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et seq.); the Council on Environmental Quality regulations implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal
Regulations 1500-1508); and U.S. Marine Corps Order 5090.2a, Change 2. The proposal evaluated in this
Final EIS would permanently increase USMC end forces by 9,900 Marine Corps and civilian personnel at
MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point. The purpose of the Proposed Action
is to provide the infrastructure to support the permanent increases at these three Installations. The USMC
needs this Proposed Action to implement President Bush’s 2007 mandate and Congressional direction to
increase overall USMC end strength across its war-fighting organizations by Fiscal Year 2011. This Final
EIS analyzes several action alternatives to support this permanent increase. Depending on the alternative,
the Proposed Action may include: 1) new infrastructure construction (e.g., buildings, roads, and utility
lines), 2) demolition and/or upgrades to existing infrastructure, or 3) relocating and realigning existing
units and personnel to consolidate and better support the three Installation’s missions. The Proposed
Action evaluated in this EIS includes only required activities necessary to support permanent personnel
increases at USMC Installations in North Carolina, and does not include actions at other USMC bases.

The Final EIS analyzes the potential impacts of three action alternatives and the No-Action Alternative.
Environmental resource topics analyzed include land use and coastal zone management; recreation and
visual resources; socioeconomics; community services and facilities; transportation and traffic; utilities
and infrastructure; hazardous materials, toxic substances, and hazardous waste; noise; air quality; natural
resources; earth resources; water resources; cultural resources; and cumulative impacts.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES.1 INTRODUCTION

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq.) requires Federal
agencies to examine the environmental effects of major federal actions in an Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS), which is a detailed public document that provides an assessment of the potential effects
that a major Federal action may have on the human, natural, or cultural environment. The United States
Marine Corps (USMC) has prepared this EIS to assess the potential impacts associated with permanently
increasing USMC forces at three USMC Installations in North Carolina. These Installations include:
Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Lejeune, Marine Corps Air Station (MCAS) New River, and MCAS
Cherry Point. The USMC is the lead agency for the EIS. The Wilmington District of the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (USACE) is a cooperating agency and has indicated intent to formally adopt this EIS, in
whole or in part, provided that it meets USACE requirements relative to Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (correspondence provided in Appendix A of
the EIS).

The USMC needs to be prepared to meet any potential crisis or conflict, have the speed and agility to
move immediately and respond at a level that is consistent with the type of conflict encountered; and meet
the challenges and opportunities of a rapidly changing world and emerging threats. To meet these needs,
President Bush announced, in the January 2007 State of the Union address, his decision to permanently
increase USMC forces by Fiscal Year 2011 (FY11). This initiative received Congressional approval and
funding and is being implemented across USMC fighting organizations. The purpose, therefore, of this
Proposed Action, is to accommodate the permanent increase of forces at three North Carolina USMC
Installations. The Proposed Action is needed to support and implement the President’s mandate and

Congressional direction to increase end strength across the USMC war-fighting organizations by FY11.

MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River are located in southeastern North Carolina, approximately 50
miles north-northeast of Wilmington (Figure ES-1). To the north, MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New
River are bounded by the City of Jacksonville, North Carolina; to the south, MCB Camp Lejeune extends
to the Atlantic Ocean. MCAS New River abuts MCB Camp Lejeune and uses services (i.e., wastewater,
roads, and transportation infrastructure) provided/maintained by MCB Camp Lejeune. MCAS Cherry
Point is located approximately 50 miles east-northeast of MCB Camp Lejeune in Havelock, North
Carolina. Its northern boundaries end at the Neuse River and for the most part, MCAS Cherry Point is
bounded by Highway 70 in the south.

Executive Summary
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ES.2 BACKGROUND

Marines are currently deployed around the world at an increased level and duration, causing hardship for
Marines and their families and impacting their quality of life. Additionally, USMC Commanders have
been challenged in their ability to provide appropriate training which allows the USMC to fully exercise a
sophisticated skill set enabling the Marine Air Ground Task Forces (MAGTF) (organized to support
Combatant Commanders in various regions, including Europe, Africa, Southwest and Southeast Asia, and

Central and South America) to respond quickly and effectively to global crises and conflicts.

USMC mission and subsequent training requirements are derived from Congress’ mandate for the USMC
to be the Nation’s —. . versatile, Expeditionary Force in readiness. . . . To be the most ready when the

991

nation generally is least ready.”” USMC training requirements are well-defined and structured to provide
combat-ready Marines. From the individual to the unit level, training is constantly adapting to meet new
challenges in addressing conflicts. The USMC training system provides the means to achieve exacting
levels of Marine combat readiness across the entire spectrum of military operations including: working
with allies to maintain peaceful relations; deterring enemies through combat; and assisting foreign nations
in providing essential services to their populace.” Reduction of the time available to train because of the

current 1:1 dwell time (or the time a Marine spends deployed versus the time stationed at home base)

complicates the USMC'’s ability to provide combat-ready unit training in war-fighting capabilities.

To avoid these negative impacts to readiness, training, mission, and quality of life, the Secretary of
Defense in 2007 established a 1:2 deployment-to-dwell ratio goal for all active component forces.” A 1:2
ratio means that Marines would spend twice as much time stationed at home than deployed. The increased
dwell time for Marines would: help alleviate the strain on units abroad; provide operational units

additional training time to prepare for combat operations abroad; and provide a better quality of life.

To meet the Secretary of Defense’s intent to avoid negative impacts to the combat mission, training, and
quality of life, the USMC proposed an incremental permanent increase in its overall national end strength
from approximately 180,000 to 202,000 Marines by the end of FY11.* This increase in end strength,
termed —Growthe Force,” would ensure that Marines are properly prepared and trained for traditional

combat where the enemy is well defined and fighting occurs in one regional area. The increase would also

' Public Law 82-416, 1952.

