazardous materials are defined by 49 CFR § 171.8 as “hazardous substances, hazardous 
wastes, marine pollutants, elevated temperature materials, materials designated as hazardous 
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in the Hazardous Materials Table (49 CFR § 172.101), and materials that meet the defining 
criteria for hazard classes and divisions” in 49 CFR § 173.  Transportation of hazardous 
materials is regulated by the U.S. Department of Transportation regulations within 49 CFR §§ 
105–180.  Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) compliance guidelines for 
hazardous materials are outlined in 29 CFR § 1910.120. 

Hazardous waste is defined by the RCRA at 42 USC § 6903(5), as amended by the Hazardous 
and Solid Waste Amendments, as “a solid waste, or combination of solid wastes, which 
because of its quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics may 
(A) cause, or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious 
irreversible, or incapacitating reversible, illness; or (B) pose a substantial present or potential 
hazard to human health or the environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, or 
disposed of, or otherwise managed.”  Certain types of hazardous wastes are subject to special 
management provisions intended to ease the management burden and facilitate the recycling of 
such materials.  These materials are called universal wastes and their associated regulatory 
requirements are specified in 40 CFR § 273.  

Special hazards are substances that might pose a risk to human health and are addressed 
separately from other hazardous substances.  Special hazards include asbestos-containing 
material (ACM), lead-based paint (LBP), and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs).  The USEPA is 
given authority to regulate these special hazard substances by the Toxic Substances Control 
Act, Title 15 USC § 53, and tracks the industrial chemicals produced or imported into the United 
States.  The USEPA can ban the manufacture and import of those chemicals that pose an 
unreasonable risk and has established regulations regarding asbestos abatement and worker 
safety under 40 CFR § 763 and emissions under 40 CFR § 61.  Whether from lead abatement 
or other activities, depending on the quantity or concentration, the disposal of LBP waste is 
regulated by the RCRA at 40 CFR § 260.  The disposal of PCBs is addressed in 40 CFR §§ 750 
and 761. 

Evaluation of hazardous materials and wastes focuses on ASTs; USTs; and the presence, 
storage, transport, handling, use, and disposal of pesticides, herbicides, fuels, solvents, oils, 
lubricants, ACMs, PCBs, LBP, and other industrial substances.  The evaluation also extends to 
the generation, storage, transportation, and disposal of hazardous wastes.  When such 
materials are used or not disposed of properly, they can threaten the health and well-being of 
wildlife species, botanical habitats, soil systems, water resources, and humans.  In the event of 
a release of hazardous materials or wastes, the extent of contamination varies based on the 
contaminant and the type of geology, topography, and water resources. 

3.10.2 Existing Conditions 

Hazardous Materials and Petroleum Products.  Both the U.S. Army and NSA at Fort Meade 
use, handle, and store hazardous materials and petroleum products, which include liquid fuels 
(e.g., gasoline and diesel); dielectric fluid; pesticides; petroleum, oils, and lubricants; cleaners; 
kitchen grease; and hydraulic fluids (NSA 2013b).  The use and storage of hazardous materials 
and petroleum products on the NSA Campus are managed by the NSA Hazardous Materials 
Management Program; NSA pollution prevention plans; the Spill Prevention, Control and 
Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan; and the Facility Response Plan (FRP). 
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Site 1 includes a 400-gallon diesel fuel AST that services the emergency generator within 
Building 9839.  Site 3 includes a 500-gallon diesel fuel AST that services Building 9703A (the 
fire pump house) (NSA 2013a).  A hazardous materials survey of Buildings 9703, 9705, and 
9839 identified fluorescent light tubes containing mercury, fire suppression chemicals, and other 
stored chemicals within the buildings (URS 2014a, URS 2014b, URS 2014c).  Lubricants and 
fuels for landscaping equipment and maintenance processes are also commonly used within the 
Project Areas.  

Hazardous and Petroleum Waste.  NSA is an RCRA Large-Quantity Generator, which is a 
facility that generates more than 1,000 kilograms of hazardous waste and more than 1 kilogram 
of acutely hazardous waste per month (USEPA 2017c).  NSA operates a less than 90-day 
hazardous waste storage facility in the southern portion of Site 4.  Typical hazardous and 
petroleum wastes generated at the installation include oils, lubricants, antifreeze, brake fluids, 
hydraulic fluids, paint and paint thinners, cleaners, degreasers, solvents, and batteries.   

NSA maintains a Hazardous Waste Generator’s Guide for their facilities.  The plan describes 
the roles and responsibilities with respect to the waste stream inventory, waste analysis 
planning, hazardous waste management procedures, training, emergency response, and 
pollution prevention.  The plan establishes procedures to comply with applicable federal, state, 
and local standards for hazardous waste management. 

Small amounts of hazardous wastes are generated within the Project Areas during routine 
maintenance activities (Fort Meade 2002, Fort Meade 2011b).  Hazardous wastes are not 
stored within Sites 1, 2, or 3; however, there is an outdoor less than 90-day hazardous waste 
storage area within Site 4 south of Building 9705 and a room within Building 9705 that serves as 
the temperature-controlled hazardous waste storage area.  Otherwise, Buildings 9703, 9705, 
and 9839 have not historically held hazardous or petroleum wastes and have not held functions 
used for processes that would produce either hazardous or petroleum wastes.  No other spills or 
releases of hazardous or petroleum wastes have been reported within the Project Areas (NSA 
2013a).             

Oil/Water Separators.  An aboveground oil/water separator is within Site 1 at the truck wash.  
The wash residue would flow to the oil/water separator encased in the cement under the wash 
platform.  A site visit in September 2015 indicated this oil/water separator is no longer in use 
and the separator is clean and dry.   

Pesticides.  In accordance with DoD Instruction 4150.07 on pest management, NSA minimally 
uses pesticides.  Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement, 
promulgates policies, responsibilities, and procedures to implement the Army Pest Management 
Program, and Fort Meade’s practices are covered in its Integrated Pest Management Plan.  No 
pesticides have been stored within the Project Areas, and the daily operations of the PAF would 
not involve these products; therefore, pesticides are not discussed further (DoD 2005). 

Asbestos.  Asbestos is regulated by USEPA under the CAA; Toxic Substances Control Act; 
and CERCLA.  USEPA has established that any material containing more than one percent 
asbestos by weight is considered an ACM.  ACMs are generally found in building materials such 
as floor tiles, pipe insulation, ceiling and wallboard coverings, sheet rock, shingles, gaskets, and 
heating and air-conditioning unit connectors in buildings built before the early 1980s.  ACMs at 
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Fort Meade, including at the NSA Campus, are managed according to an Asbestos 
Management Program.  The purpose of the program is to establish procedures to maintain 
ACMs in good condition and minimize the release of asbestos dust to the environment (Fort 
Meade 2008).  The use of ACMs in new building construction has become very infrequent since 
the 1980s after several regulations restricted their use.   

As part of a hazardous materials survey for Buildings 9839, 9703, and 9705, an ACM survey 
was conducted and bulk samples of suspected ACMs were collected and analyzed.  Analysis of 
the bulk samples identified no ACMs in Building 9839; however, a variety of ACMs were 
identified in Buildings 9703 and 9705 (URS 2014a).  ACMs common to Buildings 9703 and 9705 
include floor tile mastic, floor tiles, and end sealant for pipes (URS 2014b, URS 2014c).  ACMs 
unique to Building 9703 include ceiling tiles, pipe cloth wraps and mud fittings, preformed pipe 
saddle material, caulk for roof louver frames, and doorframe caulk (URS 2014b).  ACMs unique 
to Building 9705 include black mastic for raised access floor pedestals, seam sealant for bare 
metal ducts and pipes, and cementitious (i.e., fiber cement) wall panels (URS 2014c).  

A number of suspected ACMs in Buildings 9839, 9703, and 9705 could not be sampled because 
they could not be physically accessed or sampling would cause damage or impact operation of 
equipment.  Therefore, mastic, vinyl, and other materials in Buildings 9839, 9703, and 9705 are 
conservatively assumed to be ACMs, including mastic for a variety of floor tiles, vinyl flooring, 
and mirrors; mastic for chair rail and molding; floor, wall, and ceiling tiles.  Various materials 
unable to be sampled (primarily the inner core of fire doors and their frame insulation) were 
designated as friable or friable suspect ACMs (URS 2014a, URS 2014b, URS 2014c).  Ancillary 
facilities built prior to 1989 that are scheduled for demolition (9705A, 9705B, 9839A, and 9839C) 
are conservatively assumed to contain ACMs.  Asbestos-containing transite piping exists along 
O’Brien Road next to Site 2 and parking lots S20/S21.  This piping is also present on Sites 3 
and 4, along the western boundary of parking lot N33, and along the eastern boundary of lots 
S11/S12 (NSAW 2013).  This piping was recently abandoned in place and replaced with 
polyvinyl chloride piping.   

Lead-Based Paint.  AR 420-70, Buildings and Structures, provides policies and guidance for 
use when performing real property maintenance, repair, and demolition of buildings and 
structures.  LBP at Fort Meade, including the NSA Campus, is managed according to a Lead 
Hazard Management Plan.  The purpose of the plan is to establish procedures to identify and 
control the hazards of LBP (DoD 2006).   

In the State of Maryland, LBP is defined as a paint or surface coating containing more than 0.7 
milligrams per square centimeter (mg/cm2) of lead or that is greater than 0.5 percent lead by 
weight.  However, lead-containing material (LCM) is defined under OSHA regulations for 
potential lead exposure to workers as paint or surface coating containing any amount of lead.  
Hazardous materials surveys for Buildings 9703, 9705, and 9839 found that each building 
contained LCMs.  A majority of the LCM surfaces sampled were intact; however, some had 
deteriorated or chipped (URS 2014a, URS 2014b, URS 2014c).  Ancillary facilities built prior to 
1978, when LBPs were banned, that are scheduled for demolition (9705A and 9705B) are 
conservatively assumed to have LBP.   
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PCBs.  PCBs are a group of organic compounds used as dielectric and coolant fluids in 
equipment such as transformers, capacitors, fluorescent light ballasts, electric motors, and 
hydraulic systems.  Chemicals classified as PCBs were widely manufactured and used in the 
United States throughout the 1950s and 1960s.  The production of PCBs was banned in the 
United States in 1979.  PCBs are managed and regulated in accordance with USEPA’s Toxic 
Substances Control Act of 1976 (40 CFR § 761).  AR 200-1 states that U.S. Army policy is to 
manage PCBs in place unless operational, economic, or regulatory considerations justify 
removal.  The use, management, disposal, and cleanup of PCBs at Army installations must 
comply with 40 CFR § 761.  Documented sources of PCBs within Buildings 9703, 9705, and 
9839 include electrical light ballasts, transformers, switch gear components, and electrical surge 
protectors.  Additionally, power breaker panels, circuit breakers, and electrical equipment found 
in the buildings could contain PCBs (URS 2014a, URS 2014b, URS 2014c).  Ancillary facilities 
built prior to 1979 that are scheduled for demolition (9705A and 9705B) are conservatively 
assumed to have PCBs.   

Environmental Contamination.  The Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) 
was formally established by Congress in 1986 to provide for the cleanup of DoD property at 
active installations, BRAC installations, and formerly used defense sites throughout the United 
States and its territories.  The three programs under the DERP are the Installation Restoration 
Program (IRP), Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP), and Building Demolition/Debris 
Removal Program.  The IRP requires each installation to identify, investigate, and clean up 
contaminated sites.  The MMRP addresses nonoperational military ranges and other sites that 
are suspected or known to contain unexploded ordnance (UXO), discarded military munitions, 
or munitions constituents.  Building Demolition/Debris Removal Program involves the demolition 
and removal of unsafe buildings and structures. 

Eligible DERP sites include those contaminated by past defense activities that require cleanup 
under CERCLA and certain corrective actions required by RCRA.  Non-DERP sites are 
remediated under the Compliance-Related Cleanup Program. 

The 2016 Site Management Plan for Fort Meade contains the most up-to-date catalog of all 
known and potential environmental contamination sites on Fort Meade, including at the NSA 
Campus, and it summarizes the current status and planned activities for each site (USACE 
2016b).  The Site Management Plan identifies each site as an area of interest (AOI).  AOI sites 
are organized by funding source and include IRP, MMRP, and BRAC sites.  Additional details 
regarding each AOI site is provided in the various preliminary assessment/site inspection 
reports prepared by geographic area of the installation and site specific investigation, remedial 
action, and close-out reports.  Three AOIs overlap the Project Areas and one other AOI is 
immediately south of Site 2 (see Figure 3-3).   

Historically, portions of Fort Meade were used for military training purposes from World War I 
through World War II.  The Fort Meade MMRP identifies two active MMRP sites and four 
“response complete” (no further action required) MMRP sites at Fort Meade.  One of the active 
MMRP sites (FFGM-003-R) overlaps the Project Areas.  None of the “response complete” sites 
are within the Project Areas.   
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Figure 3-3. AOIs in the Project Areas 
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FGGM-003-R, Former Mortar Range, includes two munitions response sites, Former Mortar 
Area (FGGM-003-R-01) and Former Training Area (FGGM-003-R-02).  Site 1, Site 2, and 
parking lots S20/S21 are within the Former Training Area, and the eastern portion of Site 2 
overlaps the Former Mortar Area (see Figure 3-3).  FGGM-003-R-01 is approximately 62 acres 
in size and was used from the early 1920s until the early 1940s for mortar training.  It is believed 
that only practice rounds were used on the range.  Anecdotal information indicates that unused 
small arms ammunition was discarded at FGGM-003-R-01; however, no evidence supports the 
use of small arms ammunition in this particular range.  FGGM-003-R-02 is a 260-acre site that 
was used for general troop training, and the presence of a former small arms ammunition casing 
disposal pit indicated that this site was also used for ammunition disposal.   

The Former Mortar Range site is considered open; however, remediation has occurred and 
there is a low probability of encountering munitions and explosives of concern (MEC).  A Record 
of Decision for the Former Mortar Range including remedial actions was finalized in September 
2012 and remediation was completed in August 2013 (USAEC 2016).  Selected metals and 
other constituents of MEC were tested from soil and groundwater samples and it was 
determined that no further action was required for munitions constituents (USACE 2016b).  
Additionally, no casings were observed in any of the seven test pits within FGGM-003-R-02 that 
were dug on July 16, 2013 (USAEC 2016).  Land use controls and long-term monitoring were 
included as a part of the remedial design for the sites.  The Final Interim Remedial Action 
Completion Report for FGGM 003-R-01 and the Final Remedial Action Report for FGGM-003-R-
02 were signed by the U.S. Army and USEPA in May 2014 (USACE 2015b).     

A former pistol range (FGGM-006-R-01) overlaps Site 4 and the southeastern portion of parking 
lot S21 (see Figure 3-3).  The AOI is also adjacent to the southeastern corner of lot N33.  The 
former pistol range B was used from 1924 until the early 1940s.  Information on the frequency of 
use and the types of ammunition used at this range was never documented, but it is suspected 
that 0.45-caliber ammunition was most commonly used.  Soil samples identified lead in the soil 
but at levels below regulatory limits.  No further action is required for FGGM-006-R-01 (USACE 
2016b). 

Within the Project Areas, magnetic tape burial pits have been identified within the western 
portion of Site 3.  The pits contain burned magnetic tape ash residue, bagged magnetic tape, 
wooden pallets, and miscellaneous non-hazardous debris.  Research was conducted to 
determine if dioxin/furan contamination in the soil was an issue due to the ash residue.  Based 
on well-established transport models, it was determined that it is highly unlikely that there is 
dioxin/furan contamination remaining.  Therefore, the materials buried in Site 3 do not constitute 
hazardous waste or an exposure threat (NSA 2008). 

FGGM 95 (OU-45) Site M, Parcel 7 is an IRP site 50 feet south of Site 2, west of land being 
developed for the East Campus, and north of wooded land.  This area has been identified as 
containing a possible landfill based on historic aerial photographs and surficial debris.  Soil and 
groundwater samples identified levels of heptachlor epoxide, cobalt, and manganese above 
site-specific action levels and methylene chloride above its maximum contaminant level.  
Additional groundwater testing showed volatile organic compounds, pesticides, and explosives 
did not exceed risk levels.  No further action is required for FGGM 95 (OU-45) Site M, Parcel 7 
(USACE 2016b).        
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Radon.  Radon is a naturally occurring colorless, odorless, radioactive gas formed by the 
natural breakdown or decay of uranium in rock, soil, and water.  It tends to accumulate in 
enclosed spaces that are below ground and poorly ventilated such as basements.  Radon 
increases the risk of developing lung cancer.  In general, the risk increases as the level of radon 
and the length of exposure increase.  USEPA has established a guidance radon level of 4 
picoCuries per liter (pCi/L) in indoor air for residences; however, there have been no standards 
established for commercial structures.  Radon gas accumulations greater than 4 pCi/L are 
considered to represent a health risk to occupants. 

The USEPA rates Anne Arundel County, Maryland, as a Federal Radon Zone 2.  Counties in 
Zone 2 have a predicted average indoor radon screening level between 2 and 4 pCi/L (USEPA 
2017d).  An installation-wide radon screening survey occurred in 1990 where radon samples 
were collected from select buildings.  All indoor radon levels were below 4 pCi/L (Fort Meade 
1990). 

3.11 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

3.11.1 Definition of the Resource 

Socioeconomics.  Socioeconomics encompasses economies and social elements such as 
population levels and economic activity.  Factors that describe the socioeconomic environment 
represent a composite of several interrelated and nonrelated attributes.  Several factors can be 
used as indicators of economic conditions for a geographic area, such as demographics, 
median household income, percentage of families living below the poverty level, and 
employment.  Data on employment identify gross numbers of employees, employment by 
industry or trade, and unemployment trends.  Data on personal income in a region are used to 
compare the before and after effects of any jobs created or lost as a result of a proposed action.  
Data on industrial, commercial, and other sectors of the economy provide baseline information 
about the economic health of a region. 

Environmental Justice.  EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, pertains to environmental justice issues and 
relates to various socioeconomic groups and the disproportionate effects that could be imposed 
on them.  This EO requires that federal agencies’ actions substantially affecting human health or 
the environment do not exclude persons, deny persons benefits, or subject persons to 
discrimination because of their race, color, or national origin.  The EO was enacted to ensure 
the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, color, national 
origin, or income with the respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations, and policies.  Consideration of environmental justice concerns 
includes race, ethnicity, and the poverty status of populations in the vicinity of a proposed 
action. 

3.11.2 Existing Conditions 

 Fort Meade’s workforce currently consists of approximately 40,000 employees composed of 
military, civilian, and contractor personnel; of which, approximately 19,000 work for NSA (NSAW 
2013).  The installation’s close proximity to both the Baltimore, Maryland and Washington, D.C., 
metropolitan areas allows workers to commute from a large number of communities with varied 
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socioeconomic, racial, and ethnic characteristics.  This EA uses the following spatial levels to 
assess impacts on socioeconomics and environmental justice: 

 Anne Arundel County Census District 4 (includes Fort Meade, the NSA Campus, and the 
Jessup, Severn, and Odenton communities that are adjacent to the installation) 

 Region of Influence (ROI), which includes Anne Arundel and Howard counties 

 State of Maryland. 

Anne Arundel and Howard counties are considered the ROI due to Fort Meade’s location within 
the former and the latter’s immediate geographic location relative to Fort Meade and the NSA 
Campus.  Residency distribution and commuting distances were considered, but determined not 
to be a factor in socioeconomic effects because staff moving to the NSA campus under the 
Proposed Action are already in the immediate area around Fort Meade.  The State of Maryland 
is included as a measure of comparison. 

Demographics.  Table 3-8 details 2010 populations and 2016 population estimates for Anne 
Arundel County Census District 4, the ROI, and the State of Maryland.  Howard County, located 
immediately west of Fort Meade and the NSA Campus, and Anne Arundel County Census 
District 4 saw the greatest percentage of population change between 2010 and 2016 with 
increases of 7.4 percent and 6.9 percent, respectively.  The State of Maryland saw the lowest 
percentage of population change with an increase of 3.2 percent (USCB 2010, USCB 2016a).   

Table 3-8. Population Summary (2010 and 2016) 

Location 
2010 

Population 
2016 Population 

Estimate 
Percent Change 
(2010 to 2016) 

Anne Arundel County Census District 4 84,594 90,456 6.9% 

ROI 824,741 868,184 5.3% 

Anne Arundel County 537,656 559,737 4.1% 

Howard County 287,085 308,447 7.4% 

State of Maryland 5,773,552 5,959,902 3.2% 

Source: USCB 2010, USCB 2016a   

Employment.  2016 employment characteristics estimates for all spatial levels are detailed in 
Table 3-9.  The percentage of employed persons in the Armed Forces is highest in Anne 
Arundel County Census District 4 with 4.9 percent and is lowest in Howard County and the 
State of Maryland at 0.6 percent each.  The primary employment industry in the ROI and the 
State of Maryland is the educational services, health care, and social assistance industry.  The 
percentage of people employed in the construction industry is similar across spatial levels, 
ranging from 4.1 percent in Howard County to 7.2 percent in Anne Arundel County.  Public 
administration comprises the largest employment industry in Anne Arundel County Census 
District 4 (USCB 2016b). 
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Table 3-9. Employment by Industry (2016) 

Industry 

Anne Arundel 
County 
Census 

District 4 

ROI 

Maryland Anne Arundel 
County 

Howard 
County 

Percentage of employed persons in Armed 
Forces 

4.9 2.8 0.6 0.6 

Percent Employed Persons in Civilian Labor Force (By Industry) 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and 
mining 

0.3 0.3 0.3 0.5 

Construction 5.4 7.2 4.1 6.7 

Publishing 3.6 5.0 4.8 4.6 

Wholesale trade 2.1 2.6 2.4 1.9 

Retail trade 8.6 10.4 8.1 9.8 

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 3.4 3.8 3.1 4.4 

Information 2.6 2.1 2.5 2.1 

Finance and insurance, real estate and rental 
and leasing 

6.0 6.1 7.0 6.2 

Professional, scientific, management, 
administrative and waste management 
services 

15.9 15.6 20.1 15.4 

Educational services, health care and social 
assistance 

18.0 20.2 24.1 23.8 

Arts, entertainment, recreation, 
accommodation and food services 

7.6 8.2 6.9 8.4 

Other services (except public administration) 4.4 5.0 4.8 5.4 

Public administration 22.2 13.6 11.7 11.0 

Source: USCB 2016b 

Environmental Justice.  Minority and low-income 2016 population estimates were 
characterized across all spatial levels in Table 3-10.  The area immediately surrounding Fort 
Meade (Anne Arundel County Census District 4) was evaluated for minority and low-income 
populations and compared to the ROI and the State of Maryland.  Anne Arundel County Census 
District 4 has a racial minority of approximately 40 percent of the population, which is similar to 
that of Howard County and the State of Maryland, but higher than that of Anne Arundel County.  
Both Anne Arundel County Census District 4 and Maryland have a higher percentage of 
Hispanic and Latino populations than the ROI counties (USCB 2016a).  Anne Arundel County 
Census District 4 has a lower percentage of families below the poverty line than the ROI and the 
State of Maryland, and a higher median household income than all spatial levels except Howard 
County (USCB 2016b). 
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Table 3-10. Race, Ethnicity, and Poverty Characteristics (2016) 

Race and Ethnicity 

Anne Arundel 
County 
Census 

District 4 

ROI 

Maryland Anne 
Arundel 
County 

Howard 
County 

Total Population 90,456 559,737 308,447 5,959,902 

Percentage of White 59.3 74.4 59.5 57.2 

Percentage of Black or African American 28.4 15.9 18.3 29.6 

Percentage of American Indian and Alaska 
Native 

0.3 0.2 0.2 0.3 

Percentage of Asian 5.1 3.6 16.7 6.1 

Percentage of Native Hawaiian and Other 
Pacific Islander 

0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 

Percentage of Some Other Race 1.9 2.2 1.4 3.7 

Percentage of Two or More Races 5.0 3.6 3.8 3.1 

Percentage of Hispanic or Latino 8.7 7.0 6.4 9.2 

Percentage of Families Below Poverty 3.2 3.9 3.5 6.8 

Median Household Income $96,861 $91,918 $113,800 $76,067 

Sources: USCB 2016a, USCB 2016b 
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4. Environmental Consequences 

4.1 Land Use 

4.1.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Land Use.  The evaluation of potential land use impacts is based on the degree of land use 
sensitivity in areas affected by a proposed action and compatibility of proposed actions with 
existing conditions.  Land use can remain incompatible, become compatible, or become 
incompatible.  Effects on land use are assessed by evaluating the following criteria.  Impacts on 
land use would be considered major if the following criteria are substantially exceeded: 

 Inconsistency and lack of compliance with existing land use plans, zoning, or policies 

 Alteration of the viability of existing land use 

 The degree to which the Proposed Action or alternatives preclude continued use or 
occupation of an area 

 The degree to which the Proposed Action or alternatives conflict with planning criteria 
established to ensure the safety and protection of human life and property 

 The degree to which the Proposed Action or alternatives preclude use of recreational 
areas. 

