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INTRODUCTION

Fort Gordon is situated in east-central Georgia, 9 miles southwest of the City of Augusta. It is
located in portions of Columbia, Jefferson, McDuffie, and Richmond counties, but is primarily
within Richmond County. Fort Gordon is subdivided into 49 training areas, two restricted impact
areas, a main cantonment area, and an industrial cantonment area. Fort Gordon is
approximately 55,590 acres, of which 5,590 acres are the main cantonment area, 13,000 acres
are impact areas, and 37,000 acres are on-Post maneuver and training areas. In September
2011, the Energy Initiatives Task Force (EITF) was established by the Secretary of the Army to
serve as the central management office for partnering with Army installations to implement cost-
effective, large-scale renewable energy projects, leveraging private sector financing. The EITF
focuses on solar, wind, geothermal, and biomass projects that are 10 megawatts (MWs) or
greater and located on Army installations in the U.S. The EITF and Fort Gordon identified solar
photovoltaic (PV) as a viable renewable energy technology for development on Fort Gordon.

1. PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose and need for the Proposed Action is to: (a) achieve renewable electrical energy
production on Army land in accordance with 10 United States Code 2911(e), as amended,
which requires that the Army produce or procure not less than 25 percent of the total quantity of
electrical energy it consumes within its facilities during fiscal year 2025 and each fiscal year
thereafter from renewable energy sources; (b) contribute to the Army’s goal of generating one
gigawatt of renewable electrical energy on Army land by 2025; and (c) contribute to the Energy
Policy Act of 2005, requiring the Army’s consumption of not less than 7.5 percent of the total
quantity of facility electrical energy it consumes within its facilities during fiscal year 2013 and
each fiscal year thereafter from renewable energy sources. The Army proposes to help meet
this purpose and need at Fort Gordon via the construction, operation, and maintenance of a
solar PV generating array system (solar PV system).

2. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

PROPOSED ACTION: The Army proposes to enter into an approximately 35-year easement with
Georgia Power Company (Georgia Power), in which it will allow the use of about 250 acres of
land on Fort Gordon for the developer to construct, operate, and maintain an approximately 30
MW solar PV system. The easement will also include a transmission line right of way (ROW) to
an electrical substation. PV technology converts sunlight directly into electric current through
the use of semiconductors. Semiconductors are usually composed of crystalline silicon wafers,
either single crystal or polycrystalline, and thin film amorphous silicon. When semiconducting
materials are exposed to light, they absorb some of the sun’s energy in the form of photons and
emit electrons in the form of direct current electricity. The basic PV cell produces only a small
amount of power; therefore, PV cells are wired in a series to form panels. Several PV panels
are installed in a rack to form a PV array. The power-producing components of a solar PV
system consist of the solar array field (a series of networked PV arrays); the power conditioning
system, which contains an inverter to convert the energy produced from direct current to
alternating current for use on the electrical grid; and a transformer to boost voltage for feeding
the power into the electrical grid.



ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED AND EVALUATED: Numerous alternatives to the Proposed Action
were considered and the following alternatives were carried through for analysis throughout the
environmental assessment (EA).

e Alternative 1: Site 5 and Transmission Line Right of Way (Preferred Alternative):
The Preferred Alternative is to construct an approximately 30 MW solar PV system on an
approximately 250 acre parcel of land on the southeastern part of Fort Gordon, near the
intersection of Highway 1 and Mirror Lake Road and east of the Gordon Lakes Golf
Course. The transmission line route follows Mirror Lake Road and then Range Road in
a northerly direction, to 19th street, turning east and following the outside border of the
cantonment area to Georgia Power’s substation #2, the main Fort Gordon transformer
station.

The proposed solar PV site is heavily wooded with abundant understory. This site offers
limited environmental restrictions and is within a four mile radius of the substation. The
proposed site is available for military training, although it is infrequently utilized and Fort
Gordon has no future plans for increased use of this site. There is a small training site
adjacent to the solar PV site that will be excluded from development. There is also a
cemetery adjacent to the solar PV site that will be excluded and protected. Access to
the training site and the cemetery must be maintained throughout construction and
operation of the solar PV system.

The proposed transmission line route will be predominately located in existing ROWSs.
However, in several locations the line will cut across wooded, unimproved areas. These
areas will require additional timber harvest and site preparation.

e No Action Alternative: Under the No Action Alternative, the Army will not enter into a
lease agreement with a private partner to construct, operate, and maintain a solar PV
system on Fort Gordon. An opportunity to work towards the goals of reducing the
Army’s energy intensity and using an available renewable energy technology will,
therefore, be missed.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES: The EA, which is
attached hereto and incorporated by reference into this Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI),
examined the potential effects of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1: Site 5 and
Transmission Line ROW) and No Action Alternative on 13 resource areas and areas of
environmental and socioeconomic concern: land use and visual resources, airspace, noise,
radio frequency and spectrum use, air quality, geology and soils, water resources, biological
resources, cultural resources, hazardous materials and waste, socioeconomics, transportation,
and utilities.