2 The Long War, Send in the Marines. 2008. USMC Headquarters.

Statement of General James T. Conway, Commandant of the USMC. 2007. Before the House Armed Services
Committee on USMC Posture. Washington, DC. 1 March.

Note that subsequent the President’s announcement, the USMC has exceeded its recruitment goals. As of
March 2009, total end-strength of the USMC has reached 201,000.

Executive Summary
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allow Marines to support the more prevalent non-traditional conflicts that occur in the Eong War” (now
referred to as —OQOerseas Contingency Operations” under the new Administration). The Long War is
typified by multifaceted conflicts (such as terrorism) that span across generations and the globe.
Consequently, in January 2007, under recommendation of the Secretary of Defense’, the President
announced that over the next 5 years, the USMC would increase their end strength from 180,000 to

202,000.

The addition of approximately 22,000 Marines will be accommodated across the USMC organization in a
manner that enhances its existing structure. In 1952, Congress directed the Marine Corps’ composition as
an air-ground combined arms force. This integrated force, known as the MAGTF, has unique and
incomparable war-fighting capabilities. The MAGTF is organized along a regional construct to support
Combatant Commanders in various areas on the globe, including Europe, Africa, Southwest and
Southeast Asia, and Central and South America (U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters 2008). MAGTFs are
supported by three levels of operating organizations: Marine Expeditionary Forces (MEF), Marine
Expeditionary Brigades (MEB), and Marine Expeditionary Units (MEUs). There are three USMC MEFs
(I, 1I, and III) corresponding to the three-region construct, which represent the biggest MAGTF
organizations and constitute the principal war-fighting organizations used to meet larger crises or
contingencies. The MEFs are composed of a headquarters element, a ground combat element (GCE), an
aviation combat element (ACE), and a logistics combat element (LCE) under a single command for an

integrated combined arms force.

Following Operation Desert Shield/Storm in 1991, the Marine Corps reduced in size from end strength of
196,000 to 176,000. This reduction was accomplished in large part by the de-activation of units and
commands usually of battalion or squadron size. When this reduction was completed, the 2nd Marine
Division of the II MEF (headquartered in MCB Camp Lejeune) was not balanced in comparison to the I
MEF (headquartered in MCB Camp Pendleton, California). The infantry regiments in the I MEF each had
four infantry battalions assigned, while those in the II MEF only had three assigned infantry battalions.
The III MEF, stationed primarily in the Pacific, has one regimental headquarters in Okinawa, one in
Hawaii, and three battalions that deploy to Japan from the United States. Under the Grow the Force
initiative, this imbalance would be rectified by adding a significant portion of the growth to units within

the I MEF.

> Major General Johnson Force Requirements Determination Process before the House Armed Services

Committee. January 30, 2007 (Final).
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To identify the specific number of personnel and the units where they would be needed to best support the
MAGTF organizing structure, the USMC undertook a rigorous screening analysis called the Total Force
Structure Process. The goal of this Process was to determine force requirements that balanced the need to
comply with the Department of Defense (DoD) policy on 1:2 deployment-to-dwell ratio® with the
requirement to meet the core MAGTF training competencies. The Process applied strategic guidance,
evaluated policy constraints, and considered commander-generated recommendations to identify the
capabilities needed to execute the USMC ever-evolving missions. The Total Force Structure Process
recommendations relied on a detailed, integrated examination of doctrine, organization, training, materiel,
leadership, personnel, and facilities to ensure that no aspect of the enterprise was ignored and any new

requirements were identified.

The Total Force Structure Process was the mechanism the USMC used to identify alternative basing
locations. To identify the specific units (i.e., installations) that should receive additional personnel, the
USMC used the following specific criteria: 1) personnel increases must promote, support, and/or be
consistent with existing National Security, Defense, and USMC mission requirements at an installation;
2) implementation of personnel increases at an installation must be reasonably feasible with respect to
cost; and 3) personnel increases must not hinder the sustainability of an installation or its mission.
Through this process of evaluating USMC organizations across the globe, ten Installations associated
with the I and II MEF were identified for Marine Corps growth. Personnel increases at these installations
would not further complicate, hinder, or jeopardize their missions or combat readiness. By augmenting
existing units at USMC Installations, with Marines already possessing the appropriate skill sets, there

would be the least interruption to the receiving units’ mission and combat readiness.

Of the ten, three Installations in North Carolina were selected for gains of about 9,900 active-duty and

civilian personnel, which include formal Military Occupational Specialty school students.
ES.3 PROPOSED ACTION

Proposed personnel increases to USMC North Carolina Installations would include approximately 8,050
active-duty Marines, close to 530 formal Military Occupational Specialty school students (junior enlisted
Marines transitioning from Boot Camp to their next phase of formal training before being assigned to
their operational unit), and about 1,320 civilians, for a total increase of approximately 9,900 personnel
(Table ES-1). Also illustrated in this table are the FY06 baseline conditions at each Installation. FY06

was chosen as the baseline year because it represents conditions the year prior to President Bush’s

Secretary of Defense Memorandum. 2007. Utilization of the Total Force. Washington, DC. 19 January.
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January 2007 announcement of USMC-mandated increases in end strength. To support this growth, the
USMC proposes a combination of: 1) new infrastructure construction (e.g., buildings, roads, and utility
lines); 2) demolition and/or upgrades to existing infrastructure; and/or 3) relocating existing units and
personnel at the Installations to consolidate and better support the combat missions. These estimates
represent the best available data; while there may be some variations that occur as the Proposed Action is

implemented, the projected increases should remain representative of the gains expected.