Visual Resources.  The significance of potential impacts on visual resources is based on the 
level of visual sensitivity in the area.  Visual sensitivity is defined as the degree of public interest 
in a visual resource and concern over adverse changes in the quality of that resource.  In 
general, an impact on a visual resource is considered significantly adverse if implementation of 
a proposed action were to result in substantial alteration to an existing sensitive visual setting. 

4.1.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Land Use.  Short- to long-term, minor, adverse impacts on land use would be expected under 
Alternative 1 due to increased disturbances related to the presence of construction vehicles and 
activities and potentially reduced access to certain areas near the construction site.  However, 
the nuisances resulting from these short-term construction activities would not affect the long-
term viability or continuation of adjacent land uses, which would remain unchanged.  The siting 
of the PAF would be consistent with the current Professional/institutional land use designation 
for the area, and would not require a change to the existing land use category.  The PAF that 
would be developed under the Proposed Action at Site 1 would be compatible with the 
surrounding land uses.  Design elements would consider plan objectives and provide continuity 
and compatibility between existing and future facilities and amenities.   

Although the Proposed Action would occur primarily on developed areas of the NSA Campus, 
there could be a loss of the small forested area within the northeast corner of Site 1.  However, 
the forested area would be preserved, if possible.  If the forested area is cleared and graded, 
this construction would represent a long-term minor impact.  Although Buildings 9839, 9839A, 
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9839B, and 9839C would be demolished, the personnel and functions of the buildings would be 
relocated on the NSA campus.  Portions of the existing parking lots in Site 1 would be 
demolished; however, the proposed parking facility would be designed to accommodate all 
personnel that would be working in the PAF as well as those parking spaces lost from 
construction of the PAF.  The design of the new PAF would meet objectives of the 2013 NSAW 
Facilities Master Plan.  With implementation of the transportation improvements described in 
Section 4.2.2, operation of the PAF would have minor beneficial impacts on land use as work 
functions and personnel would be consolidated on the campus.   

The proposed facilities and site design would meet all anti-terrorism/force protection 
requirements including Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 4-010-01 in accordance with the 
installation master plan and the criteria for life- and property-safe functional land uses.  
Therefore, the proposed facilities would be designed with proper spacing between parking, 
roads, and buildings and would be within safe setback distances.   

Visual Resources.  Short- and long-term, negligible, adverse impacts on visual resources 
would be expected due to construction and operation of the PAF at Site 1.  Short-term, adverse 
impacts on visual resources may occur during construction but would cease upon completion of 
the proposed activities and would be contained entirely within the NSA Campus.  The presence 
of construction equipment, vehicles, and activities such as vegetation clearing would create 
localized visual impacts.  Restoration of vegetation and landscaping would offset ground 
disturbance and clearing.  The Project Areas are not considered a sensitive visual resource and 
the area is already developed; therefore, the Proposed Action would not result in long-term 
substantial alteration to a sensitive visual setting.   

Furthermore, the proposed facilities would be designed to meet the objectives of the 2013 
NSAW Facilities Master Plan, and the PAF’s visual l theme, site development, and landscape 
design would complement the existing structures and character of the NSA Campus.  Build-to 
lines for PAF would be based on the anti-terrorism/force protection setback requirement, 
creating a uniform aesthetic view. 

4.1.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Land Use.  Impacts under Alternative 2 would be similar, but slightly less and only short-term, in 
comparison to those discussed under Alternative 1 because the entire Site 2 Project Area is a 
parking lot, no buildings would be demolished, and there would be no need to relocate 
personnel and functions.  Overflow parking would be removed under Alternative 2; however, the 
proposed parking facility would accommodate the PAF personnel and the lost parking spaces 
from construction.  Operation of the PAF would have minor beneficial impacts on land use as 
work functions and personnel would be consolidated on the Campus.   

The undeveloped area (i.e., palustrine wetlands and forested area) in the western portion of the 
site would not be cleared or disturbed.  Although the existing use as a parking lot would be 
replaced with buildings and a parking facility, the land use would generally be a continuation of 
existing uses at the site and in the surrounding area.  Therefore, only short-term minor, adverse 
impacts on land use would be expected under this alternative.  Short-term construction activities 
would not affect long-term viability of adjacent land.  Siting of the PAF at Site 2 would be 
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consistent with the current land use.  Like Alternative 1, the new facilities constructed under 
Alternative 2 would be designed to meet all anti-terrorism/force protection requirements in 
accordance with UFC 4-010-01 and the installation master plan for life- and property-safe 
functional land uses.  The new complex would be connected to the NSA Campus through a 
series of sidewalks, walkways, and roads to ensure the walkability of the installation in 
accordance with the 2013 NSAW Facilities Master Plan.        

Visual Resources.  Impacts on visual resources would be similarly negligible under Alternative 
2 but less than those discussed under Alternative 1.  The Site 2 location is not considered a 
sensitive visual resource and the majority of land in the site is already developed as a parking 
lot, thus its redevelopment as the PAF would not substantially alter the visual setting.  
Development of the complex would improve the aesthetics similar to impacts discussed under 
Alternative 1.  Furthermore, the undeveloped land (i.e., palustrine wetlands) on Site 2 would be 
preserved.  Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2 would not result in substantial alteration 
to an existing sensitive visual setting. 

4.1.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Land Use.  Impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those discussed under Alternatives 
1 and 2.  Short- and long-term, negligible, adverse impacts on land use would be expected 
under this alternative.  Short-term construction activities would not affect long-term viability of 
adjacent land uses, which would remain unchanged.  Further, the siting of the PAF at Sites 1 
and 2 would be consistent with the current land use.  However, if the forested area at Site 1 
cannot be avoided under this alternative and is cleared and graded, this construction would 
represent a long-term minor impact.  Like Alternatives 1 and 2, the proposed facilities 
constructed under Alternative 3 would be designed to meet all anti-terrorism/force protection 
requirements in accordance with UFC 4-010-01 and the installation master plan for life- and 
property-safe functional land uses.  An elevated pedestrian walkway would connect the 
buildings to the proposed parking facility, increasing the safety and walkability of the NSA 
Campus per the installation master plan.                    

Visual Resources.  Impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to, but slightly less than, the 
negligible impacts discussed under Alternatives 1 and 2.  Although construction would occur on 
both Sites 1 and 2, more land would be available to construct the PAF, which may allow the 
forested area on Site 1.  This preservation would protect the viewshed over the long-term.  
Facilities would be constructed in accordance with the existing visual themes to ensure 
continuity of the existing aesthetic.  The entire PAF would be connected via a pedestrian 
walkway and the proposed parking facility would accommodate incoming personnel and replace 
lost parking spaces from construction. 

4.1.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Land Use.  Short- and long-term, negligible, adverse impacts on land use would be expected 
under this alternative.  Construction activities would be temporary and not affect long-term 
viability of adjacent land uses, which would remain unchanged.  Further, the siting of the 
proposed publishing facility and warehouse at Site 3 would be consistent with the current land 
use designation for the area.  Under this alternative, the archives facility would not be 
constructed and archives personnel would remain in their existing facilities.  This alternative 
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would result in a continued long-term inefficiency of archives work efforts on the NSA Campus.  
The proposed facilities that would be constructed under Alternative 4 would be designed to 
meet all anti-terrorism/force protection requirements in accordance with UFC 4-010-01 and the 
installation master plan for life- and property-safe functional land uses.  Supporting this, Gate 
House 9 and its associated parking lot (N31) in the northwestern corner of Site 3 would remain 
intact and be used as a security access point for the new publishing facility.  As such, operation 
of the new parking facility would be consistent with the existing land use designations in the 
area.   

With implementation of the transportation improvements described in Section 4.2.5 availability 
of adequate parking facilities and access to facilities along Samford Road would be fully 
restored.  Minor beneficial impacts on functional land uses on the installation would be expected 
during operation of the PAF as similar work functions and personnel would be consolidated in 
accordance with the 2013 NSAW Facilities Master Plan.   

Visual Resources.  Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on visual resources of the 
southwest portion of the NSA Campus would be expected from the presence of construction 
equipment and visibility of building demolition and new facility construction for the duration of 
Alternative 4 construction activities.  Because Site 4 is already developed and has minimal 
vegetation, construction of the PAF in this area would be a continuation of the exiting developed 
viewshed and would not affect sensitive visual resources.  Long-term, negligible, beneficial 
impacts on the visual aesthetic in this area of the installation would be expected from the 
operation of the modern publishing and parking facilities that would be constructed in 
accordance with the existing visual zones and themes. 

4.1.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Land Use.  Because demolition actions under Alternative 5 would demolish 27,000 ft2 more 
than would be removed under Alternative 4, impacts from construction activities, including the 
presence of construction vehicles and equipment, on the land uses immediately proximal to the 
site would be slightly greater than those described for Alternative 4.  However, construction 
actions would still not affect long-term viability of adjacent land uses.  As with Alternative 4, no 
archives facility would be constructed under Alternative 5, thereby resulting in a continued long-
term inefficiency of archives work efforts on the NSA Campus.  Operation of proposed 
publishing and warehouse facilities would be consistent with the existing land use designation 
for the Project Areas.  As part of this alternative, parking facilities would be constructed in place 
of one or more of the following existing parking lots: S20/S21, S11/S12, or N33 (see Figure 2-
1).  Because the proposed multi-level parking facility would replace surface parking lots, siting 
and operation of the new parking facilities would be consistent with the existing functional land 
uses and designated land use category for the Project Areas.  However, as indicated for 
Alternative 4, construction actions at these lots would adversely affect the functional land uses 
at those parking facilities.  Minor beneficial impacts on land use would be expected during 
operation of the PAF as work functions and personnel would be consolidated on the Campus in 
accordance with the 2013 NSAW Facilities Master Plan.   

The proposed facilities constructed under Alternative 4 would be designed to meet all anti-
terrorism/force protection requirements to ensure life- and property-safe land uses in 
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accordance with UFC 4-010-01 the installation master plan.  Further supporting this, Gate 
House 10 and its associated parking lot (N32) in the northeast corner of Site 4 would remain 
intact and be used as a security access point for the new publishing facility.   

Visual Resources.  Impacts on visual resources for Alternative 5 would be the same as those 
identified for Alternative 4.  Because Site 4 is already developed and has minimal vegetation, 
construction of the PAF in this area would be a continuation of the exiting developed viewshed 
and would not affect sensitive visual resources. 

4.1.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Land Use.  Impacts under Alternative 6 would be similar to, but greater than those discussed 
under Alternatives 4 and 5 because the entire 500,000 ft2 PAF with the publishing facility, 
warehouse, and archives facility would be developed across Sites 3 and 4.  Short-term, minor, 
adverse impacts on land use would be expected under this alternative resulting from the 
presence of construction activities and equipment in the immediate area.  Temporary 
construction activities would not affect long-term viability of adjacent land uses, which would 
remain unchanged.  Further, the siting of the PAF at Sites 3 and 4 would be consistent with the 
existing land use category for the area.  Like Alternatives 1 through 5, the proposed facilities 
constructed under Alternative 6 would be designed to meet all anti-terrorism/force protection 
requirements in accordance with UFC 04-010-01 and the installation master plan.  Gate Houses 
9 and 10 and their associated parking lots (N31 and N32) on the north side of the Project Areas 
and would remain intact and one or both would be used as security access points for the new 
facilities.  Additionally, in accordance with the 2013 NSAW Facilities Master Plan, pedestrian 
walkways would connect the buildings and the proposed parking facility, increasing the safety 
and walkability of the NSA Campus.  With implementation of the transportation improvements 
described in Section 4.2.7, operation of the PAF would have minor beneficial impacts on land 
use as work functions and personnel would be consolidated on the south campus.   

Visual Resources.  Under Alternative 6, the adverse impacts on visual resources immediately 
proximal to the Project Areas would be similar to, but slightly greater than, the negligible impacts 
discussed under Alternatives 4 and 5 because construction actions would occur over a larger 
area (i.e., at Sites 3 and 4 and in one or more of the following existing parking lots along 
Samford Road: S20/S21, S11/S12, or N33).  Adverse impacts would be temporary, lasting the 
duration of construction.  The new facilities would be developed and operated in accordance 
with the existing visual zones and themes of buildings located in the southwest portion of the 
installation to provide continuity of the existing aesthetic.  This would result in long-term, 
negligible, beneficial impacts on the aesthetic of the southwest portion of the installation.  Sites 
3 and 4 are already developed and have minimal vegetation; therefore, construction of the PAF 
would be a continuation of the exiting developed viewshed and would not affect sensitive visual 
resources. 

4.1.8 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed PAF would not be constructed and publishing 
and archives operations would remain in current substandard conditions.  Land use conditions 
at the NSA Campus would remain consistent with current land uses.  Visual and aesthetic 
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conditions at the NSA Campus would remain the same.  Therefore, no impacts on land use or 
visual resources at the NSA Campus would be expected under the No Action Alternative. 

4.2 Transportation  

4.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The evaluation of impacts on the transportation system is based on the capacity of the 
transportation network in an area affected by a proposed action and compatibility of a proposed 
action under existing conditions.  Impacts would be considered major if a proposed action were 
to result in any of the following: 

 Increase in traffic volumes or delays to levels that impair a roadway’s handling capacity 
or increase traffic safety hazards  

 Reduction in the intersection and state or federal highway functions from LOS A through 
D to LOS E and F  

 Substantial disruption of traffic operations 

 Substantial disruption to on-campus parking. 

Potential traffic impacts were assessed semi-quantitatively based on existing traffic data and no 
additional detailed traffic modeling was undertaken.  Nearby road intersections and signals 
would be further evaluated for impacts during the design phase, and appropriate measures to 
achieve acceptable LOSs based on the selected parking facility location and access to the 
installation regardless of the alternative selected.  Any changes to the existing roadways, turn 
lanes, and/or intersections would be designed to improve traffic patterns, and would have 
minimal impacts on the environment because improvements would largely occur on existing 
pavements. 

4.2.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Short-term, minor adverse impacts on traffic and parking on the campus would be expected 
from construction under Alternative 1 because construction vehicles could add to peak hour 
congestion at the VCIF; and construction workers could also access the installation via VCPs 1, 
2, and 6:   

 Impacts on intersections from the implementation of Alternative 1 and improvements to 
address such are described below.  Emory and O’Brien Roads – This intersection 
would be improved to accommodate development and operation of the new PAF.  The 
Emory Road approach would be re-routed approximately 325 feet north and follow the 
alignment of the existing dead-end street that provides access to several buildings. 

 O’Brien Road and the Building 9840 Overflow North and South Driveways – 
Although street traffic along these intersections would not be increased, the volume of 
through-traffic along O’Brien Road would be increased possibly resulting in delay and 
queuing during approach and access to Site 1.  Installation of traffic signalization would 
be used to control and reduce such delays.  Additionally, to facilitate projected traffic flow 
in the area and access to the parking lot, the intersections turning into and out of the 
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existing Building 9840 Overflow parking lot would be converted such that the north 
driveway would become a left-turn-in/left-turn-out only, and the south driveway to right-
turn-in/right-turn-out only.  

 Emory and Canine Roads – The intersection would be expected to operate at LOS F 
and LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours, respectively.  Queue lengths that exceed 
storage capabilities are projected during both the AM and PM peak hours.  To address 
this and provide eased traffic flow in this area, a second southbound left turn lane along 
Canine Road would be constructed, the westbound approach would be converted to a 
right turn lane and shared through/left lane, parking access located 150 feet east of the 
intersection would be restricted to right-turn-in/right-turn-out only, and the traffic signal 
would be modified to provide east-west split phasing.   

 O’Brien and Samford Roads – No matter the alternative selected, this intersection 
would be expected to operate at an LOS F during the AM and PM peak hours as a result 
of the additional traffic associated with the PAF and nearby parking facilities (USACE 
2016a, NSA 2017a).  To reduce the impacts on LOS and maintain baseline conditions 
(i.e., LOS C during the AM and PM peak hours), the NSA has begun the reconfiguration 
and signalization at the O’Brien Road and Samford Road intersection.  Additional 
required improvements include the following (USACE 2016a):   

o Signalization would be added to the intersection of O’Brien Road and the 
Overflow Parking Lot north entrance.   

o Construction of the northbound lane of O’Brien Road would include a left turn 
lane to enable eased access to Building 9840, and a shared thru/right lane to 
accommodate access to the Overflow Parking Lot north and south entrances.   

o Widening of the southbound lane would provide one left, one thru and one right 
turn lane to enable right and left turns onto Samford Road from O’Brien Road.    

o The eastbound approach from Samford Road to O’Brien Road would be widened 
to accommodate incorporation of a shared thru/right lane and a left turn lane.   

Additionally, short-term, minor to moderate adverse impacts on parking would be expected 
because Collector Road, Parking Road 2, and Parking Road 4 and all 560 surface parking 
spaces (4 percent of the NSA’s existing parking spaces) across parking lots N20, N21, N22, and 
N23 on Site 1 would be rendered unavailable for the duration of demolition and construction 
activities (i.e., 2019 through 2023) proposed to occur within Site 1.  This would stress the 
already limited parking on the campus by requiring that employees either temporarily find 
spaces in other existing lots or use alternative means of transportation (e.g., carpooling, shuttle, 
walking, or biking).  Shuttles from remote lots could also temporarily be provided; however, 
shuttles from off-site would add to congestion at VCPs and could slow the movement of 
personnel onto the installation.   

The PAF parking facility would be constructed to, at minimum, replace all lost parking spaces 
and provide an additional 725 spaces to accommodate employees coming into the PAF.  To 
address this need, and in an effort to optimize the already limited developable land on the 
campus, NSA would construct a multi-level parking facility.  Additionally, upgrades of the 
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roadways, turn lanes, and intersections would likely be required to facilitate the flow of vehicle 
traffic into and out of the new building complex and parking facility.   

Roads and sidewalks would connect buildings within the PAF and parking facility.  These new 
walkways and access points would connect the facilities with the existing NSA Campus.  
Pedestrian access and logical interconnection would be created among vehicle operators, 
pedestrians, and cyclists, which would minimize areas of conflict among these uses.   

Long-term minor adverse impacts on traffic above and beyond existing conditions would be 
expected, as the number of on-post personnel would undergo a net increase of 100.  Beneficial 
impacts would be expected from road improvements and construction of the associated multi-
level parking facility that would replace lost parking and provide additional spaces to 
accommodate all employees in the new complex. 

4.2.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Short- and long-term, minor to moderate, adverse impacts on traffic from implementation of 
Alternative 2 would be similar to those described for Alternative 1.  Temporary impacts on 
parking would be expected as the E20 parking lot would be demolished, rendering 
approximately 1,000 parking spaces (7 percent of the NSA’s existing parking spaces) 
unavailable for the duration of demolition and construction activities.  To facilitate continued 
access to adequate parking for the duration of the project, construction of the new parking 
facility on a portion of the site could be completed prior to demolition of the remainder of the 
Building 9840 Overflow parking lot and construction of the new PAF.  In the event the existing 
number of parking spaces could not be maintained during construction, shuttles from remote 
parking lots could temporarily be provided.  Any existing parking spaces lost due to construction 
of the PAF would be replaced by the proposed parking facility.   

The two existing turning points into and out of the Building 9840 Overflow access points would 
be improved, as described under Alternative 1, or consolidated to a single location to facilitate 
traffic flow.  Improvements would also include lengthening the relatively short southbound turn 
lane into the site to adequately accommodate anticipated demand and limit spillback of the 
queue into the O’Brien Road through lane.  These changes, combined with the addition of more 
parking spaces to accommodate employees coming into the PAF may also drive the need for 
traffic signalization.  Pedestrian walkways and crosswalks would connect the new complex and 
proposed parking facility to other facilities on the NSA Campus. 

4.2.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Short-and long-term, minor to moderate, adverse impacts on traffic in the vicinity of the 
proposed project sites would be similar to those described for Alternative 1.   

Roadway Upgrades.  Various road and intersection improvements along Emory Road, O’Brien 
Road, Canine Road, and Samford Road would be implemented to address impacts on the 
O’Brien Road corridor.  These would include (USACE and NSA 2015a, USACE 2016a): 

 Emory and O’Brien Roads – Without improvements, access from O’Brien and Emory 
Roads to the parking facility on Site 1 would operate at LOS F during the AM peak hour 
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and the corresponding delay queue on northbound O’Brien Road at this intersection 
would extend to approximately 400 feet.  Options for roadway and intersection 
improvements include traffic signalization and the addition of one left turn lane from the 
northbound lane of O’Brien Road to eastbound Emory Road.  With these improvements 
implemented, this intersection would be expected to operate at an LOS B during the AM 
and PM peak hours.  Construction of a 50-foot long northbound left turn lane would also 
enable site access along O’Brien Road to operate at LOS A during the AM peak hour.  It 
is anticipated that traffic routed to the north from the site would use the Emory Road 
access point.  As a result, minimal delay on northbound O’Brien Road from the project 
would be expected for the PM peak hour.  Additionally, construction of the parking facility 
within Site 1 would include development of a new internal access road.  The new road 
would connect traffic from both Emory and O’Brien Roads with the parking facility and 
remaining surface parking lots from both sides of the roadway. 