Implementation of the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 1: Site 5 and Transmission Line ROW)
would result in a combination of impacts. The potential impacts identified were primarily minor
and associated with the construction of the solar PV system and transmission line. Construction
of the array and transmission line have the potential to impact land use and visual resources,
geology and soils, water resources, and biological resources. The EA identifies mitigation
measures (e.g. avoidance, best management practices (BMPs), and environmental compliance)
to minimize potential environmental impacts.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: Cumulative impacts result from the incremental effect of separate past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions on the environment, regardless of what



agency or person undertakes those actions. They can accrue from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over an extended period of time. Taken individually,
environmental damage is incremental, occurring one action at a time. However, determining the
significance of the collective actions requires an understanding of their effect on the larger
environment.

Projects occurring on Fort Gordon (in addition to the Preferred Alternative) would be required to
follow the BMPs described in the EA. If these BMPs are properly implemented and maintained
for each project, there would be only minor cumulative impacts. When necessary, appropriate
state and Federal agencies would be consulted, and impacts on the respective resources would
be avoided by following the agency recommendations.

4. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENTS

The Final EA and draft FNSI were made available to Federal, state, and local agencies, Native
American tribes, and the public for review and comment for 30 days. A Notice of Availability for
the EA and draft FNSI were published in the Augusta Chronicle. During the public review and
comment period, copies of the EA were made available at the Fort Gordon Public Affairs Office
(Bldg. 29801, Nelson Hall, 520 Chamberlain Dr., Fort Gordon, GA), Woodworth Library
(Building 33500, Rice Road, Fort Gordon, GA), and the Augusta-Richmond County Library
(823 Telfair St., Augusta, GA). During and immediately following this public comment period,
the Army collected, logged, and incorporate any comments received into the EA and FNSI as
necessary. The Army will prepare and release a final FNSI (and final EA, if necessary) to the
appropriate local, state, and Federal repositories after receiving all comments.

5. FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

The results of the analysis in the EA, comments received within the public review period, and
the needs of Fort Gordon and the EITF have been considered by the Fort Gordon garrison.
Based on these factors, the decision to implement the Proposed Action (Alternative 1: Site 5
and Transmission Line ROW) in which the Army proposes to enter into an approximately 35-
year easement with Georgia Power. The easement will allow the use of about 250 acres of land
on Fort Gordon and the additional transmission line ROW for the construction, operation, and
maintenance of an approximately 30 MW solar PV system. Implementation of a solar PV
system will not have a significant impact on the quality of human life or natural environment.

This analysis fulfills the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as
implemented by the Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), as well
as the requirements of the Environmental Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR 651). Therefore,
issuance of a FNSI is warranted, and an Environmental Impact Statement is not necessary.

COL Samuel G. Anderson Date
Garrison Commander
Fort Gordon
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR A SOLAR PHOTOVOLTAIC GENERATING ARRAY SYSTEM

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose and need for the Proposed Action is to: (a) achieve renewable electrical energy
production on Army land in accordance with 10 United States Code 2911(e), as amended,
which requires that the Army produce or procure not less than 25 percent of the total quantity of
electrical energy it consumes within its facilities during fiscal year 2025 and each fiscal year
thereafter from renewable energy sources; (b) contribute to the Army’s goal of generating one
gigawatt of renewable electrical energy on Army land by 2025; and (c) contribute to the Energy
Policy Act of 2005, requiring the Army’s consumption of not less than 7.5 percent of the total
quantity of facility electrical energy it consumes within its facilities during fiscal year 2013 and
each fiscal year thereafter from renewable energy sources. The Army proposes to help meet
this purpose and need at Fort Gordon via the construction, operation, and maintenance of a
solar photovoltaic (PV) generating array system (solar PV system).

PROPOSED ACTION

The Army proposes to enter into an approximately 35-year easement with Georgia Power
Company (Georgia Power), in which it will allow the use of about 250 acres of land on Fort
Gordon for the developer to construct, operate, and maintain an approximately 30 megawatt
(MW) solar PV system. The easement will also include a transmission line right of way (ROW)
to an electrical substation.