Table ES-1 Projected Increase in North Carolina USMC End Forces
USMC End Force Population

. FY06 Projected % Increase
Installation . .
Baseline Increase from Baseline

MCB Camp Lejeune

Active Duty 36,823 6,218 16.9

Formal School Students' *k 529 N/A

Civilians 4,509 959 21.3
MCB Camp Lejeune Subtotal 41,332 7,706 18.6
MCAS New River

Active Duty 6,487 1,267 19.5

Civilians 474 144 304
MCAS New River Subtotal 6,961 1,411 20.3
MCAS Cherry Point

Active Duty 8,420 565 6.7

Civilians 5,368 219 4.1
MCAS Cherry Point Subtotal 13,788 784 5.7
USMC North Carolina

Active Duty 51,730 8,050 15.6

Formal School Students' *k 529 N/A

Civilians 10,351 1,322 12.8

North Carolina Total 62,081 9,901 15.9

"' Marine formal school student estimate represents average monthly student population. No associated dependent

population increases would occur due to the transient nature of this population.
** FY06 Formal School Students baseline numbers are included in Active Duty numbers.

Gains in Marine and civilian personnel directly associated with the Proposed Action would also result in
associated gains in dependent populations (spouses and children). Based on the USMC-wide averages of
dependents associated with the expected distribution of Marines by rank, the associated increase in
dependent population is estimated at approximately 9,448. Table ES-2 provides a breakdown of the

associated dependent increases at each of the three Installations.

Executive Summary
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Table ES-2 Projected Increase in Dependent Populations

Dependent Population Associated with USMC End Force Population

MCB Camp Lejeune FY06 Baseline Projected % Increase
Active Duty Dependents 36,287 5,449 15.0
Civilians 8,116 1,736 21.4

MCB Camp Lejeune Subtotal 44,403 7,185 16.2

MCAS New River
Active Duty 6,787 1,109 16.3
Civilians 853 262 30.7

MCAS New River Subtotal 7,640 1,371 17.9

MCAS Cherry Point
Active Duty 8,297 496 6.0
Civilians 9,662 396 4.1

MCAS Cherry Point Subtotal 17,960 892 5.0

USMC North Carolina
Active Duty 51,371 7,054 13.7
Civilians 18,632 2,394 12.8

USMC North Carolina Total 70,003 9,448 13.5

ES.4 ALTERNATIVES

Analysis of alternatives forms the core of the NEPA process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ
regulations, the USMC must consider reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action. Only those
alternatives determined to be reasonable relative to their ability to fulfill the need for a Proposed Action
warrant detailed analysis. Through the evaluation that took place in the USMC Total Force Structure
Process (refer to Section ES.2 and the full EIS for more information), the USMC examined a range of
alternatives to identify units to receive augmentation; determine those deemed reasonable; and summarize
those not carried forward for detailed analysis. This process identified three Installations in North

Carolina to receive increases in personnel.

The following discussion presents the No Action Alternative and the three action alternatives that would
best meet the Il MEF mission and operational needs, as well as address the comments received during the
scoping process. The No Action Alternative is described first, because it represents the baseline
conditions from which potential impacts of the action alternatives may be gauged. The alternatives

include:
ALTERNATIVE 1 - NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

For this EIS, the No Action Alternative serves as the baseline from which impacts are compared. The last
quarter of FY06 (comprising calendar year July through September 2006) was chosen as the baseline.
While this alternative does not reflect current conditions, it does reflect conditions that existed prior to the
President’s January 2007 announcement of USMC increases in end strength. Under the No Action
Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marine Corps personnel at North Carolina Marine

Corps Installations would not occur, nor would any construction activities related to the Grow the Force

Executive Summary
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permanent personnel increase be undertaken. While this does not meet the USMC’s purpose and need,
evaluating this alternative is in accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1502.14, whereby
decision makers can compare the magnitude of potential impacts of not taking action with that of
implementing any one of the action alternatives. Therefore, the No Action Alternative is evaluated further
in this EIS. Tables ES-1 and ES-2 detail the FY06 baseline personnel and dependent populations at each

Installation.
ALTERNATIVE 2 - PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

Under Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative), the permanent, incremental increase of Marine Corps
personnel at North Carolina Marine Corps Installations would occur at all three Installations as indicated
under the Proposed Action (Table ES-1). Marine personnel would grow by 7,706 at MCB Camp Lejeune,
1,411 at MCAS New River, and 784 at MCAS Cherry Point (these numbers include active duty, civilians,
and Military Occupational Specialty students). MCB Camp Lejeune would experience an increase of
approximately 19 percent in Installation personnel when compared to the baseline. MCAS New River
would experience a 20-percent increase in growth from FYO06 levels, while MCAS Cherry Point would
experience nearly a 6-percent increase in Installation growth. In total, this represents an approximate 15-

percent increase in permanent USMC end strength in North Carolina.
The USMC proposes to support this permanent growth through a combination of:
1. Constructing new infrastructure such as:
e headquarters, administrative, and educational facilities;
e operations and maintenance buildings;
e lodging accommodations (e.g., bachelor enlisted quarters [BEQs] and mess halls);

e roads, parking areas, wastewater/stormwater drainage systems, waste disposal systems, and

power/communication lines; and

e community support facilities like fitness/recreation centers, medical/dental clinics, and retail

exchanges.

2. Relocating personnel within the Base or Air Stations to consolidate parent units and/or better support

compatibility between missions found within particular cantonment areas.