 O’Brien Road and the Building 9840 Overflow North and South Driveways – 
Construction of the PAF on Site 2 would likely eliminate the eastbound approach of the 
O’Brien Road and Building 9840 Overflow North driveway intersection.  The westbound 
approach currently carries minimal traffic as it only has access to a drop-off area and 
small surface parking lot.  Given the reduction in minor street traffic volumes at this 
location, acceptable (i.e., LOS B) operations would achieved during both the AM and PM 
peak hours.  The current Building 9840 Overflow South driveway would be used for 
loading dock access only. 

 Emory and Canine Roads and O’Brien and Samford Roads – Impacts and planned 
improvements at these intersections would be as described for Alternative 1 (USACE 
2016). 

Parking.  Under Alternative 3, the proposed PAF would be constructed on Site 2 and the multi-
level parking facility would be constructed on Site 1.  This would result in short-term, minor to 
moderate impacts on NSA Campus parking because up to five surface parking lots on Sites 1 
and 2 (up to 1,560 parking spaces; 10 percent of the NSA’s existing spaces) could be rendered 
unavailable for some portion of the duration of demolition and construction activities.   

To address parking concerns, the multi-level parking facility would be constructed to replace all 
lost parking and provide approximately 725 spaces to accommodate the incoming personnel to 
the PAF.  To facilitate continued access to adequate parking for the duration of the project, 
demolition of the parking lots at each site could be completed in phases such that some parking 
spaces would remain available for part of the construction timeframe.  Also, Alternative 3 
provides greater flexibility in the design and development of the new parking facility such that 
some portion of Site 1 would remain intact.  Based on available options for execution, the 
demolition of Site 1 and construction of the new parking facility could be completed prior to 
demolition of the Building 9840 Overflow parking lot and construction of the new PAF.  
Additionally, the N21 parking lot could permanently remain intact and available for parking.  
Development in this manner would enable continued access to approximately 1,250 parking 
spaces for the duration of demolition and construction activities at Site 1, and would ensure 
access to the new parking facility (i.e., approximately 2,100 spaces) during demolition and 
construction activities at Site 2.  In the event the existing number of parking spaces could not be 
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maintained during construction, shuttles from remote parking lots could temporarily be provided.  
The exact quantity, size, and capacity of the proposed parking facility, and its specific location 
within the Project Areas, would not be known until the detailed design process begins.  
Depending upon where the parking facility is constructed, further study of recommended 
improvements may be required at the intersection of O’Brien Road at Emory/Love Road or at 
the intersection of O’Brien Road and the Building 9840 Overflow North and South driveways to 
best accommodate the additional future traffic flows. 

Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Accommodations.  An elevated pedestrian walkway 
connecting the new complex to the proposed parking facility would be constructed to allow 
sufficient employee access to both sites.  To minimize impacts on traffic during construction of 
the walkway, the roads would be kept open during normal working hours with at least one lane 
of traffic maintained in each direction.  NSA Campus-wide bicycle and transit accommodations 
are discussed in the 2017 East Campus Integration Program Environmental Impact Statement 
(NSA 2017a). 

Additional Traffic Analysis.  Upon selection of a facility layout alternative, a more detailed 
traffic analysis will be conducted during the design process to fully determine the impacts that 
the roadway improvements and proposed parking facility would have on the roads immediately 
surrounding the sites (USACE and NSA 2015a).  As part of that analysis, existing and projected 
traffic patterns at the following intersections would be continue to be reviewed if Alternatives 1, 
2, or 3 are selected for further design: 

 Emory/Love Road at O’Brien Road 
 O’Brien Road at Building 9840 Overflow North 
 O’Brien Road at Building 9840 Overflow South 
 O’Brien Road at Samford Road. 

No matter the alternative selected, nearby road intersections and signals would be evaluated for 
impacts and requirements for acceptable LOSs based on the selected parking facility location 
and access to the installation.  It is expected that several additional infrastructure improvements 
would be required to support the Proposed Action to reduce the potential for impacts on traffic 
and parking, in addition to those identified for the alternatives considered in this EA (USACE 
and NSA 2015a).  Any changes to the existing roadways, turn lanes, and/or intersections would 
be designed to improve traffic patterns, and would have minimal environmental consequences 
because improvements would largely occur on existing pavements.    

Because roadway improvements under Alternatives 1 and 3 would generally be similar, Section 
4.2.2 describes the various road improvements along Emory Road and O’Brien Road that would 
also be implemented under Alternative 3.  

4.2.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Short-term, minor adverse impacts on traffic and parking on the campus would be expected 
from construction under Alternative 4 as construction vehicles would add to peak hour 
congestion at the installation gate and the VCPs.  The intersections adjacent to the Project 
Areas would have reductions in LOS values for the duration of construction actions as through-
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traffic volumes from construction vehicles and queuing near the construction sites would 
increase.  The greatest impacts on such intersections associated with Alternative 4 are 
projected for the Canine and Samford Road intersections and the intersection of Samford Road 
and O’Brien Road (NSA 2017a).    

Impacts on intersections from publishing facility operation under Alternative 4 and improvements 
to address such are described below.   

 Samford and Canine Roads – The volume of through-traffic at this intersection would 
increase, resulting in delays and queuing during approach and access to Site 3 and the 
identified parking lots (i.e., S11/S12, N33, or S20/S21) where a parking facility could be 
constructed along Samford Road.  The LOS at this intersection would be expected to 
degrade from baseline LOS conditions during operation for the AM and PM peak hours.   

 Samford, Wenger, and Brown Roads – Depending upon where the proposed parking 
facility is constructed, the additional traffic accessing the publishing facility on Site 3 
under Alternative 4 and the remaining surface parking lots at intersections along 
Samford Road could create congestion and queuing at this intersection during the 
construction period.  Thus, during the construction period, the LOSs at these 
intersections would be expected to degrade substantially from baseline conditions during 
the AM and PM peak hours.  Roadway improvements implemented to improve the flow 
of traffic during publishing facility operation could include widening Samford Road to 
incorporate turn lanes to the parking facility. 

 O’Brien and Samford Roads – With the additional traffic associated with the publishing 
facility on Samford Road, this intersection would likely operate at LOS F or similar 
conditions during the AM and PM peak hours (NSA 2017a, USACE 2016a).  With 
roadway upgrades described in Section 4.2.2, the intersection of O’Brien Road and 
Samford Road would be expected to operate at LOS B during the AM and PM peak 
hours (USACE 2016a). 

During the construction process, implementation of transportation improvement measures would 
be required to address increased traffic congestion, intersection through-traffic volumes, 
construction vehicle traffic, increased queuing, lane blocking or staging to accommodate 
construction actions on Site 3, and development of the parking facility along Samford Road.  
Additionally, upgrades of the roadways, turn lanes, and intersections would likely be required to 
facilitate the flow of vehicle traffic into and out of the new publishing and parking facilities.  
Nearby road intersections and signals would be evaluated based on parking facility location and 
access to the installation.  Any changes to the transportation network would be designed to 
improve traffic patterns, and would have minimal environmental consequences because 
improvements would largely occur on existing pavements. 

Additionally, short-term, minor to moderate adverse impacts on parking would be expected 
because the secondary roads and some combination of the existing 1,737 surface parking 
spaces (11 percent of the NSA’s existing parking spaces) across parking lots S11/S12, N33, 
and S20/S21 along Samford Road could be rendered unavailable for the duration of demolition 
and construction activities (i.e., 2019 through 2023).  This would stress the already limited 
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parking on the installation by requiring that employees either temporarily find spaces in other 
existing lots or use alternative means of transportation (e.g., carpooling, shuttle, walking, or 
biking).  Some of the surface parking lots would be maintained during construction of the 
parking facility to enable continued access to adequate parking in the area during the 
construction period.  In the event the existing number of parking spaces could not be maintained 
during construction, shuttles from remote parking lots could temporarily be provided.  However, 
shuttles from off-site would add to congestion at VCPs and could slow the movement of 
personnel onto the installation.   

As part of this alternative, a parking facility would be constructed in place of one or more of the 
following existing parking lots along Samford Road: S20/S21, S11/S12, or N33 (see Figure 2-
1).  This would render up to 11 percent of the installation’s parking spaces resulting in 
temporary, minor, adverse impacts on the accessibility and availability of parking across the 
installation during the construction period.  The parking facility would be constructed to, at 
minimum, replace all lost parking spaces and provide an additional 450 spaces to accommodate 
employees coming into the publishing facility.  To optimize the already limited developable land 
on the campus, the NSA would construct a multi-level parking facility.  The exact quantity, size, 
and capacity of the proposed facilities, and their specific location within the Project Area, would 
not be known until the detailed design process begins.  Depending upon where the parking 
facility is constructed, further study of recommended improvements may be required at the 
intersections of Samford Road at O’Brien Road or at Samford Road and Canine Road and the 
driveways accessing the parking facilities in the area to best accommodate the additional future 
traffic flows. 

Long-term, minor, adverse impacts on traffic above and beyond existing conditions would be 
expected as the net number of on-post personnel would increase by 100, resulting in additional 
commuter trips.  Long-term, minor, beneficial impacts would be expected from road 
improvements and construction of the associated multi-level parking facility that would replace 
lost parking and provide additional spaces to accommodate all employees in the new complex. 

4.2.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Because Sites 3 and 4 are adjacent to each other on the southern side of Samford Road, 
impacts on traffic from implementation of Alternative 5 would be nearly identical to those 
described for Alternative 4.  Temporary impacts on parking would be expected because some 
combination of the S11/S12, N33, and S20/S21 parking lots would be demolished and parking 
spaces would be unavailable for the duration of demolition and construction activities.  As noted 
for Alternative 4, some of the surface parking lots would be maintained under Alternative 5 
during construction of the parking facility to enable continued access to adequate parking in the 
area during the construction period.  In the event the existing number of parking spaces could 
not be maintained during construction, shuttles from remote parking lots could temporarily be 
provided.  Any existing parking spaces lost due to construction of the publishing facility would be 
replaced by the proposed parking facility.   

Under Alternative 5, as described for Alternative 4, the greatest impacts from construction of 
parking facility to accommodate the publishing facility on intersections adjacent to the proposed 
parking facilities would be on the Canine and Samford Road intersection and the intersection of 
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Samford Road and O’Brien Road (NSA 2017a).  Improvements along the roadways and 
intersection of Samford and O’Brien Roads, described in Section 4.2.2, would facilitate traffic 
flow in the area.  Additional traffic accessing the publishing facility from Canine Road could also 
drive the need for traffic signalization at the intersections of Canine Road at Samford Road. 

Under Alternative 5, as indicated for Alternative 4, upgrades of the roadways, turn lanes, and 
intersections would likely be required to facilitate the flow of vehicle traffic into and out of the 
new building complex and parking facility.  Nearby road intersections and signals would be 
evaluated based on parking facility location and access to the installation.  Any changes to the 
transportation network would be designed to improve traffic patterns, and would have minimal 
environmental consequences because improvements would largely occur on existing 
pavements.  Additional studies to determine the most appropriate road and intersection 
upgrades to best accommodate traffic flow would be conducted as described for Alternative 4. 

4.2.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Under Alternative 6, the proposed PAF would be constructed on Sites 3 and 4, doubling the 
Project Area described under Alternative 4.  The multi-level parking facility would be constructed 
at one or more of the surface parking lots located along the north side of Samford Road.  These 
efforts would result in lane blockages, staging for construction, and concurrent construction 
activities that would reduce the LOS along Samford Road and at all intersections adjacent to the 
project sites.  These impacts would be greater than those described for Alternative 4, and could 
drive the need for roadway and intersection improvements (e.g., additional turn lanes, 
signalization) additional to those already identified.  If this alternative is selected, however, it is 
possible that some roadway and intersection improvements (e.g., signalization at intersection of 
Samford and O’Brien Roads) could be completed prior to construction of the new PAF and 
parking facility.  This would facilitate development efforts on the Campus and ease some of the 
traffic congestion anticipated for the Project Areas.  Gate Houses 9 and 10 and their associated 
parking lots (N31 and N32) on the north side of Sites 3 and 4 would remain intact and one or 
both would be used as security access points for the new PAF.   

Parking.  Short-term, minor to moderate impacts on installation parking would be expected 
because some combination of the parking spaces in the existing surface parking lots (S11/S12, 
N33, and S20/S21) could be unavailable for the duration of demolition and construction.  To 
address parking concerns, the multi-level parking facility would be constructed to replace all lost 
parking and provide approximately 725 spaces to accommodate the incoming personnel to the 
PAF.  To facilitate continued access to adequate parking for the duration of the project, 
demolition of the parking lots at each site could be completed in phases such that some parking 
spaces would remain available for part of the construction timeframe.  Additionally, it is possible 
that at least one surface parking lot could permanently remain intact and available for parking.  
In the event the existing number of parking spaces could not be maintained during construction, 
shuttles from remote parking lots could temporarily be provided. 

The exact quantity, size, and capacity of the proposed facilities, and their specific location within 
the Project Areas, would not be known until the detailed design process begins.  Depending 
upon where the parking facility is constructed, further study of recommended improvements 
may be required at nearby intersections along Samford Road to best accommodate traffic flow.  
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Pedestrian, Bicycle, and Transit Accommodations.  Pedestrian access at facilities 
developed on Sites 3 and 4 could be maintained through construction of pedestrian walkways 
connecting the new complex to the proposed parking facility.  To minimize impacts on traffic 
during construction of the walkways, the roads would be kept open during normal working hours 
with at least one lane of traffic maintained in each direction.  NSA Campus-wide bicycle and 
transit accommodations are discussed in the 2017 East Campus Integration Program 
Environmental Impact Statement (NSA 2017a). 

Additional Traffic Analysis.  Upon selection of a facility layout alternative, a more detailed 
traffic analysis will be conducted during the design process to fully determine the impacts that 
the roadway improvements and proposed parking facility would have on the roads immediately 
surrounding the sites (USACE and NSA 2015a).  As part of that analysis, existing and projected 
traffic patterns at the following nearby intersections are recommended for review, if Alternatives 
4, 5, or 6 are selected for further design: 

 Canine Road at Samford Road 
 Canine Road at Erskine Road 
 Erskine Road at Wenger Road 
 Samford Road at Wenger Road 
 Samford Road at Brown Road 
 O’Brien Road at Samford Road. 

No matter the alternative selected, nearby road intersections and signals would be evaluated for 
impacts and requirements for acceptable LOSs based on the selected parking facility location 
and access to the installation.  It is expected that several additional infrastructure improvements 
would be required to support the Proposed Action to reduce the potential for impacts on traffic 
and parking, in addition to those identified for the alternatives considered in this EA (USACE 
and NSA 2015a).  Any changes to the existing roadways, turn lanes, and/or intersections would 
be designed to improve traffic patterns, and would have minimal environmental consequences 
because improvements would largely occur on existing pavements.  

4.2.8 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative is analyzed to provide a baseline of the existing conditions against 
which potential impacts of the Proposed Action and alternative actions can be compared.  
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented; the existing 
roadways, parking infrastructure, and traffic conditions would remain unchanged. 

4.3 Noise 

4.3.1 Evaluation Criteria 

An analysis of the potential impacts associated with noise typically evaluates potential changes 
to the existing acoustical environment that would result from implementation of a proposed 
action.  Potential changes in the acoustical environment can be beneficial (i.e., they reduce the 
number of sensitive receptors exposed to unacceptable noise levels or reduce the ambient 
sound level), negligible (i.e., the total number of sensitive receptors to unacceptable noise levels 
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is essentially unchanged), or adverse (i.e., they result in increased sound exposure to 
unacceptable noise levels or ultimately increase the ambient sound level).  Impacts would be 
considered significant if noise levels were to be unacceptable to multiple sound receptors. 

The main issues concerning noise impacts on humans are physiological effects (e.g., hearing 
loss, non-auditory effects), behavioral effects (e.g., speech or sleep interference, performance 
effects), and subjective effects such as annoyance.  This noise analysis considers potential 
impacts on nearby noise-sensitive receptors.  The major sources of noise, their contribution to 
the overall noise environment, and maximum sound level were estimated for comparison to 
local noise-control standards.  The analysis considers construction and operation of the 
proposed facilities, including testing of life support generators. 

4.3.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Under the Proposed Action, a minor increase in short-term noise levels would be expected due 
to demolition- and construction-related activities.  Long-term, negligible noise impacts would be 
expected from PAF operation and slightly increased traffic levels.  

Demolition and Construction Noise.  Demolition and construction activities associated with 
Alternative 1 include building demolition, waste removal, grading, paving, construction traffic, 
new building construction, and potentially pile-driving.  

The Proposed Action is located in an area of the installation with very few noise-sensitive 
receptors in the vicinity.  The closest on-installation noise-sensitive receptor is the Children’s 
World Learning Center, located approximately 1,000 feet to the north of the nearest point of the 
Project Area.  Off-installation receptors would not be expected to be affected due to their 
distance from the Project Area.  To predict how demolition and construction activities would 
affect populations, noise from the anticipated construction was estimated using average noise 
levels associated with common types of construction equipment.  

As discussed in Section 3.3.1, noise generally attenuates by 6 dBA with each doubling of 
distance (measurements beginning at 50 feet) from a point source such as concrete mixers or 
generators, or by 3 dBA with each doubling of distance from a line source, such as construction-
related truck traffic.  Examples of typical construction equipment and the associated noise levels 
that would result from their use were identified in Table 3-3.  To consider the noise levels of 
standard noise generating construction equipment likely to be used for the demolition and 
construction of Site 1, use of dump truck is assumed.  The stationary dump truck with an 
average noise level of 95 dBA would be expected to attenuate to approximately 65 dBA within 
1,600 feet from the noise source and 59 dBA within 3,200 feet.  The noise level in a typical 
urban residential area is approximately 60 dBA, and the downtown section of a city is 
approximately 80 dBA (USEPA 1974).  Ambient noise levels at Fort Meade average between 55 
to 65 dBA, depending on proximity to major roadways.  The Children’s World Learning Center is 
over 3,000 feet from the major roadways, so the construction noise levels may be slightly more 
elevated above ambient conditions at the Center, but construction noise levels would be 
temporary, intermittent, likely only heard when outside at the Center, and confined to normal 
working hours (i.e., between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday).  
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Construction and pile-driving activities would be louder than the maximum allowed for nighttime 
activities (55 dBA).  Therefore, construction activities would adhere to the time and noise level 
restrictions stated in the noise regulations discussed in Section 3.3.1 and only be conducted 
from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m. on weekdays.  Pile-driving noise would exceed the regulation during any 
other times due to the considerable distance required for pile-driving noise to attenuate to levels 
below 55 dBA (approximately 7,200 feet [1.4 miles]).   

Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the ambient noise environment would be expected 
as a result of the increase in construction vehicle traffic under the Proposed Action.  
Construction traffic would include vehicles such as tractor-trailers transporting supplies and 
dump trucks transporting demolition debris.  These vehicles would only be traveling to and from 
the construction site using established roadways.  These vehicles might drive by sensitive noise 
receptors; however, the duration would be temporary, occurring intermittently during the period 
of construction.  Construction traffic would be distributed throughout the day (peaking at the 
beginning and end of the normal working day) and would be minimal compared to noise 
produced on roads outside the Project Area, including MD 32 and MD 295.  The temporary 
construction traffic would be a fraction of the existing traffic, and would likely cause negligible 
increases in noise levels on noise-sensitive populations adjacent to the roads outside the 
installation boundary.  

Additional Vehicle Traffic Noise.  Long-term, negligible impacts on the ambient noise 
environment would be expected due to the increased commuter vehicle traffic proposed under 
Alternative 1.  As discussed in Section 3.3.2, vehicular traffic is the primary source of noise on 
Fort Meade and NSA Campus due to the proximity to two major roadways.  Alternative 1 (Site 
1) is located in the northwest portion of the campus, approximately one mile south of MD 295 
and 0.5 mile east of MD 32.  Emory Road passes through Site 1 in the northeastern corner and 
borders the rest of the site to the north.  Directly adjacent to Site 1 on the east is O’Brien Road.  
Changes in noise levels can begin to be perceived by the average person when there is a 
decibel difference of 3 dBA.  Traffic noise can be expected to increase by 3 dBA with every 
doubling of volume (MD SHA 2014).  While the net increase of approximately 100 personnel 
from off-post has the potential to add 100 additional commuter vehicles to the installation, it is 
not expected to double traffic volume experienced in this area of the installation; and thus, not 
anticipated to cause a noticeable increase in noise levels.  The remaining 605 personnel 
associated with this action are currently employed on the NSA Campus.  The additional vehicles 
would be expected to slightly increase traffic-related noise levels, but the traffic volume increase 
would remain below double the existing volume.  Therefore, the increase would most likely be 
unnoticeable to the average person and would be expected to have negligible impacts on the 
ambient noise environment.  

Operational Noise.  Long-term, negligible impacts on the ambient noise environment would be 
expected due to other operational equipment (i.e., heating and cooling systems, and equipment 
for operation of the facilities) associated with the Proposed Action.  The proposed complex 
would be slightly offset by demolition of existing operational equipment on the site and energy 
efficient technologies would also be included in the new equipment.  Noise levels of the new 
equipment would be expected to operate at the same or lower levels of the operational 
equipment in the existing buildings.  The proposed complex would also require a life-safety 
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generator, which would be attached to each building.  Emergency backup power would be 
provided from existing generator capacity at the South Substation.  Noise impacts would occur 
intermittently associated with emergency power needs.  Therefore, operational noise would be 
expected to have negligible impacts on the ambient noise environment.  Confirmation would 
occur through appropriate further detailed analysis of the noise levels to be conducted during 
the project design process. 

4.3.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Under Alternative 2, an increase in short-term noise levels would be expected due to demolition- 
and construction-related activities.  Long-term noise levels could be expected to have negligible 
to minor adverse impacts due to increased operational noise. 

Demolition and Construction Noise.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the ambient 
noise environment would be expected as a result of demolition and construction activities similar 
to Alternative 1.  

Additional Vehicle Traffic Noise.  Long-term, negligible impacts on the ambient noise 
environment would be expected due to the increased vehicle traffic proposed under Alternative 
2.  Similar to Alternative 1, increased vehicular traffic would not be enough to perceptibly raise 
noise levels above ambient noise conditions.  

Operational Equipment Noise.  Long-term, minor, impacts on the ambient noise environment 
could be expected due to other operational equipment (i.e., heating and cooling systems, and 
equipment for operation of the facilities) associated with Alternative 2.  The noise levels of the 
operational equipment associated with the proposed buildings would be expected to be minimal 
and possibly imperceptible, and the nearest sensitive receptor is 1,000 feet away. 

4.3.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Under Alternative 3, an increase in short- and long-term noise levels would be expected due to 
demolition- and construction-related, and operational activities.  