The Preferred Alternative is to construct an approximately 30 MW solar PV system on an
approximately 250 acre parcel of land on the southeastern part of the installation, east of
Gordon Lakes Golf Course. Construction will also include a transmission line corridor and
associated right-of-way to connect the new solar PV system to Georgia Power’s substation #2 in
the cantonment area.

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army will not enter into a lease agreement with a private
partner to construct, operate, and maintain a solar PV system on Fort Gordon. An opportunity
to work towards the goals of reducing the Army’s energy intensity and using an available
renewable energy technology will, therefore, be missed.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Based on the Environmental Assessment, it has been determined that implementation of
Alternative 1: Site 5 and Transmission Line ROW would have no significant direct, indirect, or
cumulative effects on the quality of the natural or human environment. Potential impacts on
resources that could be affected by the implementation of the Preferred Alternative are
summarized in Table ES-1.
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Table ES-1. Summar

of Potential Environmental and Socioeconomic Impacts

EA FOR SOLAR PV SYSTEM
FORT GORDON, GEORGIA

SEPTEMBER 2014

Resource

Land Use &

Visual Resources

Potential Environmental Impacts Resulting from
the Preferred Alternative

Land Use &

Visual Resources

Direct Impacts: Moderate adverse impacts would
occur as a result of the timber harvest prior to
construction.

Mitigation to Negate Impacts from the
Preferred Alternative

Summary of Impacts

(see Section 3.1

of the types of impacts)

.2 for definitions

Alternative 1:
Site 5 and
Transmission
Line Right of
Way
(Preferred
Alternative)

Moderate

No Action
Alternative

None

Indirect Impacts: Minor adverse indirect impacts on
land use would occur as a result of the loss of 250
acres of commercial timber production. Once the
area is converted to solar panels, Fort Gordon would
lose any future timber harvest revenue for at least the
next 60 years (35-year lease plus 25 years to grow
trees if the lease ends). Archery hunting acreage
would also be lost as a result of the timber harvest.

Minor adverse indirect impacts on the viewshed
would occur as a result of construction and operation.
The change in viewshed from a natural wooded area
to a cleared area with a solar PV system and
transmission line would result in minor adverse
impacts.

arspace
. Direct Impacts: None None None
Airspace - -
Indirect Impacts: None None None

Minor

None

Executive Summary
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T
Direct Impacts: Noise is expected from timber
harvesting in the forested area, vegetation clearing, . .
. . Heavy construction equipment would operate
and construction. Short-term minor adverse effects . .
. . only during daylight hours and would be .
near the construction sites could result from the use Do ) e Minor None
. . - maintained to the manufacturer’s specifications
Noise of heavy equipment. Operation of the solar panels S .
. ) . . to minimize noise impacts.
would result in no impacts on the noise environment
since the PV panels would operate in silent mode.
Indirect Impacts: None None None

Radio Frequency &
Spectrum Use

Radio Frequency &
Spectrum Use

Direct Impacts: The solar PV system array site would
have no impact. The transmission line could have
minor impacts on communication missions on Fort
Gordon.

Transmission line ROW has been adjusted in
accordance to the needs of Fort Gordon mission
through consultation with stakeholders.

Minor

None

Indirect Impacts: None

Air Quality

Air Quality

Direct Impacts: Short-term minor adverse impacts
from air emissions during construction and
installation. The primary source of air pollutants
during construction would be attributed to the
movement and operation of construction equipment.

Fugitive dust would be mitigated with water and
the covering of open-bodied trucks.

None

Minor

None

None

Indirect Impacts: Long-term beneficial effects from
indirect reductions in the use of fossil-fuel-based
electricity.

Geology & Soils

Geology & Soils

Direct Impacts: Ground disturbance would be
necessary to construct the solar PV system and
would directly impact soils. Long-term minor adverse
impacts would result from the disturbance of surface

The developer would use BMPs for
sedimentation and erosion such as soil erosion-

Beneficial

Minor

surrounding soils could eventually migrate into the
underlying groundwater.

the groundwater. The developer would follow
procedures required in the Fort Gordon SPCCP
and ISCP.

. . control mats, silt fences, straw bale dikes, Minor None

and near-surface soil horizons through heavy . . ; .