3. Demolishing and/or upgrading existing infrastructure.

Executive Summary
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4. Facilities would also be sited to:
e use existing infrastructure to the greatest extent possible;
e coincide with and/or be a complement to existing missions, operations, and functions;
e cstablish facilities on developed, cleared, or previously disturbed lands;
e avoid areas conveyed for housing privatization initiatives;
e minimize impact to the environment (e.g., wetlands and sensitive species habitat); and

e take deployment schedules into consideration when undertaking construction.

In accordance with USMC policy, all new building projects with design starts after January 3, 2007 must
comply with the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (as codified under 10 CFR 433 and 435). As of FY09, new
building construction must also achieve Silver-Level ratings under the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) certification process. This is a rating system for sustainable building
design, construction, and maintenance developed and maintained by the United States Green Building

Council.

The discussion below presents the specific construction/development elements proposed under

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) at all three Installations.
ALTERNATIVE 2 - MCB CAMP LEJEUNE/MCAS NEW RIVER

MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River would accommodate the permanent increases through new
infrastructure (including buildings, roads, and utility lines) construction and upgrades. Projects directly
related to Grow the Force and projects identified as —ere” would be constructed. These core construction
projects include a list of proposed new facilities that were already planned and programmed by Base
Planners when Grow the Force was announced, but which had not yet been reviewed under the NEPA.
These projects were not initially identified as Grow the Force projects but would occur within the same
areas and timeframe, and in many cases (e.g. bachelor enlisted quarters) would support both existing

personnel and new incoming personnel from Grow the Force.

Table ES-3 contains a list of the projects proposed as well as estimated facility footprints. Due to the
number of projects, and the processes and time associated with military construction planning,
programming, and funding, the specific locations for each of the numerous proposed facilities at MCB
Camp Lejeune have not been sited. Eight potential cantonment planning areas were carried forward for
consideration based on future planning efforts, the functions of the proposed facilities, and the absence of

insurmountable (i.e., not costly or time critical) constraints. The cantonment planning areas identified at

Executive Summary
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MCB Camp Lejeune are Hadnot Point, Wallace Creek, French Creek, Courthouse Bay, Rifle Range

(Stone Bay), Camp Devil Dog, Camp Geiger, and Camp Johnson (Figure ES-2). Within each of these

planning areas, proposed infrastructure development is identified in blue; some of the proposed

infrastructure, however, would occur outside general planning areas and is indicated in red. At MCB

Camp Lejeune, construction and/or infrastructure upgrades would disturb approximately 1,717 acres of

lands or 1.4 percent of the total /and area (120,423 acres) within the Base’s boundaries.

Table ES-3 MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2 Proposed Projects

Estimated
Project Title GTF or Core Project Number Construction
Footprint (acres)
Hadnot Point
\C;;Z(})ll(l)izzzd Issue Facility/Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical GTF P1258 14
Hadnot Point Utility Infrastructure Expansion GTF P1264 45.6
Dental Clinic at Mainside GTF P1276 3.5
10th Marine Regiment and Tank Battalion Armory GTF P1303 4
Consolidated Information Technology/Telecom Complex GTF P1311 16
Indoor Fitness Facility GTF P1257 25
2nd Marine Division Tank Battalion/Company Headquarters GTF P1300 20
Mess Hall GTF P1301 4
Parking Deck GTF P1321 2.5
Regimental/Battalion Headquarters, 10th Marine Regiment Core P1242 7
2nd Marine Division Training Center and Parking Deck Core P1299 12.5
Mainside Exchange Addition Core P1307 6.5
Installation Personnel Administration Center Facility Core P1134 5
Mess Hall and Parking Deck Core P883 6.5
Light Armored Vehicle Maintenance Shelters Core P1131 7.5
II MEF Simulation Center Core P1338 10
Detainee Facility Core P1310 5
Simulation Integration Center Core P1346 5
Hadnot Point Proposed Projects Total Acres 199.6
Wallace Creek

MP Company Complex (Marine Headquarters Group, 2nd MEF) GTF P1239 10
ér(l)(:n ?;E)I(\Iaval Gunfire Liaison Company Maintenance/Operations GTF P1240 10
8th Communications Battalion Complex GTF P1279 10
2nd Radio Battalion Complex GTF P1280 10
2nd Intelligence Battalion Operations Complex GTF P1034 25
2nd Marine Expeditionary Force Armory, Wallace Creek GTF P1323 4
Two Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1315 9
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters and 900-car parking garage GTF P1316 7
Two Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1249 9
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1321 5

ES-10
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Table ES-3 MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2 Proposed Projects

Estimated
Project Title GTF or Core Project Number Construction
Footprint (acres)

Bachelor Enlisted Quarters and 900-car parking garage GTF P1322 7
Battalion Area Road Network GTF P1298 13.6
Marine Heavy Group Headquarters and Support Facilities Core P1342 12.5

Wallace Creek Proposed Projects Total Acres 132.1

Courthouse Bay
Reconnaissance Platoon Operations/Maintenance Complex GTF P1237 5
Mess Hall Addition GTF P1256 1
Medical/Dental Clinic Addition GTF P1273 1
2nd Combat Engineer Maintenance/Operations Complex GTF P1253 50
Courthouse Bay Utility Expansion GTF P1266 20
MaI:lI.lé.) Corps Engineer School (MCES) Operations and Support GTF P1309 5
Facilities
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1318 7
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1251 12
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1254 12
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1255 12
Amphibious Assault Company Complex GTF P1235 36
Fire Station Core P1203 3
MCES Community Support Facilities Core P1305 0.5
MCES Applied Instruction Facility Core P1312 20
Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle Maintenance Facility Core P1010 5
Courthouse Bay Proposed Projects Total Acres 189.5
French Creek