Demolition and Construction Noise.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the ambient 
noise environment would be expected as a result of construction activities similar to the 
construction activities described in Alternative 1.  

Additional Vehicle Traffic Noise.  Long-term, negligible impacts on the ambient noise 
environment would be expected due to the increased vehicle traffic proposed under Alternative 
3.  Similar to Alternative 1, increased vehicular traffic would not be enough to raise noise levels 
to a perceptible level.  

Operational Equipment Noise.  Long-term impacts on the ambient noise environment could be 
expected due to other operational equipment (i.e., heating and cooling systems, and equipment 
for operation of the facilities) associated with Alternative 3.  Impacts would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative 1. 
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4.3.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Under Alternative 4, an increase in short- and long-term noise levels would be expected due to 
demolition, construction, and operational activities.  

Demolition and Construction Noise.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the ambient 
noise environment would be expected from construction similar to the construction described in 
Alternative 1.  Demolition and construction associated with Alternative 4 include building 
demolition, waste removal, grading, paving, construction traffic, new building construction, and 
potentially pile driving.  

Site 3 for the Proposed Action is in an area of the installation with very few noise-sensitive 
receptors in the vicinity.  The previously mentioned Children's World Learning Center is over 
3,000 feet to the north of the nearest portion of Site 3, which is further away than it is from Sites 
1 and 2.  Off-installation receptors would not be expected to be affected by construction noise 
due to their distance from the Proposed Action. 

Additional Vehicle Traffic Noise.  Long-term, negligible impacts on the ambient noise 
environment would be expected due to the increased vehicle traffic proposed under Alternative 
4.  Similar to Alternative 1, increased vehicular traffic would not be enough to perceptibly raise 
noise levels above ambient noise conditions.  

Operational Equipment Noise.  Long-term impacts on the ambient noise environment could be 
expected due to other operational equipment (i.e., heating and cooling systems, and equipment 
for operation of the facilities) associated with Alternative 4.  Impacts would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative 1. 

4.3.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Under Alternative 5, an increase in short- and long-term noise levels would be expected due to 
demolition, construction, and operational activities.  

Demolition and Construction Noise.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the ambient 
noise environment would be expected from construction similar to the construction activities 
described in Alternative 1.  Demolition and construction activities associated with Alternative 5 
include building demolition, waste removal, grading, paving, construction traffic, new building 
construction, and potentially pile-driving.  

Site 4 for the Proposed Action is located in an area of the installation with very few noise-
sensitive receptors in the vicinity.  The Children's World Learning Center is over 3,000 feet to 
the north of the nearest portion of Site 4.  Off-installation receptors would not be expected to be 
affected by construction noise due to their distance from the Proposed Action. 

Additional Vehicle Traffic Noise.  Long-term, negligible impacts on the ambient noise 
environment would be expected due to the increased vehicle traffic proposed under Alternative 
5.  Similar to Alternative 1, increased vehicular traffic would not be enough to perceptibly raise 
noise levels above ambient noise conditions.  



DoD | Draft EA Addressing Development of a PAF at Fort George G. Meade, MD
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

 

May 2018 | 4-19 

Operational Equipment Noise.  Long-term impacts on the ambient noise environment could be 
expected due to other operational equipment (i.e., heating and cooling systems, and equipment 
for operation of the facilities) associated with Alternative 5.  Impacts would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative 1. 

4.3.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Under Alternative 6, an increase in short- and long-term noise levels would be expected due to 
demolition, construction-related, and operational activities.  

Demolition and Construction Noise.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the ambient 
noise environment would be expected as a result of construction activities similar to the 
construction activities described in Alternative 1.  Demolition and construction associated with 
Alternative 6 include building demolition, waste removal, grading, paving, construction traffic, 
new building construction, and potentially pile-driving.  

Alternative 6 includes the combination of adjacent Sites 3 and 4.  The combined site is located 
in an area of the installation with very few noise-sensitive receptors in the vicinity.  The 
Children's World Learning Center is over 3,000 feet to the north of the nearest portion of Site 4.  
Off-installation receptors would not be expected to be affected by construction noise due to their 
distance from the Proposed Action. 

Additional Vehicle Traffic Noise.  Long-term, negligible impacts on the ambient noise 
environment would be expected due to the increased vehicle traffic proposed under Alternative 
6.  Similar to Alternative 1, increased vehicular traffic would not be enough to perceptibly raise 
noise levels above ambient noise conditions.  

Operational Equipment Noise.  Long-term impacts on the ambient noise environment could be 
expected due to other operational equipment (i.e., heating and cooling systems, and equipment 
for operation of the facilities) associated with Alternative 6.  Impacts would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative 1. 

4.3.8 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in the ambient noise environment, 
as construction activities associated with the relocation of the PAF would not occur.  The 
existing facilities and their use by personnel would remain the same.  Therefore, no noise 
impacts on the ambient noise environment would be expected. 

4.4 Air Quality 

4.4.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The environmental impacts on local and regional air quality conditions near a proposed action 
are determined based on increases in regulated pollutant emissions compared to existing 
conditions and ambient air quality.  Impacts on air quality would be considered significant if a 
proposed action would have emissions that exceed the de minimis threshold levels established 
under the General Conformity Rule, or would lead to a violation of any federal, state, or local air 
regulation. 
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4.4.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Constructing the proposed PAF would have short-term, minor, adverse impacts on air quality.  
Short-term impacts would occur from air emissions generated during the construction of the 
proposed facilities.  However, increases in emissions would be below the General Conformity 
Rule de minimis thresholds and would not contribute to a violation of any federal, state, or local 
air regulations.  Long-term impacts would be expected to be similar to those from existing 
publishing operations, with a slight increase in commuter mobile source emissions.  The 
difference in air quality impacts among all six alternatives would be negligible. 

The State of Maryland takes into account the impacts of all past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects in the region and associated emissions during the development of 
their State Implementation Plan (SIP).  Within the SIP, the State of Maryland has a detailed 
budget for all sources of air emissions including those from construction. 

General Conformity.  The construction of the PAF would require the demolition of 
approximately 19,800 ft2 of buildings, removal of several thousand ft2 of parking lots and 
sidewalks, the construction of approximately 500,000 ft2 of publishing and archive facilities and 
the construction of a multilevel parking facility.  Alternative 1 may require the removal of up to 
one acre of forest.   

To determine the applicability of the General Conformity Rule, air emissions from proposed 
construction and operational activities were estimated.  Construction emission estimates were 
estimated based primarily on conservative estimates of the building areas and the relative 
timeframe of the action.  The total direct and indirect emissions of NOx, VOCs, PM2.5, and SO2 
would be less than the de minimis thresholds (see Table 4-1).  Therefore, the general 
conformity requirements do not apply, and a formal conformity determination is not required.  
Small changes to the facilities’ siting, the ultimate design, and moderate changes in the quantity 
and types of equipment used would not have a substantial influence on emissions estimates, 
and would not change the determination under the General Conformity Rule or the level of 
effects under NEPA.   

Table 4-1. Total Annual Emissions for Alternative 1 Compared to General Conformity De Minimis 
Thresholds  

Activity 
Emissions (tpy) De Minimis 

Threshold 
Exceeded  
De Minimis 

Levels? NOX VOC SO2 PM2.5 

Constructiona  17.58 2.21 1.18 5.42 100(50)
b No 

Operationsc 1.90 0.73 0.01 0.15   

Source: 40 CFR § 93.153 
Notes: 
a. Assumes removal of trees, demolition, paving of roads and parking lots, and construction of the PAF is 

compressed into a single year. 
b. De minimis threshold for VOC in this ozone transport area is 50 tpy. 
c. There are expected to be 100 additional personnel transferring to the NSA Campus.  The additional commuter 

emissions were estimated as part of operations. 
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Operational stationary source emissions from building heating boilers are not compared to 
General Conformity de minimis thresholds because those emission sources would be subject to 
New Source Review permitting.  The driving emissions of the 100 additional workers would be 
negligible compared to the countywide commuter emissions and are not separated out from 
other operational emissions for this analysis.  All operational sources would conform to the SIP. 

Air Permits.  Permitting scenarios can vary based on the types and sizes of new stationary 
sources, timing of the projects, and the types of controls ultimately selected.  Therefore, 
regardless of the ultimate permitting scenario, these impacts would be considered minor under 
NEPA.  No new stationary sources that would trigger Major New Source Review are included in 
the Proposed Action. 

The new PAF would require new boilers, chillers, and other support equipment.  Boilers/heaters 
with a rated capacity of 1 MMBtu/hr or greater require a Permit to Construct under the COMAR 
26 and would require inclusion in the Title V operating permit.  An additional life safety generator 
would be attached to each of the new buildings.  Per COMAR 26, stationary internal combustion 
engines with a rated output capacity of 500 brake horsepower or greater would require a Permit 
to Construct and inclusion in the Title V operating permit.   

General Regulatory Requirements and Best Management Practices.  Best management 
practices (BMPs) would be required and implemented for construction emissions.  The 
construction would be accomplished in full compliance with current and pending Maryland 
regulatory requirements through the use of compliant practices or products.  These 
requirements appear in COMAR Title 26, Subtitle 11, Air Quality.  They include the following: 

 Particulate Matter from Materials Handling and Construction (COMAR 26.11.06.03.D) 
 Open Fires (COMAR 26.11.06) 
 Control of Emissions of VOCs from Architectural Coatings (COMAR 26.11.33) 
 Control of Emissions of VOCs from Consumer Products (COMAR 26.11.32) 
 Control of Emissions of VOCs from Adhesives and Sealants (COMAR 26.11.35). 

Additional federal and state air quality requirements (e.g., New Source Performance Standards, 
National Emissions Standards for hazardous air pollutants, Best Available Control Technology) 
could apply to newly permitted stationary sources depending on their size and nature of 
emissions.  NSA and construction contractors would comply with all applicable State of 
Maryland and federal air pollution control regulations.   

Greenhouse Gases.  Short-term GHG emissions from construction and construction-related 
activities are estimated to be a maximum of 2,612 tpy.  This would be well below the 25,000 
metric tpy threshold that would trigger a requirement to report annual GHG emissions to 
USEPA (40 CFR 98) and well below the 25,000 metric tpy presumptive effects threshold that 
was identified in CEQ’s 2016 GHG NEPA guidance.  Operational GHG emissions from 
additional commuting vehicles, building heat, and life safety generators are expected to be 
2,509 tpy.     
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4.4.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Alternative 2 would be similar to Alternative 1, but there would be a smaller total footprint for 
construction and paving to occur and the building demolition.  Tree removal required at Site 1 
would not occur, as there are no buildings or trees at Site 2.  Offsetting those reductions, the 
estimated pavement demolition at Site 2 is somewhat higher.  The construction emissions are 
estimated to be similar to but lower than those of Alternative 1, and the operational emissions 
would be identical.  All required permits and air quality impacts discussed above under 
Alternative 1 would be identical for Alternative 2. 

General Conformity.  The total direct and indirect emissions of NOx, VOCs, PM2.5, and SO2 
would be less than the de minimis thresholds (see Table 4-2).  Therefore, the general 
conformity requirements do not apply, and a formal conformity determination is not required. 

Table 4-2. Total Annual Emissions for Alternative 2 Compared to General Conformity De Minimis 
Thresholds  

Activity 
Emissions (tpy) De Minimis 

Threshold 
Exceeded  
De Minimis 

Levels? NOX VOC SO2 PM2.5 

Constructiona  17.30 2.19 1.18 4.46 100(50)
b No 

Operationsc 1.90 0.73 0.01 0.15   

Source: 40 CFR § 93.153 
Notes: 
a. Assumes demolition of parking lot E20 and construction of the PAF is compressed into a single year. 
b. De minimis threshold for VOC in this ozone transport area is 50 tpy. 
c. There are expected to be 100 additional personnel transferring to the NSA Campus.  The additional commuter 

emissions were estimated as part of operations. 

Greenhouse Gases.  Short-term GHG emissions from construction and construction-related 
activities for Alternative 2 are estimated to be a maximum of 2,515 tpy, slightly lower than those 
in Alternative 1.  These estimated short term GHG emissions are well below the CEQ proposed 
reference point of 27,563 tpy (25,000 metric tpy) of GHG for discussion and disclosure of such 
emissions from a federal action.  Operational GHG emissions from additional commuting 
vehicles, building heat, and life safety generators are expected to be 2,509 tpy, identical to 
Alternative 1. 

4.4.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Air quality impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to the impacts discussed under Alternatives 
1 and 2.  The estimated emission differences between Alternative 1 and Alternative 3 are 
negligible.  Alternative 3 would allow more flexibility in design choices and a more spacious 
arrangement of the buildings. 

All required permits and air quality impacts discussed above under Alternative 1 would be 
identical for Alternative 3. 

General Conformity.  The total direct and indirect emissions of NOx, VOCs, PM2.5, and SO2 
would be less than the de minimis thresholds (see Table 4-3).  Therefore, the general 
conformity requirements do not apply, and a formal conformity determination is not required. 
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Table 4-3. Total Annual Emissions for Alternative 3 Compared to General Conformity De Minimis 
Thresholds  

Activity 
Emissions (tpy) De Minimis 

Threshold 
Exceeded  
De Minimis 

Levels? NOX VOC SO2 PM2.5 

Constructiona  18.49 2.27 1.25 5.60 100(50)
b No 

Operationsc 1.90 0.73 0.01 0.15   

Source: 40 CFR § 93.153 
Notes: 
a. Assumes demolition and construction of the PAF is compressed into a single year. 
b. De minimis threshold for VOC in this ozone transport area is 50 tpy. 
c. There are expected to be 100 additional personnel transferring to the NSA Campus.  The additional commuter 

emissions were estimated as part of operations. 

Greenhouse Gases.  Short-term GHG emissions from construction and construction-related 
activities for Alternative 3 are estimated to be a maximum of 2,717 tpy, somewhat higher than 
for Alternatives 1 and 2.  These estimated short term GHG emissions are well below the CEQ 
proposed reference point of 27,563 tpy (25,000 metric tpy) of GHG for discussion and 
disclosure of such emissions from a federal action.  Operational GHG emissions from additional 
commuting vehicles, building heat, and life safety generators are expected to be 2,509 tpy, 
identical to Alternatives 1 and 2. 

4.4.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Air quality impacts from Alternative 4 would be of similar scale, but less than, the impacts 
discussed under Alternative 1.  Despite the greater demolition under Alternative 4, the smaller 
construction square footage results in lower construction and operational emissions.   

All required permits and air quality impacts discussed under Alternative 1 would be identical for 
Alternative 4. 

General Conformity.  The total direct and indirect emissions of NOx, VOCs, PM2.5, and SO2 
would be less than the de minimis thresholds (see Table 4-4).  Therefore, the general 
conformity requirements do not apply, and a formal conformity determination is not required. 

Table 4-4. Total Annual Emissions for Alternative 4 Compared to General Conformity De Minimis 
Thresholds  

Activity 
Emissions (tpy) De Minimis 

Threshold 
Exceeded  
De Minimis 

Levels? NOX VOC SO2 PM2.5 

Constructiona  14.02 1.76 0.95 4.05 100(50)
b No 

Operationsc 1.15 0.59 0.01 0.08   

Source: 40 CFR § 93.153 
Notes: 
a. Assumes demolition and construction of the publishing facility is compressed into a single year. 
b. De minimis threshold for VOC in this ozone transport area is 50 tpy. 
c.   There are expected to be 100 additional personnel transferring to the NSA Campus.  The additional commuter 

emissions were estimated as part of operations. 
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Greenhouse Gases.  Short-term GHG emissions from construction and construction-related 
activities for Alternative 4 are estimated to be a maximum of 1,509 tpy, less than all of the other 
Alternatives.  These estimated short term GHG emissions are well below the CEQ proposed 
reference point of 27,563 tpy (25,000 metric tpy) of GHG for discussion and disclosure of such 
emissions from a federal action.  Operational GHG emissions from additional commuting 
vehicles, building heat, and life safety generators are expected to be 1,448 tpy, less than 
Alternatives 1 through 3 and 6 and identical to Alternative 5. 

4.4.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Air quality impacts from Alternative 5 would be similar to the impacts discussed under 
Alternative 4.  As is the case with Alternative 4, the smaller construction square footage would 
result in lower construction and operational emissions than Alternatives 1 through 3.   

All required permits and air quality impacts discussed under Alternative 1 would be identical for 
Alternative 5. 

General Conformity.  The total direct and indirect emissions of NOx, VOCs, PM2.5, and SO2 
would be less than the de minimis thresholds (see Table 4-5).  Therefore, the general 
conformity requirements do not apply, and a formal conformity determination is not required. 

Table 4-5. Total Annual Emissions for Alternative 5 Compared to General Conformity De Minimis 
Thresholds  

Activity 
Emissions (tpy) De Minimis 

Threshold 
Exceeded  
De Minimis 

Levels? NOX VOC SO2 PM2.5 

Constructiona  14.96 1.82 1.02 4.21 100(50)
b No 

Operationsc 1.15 0.59 0.01 0.08   

Source: 40 CFR § 93.153 
Notes: 
a. Assumes demolition of parking lot and construction of the publishing facility is compressed into a single year. 
b. De minimis threshold for VOC in this ozone transport area is 50 tpy. 
c.   There are expected to be 100 additional personnel transferring to the NSA Campus.  The additional commuter 

emissions were estimated as part of operations. 

Greenhouse Gases.  Short-term GHG emissions from construction and construction-related 
activities for Alternative 5 are estimated to be a maximum of 2,224 tpy, less than Alternatives 1 
through 3 but slightly higher than Alternative 4.  These estimated short term GHG emissions are 
well below the CEQ proposed reference point of 27,563 tpy (25,000 metric tpy) of GHG for 
discussion and disclosure of such emissions from a federal action.  Operational GHG emissions 
from additional commuting vehicles, building heat, and life safety generators are expected to be 
1,448 tpy, less than Alternatives 1 through 3 and 6 and the same as Alternative 4. 

4.4.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Air quality impacts from Alternative 6 would be similar to, but higher than, the impacts discussed 
under Alternative 3.  Building demolition under Alternative 6 would be higher than Alternative 3; 
however, parking-related demolition and construction would be similar to other alternatives.  
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Alternative 6 would include the construction of both the publishing and archives facilities and 
would include demolition and construction across two sites.  As with all other alternatives, 
emissions are estimated to be well below General Conformity threshold levels. 

All required permits and air quality impacts discussed under Alternative 1 would be identical for 
Alternative 6. 

General Conformity.  The total direct and indirect emissions of NOx, VOCs, PM2.5, and SO2 
would be less than the de minimis thresholds (see Table 4-6).  Therefore, the general 
conformity requirements do not apply, and a formal conformity determination is not required. 

Table 4-6. Total Annual Emissions for Alternative 6 Compared to General Conformity De Minimis 
Thresholds  

Activity 
Emissions (tpy) De Minimis 

Threshold 
Exceeded  
De Minimis 

Levels? NOX VOC SO2 PM2.5 

Constructiona  23.20 2.56 1.59 6.44 100(50)
b No 

Operationsc 1.84 0.66 0.01 0.14   

Source: 40 CFR § 93.153 
Notes: 
a. Assumes demolition and construction of the PAF is compressed into a single year. 
b. De minimis threshold for VOC in this ozone transport area is 50 tpy. 
c.   There are expected to be 100 additional personnel transferring to the NSA Campus.  The additional commuter 

emissions were estimated as part of operations. 

Greenhouse Gases.  Short-term GHG emissions from construction and construction-related 
activities for Alternative 3 are estimated to be a maximum of 3,358 tpy, the highest of all of the 
Alternatives.  These estimated short term GHG emissions are well below the CEQ proposed 
reference point of 27,563 tpy (25,000 metric tpy) of GHG for discussion and disclosure of such 
emissions from a federal action.  Operational GHG emissions from additional commuting 
vehicles, building heat, and life safety generators are expected to be 2,446 tpy, slightly less than 
Alternatives 1 through 3 and more than Alternatives 4 and 5. 

4.4.8 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not have any appreciable impact on ambient air quality 
conditions if the Proposed Action were not implemented.  Existing publishing functions would 
continue to be performed at existing facilities which are more dispersed and less energy efficient 
but significantly smaller than the proposed PAF.  Therefore, operational secondary emissions 
associated with the No Action Alternative would be expected to be similar to those from the 
Proposed Action. 

4.5 Geological Resources 

4.5.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Protection of unique geological features, minimization of soil erosion, and the siting of facilities 
in relation to potential geologic hazards are considered when evaluating potential effects of a 
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proposed action on geological resources.  Generally, adverse effects can be avoided or 
minimized if proper construction techniques, erosion control measures, and structural 
engineering design are incorporated into project development. 

Effects on geology and soils would be major if they would alter the lithology, stratigraphy, and 
geological structures that control groundwater quality, distribution of aquifers and confining 
beds, and groundwater availability; or substantially change the soil composition, structure, or 
function (including farmland soils) within the environment. 

4.5.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Long-term, negligible, adverse impacts would be expected on topography from implementation 
of the Proposed Action.  Impacts would be greatest in the northeast corner of the site because 
this area is undeveloped; however, this area is relatively flat and would require minimal grading.  
Other areas, including the N21 parking lot and portions of the N22 parking lots, are developed; 
therefore, no impacts on topography would be expected in these areas.  No impacts on 
physiography or geology would be expected. 

Short-term, minor, adverse impacts would be expected on soils from implementation of the 
Proposed Action.  The Proposed Action would result in disturbance to the soils from excavation, 
grading, and compaction associated with construction of the PAF on Site 1.  Soils would be 
compacted, and soil structure disturbed and modified.  For areas that are developed or have 
been disturbed, these impacts would be less.  Loss of soil structure due to compaction from foot 
and vehicle traffic could temporarily result in localized changes in drainage patterns.  Soil 
productivity, which is the capacity of the soil to produce vegetative biomass, would be 
eliminated in those areas within the footprint of building structures, roadways, and parking 
facilities.  Some activities associated with the Proposed Action would entail clearing of 
vegetation, grading, and paving in areas where there are no existing structures or infrastructure.  
Clearing of vegetation would increase erosion and sedimentation potential.  Soil erosion and 
sediment production would be minimized for all construction activities by following an approved 
ESCP.  Use of stormwater control measures that favor reinfiltration would aid in minimizing the 
potential for erosion and sediment production as a result of storms.  Some areas would be 
converted to impervious surfaces for roads and infrastructure with appropriate stormwater 
management facilities, and the remaining areas affected by construction would be re-seeded 
and re-vegetated. 