. ; . . diversion ditches, riprap channels, water bars,
machinery and vehicle traverses associated with

; . . . and water spreaders.
construction. During operation, no adverse impacts
to geology & soils are anticipated.
The developer would employ BMPs during

Indirect Impacts: During construction, inadvertent construction activities to minimize the potential
releases of chemicals, oils, or solvents into for contaminants to be released into the soil and Minor None

Executive Summary
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Water Resources

In accordance with the Energy Independence
Direct Impacts: Changing 250 acres of forested land and Security Act, LID practices will be used in
to a solar array field could alter site hydrology. order to maintain pre and post development run
Transmission line installation of utility poles and ROW | off coefficients to the greatest extent possible, Minor None
establishment would be negligible impacts to where technically feasible. Stormwater will be
groundwater. more likely to infiltrate to the recharge area as a
Groundwater result of the installation of LID practices.
The developer would employ BMPs during
Indirect Impacts: During construction, inadvertent construction activities to minimize the potential
releases of chemicals, oils, or solvents into the trench | for contaminants to be released into the soil and .
. . . ) Minor None
or surrounding soils could eventually migrate into the | the groundwater. The developer would follow
underlying groundwater. procedures required in the Fort Gordon SPCCP
and ISCP.
Direct Impacts: None None None
The developer would use BMPs for
Indirect Impacts: Erosion from soil disturbance and sedimentation and erosion control such as soil
Surface Water inadvertent releases of chemicals, oils, or solvents erosion-control mats, silt fences, diversion .
. . . . . . Minor None
during construction could potentially result in runoff ditches, riprap channels, water bars, and water
into surface water bodies. spreaders. Therefore, anticipated adverse
impacts would be temporary and minor.
If wetlands impacts are anticipated during the
Direct Impacts: There are wetlands within the course of devglgplr'!g the site, appropriate
. . permits and mitigation would apply. The
boundaries of the Preferred Alternative. There are no T X . .
. . . transmission line route will cross wetlands, which Minor None
immediate plans to fill or alter any of these wetlands . . . . .
- is covered under Nationwide Permit 12. This
as a result of the solar PV system construction. . . :
permit covers construction, maintenance, and
repair of utility lines crossing wetlands.
Wetlands BMPs such as soil erosion-control mats, silt
fences, straw bale dikes, diversion ditches, riprap
. . . - . channels, water bars, and water spreaders would
Indirect Impacts: Erosion from soil disturbance during . . S .
. . . be used during construction to minimize erosion, .
construction could potentially result in runoff and . . . Minor None
. o sedimentation, and the potential for
sediment accumulation in wetlands. .
contaminants to be released. Therefore,
anticipated adverse impacts would be temporary
and minor.
Direct Impacts: The impacts to floodplains would be
during construction and anticipated to be temporary.
. The transmission line would be stabilized with
Floodplains . . None None
appropriate vegetative cover at the close of
construction.

Executive Summary
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The transmission line ROW impacts to
Indirect Impacts: There are floodplains adjacent to floodplains would be during construction and
Site 5. The transmission line ROW will cross only a anticipated to be temporary. Both site 5 and Minor None
small amount of floodplains. ROW would be stabilized with appropriate
vegetative cover at the close of construction.
Biological
Resources
Direct Impacts: Construction would involve clearing Fort Gordon has a program to control noxious
and grading approximately 250 acres for the solar PV | weeds that includes the stabilization of disturbed
Fl site with limited vegetation clearing for the areas with native seed or other approved Minor None
ora transmission line, which would increase the potential | plantings. Therefore, minor adverse impacts
for the introduction and spread of noxious weeds. would be anticipated.
Indirect Impacts: None None None
Direct Impacts: The loss of vegetation and habitat
would result in the displacement of wildlife species .
L . . ; Minor None
living on the project site. Impacts would be localized
and not affect regional wildlife populations.
Fauna The developer would employ BMPs during
Indirect Impacts: During construction, inadvertent construction activities to minimize the potential
releases of chemicals, oils, or solvents surrounding for contaminants to be released into the soil,
. . ; None None
soils could eventually migrate into surface water groundwater, and surface water. The developer
bodies, which could affect wildlife. would follow procedures required in the Fort
Gordon SPCCP and ISCP.
Direct Impacts: The project site is not within the RCW Thg area must b_e_ surveyed to ensure that no
o active RCW cavities were established.
HMU. The site is forested but forestry management .
; ) . . Fort Gordon would follow gopher tortoise
practices, such as prescribed burning and timber - . .
S A management guidelines in Appendix H of the
thinning, have not been applied in recent years. As a
. . . INRMP (USAGFG, 2008a).
result, the area is currently not suitable RCW habitat. _ . .
T&E and other Segments of the transmission line will pass through Seasor?allrgstrlctlons for. tree and.brush c!earlng Minor None
sensitive species | forested areas and one segment will run adjacent to would limit impacts to migratory bird species.
the HMU With careful planning and avoiding clearing
: . . o suitable migratory bird habitat during the nesting
There are no known gopher tortoise sites within the . ; ;
. . season (i.e., April 1 — July 31), adverse impacts
area of the project site. .
would be avoided.
Indirect Impacts: None None None
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Cultural Resources

Cultural Resources

Direct Impacts: There is one cemetery, Cemetery 9,
located adjacent to the boundary of the project site.
There are no known historic structures and there are

The cemetery is designated as off-limits to
development along with a 30 foot buffer around
the cemetery. Access to the cemetery must be
maintained throughout construction and
operation of the solar PV system.