Explosive Ordnance Division Addition GTF P1246 2
French Creek Utility Expansion GTF P1265 20
Mess Hall GTF P1267 1.5
Medical/Dental Clinic Addition GTF P1274 3
Two Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1317 32
2nd Marine Logistics Group Armory Addition GTF P1302 1
Additions to Combat Logistics Battalion Facilities GTF P1241 4
Additions to Marine Logistics Group Communication Facilities GTF P1245
Material Distribution Center Core P1035 13
Location Exchange Addition Core P1232 2
2nd Me.lrlne Lo gistics Group Headquarters/Command Element Core P1252 20
Administrative Complex
Tri-Marine Expeditionary Unit Operations Facility Core P1199 10
Combat Logistics Battalion Complex Core P1244 27
8th Engineer Operations/Maintenance Complex Core P919 14.8
Mess Hall, French Creek Core P1161 1.5

French Creek Proposed Projects Total Acres 153.8

Executive Summary
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Table ES-3 MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2 Proposed Projects

Estimated
Project Title GTF or Core Project Number Construction
Footprint (acres)
Rifle Range (Stone Bay)
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1286 12
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1314 9
Special Operations Tactical Group-Embassy Complex Core P1349 5
Rifle Range (Stone Bay) Proposed Projects Total Acres 26
Camp Devil Dog
School of Infantry-EAST Field Training Facilities | GTF P1269 12
Camp Devil Dog Proposed Projects Total Acres 12
Camp Geiger
School of Infantry Training and Operations Facilities GTF P1268 46.6
School of Infantry Open Bay Barrack and Mess Hall Addition GTF P1313 25
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1109 12
Motor Transportation/Communications Maintenance Facility Core P004 12
Camp Geiger Proposed Projects Total Acres 95.6
Camp Johnson
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1319 9
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1320 12
Applied Instruction Facility GTF P1190 5
Utility Expansion, Camp Johnson GTF P1340 2.5
Medical/Dental Clinic GTF P1341 1
Staff Non-Commissioned Officer Academy Core P003 9
Community Facilities Core P1270 37
Administrative/Operational Facilities Core P1324 20
MCCSSS Logistics Center of Excellence Core P1347 12.4
MISTIC Training Center Core P1352 10
Camp Johnson Proposed Projects Total Acres 117.9
Outside Planning Areas
New Base Road/Brewster Boulevard Improvements' GTF P1382/1383/1384 219.2
Public Private Venture (PPV) Housing — about 1,350 Houses GTF N/A 460
Marston Pavilion Annex GTF P1293 12.6
Triangle Outpost Gate Core P1165 2.5
Water Treatment Facility Core P1043 13.6
Water Treatment Facility, Hadnot Point Phase 11 Core P1355 10
Warehouse” Core P1259 10
Relocation of Base Military Police Working Dogs’ GTF P1304 30.2
School Age Child Care Center’ Core P1356 2
Child Development Center” GTF P1357 5
Child Development Center” GTF P1358 5

ES-12
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Table ES-3 MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2 Proposed Projects
Estimated
Project Title GTF or Core Project Number Construction
Footprint (acres)
Child Development Center” Core P1359 5
Child Development Center’ Core P1360 5
Storage Facility, Marine Family Services’ Core P1361 10
Proposed Projects Outside Planning Areas Total Acres 790.1
MCB Camp Lejeune Proposed Projects Total Acres 1,716.6

"' Between publication of the Draft and Final EIS, this project (formerly P1262) was refined and combined with improvements to Brewster Road
(formerly P1379) to create a new project that would be done in three phases; Phase I is P1382; Phase 11, P1383; and Phase III, P1384. These
project phases also include a new road to access the Hospital, called the —#ing road.”

% The specific location within installation is still to be determined.

3 Between the Draft EIS and this Final EIS, this project was moved from Hadnot Point Area to this Area.

A major project proposed at MCB Camp Lejeune is a new Base road to alleviate traffic congestion along
a portion of North Carolina State Highway 24 (NC 24), lessen the Main Gate wait time off NC 24, and
provide an internal connection across the New River to Hadnot Point (Figure ES-3). In addition to the
road alignment, a new —ring road” to the hospital would be built, and up to seven borrow pits would be
needed to accommodate the anticipated 2-million cubic yards of fill. These sites were chosen for their soil
characteristics, compatibility with adjacent land uses, and vicinity to existing Base roads. This fill would

be used to support infrastructure development and construction across MCB Camp Lejeune.

In this EIS, the proposed projects and their potential construction boundaries, and the new Base road are
analyzed. However, the exact design of the projects, routing of the road, and number, breadth, and depth
of the borrow pits are not final until the 100-percent designs are approved. At that time, all final project
designs and road alignment will be examined to determine consistency with that evaluated in this EIS.
This examination by MCB Camp Lejeune environmental branch personnel will identify whether these
final designs: 1) impact areas that were not analyzed in this EIS and will need to be newly evaluated;
2) can be tiered from the analyses done for this EIS; or 3) can be categorically excluded. This
examination of projects will be reviewed in accordance with Base Order 11000.1D and executed to assure
that NEPA and all other applicable laws, regulations, permitting, and consultation requirements are met

prior to the commencement of any ground-disturbing activities.