Site-specific soil testing should be conducted prior to implementation of the Proposed Action to 
determine the breadth and severity of any engineering limitations.  Per COMAR, 26.17.1, 
Erosion and Sediment Control, an ESCP would be required for the Proposed Action because it 
involves land clearing, grading, or other earth disturbances to an area greater than 5,000 ft2.  
The 2015 Maryland Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control would 
serve as the official guide for erosion and sediment control principles, methods, and practices 
(MDE 2015c).  Construction BMPs would also be implemented to minimize soil erosion; 
therefore, no major, adverse impacts on soils would be anticipated.  BMPs could include 
installing silt fencing and sediment traps, applying water to disturbed soil, and revegetating 
disturbed areas as soon as possible after disturbance. 
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No impacts would be expected from geologic hazards as a result of the Proposed Action.  It 
would be very unlikely for a geologic event to occur at the location of, or nearby, the Project 
Area because geologic events are not very common in Maryland or the surrounding area.  If a 
geologic event were to happen, it would most likely be minor in nature and would not be 
expected to cause significant damage; therefore, no impacts would be expected. 

4.5.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Because the Project Area for Site 2 is less than Site 1 and a majority of the soils that would be 
impacted under Alternative 2 have previously been disturbed and are considered Urban land, 
impacts would be similar to but less than those described under Alternative 1.  The forested 
area directly west of the site would be avoided by the proposed project. 

4.5.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those described under Alternatives 1 and 2 for 
Sites 1 and 2, respectively; however, overall impacts would be less.  Development would occur 
over two sites instead of one and impacts on geological resources would be less intensive at 
each site because PAF development would be focused in already developed or disturbed areas 
of the sites. 

4.5.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Impacts under Alternative 4 would be similar to but less than those described under Alternative 
1 based on relative site sizes.  The majority of the Project Area has been previously disturbed 
and contains less landscaped or previously undisturbed area.  Because the majority of the 
Project Area is developed, impacts on soils would generally be similar to those described under 
Alternative 1. 

4.5.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be similar to but less than those described under Alternative 
1 based on relative site sizes.  The majority of the Project Areas are developed; therefore, 
impacts on soils would generally be similar to those described under Alternative 1. 

4.5.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Impacts under Alternative 6 would be similar to those described under Alternative 1.  The 
Project Areas for Alternative 6 are a combination of the areas under Alternatives 4 and 5 and 
although most of the area is disturbed, it includes a slightly greater area of landscaped or 
undeveloped land compared to Alternatives 4 and 5.  Therefore, impacts on soil structure and 
soil productivity would be slightly greater.  Implementation of an ESCP, as described under 
Alternative 1, would minimize soil erosion and sedimentation potential for all construction.  
Overall, impacts on soils would be short-term, minor, and adverse. 

4.5.8 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed PAF would not be constructed and operations 
would remain in current substandard conditions.  No impacts on geological resources would be 
expected under the No Action Alternative. 
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4.6 Water Resources 

4.6.1 Evaluation Criteria 

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

4.6.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Assuming proper use of BMPs to provide erosion and sediment control and stormwater 
management on the active construction site, short-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts on 
water resources from construction activities would be expected and minimized to the greatest 
extent practicable.   

Groundwater.  ESD practices would be used to maintain 100 percent of the average annual 
predevelopment groundwater recharge volume for the site.  This would be accomplished by 
infiltrating runoff from impervious surfaces back into the groundwater through the use of 
structural (e.g., bioretention) and nonstructural (e.g., filter strips, buffers, and disconnection of 
rooftops) methods.  Although, the post-development average annual groundwater recharge 
volume must be equal to the predevelopment recharge volume, the distribution of groundwater 
recharge across Site 1 would change (e.g., recharge would be concentrated in infiltration 
areas).  These changes in drainage would be highly localized, site-specific, and negligible.  
Therefore, long-term, negligible to minor, adverse impacts on groundwater could occur from 
changes in groundwater recharge patterns associated with the proposed construction and 
demolition.  Fewer long-term adverse impacts would be expected if the forested area in the 
northwestern portion of Site 1 was preserved because groundwater recharge patterns would 
remain similar to present conditions.  In addition, long-term, negligible, beneficial impacts would 
occur from the implementation of ESD where none was previously present. 

In the event of a spill, procedures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP would be followed to 
quickly contain and clean up the spill.  All construction equipment would be maintained 
according to the manufacturer’s specifications and all fuels and other potentially hazardous 
materials would be contained and stored appropriately.  Operation of the facilities would not 
likely result in a spill or leak.  However, in the event of a spill during construction or operation, 
procedures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP would be followed to contain and clean up a 
spill quickly.  BMPs outlined in the SPCC Plan would be enacted and NSA would comply with 
the Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Rule (40 CFR § 112) and existing 
groundwater protection protocols as required under the Safe Drinking Water Act (NSA 2013a). 

Surface Water.  Short- and long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on 
surface water would occur from construction, demolition, and operational activities associated 
with the Proposed Action.  Natural drainage flows would be altered because of the removal of 
vegetation, grading, and the addition of buildings and pavement at Site 1.  An increase in 
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stormwater runoff volume and velocity would be expected in areas with new or increased 
impervious surfaces.  The unnamed tributaries of the Little Patuxent River would be expected to 
accommodate any potential increased volume of stormwater flowing southwest from Site 1.  Any 
impacts on surface water would only be expected during large storm events when the 
stormwater management design cannot capture and treat all rainfall; however, these impacts 
would likely be minimal.   

Site 1 does not contain any stormwater management features apart from stormwater pipes.  
Under Alternative 1, stormwater flows would be greatly improved through use of ESD.  Per the 
Maryland Stormwater Management Act of 2007, ESD would be required to be implemented in 
the onsite stormwater management system to the maximum extent practicable through the use 
of better site design and nonstructural BMPs, and by using appropriate structural BMPs only 
when absolutely necessary.  ESD would be used to maintain the predevelopment runoff 
characteristics after development has occurred, and to reduce stream channel erosion, 
pollution, siltation and sedimentation, and local flooding, resulting in long-term, minor, beneficial 
impacts.  

Under Alternative 1, the construction contractor would obtain all necessary construction permits 
and comply with the requirements and guidelines set forth in those permits to minimize the 
potential for adverse impacts on surface water resources.  The Maryland NPDES stormwater 
program requires construction site operators engaged in clearing, grading, and excavating 
activities that disturb one acre or more to obtain coverage for their stormwater discharges under 
an NPDES permit.  Construction of the Proposed Action would require application for coverage 
under MDE’s General Permit for Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity.  
Construction or demolition that necessitates a permit also requires preparation of a Notice of 
Intent to discharge stormwater and an SWPPP that is implemented during construction.  
Construction activities would also be required to meet the effluent limitations guidelines and new 
performance standards under USEPA’s Construction and Development Rule and the 
requirements under Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act. 

Per COMAR 26.17.01, an ESCP would be required for the Proposed Action, as it involves land 
clearing, grading, or other earth disturbances to an area greater than 5,000 ft2 of land area.  
Construction activities and BMPs would be implemented according to the 2015 Maryland 
Stormwater Management and Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines, which serves as the 
official guide for erosion-and-sediment-control principles, methods, and practices.  The ESCP 
would describe the measures implemented to prevent soil erosion during construction by 
stormwater runoff and to prevent sedimentation of storm sewer or receiving streams.  In 
addition, construction contractors would need to develop a site-specific SWPPP prior to 
construction.  All construction BMPs would follow the guidelines provided in the ESCP, site- 
specific SWPPP, MDE’s Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, and federal and state permitting 
processes and regulations. 

Per the Maryland Stormwater Design Manual, the post development 10-year storm event peak 
discharge from the Project Area must not exceed the predevelopment peak discharge (MDE 
2009).  Applicable stormwater BMPs established by the MDE regulation for stormwater 
management and erosion and sediment control would be implemented to reduce the volume 
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and velocity of stormwater runoff to predevelopment conditions, and prevent sedimentation and 
the introduction of pollutants into the Patuxent River watershed.  These practices include 
creating rain gardens; creating or maintaining riparian forest buffers along streams, maintaining 
clean culverts; the capture and reuse of stormwater, landscaping parking areas to manage 
stormwater, and replacing concrete storm drains with grass swales.  The construction contractor 
would be responsible for preparing a SWMP and ESCP.  

Despite the implementation of construction BMPs, a minor amount of sediment or construction- 
related pollutants (e.g., fuels, oils, paints, solvents) could be transported during large storm 
events to tributaries of the Little Patuxent River.  Additionally, BMPs that are outlined in the 
installation SWPPP would be used to ensure that soils disturbed during construction and 
demolition activities do not pollute nearby water bodies.  A spill or leak would be unlikely; 
however, in the event of such, there could be adverse impacts on water quality.  All construction 
equipment would be maintained according to the manufacturer’s specifications and all fuels and 
other potentially hazardous materials would be contained and stored appropriately.  Operation 
of the facilities would not likely result in a spill or leak.  In the event of a spill, procedures 
outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP would be followed to contain and clean up a spill quickly.  
See Section 4.10 for a discussion of impacts on hazardous materials and wastes from the 
Proposed Action.  Implementation of the various applicable federal and state stormwater 
management requirements, compliance with the Maryland NPDES general construction 
stormwater permit, and adherence to the SWPPP would minimize the potential for pollutants to 
reach surface waters. 

Coastal Zone Management.  Negligible adverse impacts would be expected on the coastal 
zone.  New construction and operation under Alternative 1 meets the goals and objectives of the 
Maryland CZMP.  NSA would adhere to all federal and state requirements to protect coastal and 
marine resources.   

As a result, the Proposed Action represents minimal foreseeable effects on coastal uses or 
resources in the State of Maryland.  ESD would be used to maintain the pre-development runoff 
characteristics after development has occurred.  Adherence to the 2015 Maryland Stormwater 
Management and Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines for State and Federal Projects would 
further minimize runoff.  See Section 4.7 for more information on potential impacts on wetlands 
from the Proposed Action.  This EA has been provided to the MDNR as the Federal Coastal 
Zone Consistency Determination. 

4.6.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Impacts on water resources from construction, demolition, and operational activities would be 
similar to those described for Alternative 1.  However, less demolition activity would take place 
under Alternative 2.  As described under Alternative 1, BMPs would be used to provide erosion 
and sediment control and stormwater management on the active construction site.  The 
construction contractor would obtain all necessary construction permits and comply with the 
requirements and guidelines set forth in those permits to minimize the potential for adverse 
impacts on water resources.    
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Groundwater.  Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts would be expected from construction 
activities.  Although the forested buffer on the western side of Site 2 would be preserved, long-
term, negligible, adverse impacts would be expected from changes in groundwater recharge 
patterns associated with the proposed construction and demolition.  These changes in drainage 
would be highly localized, site-specific, and negligible.  There would be a slight decrease in 
impervious surface area on Site 2 because the site would be converted from an impervious 
parking lot to a complex with some green space with ESD.  Therefore, the predevelopment 
groundwater recharge volume for the site could be slightly higher following construction, which 
would result in long-term, negligible, beneficial impacts on groundwater resources. 

As described under Alternative 1, in the event of a spill or leak of fuel or other construction-
related products, there could be long- term, minor, adverse impacts on groundwater quality.  In 
the event of a spill during construction or operation, procedures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan 
and FRP would be followed to contain and clean up a spill quickly.  All BMPs and groundwater 
protection protocols mentioned under Alternative 1 would be followed (NSA 2013a). 

Surface Water.  Impacts on surface water would be similar to, but less than, those described 
for Alternative 1.  The impacts associated with construction and operational activities caused by 
grading and the addition of buildings and pavement would be similar to those described under 
Alternative 1.  There would be a slight decrease in impervious surface area under Alternative 2, 
therefore a long-term decrease in stormwater runoff volume and velocity would be expected.  As 
described under Alternative 1, ESD would be implemented to improve stormwater runoff for the 
site, resulting in long-term, minor, beneficial impacts on water resources. 

A spill or leak would be unlikely; however, in the event of such, there could be adverse impacts 
on water quality.  Procedures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP would be followed to 
contain and clean up a spill quickly.  To avoid impacts on the intermittent, culverted stream 
adjacent to Site 2 to the greatest extent possible, construction BMPs would be implemented and 
all SWMPs and applicable regulations, as described under Alternative 1, would be adhered to 
under Alternative 2.   

Coastal Zone Management.  The impacts on coastal zone management associated with the 
implementation of Alternative 2 would be the same as those described for Alternative 1. 

4.6.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

The impacts associated with the implementation of Alternative 3 would be similar to those 
described for Alternatives 1 and 2.  However, more demolition would take place under 
Alternative 3.  As described under Alternative 1, BMPs would be used to provide erosion and 
sediment control and stormwater management on the active construction site.  The construction 
contractor would obtain all necessary construction permits and comply with the requirements 
and guidelines set forth in those permits to minimize the potential for adverse impacts on 
surface water resources.    

Groundwater.  Impacts on groundwater would be similar to those described under Alternative 1 
with an increase in impervious surface area.  Portions of the forested area on Site 1 could be 
preserved under Alternative 3; however, impacts associated with the removal of the forested 
area could be similar to those described under Alternative 1 if this area could not be avoided.  
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The groundwater recharge volume changes on Site 2 would have short-term, negligible, 
adverse impacts during construction and long-term, negligible, beneficial impacts as described 
under Alternative 2.   

Similar to Alternatives 1 and 2, in the event of a spill or leak of fuel or other construction-related 
products, there could be long-term, minor, adverse impacts on groundwater quality.  In the 
event of a spill during construction or operation, procedures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and 
FRP would be followed to contain and clean up a spill quickly.  All BMPs and groundwater 
protection protocols mentioned under Alternative 1 would be followed (NSA 2013a). 

Surface Water.  The impacts associated with construction and operational activities caused by 
the removal of vegetation, grading, and the addition of buildings and pavement and the 
measures to address such would be similar to those described under Alternative 1.  As 
described under Alternatives 1 and 2, changes in stormwater flows would be greatly reduced 
through use of ESD.  

Coastal Zone Management.  The impacts on coastal zone management associated with the 
implementation of Alternative 3 would be similar to those described for Alternatives 1 and 2.  All 
necessary permits would be acquired prior to the start of construction.  ESD would be used and 
the Maryland Stormwater Management and Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines for State 
and Federal Projects would be adhered to in order to minimize the impacts of runoff. 

4.6.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

The impacts associated with the implementation of Alternative 4 would be similar to those 
described for Alternative 1.  However, more demolition and less construction would take place 
under Alternative 4.  As described under Alternative 1, BMPs would be used to provide erosion 
and sediment control and stormwater management on the active construction site.  Additionally, 
the construction contractor would obtain all necessary construction permits and comply with the 
requirements and guidelines set forth in those permits to minimize the potential for adverse 
impacts on surface water resources. 

Groundwater.  Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts would be expected from construction 
activities as described under Alternative 1.  Long-term, negligible, adverse impacts would be 
expected from changes in groundwater recharge patterns associated with a slight decrease in 
impervious surfaces on the site.  These changes in drainage would be highly localized, site-
specific, and negligible.  However, the new development would enhance ground water recharge 
and improve stormwater management through the use of ESD.  Therefore, the predevelopment 
groundwater recharge volume for the site could be slightly higher following construction 
resulting in long-term, negligible, beneficial impacts on groundwater resources. 

As described under Alternative 1, in the event of a fuel leak or spill of other construction-related 
products, there could be long- term, minor, adverse impacts on groundwater quality.  In the 
event of a spill during construction or operation, procedures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and 
FRP would be followed to contain and clean up a spill quickly.  All BMPs and groundwater 
protection protocols mentioned under Alternative 1 would be followed (NSA 2013a). 
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Surface Water.  Impacts on surface water would be similar to, but less than, those described 
under Alternatives 1 and 2.  The impacts associated with construction and operational activities 
caused by grading and the addition of buildings and pavement would be similar to those 
described under Alternative 1 because the Archives facility would not be built, resulting in a 
lower square footage for the proposed publishing facility by approximately half the size under 
Alternative 4.  As described under Alternative 2, changes in stormwater flows would be greatly 
reduced through use of ESD, which would result in long-term, minor, beneficial impacts on 
surface water.  

A spill or leak would be unlikely; however, in the event of such, there could be adverse impacts 
on water quality.  Procedures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP would be followed to 
contain and clean up a spill quickly.  In order to avoid impacts on the intermittent streams south 
of Site 3 to the greatest extent possible, construction BMPs would be implemented and all 
SWMPs and applicable regulations, as described under Alternative 1, would be adhered to 
under Alternative 4.  

Coastal Zone Management.  Negligible adverse impacts would be expected on the coastal 
zone.  New construction and operation under Alternative 4 meets the goals and objectives of the 
Maryland CZMP.  NSA would adhere to all federal and state requirements to protect coastal and 
marine resources.   

As a result, the Proposed Action represents minimal foreseeable effects on coastal uses or 
resources in the State of Maryland.  ESD would be used to maintain the pre-development runoff 
characteristics after development has occurred.  Additionally, adherence to the 2015 Maryland 
Stormwater Management and Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines for State and Federal 
Projects would further minimize runoff. 

4.6.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

The impacts associated with the implementation of Alternative 5 would be similar to those 
described Alternative 4.  As described under Alternative 1, BMPs would be used to provide 
erosion and sediment control and stormwater management on the active construction site.  The 
construction contractor would obtain all necessary construction permits and comply with the 
requirements and guidelines set forth in those permits to minimize the potential for adverse 
impacts on surface water resources. 

4.6.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

The impacts associated with the implementation of Alternative 6 would be similar to those 
described for Alternatives 1 and 2.  As described under Alternative 1, and considering the 
increased demolition activities involved, BMPs would be used to provide erosion and sediment 
control and stormwater management on the active construction site.  The construction 
contractor would obtain all necessary construction permits and comply with the requirements 
and guidelines set forth in those permits to minimize the potential for adverse impacts on 
surface water resources, including the intermittent stream diverted underground that runs north-
south between Buildings 9703 and 9705 that empties into the western most stormwater 
management pond south of Sites 3 and 4, across Perimeter Road. 
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Groundwater.  Impacts on groundwater would be similar to those described under Alternative 
1.  Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts would be expected from construction activities as 
described under Alternative 1.  Long-term, negligible, adverse impacts would be expected from 
changes in groundwater recharge patterns associated with a slight decrease in impervious 
surfaces on the site.  These changes in drainage would be highly localized, site-specific, and 
negligible, and would be mitigated through the use of ESD.  The new development would 
enhance ground water recharge and improve stormwater management through the use of ESD.  
Therefore, the predevelopment groundwater recharge volume for the site could be slightly 
higher following construction, resulting in long-term, negligible, beneficial impacts on 
groundwater. 

Similar to Alternative 1, in the event of a spill or leak of fuel or other construction-related 
products, there could be long-term, minor, adverse impacts on groundwater quality.  Procedures 
outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP would be followed to contain and clean up a spill quickly.  
All BMPs and groundwater protection protocols mentioned under Alternative 1 would be 
followed (NSA 2013a) 

Surface Water.  The impacts associated with construction and operational activities from 
grading and the addition of buildings and pavement would be similar to those described under 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 because the square footage of the proposed PAF would be identical 
across those Alternatives.  As described under Alternatives 1 and 2, changes in stormwater 
flows would be greatly reduced through use of ESD.  

A spill or leak would be unlikely; however, in the event of such, there could be adverse impacts 
on water quality.  Procedures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP would be followed to 
contain and clean up a spill quickly.  To avoid impacts on the intermittent streams south of Site 
4 to the greatest extent possible, construction BMPs would be implemented and all SWMPs and 
applicable regulations, as described under Alternative 1, would be adhered to under Alternative 
6.  This includes measures to protect the diverted stream running north-south, underground, 
between sites 3 and 4.  

Coastal Zone Management.  Similar to Alternatives 1 through 5, negligible adverse impacts 
would be expected on the coastal zone.  New construction and operation under Alternative 6 
meets the goals and objectives of the Maryland CZMP.  NSA would adhere to all federal and 
state requirements to protect coastal and marine resources.   

As a result, the Proposed Action represents minimal foreseeable effects on coastal uses or 
resources in the State of Maryland.  ESD would be used to maintain the pre-development runoff 
characteristics after development has occurred.  Adherence to the 2015 Maryland Stormwater 
Management and Erosion & Sediment Control Guidelines for State and Federal Projects would 
further minimize runoff. 

4.6.8 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the PAF 
would not be constructed.  Impervious surfaces would not be altered and water resources would 
remain as described in Section 3.6.2.  Publishing and archives operations would remain in 
current substandard conditions. 
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4.7 Biological Resources 

4.7.1 Evaluation Criteria 

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

Ground disturbance and noise associated with construction could potentially directly or indirectly 
result in adverse effects on biological resources.  Effects from ground disturbance were 
evaluated by identifying the types and locations of ground-disturbing activities in correlation to 
important biological resources.  Mortality of individuals, habitat removal, and damage or 
degradation of habitats might be effects associated with ground-disturbing activities.  To 
evaluate the effects of noise, considerations were given to the potential number of individuals or 
critical species present, and type of stressors involved. 

Potential impacts on threatened and endangered species are evaluated based on the potential 
for the Proposed Action to directly or indirectly adversely affect listed species or designated 
critical habitat; jeopardize the continued existence of species that are proposed for listing; or 
adversely modify proposed critical habitat.  Consideration is given to context and intensity of the 
effects, and the measures proposed to avoid effects on listed species. 

4.7.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Vegetation.  Development associated with the Alternative 1 would be permanent and would 
have long-term, minor, adverse impacts on residual forested and small open field habitats.  The 
total acreage of vegetation disturbed as a result of Alternative 1 would depend on the final 
design and layout of the proposed structures and facilities, and the constraints of the site.  
Appropriate conservation measures, such as the planting of trees, would be implemented to 
reduce the impacts of habitat loss, where possible.   

Soil disturbances could provide opportunities for nonnative and invasive species to establish or 
spread; however, these impacts would be negligible and indirect.  As a result, the following 
BMPs would be implemented during and following construction and demolition to prevent the 
establishment and spread of nonnative species: 

 Inspect and clean construction equipment to remove soil, plants, and seeds 

 Ensure all fill is as free of nonnative plant propagules, as practicable 

 Per EO 13112, Invasive Species, remove invasive species from the Project Area during 
construction, and no invasive species would be allowed during revegetation efforts 

 Revegetate disturbed areas with native plant species. 
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BMPs to minimize soil disturbance and control erosion and sedimentation during demolition, 
construction, and clearing would also be implemented to minimize potential impacts on adjacent 
down gradient forested areas and water quality (see Section 4.6.2).   

Wetlands.  Direct impacts on wetlands would be avoided under Alternative 1.  However, short-
term, negligible to minor, indirect impacts on Wetland W1 could occur from sedimentation as a 
result of erosion from the construction site.  NSA would avoid the voluntary 100-foot wetland 
and stream buffer to the greatest extent possible.  Implementation and proper maintenance of 
erosion and sediment control and stormwater management practices during demolition, 
construction, and operation would minimize the potential for impacts. 