Hazardous
Materials & Waste

Hazardous Materials
& Waste

Direct Impacts: There are no IRP sites within the PV
Solar Array System field site. However, there are two
IRP sites that are near the transmission line ROW
and a third site that is under investigation.

To mitigate potential impacts to SWMU site
FTGD-46, Georgia Power would maintain a 50-
foot buffer between the transmission line and the
site. SWMU site FTGD-28 is closed and will be
avoided. 19" Street landfill will be engineered to
not impact debris field. Contaminant levels were
found to be low. Health and safety plan will be
implemented during construction.

Minor

no archaeological sites that are eligible for the Fort Gordon has surveyed the majority of the None None
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) within installation for cultural resources. Although the
the boundaries of the project site. discovery of unknown cultural resources remains
possible, the Installation has procedures in place
to deal with inadvertent discoveries.
Indirect Impacts: None None None

None

Indirect Impacts: Minor spills and leaks of fuels and
oils could occur from heavy equipment machinery
during construction. There would be minimal storage
and handling of hazardous materials and waste within
the project site during construction only.

Transportation

Direct Impacts: An increase in traffic is not anticipated
due to the nature of the construction and operation of

Implement preventive measures identified in the
SPCCP and follow procedures identified in the
Installation Spill Prevention and Response Plan.

Storage or handling of hazardous materials and
waste would comply with the requirements of the
Fort Gordon HWMP..

Minor

None

) the solar PV system. The Preferred Alternative would None None
Transportation not hinder emergency access nor affect parking
capacity.
Indirect Impacts: None None None
T
Direct Impacts: None None None
Potable Water Indirect Impacts: None None None

Executive Summary
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Wastewater Direct Impacts: None None None
Indirect Impacts: None None None
Direct Impacts: None None None
The Georgia BMPs for Forestry would be used
for mitigation of the timber harvest. BMPs such
as soil erosion-control mats, silt fences, straw
Indirect Impacts: Minor adverse impacts to bale dikes, diversion ditches, riprap channels,
T " . water bars, and water spreaders would be used
Stormwater sto'rmwater are ant|.C|pated due to timber harve'stlng, during construction of the solar PV system and _
which would result in increased runoff on the highly transmission line to minimize erosion and Minor None
erodible soils prior to the construction of the solar PV sedimentation. The solar PV site would be
system and transmission line. required to adhere to Fort Gordon’s SWPPP for
post-construction BMPs. The developer would
mitigate natural infiltration through utilization of
Low Impact Development (LID).
Direct Impacts: Fort Gordon could realize a long-term
return on investment. Fort Gordon would reduce its Beneficial Minor
Electricity fossil-fuel-based energy demand commensurate with
the output levels associated with solar PV output.
Indirect Impacts: None None None
Direct Impacts: Operational use of solar PV would
. create small amounts of solid waste during
I\?:::(aj Vgrisefﬁt maintenance activities. No adverse impacts are None None
g anticipated.
Indirect Impacts: None None None
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!Z)lrect Impacts: Potential temporary beneficial Beneficial None
impacts to the local economy.
Indirect Impacts: A minor indirect impact on the Fort
Gordon Forestry Program is anticipated. The timber
harvesting of up to 250 acres of forest land would
Economy have to be conducted on an accelerated schedule in
order to meet the proposed action schedule. Minor None
Because of the accelerated schedule, it would be
expected that the timber harvest contract would have
a lower value compared to what it would be on a
normal contract schedule.
Environmental Direct Impacts: None None None
Justice Indirect Impacts: None None None
Protection of Direct Impacts: None None None
Children Indirect Impacts: None None None
Cumulative
Impacts
. Direct Impacts: None None None
Cumulative Impacts -
Indirect Impacts: None None None
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ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS
Acronyms used in this EA include the following:
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CEQ
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DoD
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United States Army

Air Squadron

Assistant Secretary of the Army for
Installations, Energy & Environment
Augusta Utilities Department

Best Management Practices
Biological Opinion

Clean Air Act

Council on Environmental Quality
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, & Liability
Act