The entirety of MCAS New River is considered one planning area due to its industrial nature.
Approximately 160 acres (about 4.5 percent of the 3,510 acres of total land area) at MCAS New River
would be needed to support the proposed development (this estimate includes the construction footprint
as well as areas needed for construction material and equipment laydown, parking, landscaping,

stormwater catch basins, utilities, sidewalks, construction access and egress). Proposed projects and
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Figure ES-2 MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River Proposed Development Areas
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Figure ES-3 Proposed New Base Road at MCB Camp Lejeune
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estimated facility construction footprints are provided in Table ES-4. Proposed projects would occur

primarily on areas of the Installation previously disturbed. Due to its industrial nature (i.e., an air station)

and the specific types of infrastructure (e.g., hangar, aircraft maintenance facility) being proposed, exact

locations have been determined by the Installation within the proposed development area (Figure ES-4).

If these proposed construction sites change significantly, the Installation will ensure all proposals meet

the requirements for NEPA documentation in accordance with Base Order 11000.1D and that any future

NEPA requirements are met in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations, permitting, and

consultation requirements.

Table ES-4 MCAS New River Alternative 2 Proposed Projects

Estimated
e | e o
(acres)
Douglass Gate Security Upgrades GTF P712 15
Installation Personnel Administration Center GTF P711
Station Armory GTF P690 4
Child Care Addition GTF P715
Gym/Pool GTF P714 5.3
Helicopter Marine Training (HMT) Hangar and Apron GTF P705 17
Parallel Taxiway Core P311 16
Aircraft Parking Apron Core P688 51
Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Core P683 10
Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Core P687 10
Ordnance Magazine GTF P709 1
Squadron Warehouse GTF P706 3.5
Combat Aircraft Loading Area (CALA) GTF P710 4
gllz/;l;tz;/sMarine Heavy Helicopter (HMH) Squadrons Bachelor Enlisted GTF P707 9
Bachelors Enlisted Quarters Access Road and Recreation Area GTF P717 3
Consolidated Hazardous Materials Reutilization and Inventory Management GTF P718 1
Program (CHRIMP) Warehouse
Aviation Logistics squadron Addition GTF P721 1.6
Helicopter Maintenance Training Facility Core P676 2
Inventory Management Program Hangar Addition Core P675 0.35
Library GTF P724 2
Theater GTF P713 1
MCAS New River Proposed Projects Total Acres 158.75
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Figure ES-4 MCAS New River Proposed Development Area and Projects
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ALTERNATIVE 2 - MCAS CHERRY POINT

At MCAS Cherry Point, the USMC balanced master planning efforts and environmental constraints to
identify four proposed development areas on the Station: Marine Air Control Squadron-2 Compound,
West Quadrant, North Quadrant, and the Ordnance Storage Area (Figure ES-5); major road expansion is
also proposed and would traverse several of these areas. Proposed development would disturb
approximately 117 acres (this estimate includes building footprints, as well as additional area needed for
parking, landscaping, stormwater catch basins, utilities, and sidewalks) under the Preferred Alternative.
Table ES-5 provides the proposed projects and their estimated construction footprints. Due to its
industrial nature (i.e., an air station) and the specific types of infrastructure (e.g., hangar, aircraft
maintenance facility) being proposed, exact locations have been determined within the development areas
(Figure ES-5). If these proposed construction sites change significantly, the Installation will ensure all
proposals meet the requirements for NEPA documentation in accordance with Base Order 11000.1D and
that any future NEPA requirements are met in accordance with all applicable laws, regulations,

permitting, and consultation requirements.

Table ES-5 MCAS Cherry Point Alternative 2 Proposed Projects

. Estimated
Project Title 41T Project Construction
Core Number .
Footprint (acres)
Ordnance Storage Area

Mobilization and Anti-Terrorist/Force Protection
Improvements (Slocum Road Realignment) GTF P134 14
Ordnance Magazines Core P167 19

Ordnance Storage Area Total Acres 33

West Quadrant
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P136 5.4
Roosevelt Boulevard Road Improvements GTF P177 30
Marine Support Squadron-1 Compound GTF P163 1.8
Marine Aviation Logistics Squadron/Fleet Replacement
Enlisted Skills Training (MALS/FREST) Maintenance Core P169 12
Hangar
Motor Transportation/ Communication Shop Core P130 3.8
Water Treatment Facility Upgrade Core P193 0.5
Commercial Power/Cargo Refueling Core P033 0.2
Family Services Center GTF P183 0.8
Addition to CDC Center GTF P181 5
Aviation Training System (ATS) Training Complex GTF P170 1.5
Ground Support Equipment Shop Core P153 1
West Quadrant Total Acres 62
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Table ES-5 MCAS Cherry Point Alternative 2 Proposed Projects

] Estimated
Project Title AL Project Construction
Core Number ;
Footprint (acres)
North Quadrant
Armory’ Core P601 L.5
Station Infrastructure Upgrades GTF P176 13.1
Expand Marine Air C(.)I}t.rol Group/Marine Air Traffic GTF P172 25
Control Squadron Facilities
Marine Air Wing Control Squadron Detachment facility GTF P173 2.1
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Facility
Addition Tier II GTF P194 0.5
North Quadrant Total Acres 19.7
Marine Air Control Squadron Compound
Marine Air Control Squadron/Marine Air Traffic Control Core P129 )
Detachment
Marine Air Control Squadron Compound Total Acres 2
MCAS Cherry Point Proposed Projects Total Acres 116.7

! Between the Draft EIS and this Final EIS, this project was moved from the Ordnance Storage Area to this area.

ALTERNATIVE 3

Under Alternative 3, there would be a permanent increase of approximately 9,900 personnel associated
with the Grow the Force initiative, as described for Alternative 2. However, these Marines and their
associated operations would continue to be accommodated at existing facilities, and in temporary and/or
relocatable buildings already in place (i.e. no new Grow the Force facilities would be constructed). Core
projects would be built, as these are needed to support activities already planned and/or programmed that

are not tied to the Grow the Force Initiative.