Wildlife.  Short-term, minor, direct adverse impacts on wildlife would occur as a result of 
temporary noise disturbances associated with construction and demolition, which include heavy 
equipment use.  High noise events could cause wildlife to engage in escape or avoidance 
behaviors, resulting in short-term, negligible, adverse effects.  The permanent loss of residual 
forested and open field habitat would have minimal impact on residential wildlife because these 
areas do not currently provide quality habitat and because of the high level of human activity in 
the area of proposed activities.  Most wildlife species in the proposed project vicinity would be 
expected to quickly recover once the disturbance from noise, demolition, and construction, and 
heavy equipment use have ceased for the day or project period.  Additionally, the NSA Campus 
is heavily developed and activity is frequent, so wildlife currently inhabiting the project site would 
be habituated to noise disturbance.  

Long-term, minor, direct, adverse impacts could occur from the mortality of small less-mobile 
terrestrial species (e.g., reptiles, rodents, and small mammals) as a result of collision with 
construction equipment.  Wildlife in the Project Area would be expected to have adapted to an 
urban environment and would generally avoid high traffic areas. 

Threatened and Endangered Species.  To determine whether the Project Area contained 
suitable summer habitat for the northern long-eared bat, and to determine historical records for 
this species in the project vicinity, a project review was submitted to the USFWS on August 28, 
2015.  A response letter from USFWS dated September 22, 2015 indicated that suitable 
summer habitat does not exist within Site 1 or the Project Area, and the project is not likely to 
adversely affect the northern long-eared bat.  The letter also stated that there were no records 
of the northern long-eared bat in the project vicinity (see Appendix A) (USFWS 2015).  An 
additional review was submitted on January 15, 2018 through the USFWS Chesapeake Bay 
Ecological Field Office Endangered Species Project Review process (USFWS 2016).  The 
USFWS response letter to the project review confirmed that the Proposed Action is not likely to 
adversely affect the northern long-eared bat (USFWS 2018c).  Although the presence of 
northern long-eared bat has been detected acoustically elsewhere on Fort Meade, Alternative 1 
would involve the removal of 1.4 acres of forest, which is considered isolated, surrounded by 
roadways and buildings, and is not considered suitable habitat for the northern long-eared bat.  
Because the project is not likely to adversely affect the northern long-eared bat, there are no 
restrictions on tree removal for construction of facilities in the Project Area. 

There are no state-listed threatened or endangered species documented or known to occur on 
or adjacent to Site 1. 
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Migratory Birds.  The MBTA and EO 13186 require federal agencies to minimize or avoid 
impacts on migratory birds listed in 50 CFR § 10.13.  If design and implementation of a federal 
action cannot avoid measurable negative impacts on migratory birds, EO 13186 directs the 
responsible agency to consult with USFWS and obtain a Migratory Bird Depredation Permit as 
required.  Demolition and construction associated with the Proposed Action would be conducted 
in a manner to avoid adverse effects to migratory birds to the extent practicable. 

Clearing of the Project Area could result in adverse impacts on migratory birds.  The following 
BMPs are recommended for reduction or avoidance of impacts on migratory birds that could 
occur within the Project Area: 

 Any groundbreaking construction should be performed before migratory birds return to 
the Project Area or after all young have fledged. 

 If construction is scheduled to start during the period when migratory birds are present, a 
site-specific survey for nesting migratory birds should be performed immediately prior to 
construction. 

 If nesting birds are documented during the survey effort, buffer areas should be 
established around the nests.  Construction should be deferred in buffer areas until the 
birds have left the nest.  Confirmation that all young have fledged should be made by a 
qualified biologist. 

Any effect on migratory birds from noise generation would be negligible. 

4.7.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Vegetation.  Impacts on vegetation would be avoided under Alternative 2 because no forested 
or open field habitats would be disturbed.  The forested area in the western portion of the site 
would be avoided.  As under Alternative 1, BMPs would be implemented during and following 
construction and demolition to prevent the establishment and spread of nonnative species to 
adjacent forested habitats, minimize soil disturbance, and control erosion and sedimentation. 

Wetlands.  Direct impacts on wetlands would be avoided under Alternative 2.  However, short-
term, negligible to minor, indirect impacts on Wetland W2 could occur from sedimentation as a 
result of erosion on the construction site.  NSA would avoid the voluntary 100-foot wetland and 
stream buffer to the extent practicable.  Implementation and proper maintenance of erosion and 
sediment control and stormwater management practices during demolition, construction, and 
operation would minimize the potential for impacts. 

Wildlife.  Impacts on wildlife from demolition and construction and operation of proposed 
facilities would be similar but less than as those described under Alternative 1 because Site 2 is 
highly developed.  Wildlife in the vicinity could be impacted by temporary noise disturbances 
associated with construction and demolition.  Mortality of small, less-mobile terrestrial species 
(e.g., reptiles, rodents, and small mammals) as a result of collision with construction equipment 
would be unlikely to occur under Alternative 2 as compared with Alternative 1 because no 
forested or open field habitat would be disturbed.  Additionally, wildlife in the Project Area would 
be expected to have adapted to an urban environment and would generally avoid high traffic 
areas. 
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Threatened and Endangered Species.  No impacts would be expected on habitat deemed 
suitable to support the northern long-eared bat because none exists within Site 2 (USFWS 
2015).   

Migratory Birds.  Impacts on migratory bird habitats would be avoided under Alternative 2 
because no forested or open field habitats would be disturbed.  Any effect on migratory birds 
from noise generation would be negligible. 

4.7.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to, but potentially less than, those described under 
Alternatives 1 and 2.  Development would occur between two sites instead of one, and impacts 
on biological resources would be less intensive at each site because PAF development would 
be focused on previously developed or disturbed areas of the sites. 

4.7.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Vegetation.  Impacts on vegetation would be long-term, negligible, and beneficial under 
Alternative 4 because only light landscaped vegetation would be removed during construction 
and then and revegetation of open areas of the site would be managed in accordance with a 
landscape management plan.  No forested or open field habitats would be disturbed.  As under 
Alternative 1, BMPs would be implemented during and following construction and demolition to 
prevent the establishment and spread of nonnative species, minimize soil disturbance, and 
control erosion and sedimentation. 

Wetlands.  No impacts on wetlands would be expected under Alternative 4.   

Wildlife.  Impacts on wildlife from demolition and construction and operation of proposed 
facilities would be similar, but less than, those described under Alternative 1 because of the 
reduced construction and operations proposed under this alternative and the site is highly 
developed.  Wildlife in the vicinity could be impacted by temporary noise disturbances 
associated with construction and demolition.  Mortality of small, less-mobile terrestrial species 
(e.g., reptiles, rodents, and small mammals) as a result of collision with construction equipment 
would be unlikely to occur under Alternative 4 as compared with Alternative 1 because no 
forested or open field habitat would be disturbed.  Additionally, wildlife in the Project Area would 
be expected to have adapted to an urban environment and would generally avoid high traffic 
areas. 

Threatened and Endangered Species.  No impacts would be expected on habitat deemed 
suitable to support the northern long-eared bat because none exists within Site 4 (USFWS 
2015; USFWS 2018b).   

Migratory Birds.  Impacts on migratory bird habitats would be negligible under Alternative 4 
because no forested or open field habitats would be disturbed.  Some or all of the landscaping 
trees to be removed under this alternative would be replanted following completion of 
construction.  Any effect on migratory birds from noise generation would be negligible.  
Additionally, applicable BMPs recommended under Alternative 1 for reduction or avoidance of 
impacts on migratory birds would be implemented. 
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4.7.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Impacts on biological resources would be similar to those described under Alternative 4.  The 
forested area to the southeast of Site 4 would not be disturbed under this alternative, and 
wildlife in the vicinity would be expected to have adapted to an urban environment and would 
generally avoid high traffic areas.  Additionally, BMPs discussed under Alternative 1 would be 
implemented. 

4.7.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Impacts under Alternative 6 would be similar to, but slightly greater than, those described under 
Alternatives 4 and 5 because of the greater degree of construction and operations proposed 
under this alternative.  Impacts would be negligible and minimized through the implementation 
of BMPs discussed under Alternative 1.   

4.7.8 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, NSA would not implement any of the above listed alternatives.  
No change in existing conditions would occur and no impacts on biological resources would be 
expected under the No Action Alternative. 

4.8 Cultural Resources 

4.8.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Adverse impacts on cultural resources can include physically altering, damaging, or destroying 
all or part of a resource; altering characteristics of the surrounding environment that contribute 
to the resource’s significance; introducing visual or audible elements that are out of character 
with the property or that alter its setting; neglecting the resource to the extent that it deteriorates 
or is destroyed; or the sale, transfer, or lease of the property out of agency ownership (or 
control) without adequate legally enforceable restrictions or conditions to ensure preservation of 
the property’s historic significance. 

4.8.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Under Alternative 1, Buildings 9839, 9839A, 9839B, 9839C, and portions of parking lots and 
roadways within Site 1 would be demolished to provide space for the proposed facilities and 
supporting infrastructure.  None of the facilities proposed for demolition are historic.  Proposed 
construction includes the PAF and a multi-level parking facility, as well as possible relocation, 
upgrade, and/or replacement of utilities and stormwater lines.  No cultural resources have been 
identified within the APE.  As a result, Alternative 1 would have no effect on historic properties 
and no impacts on cultural resources. 

4.8.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Under Alternative 2, the E20 parking lot would be demolished for the PAF.  Utilities would be 
upgraded and replaced as necessary.  Because there are no historic properties in the APE, 
Alternative 2 would have no effect on historic properties and no impacts on cultural resources. 
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4.8.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to those described under Alternatives 1 and 2.  
Buildings 9839, 9839A, 9839B, 9839C, and portions of parking lots and roadways within Site 1 
and 2 would be demolished to provide space for the proposed facilities and supporting 
infrastructure.  However, none of the structures proposed for demolition are historic and 
Alternative 3 would have no effect on historic properties and no impacts on cultural resources. 

4.8.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Under Alternative 4, Buildings 9703 and 9703A would be demolished to provide space for the 
proposed publishing facility and warehouse supporting infrastructure.  One or more of parking 
lots S20/S21, S11/S12, or N33 would be demolished to provide space for the publishing parking 
facility.  Building 9703 was determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP and Building 9703A is 
not historic.  Alternative 4 would have no effect on historic properties and no impacts on cultural 
resources. 

4.8.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

As part of Alternative 5, Building 9705 and its ancillary facilities (Buildings 9705A, 9705B, 
9705C, 9705D, and 9705E) would be demolished to provide space for the proposed publishing 
facility and warehouse supporting infrastructure.  One or more of parking lots S20/S21, 
S11/S12, or N33 would be demolished to provide space for the publishing parking facility.  
Building 9705 was determined not eligible for listing in the NRHP.  Buildings 9705A, 9705B, 
9705C, 9705D, and 9705E are not historic.  Because there are no historic properties in the APE, 
Alternative 5 would have no effect on historic properties and no impacts on cultural resources. 

4.8.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Impacts under Alternative 6 would be similar to those described under Alternatives 4 and 5.  
Buildings 9703, 9703A, 9705, 9705A, 9705B, 9705C, 9705D, and 9705E would be demolished 
to accommodate the proposed publishing facility and warehouse, archives facility, and 
supporting infrastructure.  One or more of parking lots S20/S21, S11/S12, or N33 would be 
demolished to provide space for the PAF parking facility.  Buildings 9703 and 9705 are not 
eligible for NRHP listing and none of the remaining buildings are historic.  Alternative 6 would 
have no effect on historic properties and no impacts on cultural resources. 

4.8.8 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be implemented.  Baseline 
conditions for cultural resources as described above would remain unchanged.  Therefore, no 
impacts on cultural resources would occur as a result of the implementation of the No Action 
Alternative. 

4.9 Infrastructure and Sustainability 

4.9.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The analysis to determine potential impacts on infrastructure, infrastructure systems, and 
sustainability considers primarily whether a proposed action would exceed capacity or place 
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unreasonable demand on a specific utility.  Impacts might arise from energy needs created by 
either direct or indirect installation activities.  Pursuant to EO 13693, impacts from energy usage 
and alternative energy sources are also evaluated.  Impacts would be considered major if 
implementation of the Proposed Action resulted in exceeded capacity of a utility, long-term 
interruption of the utility, violation of a permit condition, or violation of an approved plan for a 
utility.  All ground disturbance required for utility line installation and facility construction would 
be accomplished in accordance with federal and state safety guidelines.  In addition, any 
permits required for excavation and trenching would be obtained prior to the commencement of 
construction. 

4.9.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Potable Water Supply.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the potable water supply and 
water distribution system at the NSA Campus would occur during construction of the proposed 
PAF at Site 1.  A temporary increase in demand for water would be related to demolition and 
construction activities.  Construction and demolition could temporarily disrupt service due to 
temporary shutoff, relocation, extension, upgrade, or connection.  Locations for tapping mains 
and building entrance locations would be included in the final design plans.   

Long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the potable water supply 
would be expected during operation of the PAF.  The increased demand from the net increase 
of approximately 100 additional personnel relocated from off-installation under the Proposed 
Action would have a negligible impact on the potable water supply over current conditions.  
Based on the current population at Fort Meade of approximately 38,000 (NSAW 2013), the peak 
usage of 3.88 mgd for the entire installation, the net increase of approximately 100 personnel 
would be expected to increase daily demand on the potable water system by less than 0.1 
percent.  The construction of the LEED-Silver building would have long-term, beneficial impacts 
through the use of water efficient designs and sustainable technology such as low-flow water 
facilities.   

Reclaimed Water.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts would be 
expected through the use of reclaimed water for evaporative cooling of equipment under the 
Proposed Action (USACE and NSA 2015b).  Further investigation would be required to 
determine the availability of reclaimed water and the amount needed for the Proposed Action; 
however, some construction would be required to connect the existing reclaimed water lines to 
the PAF, resulting in temporary disruption.  Long-term, beneficial impacts would be expected 
through the use of reclaimed water for evaporative equipment cooling at the PAF because no 
potable water would be used for these functions (see Steam and Chilled Water Systems 
below).    

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater Treatment System.  Short- and long-term, negligible, 
adverse impacts on the sanitary sewer and wastewater treatment system at the NSA Campus 
would be expected.  Construction and demolition could temporarily disrupt service due to 
temporary shutoff, relocation, extension, upgrade, or connection, resulting in short-term impacts.  
Further investigation would be required to determine if this existing 8-inch force main could 
handle the capacity of the proposed facilities.  The Proposed Action would result in a net 
increase of approximately 100 personnel from off-installation, and thereby increase demand on 
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the wastewater system.  Based on the current population at Fort Meade of approximately 
38,000 (NSAW 2013) and the average influent rate 2.0 mgd, the net increase of approximately 
100 personnel would be expected to increase the daily demand on the wastewater system by 
less than 0.3 percent.  

Stormwater Drainage.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the 
stormwater drainage system would be expected under the Proposed Action.  Soil disturbance 
associated with demolition and construction activities would temporarily disrupt stormwater 
management including natural stormwater drainage flows; however, during demolition and 
construction NSA would adhere to all federal and state stormwater regulations as discussed in 
Section 4.6.2.  Existing stormwater lines may need to be relocated depending on the final 
facility designs.  Long-term, minor, beneficial impacts would be expected on the stormwater 
drainage system at the NSA Campus because the PAF would be constructed with enhanced 
stormwater features integrated into the landscape.  Implementation of ESD, including small 
drainage areas close to the source runoff (i.e., micro-bioretention and bio-swales), would be 
expected to improve long-term infiltration and integrated stormwater management. 

Electrical Supply.  Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the electrical supply system 
would occur from a temporary increase in demand for electricity related to demolition and 
construction activities.  Power to the PAF would be provided through the South Substation, 
which currently has adequate capacity for the Proposed Action (USACE and NSA 2015b).  
Electric lines and manholes would be relocated and upgraded as necessary depending on the 
final facility design.  The construction of LEED-Silver buildings would also have long-term, 
minor, beneficial impacts on the electrical supply capacity at the NSA Campus.  The PAF would 
be constructed as a more energy efficient structure designed to meet net-zero energy usage 
goals where feasible, including potential use of features such as a super-insulated building 
envelope, high performance fenestration, ground source heat pumps, daylighting, high 
performance lighting, solar energy photovoltaics and reduced operations during off-hours 
(USACE and NSA 2015a).  

Natural Gas System.  Short- and long-term, negligible, adverse and beneficial impacts would 
be expected on the natural gas system.  Short-term disruptions in service may occur during 
demolition and construction.  The use of natural gas to heat the proposed buildings and water 
would be expected to be a long-term, beneficial impact for overall NSA Campus efficiency.  If 
solar hot water systems are used within the PAF, the amount of natural gas required to heat 
water would be reduced.  This would result in additional long-term beneficial impacts on NSA 
Campus energy efficiency.  The existing gas lines may need to be relocated or replaced 
depending on final facility designs.   

Solid Waste.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse impacts on solid waste would be expected 
due to generation of construction and demolition debris.  Increases in solid waste associated 
with the construction and demolition activities would be temporary, and the waste would be 
disposed of in accordance with relevant federal, state, and local regulations.  Construction and 
impacts on solid waste generation would be expected as a result of the increase of 
approximately 100 personnel at the new complex.  NSA would be responsible for disposing of 
waste in accordance with existing federal, state and local regulations.   
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Liquid Fuel Supply.  Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the liquid fuel supply would be 
expected during the relocation of the 400-gallon diesel AST present on Site 1.  The relocation of 
this AST would temporarily limit the function of the stored diesel fuel.  New liquid fuel storage 
tanks to support the life safety generators would be tested and on-line before the generators 
come into service.  Long-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the liquids supply would be 
expected from operation and periodic testing of generators.  Fuel would be brought on site by 
contractors who would be responsible for adherence with the installation’s SPCC Plan. 

Steam and Chilled Water Systems.  Site 1 includes no existing steam facilities and none 
would be constructed under the Proposed Action because of the use of natural gas for building 
heat.  Therefore, no impacts on steam systems would be expected.  Long-term, negligible, 
adverse impacts on chilled water systems would be expected because chilled water would be 
used for HVAC cooling in the summer.  The use of natural gas instead of steam would result in 
increased building efficiency under the Proposed Action. 

4.9.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Potable Water Supply.  Short- and long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and beneficial 
impacts on the potable water supply and water distribution system would be expected as 
discussed under Alternative 1.  

Reclaimed Water.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts would be 
similar to those discussed under Alternative 1.  

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater Treatment System.  Short- and long-term, negligible, 
adverse impacts on the sanitary sewer and wastewater treatment system would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternative 1.  

Stormwater Drainage.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts and long-term, minor, adverse and 
beneficial impacts on the stormwater drainage system would be similar to those discussed 
under Alternative 1.  Long-term, minor, beneficial impacts associated with ESD would be 
expected for the new construction.  

Electrical Supply.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts would be similar, but greater than, 
those discussed under Alternative 1 because there is no existing base load for the site.  Long-
term, minor, beneficial impacts on the electrical supply associated with helping meet net zero 
energy usage goals would be expected for the new construction under Alternative 2.  

Natural Gas System.  Short- and long-term, negligible, adverse and beneficial impacts on the 
natural gas system would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Solid Waste.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse impacts on solid waste would be similar to 
those described under Alternative 1.  

Liquid Fuel Supply.  No short-term impacts on the liquid fuel supply would be expected.  Long-
term, negligible, adverse impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 1.  

Steam and Chilled Water Systems.  Site 2 includes no existing steam facilities and none 
would be constructed under the Proposed Action due to the use of natural gas for building heat.  
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Therefore, no impacts on steam r systems would be expected.  Long-term, negligible, adverse 
impacts on chilled water systems would be expected because chilled water would be used for 
HVAC cooling in the summer.  The use of natural gas instead of steam would result in increased 
building efficiency under the Proposed Action.  

4.9.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Potable Water Supply.  Short- and long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and beneficial 
impacts on the water distribution system would be similar to those discussed under Alternatives 
1 and 2.  

Reclaimed Water.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on reclaimed 
water would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater Treatment System.  Short- and long-term negligible, 
adverse impacts on the sanitary sewer and wastewater treatment system would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternatives 1 and 2.  

Stormwater Drainage.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on stormwater drainage would be 
similar to those discussed under Alternative 1 and long-term, minor, beneficial impacts would be 
similar to discussed under Alternative 2.  

Electrical Supply.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the 
electrical supply would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 2.  

Natural Gas System.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the 
natural gas system would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 2. 

Solid Waste.  Short- and long-term, minor adverse impacts on solid waste would be similar to 
those described under Alternative 1.  

Liquid Fuel Supply.  Short- and long-term, negligible, adverse impacts would be similar to 
those described under Alternative 1.  

Steam and Chilled Water Systems.  Sites 1 and 2 have no existing steam facilities and none 
would be constructed under the Proposed Action due to the use of natural gas for building heat.  
Therefore, no impacts on steam systems would be expected.  Long-term, negligible to minor, 
adverse impacts on chilled water systems would be expected because chilled water would be 
used for HVAC cooling in the summer.  The use of natural gas to heat water would result in 
increased building efficiency under the Proposed Action.  

4.9.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Potable Water Supply.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the potable water supply and 
the water distribution system would be similar to, but less than, those discussed under 
Alternative 1.  Short-term impacts from the temporary increase in demand for potable water 
during demolition and construction activities would be lower due to the smaller overall 
demolition and construction footprint proposed under this alternative for the publishing facility 
(330,000 ft2); therefore, less water would be required during these activities.  Long-term, 



DoD | Draft EA Addressing Development of a PAF at Fort George G. Meade, MD
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

 

May 2018 | 4-45 

negligible to minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the potable water supply would be similar 
to those discussed under Alternative 1.  

Reclaimed Water.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts would be 
similar to but less than those discussed under Alternative 1.  Additional short-term impacts could 
occur if relocation of the reclaimed water line within S11/S12 would be required. 

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater Treatment System.  Short- and long-term, negligible, 
adverse impacts on the sanitary sewer and wastewater treatment system would be similar to but 
less than those discussed under Alternative 1.  

Stormwater Drainage.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts would be similar to, but less than, 
those discussed under Alternative 1.  Short-term impacts from soil disturbance that would 
temporarily disrupt stormwater management would be less than those under Alternative 1 
because less ground would be disturbed because of the smaller overall demolition and 
construction footprint proposed under this alternative.  Additional short-term, minor, adverse 
impacts could occur if existing stormwater line relocation is required.  Long-term, minor, 
beneficial impacts would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1.  

Electrical Supply.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the electrical supply would be similar 
to, but less than, those discussed under Alternative 1.  Short-term impacts from the temporary 
increase in demand for electricity during demolition and construction activities would be lower 
due to the smaller overall demolition and construction footprint proposed under this alternative; 
therefore, less electricity would be required during these activities.  Long-term, minor, beneficial 
impacts would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Natural Gas System.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the 
natural gas system would be similar to but less than those discussed under Alternative 1.  

Solid Waste.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on solid waste would be similar to, but less 
than, those discussed under Alternative 1.  Overall, less debris would be generated during 
demolition and construction due to the smaller demolition and construction footprint proposed 
under this alternative.  Long-term, minor, adverse impacts would be similar to those discussed 
under Alternative 1.  