Code of Federal Regulations
methane

U.S. Army Center for Health
Promotion and Preventive Medicine
Carbon Monoxide

Carbon Dioxide

Central Security Service

Clean Water Act

Department of the Army
decibel

A-weighted decibel
diameter at breast height
direct current

day-night level

Department of Defense
Directorate of Public Works
Drop Zone

Environmental Assessment
Environmental Division
Environmental Impact Statement
Energy Initiatives Task Force
Executive Order

Energy Policy Act

ESA

FAA
FEMA

FICON

FIRM
FNSI

GC
GADNR

GAEPD

GHG
GIS
GPD
GW

HMU
HWMP

ICRMP

IMCOM
INRMP

IRP
ISCP

J, K

LID

MBTA
mg/L
MGD
MOA
MS4

MSA
MSL
MTR
MW

Endangered Species Act

Federal Aviation Administration
Federal Emergency Management
Agency

Federal Interagency Committee on
Noise

Flood Insurance Rate Map

Finding of No Significant Impact

Garrison Commander

Georgia Department of Natural
Resources

Georgia Environmental Protection
Division

greenhouse gas

Geographic Information System
gallons per day

gigawatt

Habitat Management Unit
Hazardous Waste Management Plan

Integrated Cultural Resources
Management Plan
Installation Management Command
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1 PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE

1.1 BACKGROUND

The area occupied by Fort Gordon was logged and then used for agricultural purposes prior
to its purchase by the War Department in 1941. Construction of Camp Gordon, as it was
known then, began in 1941. During World War Il, Camp Gordon served as a training base
for infantry, mechanized infantry, armored cavalry, and armor; and as a prisoner-of-war
compound. In 1948, Camp Gordon became home to the Signal Corps Training Center.
Camp Gordon became a permanent United States Army (Army) installation and was re-
designated Fort Gordon in 1956. Over the years, Fort Gordon was used for various types of
military training, but primarily conducted Signal Corps training (USAGFG, 2011). The
current population on Fort Gordon (military and civilian) is approximately 23,000, of which
approximately 15,000 are active and reserve military and approximately 8,000 are civilians
and contractors (USAGFG, 2013b).

U.S. Army Garrison at Fort Gordon operates the installation on behalf of the Cyber Center of
Excellence and the other units and organizations that reside on Fort Gordon. The garrison
supports the post through directorates and agencies that provide a full range of city services
and quality-of-life functions — everything from facilities maintenance, recreation and family
programs to training support and emergency services. The garrison is part of the Atlantic
Region of the Installation Management Command (IMCOM). IMCOM operates Army
installations around the world. The mission of the U.S. Army Garrison at Fort Gordon is to
deliver installation services, facilities, and infrastructure to best support mission readiness
and provide an enhanced quality of life for the Soldiers, families, and civilians of Fort
Gordon.

Fort Gordon is the home of the newly established U.S. Army Cyber Center of Excellence,
which was previously called the Signal Center of Excellence. Fort Gordon is the largest
communications training facility in the Armed Forces, and is the focal point for the
development of tactical communications, information systems, and cyber security. The
installation trains Soldiers with the most sophisticated communications equipment and
technology in existence. The Leader College of Information Technology, located at Fort
Gordon, is the U.S. Army’s premiere site for all automation training and home to the
Regimental Non-Commissioned Officer Academy.

Fort Gordon is also the home to the 706th Military Intelligence Group; the Naval Security
Group Activity; United States Air Force 480th Intelligence, Surveillance, and
Reconnaissance Group; 63rd Signal Battalion; 67th Signal Battalion; the Southeast Region
Medical Command; the Southeast Region Dental Command; Southeast Region Veterinary
Command; the Dwight D. Eisenhower Army Medical Center; U.S. Army Dental Lab;
Regional Training Site-Medical; National Science Center-Army; 35th Signal Brigade
(deployable); 513th Military Intelligence Brigade (deployable); and Georgia National Guard
Youth Challenge Academy. Additionally, numerous Army Reserve and Georgia and South
Carolina National Guard units utilize Fort Gordon’s weapons ranges and training areas
(USAGFG, 2013a).

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION
1.2.1 BACKGROUND TO THE PURPOSE AND NEED

In September 2011, the Energy Initiatives Task Force (EITF) was established by the
Secretary of the Army to serve as the central management office for partnering with
Army installations to implement cost-effective, large-scale renewable energy projects,
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leveraging private sector financing. The EITF focuses on solar, wind, geothermal, and
biomass projects that are 10 megawatts (MWs) or greater and located on Army
installations in the U.S. The EITF and Fort Gordon identified solar photovoltaic (PV) as
a viable renewable energy technology for Fort Gordon.