Projects would be located within the same proposed development areas as described previously under
Alternative 2 (refer to Figures ES-2, ES-4, and ES-5). The same siting criteria applied for Alternative 2
were also used to site the core projects. Refer to Tables ES-3, ES-4, and ES-5 for a detailed list of core
projects that would be constructed at each Installation. Under Alternative 3, close to 360 acres would be
disturbed at MCB Camp Lejeune, approximately 90 acres would be disturbed at MCAS New River, and
approximately 40 acres would be disturbed at MCAS Cherry Point. While Alternative 3 would satisfy the
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Figure ES-5 MCAS Cherry Point Proposed Development Areas and Projects
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purpose and need for the Proposed Action at MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry
Point, the Grow the Force projects would not be constructed, and existing infrastructure capacity to
support all Marines (those who return from deployment and those related to Grow the Force) would be
considerably strained once deployments are curtailed. If these proposed construction sites change
significantly, the Installation will ensure all proposals meet the requirements for NEPA documentation in
accordance with Base Order 11000.1D and that any future NEPA requirements are met in accordance

with all applicable laws, regulations, permitting, and consultation requirements.
ALTERNATIVE 4

Under Alternative 4, there would be a permanent increase of approximately 9,900 personnel associated
with the Grow the Force initiative as described for Alternative 2. However, under this alternative, neither
the Grow the Force nor core construction projects would occur. Therefore, additional personnel would
continue to be accommodated in existing facilities and in temporary/relocatable facilities (or Pre-
Engineered Buildings designed with a limited lifespan). As in the case of Alternative 3, the purpose and
need for the Proposed Action would be met. However, by not implementing either the Grow the Force or
core construction projects, existing facility capacity to support all Marines (i.e. those returning from
deployments and the increased population) would be considerably strained, and continued use and

replacement of Pre-Engineered Buildings would not be cost effective.
ES.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This EIS analyzes three action alternatives and the No Action Alternative for the USMC Grow the Force
initiative in North Carolina; describes baseline FY06 conditions at the three USMC Installations; analyzes
and compares how the alternatives could potentially impact the human, natural and cultural environment;
and presents the results. A summary of the impacts by resource area for the alternatives is provided in

Table ES-6.
ES.6 OTHER CONSIDERATIONS AND CONSULTATIONS

The Preferred Alternative has been assessed to determine its consistency and compliance with applicable
environmental regulations and other plans, policies, and controls. The analysis presented in this EIS
indicates that the Preferred Alternative would not conflict with the objectives of applicable plans, policies,
and regulations. Table ES-7 (starting on page ES-40) provides a summary of the compliance status for

these items.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 —
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

LAND USE AND COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts would occur due
to this alternative. However, since
FYO06 impacts from other activities
within and outside Base boundaries
have affected these resources.

Increased demand for off-Base residential
land and commercial and public services,
specifically in Onslow County, would occur
as a result of induced growth from
personnel gains on the Base; however,
continued adherence to county land use
plans and regulations ensures minimal
impacts due to growth. With construction of
additional on-Base housing, growth and
demand for off-Base land resources would
decrease or stabilize as on-Base housing
becomes available.

Construction of proposed facilities, roads,
and bridges would result in developing on-
Base forested areas. The loss of these
forests would have direct impacts on
natural, water, recreation, and visual
resources. Development, however, within
the proposed development areas would be
consistent with military land uses at the
Base.

Potential impacts to coastal zone resources
would be consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the enforceable policies of
North Carolina’s Coastal Zone Management
Plan.

Without construction of additional
on-Base housing, growth and
demand for local land resources in
the surrounding counties would
likely be greater than what would be
anticipated under the Preferred
Alternative.

Potential impacts to land use on-
Base from Alternative 3 would be
the same as those described under
Alternative 2, but on a much smaller
scale. New facility development
would occur and could remove
some undeveloped or forested areas.

Potential impacts to coastal zone
resources would be consistent to the
maximum extent practicable with
the enforceable policies of North
Carolina’s Coastal Zone
Management Plan.

Without construction of additional
on-Base housing, growth and
demand for local land resources in
the surrounding counties would
likely be greater than what would
be anticipated under Alternative 2.

On Base, there would be no
additional construction or ground
disturbance; therefore there would
be no impact to coastal zone
resources. There is the potential to
introduce coastal zone impacts off-
Base due to the need to
accommodate increases in Marine
personnel in the surrounding
counties.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2- Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

LAND USE AND COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Potential impacts would be the same as
those described for the MCB Camp Lejeune
Preferred Alternative with the exception
that most of the proposed construction
would occur in already developed areas as
opposed to forested areas. Potential impacts
to coastal zone resources would be
consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the enforceable policies of
North Carolina’s Coastal Zone Management
Plan.

Potential impacts would be similar
to those described for MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 3, with the
exception that most of the proposed
construction would occur in already
developed areas.

Potential impacts would be similar
to those described for MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 4.

MCAS Cherry

Point

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Increased demand for off-Station residential
land and commercial and public services
would occur as a result of induced growth
from personnel gains on the Station;
however, continued adherence to county
land use plans and regulations ensures
minimal impacts due to growth.

Proposed construction would mostly occur
in already developed industrial areas, except
for some forested areas in the Ordnance
Storage Area and along Roosevelt
Boulevard. The location of proposed
facilities would be consistent with the
master plan and current land use planning
categories. Potential impacts to coastal zone
resources would be consistent to the
maximum extent practicable with the
enforceable policies of North Carolina’s
Coastal Zone Management Plan.