Liquid Fuel Supply.  Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the liquid fuel supply would be 
similar to those described under Alternative 1.  The relocation of the 500-gallon diesel AST on 
Site 3 would temporarily limit the function of the stored diesel fuel.  Long-term, negligible, 
adverse impacts would be similar to those described under Alternative 1.  

Steam and Chilled Water Systems.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on steam 
infrastructure would occur under Alternative 4 if natural gas is not used for building heating.  
Construction and demolition would temporarily disrupt service due to temporary shutoff or 
relocation.  Long-term, negligible impacts would be expected if steam is used for building heat 
instead of natural gas.  Long-term, negligible, adverse impacts on chilled water systems would 
be expected because chilled water would be used for HVAC cooling in the summer. 
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4.9.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Potable Water Supply.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the potable water supply and 
the water distribution system would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 4.  Long-
term, negligible to minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the potable water supply would be 
similar to those discussed under Alternatives 1. 

Reclaimed Water.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts would be 
similar to those discussed under Alternative 1.  Additional short-term impacts could occur if 
relocation of the reclaimed water line within S11/S12 would be required. 

Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater Treatment System.  Short- and long-term, negligible, 
adverse impacts on the sanitary sewer and wastewater treatment system would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternative 1.  

Stormwater Drainage.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts would be similar to those discussed 
under Alternative 4.  Additional short-term, minor, adverse impacts could occur if existing 
stormwater line relocation is required.  Long-term, minor, beneficial impacts would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternative 1.  

Electrical Supply.  Short-term, adverse impacts on the electrical supply would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternative 4.  Long-term, minor, beneficial impacts would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Natural Gas System.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the 
natural gas system would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Solid Waste.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on solid waste would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative 4.  Long-term, minor, adverse impacts would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative 1. 

Liquid Fuel Supply.  No short-term impacts on the liquid fuel supply would be expected.  Long-
term, negligible, adverse impacts would be similar to those described under Alternatives 1. 

Steam and Chilled Water Systems.  Impacts would be similar to those discussed under 
Alternative 4.   

4.9.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Potable Water Supply.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts on the potable water supply and 
the water distribution system would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1.  Long-
term, negligible to minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the potable water supply would also 
be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Reclaimed Water.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts would be 
similar to those discussed under Alternatives 1.  Additional short-term impacts could occur if 
relocation of the reclaimed water line within S11/S12 would be required. 
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Sanitary Sewer and Wastewater Treatment System.  Short- and long-term, negligible, 
adverse impacts on the sanitary sewer and wastewater treatment system would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Stormwater Drainage.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts would be similar to those discussed 
under Alternative 1.  Additional short-term, minor, adverse impacts could occur if existing 
stormwater line relocation is required.  Long-term, minor, beneficial impacts would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Electrical Supply.  Short-term, adverse impacts on the electrical supply would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternative 1.  Long-term, minor, beneficial impacts would be similar to 
those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Natural Gas System.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts on the 
natural gas system would be similar to those discussed under Alternative 1. 

Solid Waste.  Short- and long-term, adverse impacts on solid waste would be similar to those 
discussed under Alternative 1.   

Liquid Fuel Supply.  Short- and long-term, negligible, adverse impacts on the liquid fuel supply 
would be similar to those described under Alternative 4 because the 500-gallon diesel AST 
within Site 3 would be removed under this alternative.  Long-term, negligible, adverse impacts 
would be similar to those described under Alternative 1.  

Steam and Chilled Water Systems.  Impacts would be similar to, but greater than, those 
discussed under Alternative 4 if steam is used instead of natural gas because existing steam 
piping on both Sites 3 and 4 would require temporary shutoff or relocation.  Long-term, 
negligible, adverse impacts on chilled water systems would be expected because chilled water 
would be used for HVAC cooling in the summer. 

4.9.8 No Action Alternative 

Long-term, minor, adverse impacts would be expected under the No Action Alternative.  The 
Proposed Action would not be implemented, and the PAF would not be constructed.  Beneficial 
impacts associated with increased efficiency and the replacement of aging infrastructure would 
not occur. 

4.10 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

4.10.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Impacts on hazardous materials and wastes would be considered significantly adverse if a 
proposed action resulted in a substantial release or contamination issue, violation of a permit 
condition, noncompliance with applicable federal or state regulations, or increased the amounts 
of hazardous materials and petroleum products procured and hazardous waste generated 
beyond current management procedures and capacities.  Impacts would also be considered 
adverse if a proposed action resulted in the disturbance of ACM, LBP, PCBs, and contaminated 
sites that cause negative effects on human health or the environment.  Adverse impacts include 
actions that make it more difficult or costly to remediate environmental contamination sites or 
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discoveries that may impact on-site construction.  Impacts on fuels management would be 
adverse if the established management policies, procedures, and handling capacities could not 
accommodate the activities associated with a proposed action. 

4.10.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Hazardous Materials and Petroleum Products.  Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts 
would be expected from implementation of the Proposed Action.  Hazardous materials exist 
within the Site 1, including in Building 9839, which is scheduled for demolition; therefore, 
hazardous materials would require removal.  All hazardous materials would be removed in 
accordance with NSA’s Hazardous Materials Management Program.  Any spills of hazardous 
materials would also be handled in accordance with this program.  Construction would require 
the use of certain hazardous materials such as sealants, paints, welding gases, solvents, and 
preservatives.  Petroleum products and hydraulic fluids would be used in construction vehicles 
and other heavy equipment.  Many of these materials are currently used at the NSA Campus 
and all demolition and construction equipment would be maintained according to the 
manufacturer’s specifications.  Temporary ASTs containing equipment fuel would be installed to 
support construction.  These ASTs would be removed following construction and all construction 
contractors would use proper hazardous materials management practices.  The quantities of 
hazardous materials and petroleum products needed during construction would be minimal, and 
their use would be short in duration.  Contractors would manage the storage, use, and disposal 
of hazardous materials and petroleum products in accordance with current practices and 
management schemes.  All hazardous materials and petroleum products would be stored in 
containers that meet federal, state, and local requirements and handled in accordance with the 
NSA’s Hazardous Materials Management Program.  Secondary containment systems would be 
employed as necessary to prevent or limit accidental spills.   

 In the event of a petroleum product spill, procedures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP 
would be followed to ensure quick containment and clean up.   

Limited hazardous materials would be stored or used during operation of the proposed PAF; 
therefore, no long-term adverse impacts related to the management of hazardous materials 
would be expected during operations.  Long-term, minor, adverse impacts on the management 
of petroleum products would be expected from the replacement of the existing AST on Site 1 
with two ASTs associated with the stand-alone life safety generators proposed for the PAF.  
Each generator would have a double-walled, sub-base fuel tank with 24-hour capacity and 
would be inspected regularly to ensure that no leaks are present.  The 400-gallon diesel AST 
within Site 1 would be removed in accordance with all applicable regulations.   

Hazardous and Petroleum Wastes.  Short-term, negligible, adverse impacts would be 
expected from implementation of the Proposed Action.  NSA is a RCRA Large-Quantity 
Generator, and is responsible for stringent management and reporting requirements.  
Construction activities would generate minor quantities of hazardous and petroleum wastes; 
however, these quantities would not exceed the capacities of existing hazardous and petroleum 
waste disposal streams at Fort Meade.  The construction contractor would be required to 
comply with best management practices to reduce the potential for spills, and to ensure quick 
clean up.  Procedures for the storage and disposal of hazardous and petroleum wastes would 
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be similar to those already followed at the installation.  In the event of a spill, the contractor 
would follow the appropriate measures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP.  The 
construction contractor would be responsible for disposing hazardous and petroleum wastes in 
accordance with federal and state laws and the NSA’s Hazardous Materials Management 
Program.  Waste generation levels would be managed within the current procedures and plans.   

No hazardous or petroleum wastes are currently stored within Site 1; therefore, no hazardous or 
petroleum wastes would need to be removed.  No hazardous or petroleum waste disposal areas 
have been documented within the Site 1; however, if any soil containing hazardous or petroleum 
wastes were discovered during construction activities, the contractor would be required to 
immediately stop work, report the discovery to the installation, and implement appropriate safety 
measures.  Commencement of field activities would not continue in this area until the issue was 
investigated and resolved.  Operation of the PAF would not result in hazardous or petroleum 
waste generation.  Therefore, no adverse impacts related to the management of hazardous and 
petroleum wastes would be expected.     

Oil/Water Separators.  The oil/water separator on Site 1 that was once operational is cleaned 
and dry and would not be impacted by implementation of Alternative 1.       

ACM.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts and long-term, beneficial impacts would be expected 
from implementation of the Proposed Action.  Building 9839, which is proposed for demolition, 
contains suspected ACMs; therefore, personnel working on the demolition portion of this project 
could be exposed to ACMs.  Proper operations and removal of ACMs prior to demolition would 
control exposure.  These actions may include adhering to the Asbestos Management Program, 
installing notification signs and labels, and employing air monitoring.  All demolition contractors 
removing suspected ACMs would be provided personal protective equipment and would be 
properly trained in accordance with OSHA, Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act, 
Asbestos School Hazard Abatement Reauthorization Act, and COMAR (URS 2014a).   

The removal of ACMs would decrease the amount of ACMs in buildings on the NSA Campus, 
resulting in long-term beneficial impacts.  New construction would not result in the use or 
exposure of ACMs because regulations prohibit the use of ACMs in new construction when 
asbestos-free substitute materials exist.       

LBP.  Short-term, minor, adverse impacts and long-term, minor, beneficial impacts would be 
expected from implementation of the Proposed Action.  Building 9839 potentially contains LBP; 
therefore, personnel working on the demolition portion of this project could be exposed to LBP.  
All demolition activities involving LBP would be conducted in accordance with federal and state 
requirements and LBP would be handled in accordance with the NSA’s Lead Management Plan.  
All demolition contractors removing LCM would be properly trained in accordance with OSHA 
and COMAR (URS 2014a).   

The removal of LBP would decrease the amount of LCM in buildings on the NSA Campus, 
resulting in long-term, beneficial impacts.  New construction would not result in the use or 
exposure of LBP because NSA would not use LBP in the new construction.   
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PCBs.  Short- and long-term, minor, adverse and beneficial impacts would be expected from 
implementation of the Proposed Action.  Any items that contain PCBs in Building 9839 would be 
handled in accordance with NSA’s Hazardous Materials Management Program during 
demolition.  Appropriate labeling, signage, and engineering controls would be used to reduce or 
eliminate potential exposure.  The removal of PCB-containing equipment and materials would 
decrease the amount of PCB in buildings on the NSA Campus, resulting in long-term, beneficial 
impacts.     

Environmental Contamination.  No impacts would be expected.  One AOI site (FGGM 003-R-
02), which could contain MEC, overlaps Site 1; however, the probability for interactions between 
workers and MEC is low (USACE 2016b).  During construction of the PAF, Fort Meade land use 
controls would be followed.  These land use controls require that dig permits be obtained for any 
intrusive activity, UXO construction support is available for all intrusive construction projects, 
and UXO avoidance procedures are followed.  Therefore, prior to ground disturbance on FGGM 
003-R-02, appropriate dig permits would be obtained from the installation (NSA 2017a).  Should 
any UXO still be encountered during work activities, the contractor would be required to 
immediately stop work, report the discovery to the installation, and implement appropriate safety 
measures.  All ordnance would be collected and disposed of in accordance with federal and 
U.S. Army regulations by trained and certified personnel.  Commencement of field activities 
would not continue in that area until the issue was resolved.  Additionally, construction 
procedures would include a plan for any occurrence of unusual odor, soil, or groundwater 
coloring.  If excavated soils exhibit hazardous characteristics, work would be suspended until a 
remedial investigation of the soils are conducted by trained specialists.  Therefore, no adverse 
impacts related to FGGM 003-R-02 would be expected.   

Radon.  No impacts would be expected because it is unlikely that indoor radon levels would 
exceed 4 pCi/L (Fort Meade 1990).  In the event that indoor radon testing is conducted and 
indicates elevated radon concentrations inside any of the buildings associated with the 
Proposed Action, appropriate mitigation measures, such as installing radon pumps to exhaust 
vapors outside or installing passive radon systems to lower radon levels, would be required.   

4.10.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Impacts under Alternative 2 would be similar to, but less than, the impacts described under 
Alternative 1.  All hazardous materials and waste and petroleum products and waste would be 
stored in containers that meet federal, state, and local requirements and handled in accordance 
with the NSA’s Hazardous Materials Management Program.  The contractor would follow the 
appropriate measures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP.  All protocols for hazardous 
materials and waste, temporary ASTs, and the proposed life safety generators would be 
followed as described under Alternative 1.   

There are no known hazardous materials, hazardous wastes, or special hazards (ACM, LCM, 
PCBs, or radon) present on Site 2 that workers could be exposed to.  

Two open AOI sites (FGGM 003-R-01 and FGGM 003-R-02) are within Site 2.  The probability 
for interactions between workers and MEC while working within FGGM 003-R-01 and FGGM 
003-R-02 is low and all land use controls described under Alternative 1 would be followed on 
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both sites.  Additionally, all UXO procedures outlined under Alternative 1 would be followed.  
Construction procedures would include a plan for any occurrence of unusual odor, soil, or 
groundwater coloring.  If excavated soils exhibit hazardous characteristics, work would be 
suspended until a remedial investigation of the soils are conducted by trained specialists.  
Therefore, no adverse impacts related to FGGM 003-R-01 or FGGM 003-R-02 would be 
expected. 

4.10.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Impacts under Alternative 3 would be similar to the impacts described under Alternative 1.  
Because construction would take place on Sites 1 and 2, demolition of buildings at Site 1 would 
involve the same level of potential impacts related to hazardous materials, petroleum products, 
and special hazards as described under Alternative 1, and impacts related to environmental 
contamination as described under Alternative 2.  All federal, state, and local requirements for 
handling hazardous materials and waste and petroleum products and wastes, and NSA’s 
Hazardous Materials Management Program, SPCC Plan, and FRP would be followed.  All 
protocols for hazardous materials and waste would be followed as described under Alternatives 
1 and 2. 

4.10.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Under Alternative 4, adverse impacts on hazardous materials and wastes, petroleum products 
and wastes, and storage tanks would be similar to, but less than, the impacts described under 
Alternative 1.  Alternative 4 would have approximately 80,000 ft2 more in demolition; however, 
there is also 250,000 ft2 less in building construction proposed under this alternative.  All 
hazardous materials and wastes and petroleum products and wastes would be stored in 
containers that meet federal, state, and local requirements and would be handled in accordance 
with the NSA’s Hazardous Materials Management Program.  This includes any hazardous 
materials or petroleum products removed from Building 9703 prior to demolition and removal of 
the existing 500-gallon AST on the site.  Additionally, the contractor would follow the appropriate 
measures outlined in NSA’s SPCC Plan and FRP.  All protocols for hazardous materials and 
waste, temporary ASTs, existing AST removal, and the proposed life safety generators would 
be followed as described under Alternative 1.  All federal, state, and local requirements as well 
as NSA protocol for handling hazardous wastes would be followed to minimize the potential for 
impacts. 

No new hazardous materials would be stored or used during operation of the proposed SP/M 
Complex and no hazardous waste would generated by operations.  Long-term, adverse impacts 
on the management of petroleum products would be similar to those described under 
Alternative 1.  

Adverse and beneficial impacts associated with ACMs, LBP, and PCBs would be similar to, but 
greater than, the impacts described under Alternative 1 due to the greater extent of ACMs, LBP, 
and PCBs present within Building 9703.  The potential measures to control asbestos, LBP, and 
PCB exposure described under Alternative 1 would be implemented under this alternative, as 
applicable.  Additionally, all demolition contractors removing known or suspected ACMs, LBPs, 
and PCBs would be provided with personal protective equipment and proper training.  The 
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removal of ACMs, LBP, and PCBs would decrease the amount of these hazards in buildings on 
the NSA Campus overall, resulting in long-term, beneficial impacts.  

No impacts associated with environmental contamination would be expected.  There are no AOI 
sites within Site 3; however, magnetic tape burial pits are present.  The magnetic tape burial bits 
do not constitute a hazard to workers (NSA 2008).  However, construction procedures would 
include a plan for any unexpected occurrence of unusual odor, soil, or groundwater coloring.  If 
excavated soils exhibit hazardous characteristics, work would be suspended until a remedial 
investigation of the soils is conducted by trained specialists.  As under Alternative 1, no impacts 
would be expected should construction occur within FGGM-003-R-02 at S20/S21.  The potential 
for MEC discovery in FGGM-003-R-02 is low and all land use controls would be followed.  
Additionally, procedures outlined under Alternative 1 would be followed if UXO were 
encountered during work activities (USACE 2016b).  The southeastern portion of S21 also 
overlaps with FGGM-006-R-01 and the southeastern corner of N33 is adjacent to FGGM-006-R-
01; however, no further action is required for FGGM-006-R-01.   

Impacts associated with radon would be similar to those described under Alternative 1.  
Appropriate mitigation measures discussed under Alternative 1 would be required if elevated 
levels of radon were detected during indoor radon testing of the proposed buildings. 

4.10.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Impacts under Alternative 5 would be similar to the impacts described under Alternative 4.  The 
degree of demolition activities would be greater than under Alternative 4 and hazardous wastes 
stored within Building 9705 would be relocated prior to demolition; however, this would not 
result in an appreciable difference in impacts.  All protocols for hazardous materials and wastes, 
temporary ASTs, and the proposed life safety generators would be followed as described under 
Alternative 1.  Additionally, all federal, state, and local requirements for handling hazardous 
materials and waste and petroleum products and wastes, as well as NSA’s Hazardous Materials 
Management Program, SPCC Plan, and FRP, would be followed.   

Additional short-term, minor, adverse impacts associated with hazardous wastes could occur 
under Alternative 5 because the outdoor and indoor less than 90-day hazardous waste storage 
areas on Site 4 would be relocated prior to demolition and construction. 

Building 9705 is larger than Building 9703; however, impacts on ACMs, LBP, and PCBs from 
the demolition of these buildings would be similar.  The potential measures to control asbestos, 
LBP, and PCB exposure described under Alternative 1 would be implemented under this 
alternative, as applicable.  FGGM-006-R-01 is present within Site 4; however, no further action 
is required for the site.  As under Alternative 4, parking lots S20/S21 overlap FGGM-003-R-02.  
All procedures outlined under Alternative 1 would be followed should any contamination or UXO 
be encountered during work activities.  Lastly, appropriate radon mitigation measures discussed 
under Alternative 1 would be installed, if necessary. 

4.10.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Impacts under Alternative 6 would be similar to, but greater than, the impacts described under 
Alternatives 4 and 5 due to the greater degree of demolition and construction proposed under 
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this alternative.  Alternative 6 would occur on Sites 3 and 4; therefore, actions required under 
Alternatives 4 and 5 would occur (i.e., the existing 500-gallon AST on Site 3 would be removed, 
the less than 90-day hazardous waste storage areas on Site 4 would be relocated, and 
Buildings 9703 and 9705 would be demolished).  However, all protocols for hazardous materials 
and wastes, temporary ASTs, existing AST removal, and the proposed life safety generators 
would be followed as described under Alternative 1.  All federal, state, and local requirements 
for handling hazardous materials and wastes and petroleum products and wastes, as well as 
NSA’s Hazardous Materials Management Program, SPCC Plan, and FRP, would be followed.   

Potential impacts related to ACMs, LBP, PCBs under Alternative 6 would be greater than those 
described for Alternatives 4 and 5 because Buildings 9703 and 9705 would be demolished.  
However, all potential measures to control asbestos, LBP, and PCB exposure described under 
Alternative 1 would be implemented under this alternative, as applicable.  Beneficial impacts 
would be greater due to the removal of more ACMs, LBP, and PCBs from buildings on the NSA 
Campus than under Alternatives 4 and 5.  

As under Alternatives 4 and 5, no impacts on environmental contamination would be expected.  
All procedures outlined under Alternative 1 would be followed should any contamination or UXO 
be encountered during work activities within or near the magnetic tape burial pits, FGGM-003-R-
02 (if construction occurs within S20/S21), and FGGM- 006-R-01.  Lastly, appropriate radon 
mitigation measures discussed under Alternative 1 would be installed, if necessary. 

4.10.8 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the PAF would not be constructed and operations would 
remain in current substandard conditions.  There would be no change in hazardous materials 
and petroleum products or hazardous and petroleum wastes at Fort Meade.  Therefore, no 
impacts on the management of hazardous materials and wastes would be expected under the 
No Action Alternative.  Additionally, beneficial impacts associated with the removal of ACMs, 
LBP, and PCBs would not occur.  

4.11 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

4.11.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Socioeconomics.  Significance of impacts for socioeconomics varies depending on the context 
of a proposed action (40 CFR § 1508.27[a]).  The significance of socioeconomic impacts is 
assessed in terms of whether or not direct impacts on the local economic and related impacts 
on other socioeconomic resources (e.g., income, employment) are deemed substantial.   

Environmental Justice.  Race, ethnicity, and poverty data are examined for Anne Arundel 
County Census District 4 and compared to the ROI and the State of Maryland to determine if a 
minority or low-income population could be disproportionately affected by the Proposed Action. 

4.11.2 Alternative 1 (Site 1) 

Socioeconomics.  Impacts on socioeconomics would be short term, negligible, and beneficial 
as a result of the Proposed Action.  Short-term impacts from site clearing, demolition, and 
construction activities under Alternative 1 would be expected to stimulate the local economy 
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through increases in payroll taxes, sales receipts, and the indirect purchase of goods and 
services.  Construction workers would likely be local (i.e., from the ROI), and based on Table 
3-9, there would be enough construction workers in the ROI to support the Proposed Action.  In 
addition to the approximately 605 personnel who would be relocated to the PAF from within the 
NSA campus, approximately 120 personnel would be moved from off-installation facilities.  
However, the net increase in personnel working on the NSA Campus (and on Fort Meade) 
would be approximately 100 people because 20 people currently working on the NSA Campus 
would be relocated off-installation.  All personnel that would move to the PAF under Alternative 
1 are existing NSA employees.  Therefore, the approximately 725 personnel who would work at 
the PAF would not be expected to have a long-term, adverse impact on socioeconomics, 
including demographics and employment, because they would be coming from residences 
within or from the area around Fort Meade.  Additionally because no new personnel would be 
hired under Alternative 1, no long-term, beneficial impacts on socioeconomics, including on the 
local economy and employment, would be expected.  Transportation impacts on local 
populations from the additional personnel moving to the PAF and using roads around 
Alternative 1 are discussed in Section 4.2. 

Environmental Justice.  No impacts on environmental justice would be expected from 
implementation of the Proposed Action.  Because the Proposed Action would occur entirely on 
within a military installation in an already developed area, and the nearest on-installation family 
housing neighborhood is approximately 1,500 feet to the north and nearest off-installation 
housing is approximately 1.3 miles to the southwest, potential impacts such as construction 
noise would be limited to working hours and dissipate with greater distances.  Therefore, no 
disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations would be expected. 