In August 2012, the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Installations, Energy &
Environment (ASA IE&E) established energy goal attainment policy for all Active Army
Installations, with a target of one gigawatt (GW) of renewable energy by 2025. This
aggressive renewable energy target responds to rising energy costs, potential energy
supply disruptions, and the need for more secure and clean energy generation and
distribution.

1.2.2 PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose and need for the Proposed Action is to: (a) achieve renewable electrical
energy production on Army land in accordance with 10 United States Code (USC)
2911(e), as amended, which requires that the Army produce or procure not less than 25
percent of the total quantity of electrical energy it consumes within its facilities during
fiscal year 2025 and each fiscal year thereafter from renewable energy sources; (b)
contribute to the Army’s goal of generating one GW of renewable electrical energy on
Army land by 2025; and (c) contribute to the Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 2005,
requiring the Army’s consumption of not less than 7.5 percent of the total quantity of
facility electrical energy it consumes within its facilities during fiscal year 2013 and each
fiscal year thereafter from renewable energy sources. The Army proposes to help meet
this purpose and need at Fort Gordon via the construction, operation, and maintenance
of a solar PV generating array system (solar PV system), as described under Section
2.1.2, Proposed Action.

1.3 DECISION TO BE MADE

The proponent for this project is the Garrison Commander (GC) of Fort Gordon. It is the
responsibility of the GC to review the information and analyses in this environmental
assessment (EA) and decide which alternative to execute.

1.4 PROJECT SCOPING AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

1.4.1 SCOPING LETTER

A scoping letter was sent out on July 8, 2014 to state and Federal agencies listed in
Chapter 8. The purpose of this letter was to inform the agencies of the study effort and
request:

¢ any information the agencies had on file that might be pertinent to the analysis,

¢ information on issues that the agencies felt should be considered in the EA
process, and

¢ identification of additional interested parties that should be contacted.

A sample scoping letter sent to the agencies is in Appendix B.

1.4.2 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION PROCESS

A 30-day public review period would begin once the EA and draft Finding of No
Significant Impact (FNSI) are complete. The Army would publish a Notice of Availability
for the EA and draft FNSI in the Augusta Chronicle. During the public review and
comment period, the Army would provide copies of the EA to the Fort Gordon Public
Affairs Office (Bldg. 33720, Darling Hall, 307 Chamberlain Ave., Fort Gordon, GA),
Woodworth Library (Building 33500, Rice Road, Fort Gordon, GA), and the Augusta-
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Richmond County Library (823 Telfair St., Augusta, GA). During and immediately
following this public comment period, the Army would collect, log, and incorporate any
comments into the EA and draft FNSI as necessary. Once all comments are received,
the Army would prepare a final FNSI (and final EA, if necessary) and release it to the
appropriate local, state, and Federal repositories.

1.5 SCOPE OF THIS ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

The Army is developing this EA in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and implementing regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 1500-1508). Title 32 CFR Part 651 (29 March
2002) contains the Army’s NEPA regulation. It requires Army installations to consider the
environmental impacts of a Proposed Action and its alternatives prior to proceeding with
those actions. The purpose of this EA is to inform the decision makers and public of the
likely environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and alternatives.

Military construction projects that do not meet the screening criteria listed in 32 CFR Part
651 must undergo an environmental impact analysis to determine whether the Proposed
Action may have a significant impact on the environment. The Proposed Action described in
this EA would disturb more than five cumulative acres; therefore, it fails to meet the
screening criteria for a Categorical Exclusion. An EA is necessary to assess the potential
environmental impacts of the Proposed Action.

This EA is limited to assessing environmental and socioeconomic effects that might result
from the identified alternatives during the planning, design, construction, and operation of
the selected alternative. Construction of the selected alternative is anticipated to begin in
Fall 2014 and last approximately eight months.

The Proposed Action assessed in this EA should be viewed as representative of the type
and magnitude of activities that would occur at the cited locations on Fort Gordon. If the
Proposed Action changes in scope or timing once the EA is completed, the findings
presented in this EA would be used to determine if any supplemental environmental
documentation is required.

This EA was written with the best data and information available at the time of its
preparation. Any changes to the project scope or its potential impacts require that the Army
EITF and Georgia Power Company (Georgia Power) coordinate with the Fort Gordon NEPA
team to re-evaluate this document for consistency and applicability to the revised project.
This re-evaluation would be performed based on the new information and would result in
either a finding of sufficiency between this EA and the new project scope, or the completion
of a supplemental NEPA analysis to assess the potential impacts of the new project scope.
All work on the action outside of the scope of this EA would be halted until the new
assessment is completed. While this EA provides information with which to make a well-
informed decision about the Proposed Action, it does not imply project approval or
authorization, which is obtained through Fort Gordon.