4.11.3 Alternative 2 (Site 2) 

Impacts on socioeconomics and environmental justice under Alternative 2 would be the same 
as those discussed under Alternative 1.  Under Alternative 2, 500,000 ft2 of facilities would be 
constructed within a developed area and 725 personnel would relocate to the PAF, which is 
identical to Alternative 1.  The nearest on-installation family housing to Alternative 2 is 
approximately 2,500 feet north, which is farther away than under Alternative 1; therefore, there 
would be no disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

4.11.4 Alternative 3 (Sites 1 and 2) 

Impacts on socioeconomics and environmental justice under Alternative 3 would be the same 
as those discussed under Alternative 1.  The nearest on- and off-installation housing are 
approximately the same distance from Alternative 3 as from Alternative 1.  Therefore, there 
would be no disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

4.11.5 Alternative 4 (Site 3) 

Impacts on socioeconomics and environmental justice under Alternative 4 would be similar to, 
but less than, those discussed under Alternative 1.  Under Alternative 4, the archive facility 
would not be constructed and, therefore, fewer construction-related expenses would be required 
compared to Alternative 1, resulting in short-term, negligible, beneficial impacts from increases 
in payroll taxes, sales receipts, and the indirect purchase of goods and services that are less 
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than those experienced under Alternative 1.  Approximately 100 personnel within Building 9703 
would be relocated to Building 9705, and 20 personnel in Building 9705 would be relocated off-
installation.  The remaining 280 personnel in Building 9705 would be relocated to various 
facilities throughout the NSA Campus.  As a result, changes in personnel would not result in any 
socioeconomic impacts.  The nearest on-installation family housing to Alternative 4 is 
approximately 3,500 feet north, which is farther than under Alternative 1, and the nearest off-
installation housing is approximately 0.9 mile southwest, which is slightly closer than under 
Alternative 1.  There would be no impacts on environmental justice and no disproportionate 
impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

4.11.6 Alternative 5 (Site 4) 

Impacts on socioeconomics and environmental justice under Alternative 5 would be similar to, 
but less than, those discussed under Alternative 1.  Under Alternative 5, the archive facility 
would not be constructed and, therefore, fewer construction-related expenses would be required 
compared to Alternative 1, resulting in short-term, negligible, beneficial impacts from increases 
in payroll taxes, sales receipts, and the indirect purchase of goods and services that are less 
than those experienced under Alternative 1.  Alternative 5 would require approximately 280 
personnel from Building 9705 to relocate within the installation; however, the net increase in 
personnel from off-installation to the NSA Campus would be identical to Alternative 4.  As a 
result, changes in personnel would not result in any socioeconomic impacts.  The nearest on-
installation family housing to Alternative 5 is approximately 3,500 feet north, which is farther 
than under Alternative 1, and the nearest off-installation housing is approximately 0.9 mile 
southwest, which is slightly closer than under Alternative 1.  There would be no disproportionate 
impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

4.11.7 Alternative 6 (Sites 3 and 4) 

Impacts on socioeconomics and environmental justice under Alternative 6 would be the same 
as those discussed under Alternative 1.  Under Alternative 6, 500,000 ft2 of facilities would be 
constructed on DoD property within a developed area and 725 personnel would relocate to the 
PAF.  Approximately 100 personnel from Building 9703 ad 280 personnel from Building 9705 
would relocate within the installation.  The nearest on-installation family housing to Alternative 6 
is approximately 3,500 feet north, which is farther than under Alternative 1, and the nearest off-
installation housing is approximately 0.9 mile southwest, which is slightly closer than under 
Alternative 1, the impacts would be the same as Alternative 1.  There would be no 
disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income populations. 

4.11.8 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed PAF would not be constructed, publishing and 
archives operations would remain in the existing aging facilities under substandard conditions, 
and there would be no change in personnel on the NSA Campus.  Because there would be no 
construction under the No Action Alternative, beneficial impacts on the local economy would not 
occur, and conditions would remain as described under Section 3.11.2. 
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5. Cumulative Impacts 
Federal regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR §§ 1500–1508) require that the cumulative 
effects of a proposed action be assessed.  CEQ regulations implementing the procedural 
provisions of NEPA define cumulative effects as follows (40 CFR § 1508.7): 

“The impact on the environment, which results from the incremental impact of the action when 
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions.”  

A cumulative effect could be additive (i.e., the net adverse cumulative effects are strengthened 
by the sum of individual effects), countervailing (i.e., the net adverse cumulative effect is 
lessened as a result of the interaction between beneficial and adverse individual effects), or 
synergistic (i.e., the net adverse cumulative effect is greater than the sum of the individual 
effects).  Cumulative effects could result from individually minor, but collectively significant 
actions that take place over time.  Accordingly, a cumulative effects analysis identifies and 
defines the scope of other actions and their interrelationship with the alternatives if there is an 
overlap in space and time.  Cumulative effects are most likely to occur when there is an 
overlapping geographic location and a coincidental or sequential timing of events.  Therefore, 
this section presents projects that are considered temporally or geographically related to the 
Proposed Action, and, as such, have the potential to result in cumulative impact. 

5.1 Projects Considered for Potential Cumulative Impacts 

On-installation Projects  

Vehicle Control Point (VCP) 1 Upgrades.  Upgrades for the VCP-1 along Canine Road, 
northwest of the proposed PAF Project Areas, would improve traffic flow on Fort Meade.  This 
action would involve realignment of the Canine Road entrance farther away from the MD 32 off-
ramp and construction of new vehicle detention and intersection areas, guard booths and 
parking areas.  An EA was completed for this project resulting in a Finding of No Significance 
signed in February 2016 (NSA 2017b).  Construction for this project began in 2017.  

O’Brien Road Rerouting.  O’Brien Road would be rerouted at its intersection with Mapes 
Road.  Improvements planned for the VCP at this intersection would require rerouting of O’Brien 
Road from the NSA Campus around the east side of the Fort Meade Water Treatment Plant to 
Simmonds Street.  The timeframe for completion of this project is not yet determined. 

East Campus Integration Program (ECIP).  The NSA ECIP consists of construction and 
operation of approximately 2.9 million ft2 of new facilities and operations and headquarters 
space on the NSA’s East Campus and the 9800 Troop Support Area on the installation.  
Additionally, 1.9 million ft2 of demolition on the NSA Campus would be required under this 
project.  This action would consolidate mission elements on the NSA Campus based on function 
which would then support a more collaborative environment.  All supporting infrastructure would 
be included under this project, which includes an electrical substation, emergency generator, 
lifesaving generators, building heating systems, and utilities.  An Environmental Impact 
Statement was completed for this project resulting in a Record of Decision signed May 25, 
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2017.  The timeframe for construction is expected to be from FY 2019 through FY 2029 (NSA 
2017a). 

Samford Road Rebuild.  The proposed rebuilding of the Samford Road and stormwater system 
would include total reconstruction of the roadway from subgrade to finish and replacement of all 
concrete curbing, gutters, and the existing stormwater system.  The timeframe for project 
completion is expected to be November 2018. 

Signalization at O’Brien Road and Samford Road.  This project will construct and install a 
stop light at the intersection of O’Brien and Samford Roads to improve existing and projected 
traffic conditions along O’Brien Road.  This project is currently under way and is expected to be 
completed in 2018. 

South Campus Feeder Phase 3.  Phase 3 of this project will construct and install duct banks 
with larger diameter conduits than the existing duct banks to accommodate the required larger 
feeders.  This work incorporates installation of 1.5 miles of concrete-encased duct bank.  Phase 
3 will upgrade the underground system from the South Campus Utility Plant to buildings and 
facilities in the South Campus area.  Installation of additional infrastructure to Buildings 9700, 
9701, 9703, 9705, 9706, the VCIF, Cooper Avenue, and VCP-6 are included in this action.  The 
timeframe for project completion is November 2018.    

Potential Replacement of VCP-5.  NSA is conducting a planning study for a construction 
project that would develop a new entry control facility and could include a new VCIF to replace 
the existing VCP-5, which is on O'Brien Road north of the Perimeter Road intersection on the 
South Campus.  Two site locations near VCP-5 are being considered as part of the study.  
Inclusion of the proposed VCIF on the project would involve validation, future scenario 
coordination with planning documents, and building requirements.  The feasibility study is 
expected to be completed by the spring of 2018.  If implemented, full build-out of the 
replacement VCP is expected to be completed during FY 2022. 

Off-Installation Projects  

MD 198 Road Capacity Improvements.  The Maryland State Highway Administration, in 
conjunction with the Federal Highway Administration, Anne Arundel County, Fort Meade, and 
USACE, conducted a planning study addressing current and future capacity needs, bicycle 
lanes, and pedestrian access along MD 198 from the Baltimore-Washington Parkway to MD 32 
(3.5-mile study area).  The purpose of the MD 198 Project Planning Study is to identify ways to 
improve existing capacity and traffic operations, enhance access to Fort Meade, and increase 
the safety of drivers, bicyclists, and pedestrians along MD 198, while supporting existing and 
planned development in the area.  Improvement studies and additional planning for this project 
is underway (FHWA and MD SHA 2011, MD SHA and AAC 2014, MD SHA 2015).  The 
Baltimore Regional Transportation Board projected that the widening of MD 198 from MD 295 to 
MD 32 would be completed and the road operational by 2020 to accommodate growth at Fort 
Meade, including potential BRAC-related traffic increases (Baltimore Regional Transportation 
Board 2016).  

Arundel Gateway.  Arundel Gateway is a 300-acre mixed-used development, consisting of the 
Liberty Valley and Arundel Gateway sections, located in western Anne Arundel County, 
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southwest of Fort Meade.  Development plans for the area include mixed-use retail buildings, 
commercial buildings, offices and housing (Lemke 2014, Ribera Development 2014).  Arundel 
Gateway would be comprised of eight commercial buildings and retail shops, a community 
center (3,000 ft2), and 103 acres for various housing developments (e.g., 500-unit townhouses), 
350-unit multi-family townhouses, 360-unit apartments, and 200-unit condominiums) (Anne 
Arundel County 2012).  The proposed development is southwest of Fort Meade on MD 198, just 
east of the Baltimore-Washington Parkway/MD 198 interchange.  Modifications to the project 
application are pending regional review (AAC 2017b).  Project completion is yet to be 
determined. 

Annapolis Junction Town Center.  The Annapolis Junction Town Center would create an 
18.9-acre transit oriented development to include 100,000 ft2 of office space, 416 apartment 
homes, a 150-room hotel, 17,450 ft2 of retail space, and a new 704-space Savage Maryland 
Area Regional Commuter Station parking garage in Howard County.  Phased opening of 
apartment homes at The Residences began during 2016 (St. Johns Properties 2017).     

5.2 Cumulative Impacts on Resources 

5.2.1 Land Use 

The Proposed Action would be consistent with present and foreseeable land uses on Fort 
Meade and the NSA Campus.  The Proposed Action would not be expected to impact nearby 
sensitive land uses.  The Proposed Action and other cumulative projects would be expected to 
have short- and long-term, adverse and beneficial, cumulative impacts on functional land uses 
surrounding Fort Meade and the NSA Campus.  Generally, the projects would be consistent 
with existing and planned land uses on and off of the installation, and would not be expected to 
require changes to land use designations.  Short term, minor, and adverse construction impacts 
would include the temporarily reduced or precluded access of certain areas (e.g. parking lots, 
intersections, and VCPs), traffic lane closures or blockages, increased dust and noise, and 
presence of construction actions and equipment at or near the project sites.  Additionally, 
implementation of Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 of the Proposed Action, along with other on-installation 
cumulative projects, could result in loss of forested areas and open space.  Operation of the 
cumulative projects combined would stimulate beneficial changes in functional land uses and 
land development on and off of the installation.  On-installation benefits would include 
improvements to functional land uses (e.g., access to and availability of adequate parking), and 
consolidated work functions and associated personnel in accordance with the 2013 NSAW 
Facilities Master Plan.  Off-installation beneficial impacts would also be expected from the 
redevelopment and revitalization related to Arundel Gateway and Annapolis Junction Town 
Center.  Adverse impacts from the development of off-installation projects would include loss of 
open space and forested areas as office, retail, and residential areas are constructed. 

5.2.2 Transportation 

The baseline for assessing transportation impacts was formed using existing and projected 
future (i.e., from growth and cumulative projects on the installation and in the region) traffic 
conditions in Section 3.2.  Short-term, minor to moderate, adverse, cumulative impacts on 
transportation and parking on the NSA Campus could occur if multiple construction and 
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roadway improvement projects (e.g., VCP-1 Upgrades, O’Brien Road rerouting, rebuild of 
Samford Road) occur simultaneously.  It is possible that some roadway and intersection 
improvements could be completed prior to construction (e.g., signalization at the intersection of 
Samford and O’Brien Roads) to facilitate eased traffic during development of Proposed Action 
and other cumulative projects.  This could result in minor beneficial impacts from reduced traffic 
congestion and improved traffic flow at key intersections on Campus.  Long-term, minor 
beneficial impacts could be expected from the concurrent planning and construction of the 
Proposed Action and redevelopment of Samford Road because the projects complement each 
other and simultaneous efforts could streamline development in that area of the installation.  
Traffic impacts from the Proposed Action combined with other growth would be above and 
beyond adverse impacts already considered major under existing conditions, as LOS values in 
the area are already degraded.  On-installation, the Proposed Action and other cumulative 
projects would be developed with sidewalks, cross walks, and elevated walkways to promote 
pedestrian access to facilities and safe walkability throughout the campus.  Off-installation, the 
MD 198 road capacity improvements would help to reduce traffic congestion and improve 
access between the installation and the surrounding communities. 

5.2.3 Noise 

Implementation of the Proposed Action and other concurrent actions would result in short-term, 
negligible to minor, adverse, cumulative noise impacts on the ambient noise environment during 
demolition and construction activities, particularly from development of the VCP-1, 
redevelopment of the Samford Road corridor, roadway expansions along MD 198, and ECIP.  
The combined potential construction noise (including pile-driving) form the Proposed Action and 
other identified projects, potentially occurring on a simultaneous or overlapping timeframe on 
the installation, would likely result in increased ambient noise levels in the immediate area and 
could have minor, adverse impacts on nearby sensitive noise receptors (e.g., military family 
housing).  Because the increased noise would be related to construction, it would be temporary 
in nature and would not have any long-term impacts.  Short-term, negligible, adverse noise 
impacts on off-installation sensitive noise receptors (e.g., Patuxent Research Refuge) could be 
expected from construction and pile-driving activities associated with the development of the 
ECIP, VCP-1, rebuild of Samford Road, and MD 198 Improvements.  Pile-driving activities 
would only be conducted on weekdays during normal business hours (i.e., 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.) to 
reduce noise impacts on nearby sensitive noise receptors.  The past, current, and reasonably 
foreseeable noise environment in and around the PAF Project Areas is dominated by traffic 
noise from the adjacent roadways, which would continue into the future. 

5.2.4 Air Quality 

The Proposed Action, other NSA and Fort Meade actions, and other development activities 
within the immediate region would have some level of construction- and operation-related 
emissions.  The State of Maryland takes into account the impacts of all past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects in the region and associated emissions during the 
development of their SIP.  Estimated emissions generated by the Proposed Action would be 
below de minimis levels and not regionally significant.  Therefore, these construction-related 
impacts would contribute negligibly to cumulative short-term impacts on air quality. 
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5.2.5 Geological Resources 

Negligible to minor cumulative impacts on geological resources would be expected from 
construction activities.  Impacts on topography, geology, and soils from construction would be 
localized to the site that is being developed.  Long-term cumulative impacts from the Proposed 
Action and other cumulative projects could occur as a result of the conversion of undeveloped 
land, which is an irreversible and irretrievable conversion of natural soils to urban land, and 
would be partially offset by the implementation of ESD and other sustainable measures. 

5.2.6 Water Resources 

Short-term, minor, cumulative, adverse impacts on water resources could occur from all 
construction.  Removal of forest and other vegetation can increase stormwater flows during rain 
events, introduce contaminants (e.g., oils, fertilizers, pesticides) into surface water bodies and 
possibly worsen downstream flooding if water channels are transporting more water in a shorter 
period of time.  Implementation of soil erosion and sedimentation controls and stormwater 
pollution prevention at construction sites would minimize the potential for adverse impacts from 
individual construction sites and, therefore, reduce potential cumulative impacts on water 
resources.  Long-term, minor, adverse cumulative impacts on water resources would be 
expected from the addition of impervious surfaces.  Additional to the Proposed Action, the ECIP 
development, VCP-1 Upgrades, Potential Replacement of VCP-5, and Samford Road Rebuild) 
would result in some additional new impervious surface on Fort Meade that would increase 
water runoff and flooding problems that already occurring in the Little Patuxent River and other 
downstream areas.  The cumulative increase in impervious surfaces would be considered a 
minor contribution in the context of the whole watershed but could be noticeable on a more 
localized level.  Adherence to the 2015 Maryland Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion 
and Sediment Control would be expected to minimize or avoid potentially long-term, cumulative, 
adverse impacts on water resources. 

5.2.7 Biological Resources 

Short- and long-term, adverse cumulative impacts would be expected on vegetation and wildlife 
as a result of the development of currently undeveloped forested sites.  The Proposed Action 
and other cumulative development activities, such as the ECIP, VCP-1 Upgrades, replacement 
of VCP-5 and Arundel Gateway, would likely result in the development and loss of existing 
forested and open space habitats on and off of the NSA Campus and Fort Meade.  However, an 
area to the east of Site 2 will be reforested consistent with the FCA to mitigate development on 
the East Campus.  Cumulative impacts could include increased effects of segmentation of 
existing wildlife habitat on and around Fort Meade, especially in the increasingly fragmented 
corridor between the proposed Project Areas and along the Baltimore-Washington Parkway and 
the northern boundary of Fort Meade; increased potential for wildlife mortality associated with 
collision during construction activities; a reduction in the quality of wildlife habitat available; and 
the permanent removal of forest and other suitable habitat located on and around Fort Meade. 

5.2.8 Cultural Resources 

Cumulative impacts on archaeological sites and architectural resources have likely occurred 
from past construction on and off the NSA and Fort Meade as areas were disturbed for 
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construction.  No cumulative impacts on any previously identified archaeological or architectural 
resources have been identified in association with construction of the Proposed Action when 
combined with other cumulative actions at this time.  There are no NRHP-eligible buildings 
proposed for demolition within the Project Areas. 

5.2.9 Infrastructure and Sustainability 

 The Proposed Action and other cumulative projects, such as the replacement of the existing 
stormwater system associated with the Samford Road Rebuild, would generally be expected to 
have short- and long-term, minor, adverse, cumulative impacts resulting from increased demand 
on utility systems.  Long-term, negligible to minor, adverse and beneficial cumulative impacts 
would be expected from the concurrent construction and operation of new infrastructure 
associated the Proposed Action and other cumulative projects.  Overall, additional new 
buildings would be expected to increase demands on utilities; however, the demands on utilities 
associated with these actions would not be expected to exceed the systems and services that 
are already being provided or system upgrades that are underway or planned.  Larger 
construction projects such as ECIP and construction of the new duct banks for the South 
Campus Feeder electrical system upgrades would likely contribute the greatest impact on 
infrastructure and sustainability if they were to occur simultaneously.  Additionally, new 
infrastructure associated with these projects would be expected to be modern and more efficient 
than previous systems.  Construction and operation of major development projects outside of 
the installation but proximal to the Proposed Action (e.g., Arundel Gateway) would have similar 
long-term, minor to moderate, adverse impacts on infrastructure and utility systems.     

No cumulative adverse impacts would be expected as a result of incorporating sustainable 
design, development, and operation of projects.  Cumulative long-term, minor to moderate, 
beneficial impacts from reduced energy and water usage, reduced waste generation, increased 
use of recycled and repurposed materials, use of cost-effective sustainable technologies, and 
incorporation of sustainable site design would be expected from implementation of the 
Proposed Action and other development projects occurring on and off the installation. 

5.2.10 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

No cumulative adverse impacts would be expected as a result of use of hazardous materials 
and petroleum products and generation of hazardous wastes.  The Proposed Action and other 
cumulative projects on the NSA Campus and Fort Meade would be expected to use an 
increased amount of hazardous materials and generate hazardous wastes during construction 
activities, but all uses would be in accordance with existing laws, regulations, and management 
plans.  Cumulative, negligible, beneficial impacts could occur from the demolition of aged 
buildings because they likely contain ACMs, LBP, and PCBs.  Hazardous materials and wastes 
and petroleum products would be contained and disposed of according to procedures already in 
place at NSA and Fort Meade. 

5.2.11 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

Short-term, negligible to minor, adverse and beneficial cumulative effects on socioeconomics 
would be expected from implementing the Proposed Action and other additive actions.  Short-
term, beneficial impacts on the local economy are expected for the duration of the project from 
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increased construction labor force employment and expenditures for construction workers’ 
wages and taxes, construction materials, and purchase of other goods and services.  The 
Proposed Action and other cumulative actions are not expected to disproportionately affect 
minority or low-income populations at this time. 

5.3 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 

NEPA requires that EAs include identification of any irreversible and irretrievable commitment of 
resources that would be involved in the implementation of the Proposed Action.  Irreversible and 
irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable resources and the 
effects that the uses of these resources could have on future generations.  Irreversible effects 
primarily result from the use or destruction of a specific resource (e.g., energy and minerals) 
that cannot be replaced within a reasonable timeframe.  Irretrievable resource commitments 
involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot be restored as a result of the 
Proposed Action (e.g., extinction of a threatened or endangered species or the disturbance of a 
cultural site).  

Construction activities would require consumption of limited amounts of materials typically 
associated with interior and exterior construction (e.g., concrete, wiring, piping, insulation, and 
windows).  NSA does not expect the amount of these materials used to significantly decrease 
the availability of the resources.  Small amounts of nonrenewable resources would be used; 
however, NSA does not consider these amounts to be appreciable and does not expect them to 
affect the availability of these resources. 
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Appendix A:  Interagency Coordination and Public 
Involvement 
The following agencies and individuals were sent agency coordination letters as part of the EA 
process: 

Ms. Genevieve LaRouche 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Ms. Lori Byrne 
Environmental Rev. Specialist 
Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources 
Tawes State Office Building E-1 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Jason Dubow   
Manager, Resource Conservation 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland State Clearinghouse 
301 West Preston Street  
Suite 1101 
Baltimore, MD 21201-2305 

Ms. Elizabeth Hughes 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place, 3rd Floor 
Crownsville, MD 21032-2023

Ms. Ginger Ellis 
Anne Arundel County 
Department of Public Works 
Heritage Office Complex 
2662 Riva Road 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Brian Ulrich  
Anne Arundel County 
Office of Planning and Zoning 
Heritage Office Complex 
2664 Riva Road 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Valdis Lazdins 
Howard County 
Department of Planning and Zoning 
3430 Court House Drive 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 

Mr. Mick Butler, Chief 
Fort Meade Environmental Division  
85th Medical Battalion Avenue & Wilson 
Street 
Building 2460 
Fort Meade, MD 20755
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