1.6 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE REQUIREMENTS
1.6.1 NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL PoLICY ACT

NEPA is a Federal statute requiring the assessment of potential environmental impacts
of proposed Federal actions before those actions are taken. NEPA also established the
CEQ that is charged with the development of implementing regulations and ensuring
agency compliance with NEPA. CEQ regulations mandate that all Federal agencies use
a systematic interdisciplinary approach to environmental planning and the evaluation of
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actions that might affect the environment. This process evaluates potential
environmental consequences associated with a Proposed Action and considers
alternative courses of action. The intent of NEPA is to protect, restore, and enhance the
environment through well-informed Federal decisions.

The process for implementing NEPA is codified in 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508,
Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental
Policy Act. CEQ regulations define an EA (40 CFR 1508.9) as a public document for
which the Federal agency is responsible that serves to:

e Briefly provide sufficient evidence and analysis for determining whether to
prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a FNSI;

¢ Aid in an agency’s compliance with NEPA when no EIS is necessary; and

¢ Facilitate preparation of an EIS when one is necessary.

1.6.2 INTEGRATION OF OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL STATUTES AND REGULATIONS

To comply with NEPA, the planning and decision-making process for actions proposed
by Federal agencies involves a study of other relevant environmental statutes and
regulations. The NEPA process, however, does not replace procedural or substantive
requirements of other environmental statutes and regulations. According to CEQ
regulations (40 CFR 1500.2), the requirements of NEPA must be integrated “with other
planning and environmental review procedures required by law or by agency so that all
such procedures run concurrently rather than consecutively.” Resources analyzed in
this EA are those identified as being potentially affected by the Proposed Action, and
include applicable critical elements of the human and natural environment whose review
is mandated by Executive Order (EQ), regulation, or policy (see Appendix A).
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2 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES
2.1 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
2.1.1 LOCATION OF PROPOSED ACTION

Fort Gordon is situated in east-central Georgia, nine miles southwest of the City of
Augusta (Figure 1). It is located in portions of Columbia, Jefferson, McDuffie, and
Richmond counties, but is primarily within Richmond County. Fort Gordon is subdivided
into 49 training areas, two restricted impact areas, a main cantonment area, and an
industrial cantonment area. Fort Gordon is approximately 55,590 acres, of which 5,590
acres are the main cantonment area, 13,000 acres are impact areas, and 37,000 acres
are on-Post maneuver and training areas.

2.1.2 PROPOSED ACTION — SOLAR PV SYSTEM

The Army proposes to enter into an approximately 35-year easement with Georgia
Power, in which it will allow the use of about 250 acres of land on Fort Gordon for the
developer to construct, operate, and maintain an approximately 30 MW solar PV system.
PV technology converts sunlight directly into electric current through the use of
semiconductors. Semiconductors are usually composed of crystalline silicon wafers,
either single crystal or polycrystalline, and thin film amorphous silicon. When
semiconducting materials are exposed to light, they absorb some of the sun’s energy in
the form of photons and emit electrons in the form of direct current (DC) electricity. The
basic PV cell produces only a small amount of power; therefore, PV cells are wired in a
series to form panels. Several PV panels are installed in a rack to form a PV array. The
power-producing components of a solar PV system consist of the solar array field (a
series of networked PV arrays) (Figure 2); the power conditioning system, which
contains an inverter to convert the energy produced from DC to alternating current (AC)
for use on the electrical grid; and a transformer to boost voltage for feeding the power
into the electrical grid.

Construction of the solar PV system will involve land disturbance, including the clearing,
grubbing, and grading necessary to establish a surface suitable for the placement of the
solar PV arrays, followed by the construction of security fencing, equipment shelter(s),
an access road, and a site-specific stormwater drainage system. Routine maintenance,
equipment monitoring, and as-needed repairs will follow, including vegetation control,
solar panel washing, and periodic panel/other equipment replacement. The system
operator will ensure that vegetation is maintained under and around the solar PV arrays
as much as possible to reduce any runoff related to panel washing.

There was not a location in close proximity to Fort Gordon substations with enough
available acres to avoid the necessity of a transmission line. Therefore, construction will
also include a transmission line corridor and associated 100-foot wide, 4.9 mile-long
right of way (ROW) to connect the new solar PV system to Georgia Power’s substation
#2 in the cantonment area.

——————— ————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————————
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Figure 1. Fort Gordon Map
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