The increased demand for off-
Station residential land and
commercial public services would
be the same as that described for the
MCAS Cherry Point Preferred
Alternative.

The potential impacts to land use
on-Station would be the same as
those described for the MCAS
Cherry Point Preferred Alternative.

Potential impacts to coastal zone
resources would be consistent to the
maximum extent practicable with
the enforceable policies of North
Carolina’s Coastal Zone
Management Plan.

Potential impacts would be the
same as those described for MCAS
Cherry Point Alternative 3.
However, since no new
development would occur on-
Station, impacts to undeveloped
areas would not occur.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

RECREATION AND VISUAL RESOURCES

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts would occur due
to this alternative. However, since
FYO06 impacts from other activities
within and outside Base boundaries
have affected these resources.

On-Base recreational facilities would be
constructed under this alternative and on-
Base needs would be met. The proposed
facilities and new Base road would remove
some areas currently used for hunting. The
game inhabiting these areas is expected to
relocate to other on-Base sites with little or
no impacts to the hunting program. The
proposed road, bridges, and facilities on the
Base would alter the current viewshed in
those areas; however, this would not be
inconsistent with adjacent military uses of
this viewshed.

Growth in the surrounding communities
from personnel increases would create
additional demands to off-Base local
recreation facilities. These facilities and
programs are expected to be able to
accommodate the demand. Viewsheds are
not expected to be adversely impacted off-
Base.

Impacts to on- and off-Base
recreational facilities from the
additional Marines and their
families would be the same as that
described under the Preferred
Alternative. Impacts from
construction would also be similar
to the Preferred Alternative, but on
a smaller scale. The new Base road,
and other Grow the Force projects,
would not be constructed and
viewsheds would not be adversely
impacted.

Impacts to viewsheds outside Base
boundaries could occur since
increases in Marine personnel
would need to be accommodated
within the surrounding communities
and more construction would be
needed.

Additional military personnel
would increase the demand for on-
Base recreational services.
Alternative 4 would not provide
additional facilities; therefore,
recreational needs may not be met
and existing facilities strained.

Impacts to off-Base recreational
facilities would be similar to
Alternative 2, but could be strained
by the need to meet increased
numbers of Marines off-Base.
Impacts to viewsheds outside Base
boundaries could occur because
increases in Marine personnel
would need to be accommodated
within the surrounding
communities and more
construction would be needed.

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

On-Station recreational facilities would be
constructed under this alternative, with
needs being met. The proposed facilities
would be constructed in mostly developed,
industrial areas and changes to the viewshed
are not anticipated. Off-Station impacts
would be similar to those found under MCB
Camp Lejeune Alternative 2.

Impacts would be similar to those
described for the MCAS New River
Preferred Alternative, but
construction would occur on a
smaller scale. Off-Station impacts
would be similar to those found
under MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 3.

On-Station impacts would be
similar to those described for MCB
Camp Lejeune Alternative 4.
However, more Marines would
live off-Station and may strain
local recreational facilities, with
more construction impacting off-
Station viewsheds.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

RECREATION AND VISUAL RESOURCES

MCAS Cherry

Point

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts would be similar to those described
for MCB Camp Lejeune Preferred
Alternative. The increased recreational
needs would be met with the construction of
additional facilities. New construction
would occur in mostly developed areas of
the Station and would not substantially alter
the current viewshed.

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCAS Cherry Point
Alternative 2, however, without
construction of additional recreation
facilities more personnel would
likely utilize off-Station sources.

Impacts would be similar to those
presented under MCAS New River
Alternative 4.

SOCIOECONOMICS (includes economics, housing, demographics, environmental justice, and protection of children)

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented. There
would be no changes due to this
alternative to FY06 baseline
socioeconomic conditions. However,
since FY06 impacts from other
activities within and outside Base
boundaries have affected the
socioeconomic environment in the
region.

There would be a population increase on-
Base and within the surrounding
communities which would increase the
demand for housing, utilities, community
services, and recreation facilities. This
increase would also result in increased
annual earnings and economic gain in the
region. On-Base housing impacts would be
ameliorated with construction of homes and
bachelors quarters. Off-Base, it is
anticipated that local housing stock could
accommodate the increased Marine
personnel and their dependents. Regionally,
there would be short-term economic gains
associated with military construction.

On Base, there would be no environmental
justice (low-income and minority
populations) impacts; however, there could
be disproportionate impacts to Onslow
County schools and competition for
affordable housing.

Increased on-Base housing demand,
would not be met since there would
be no construction of these units
under this alternative. Off-Base,
housing needs would need to be met
but it is anticipated that local
housing stock could accommodate
this increase.

Regionally, there would be short-
term economic gains associated
with on-Base military and off-Base
construction. Long-term gains
would occur as well as increased
expenditures associated with this
growth, but at a lesser degree than
the Preferred Alternative.

Environmental justice impacts
would be similar to those presented
under the MCB Camp Lejeune
Preferred Alternative.

Impacts would be similar to those
found under MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 3.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

SOCIOECONOMICS (includes economics, housing, demographics, environmental justice, and protection of children)

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts would be similar to those described
for MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2.

Impacts would be similar to those
described for the MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 3.

Impacts would be the same as
those described for MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 3.

MCAS Cherry

Point

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative. There would be no
change from FY06 baseline
socioeconomic conditions at MCAS
Cherry Point. However, since FY06
impacts from other activities within
and outside Station boundaries have
affected the socioeconomic
environment in the region.

Impacts would be similar for demographic
changes, annual earnings, housing stock,
and economic gains to those presented
under MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2.
However, it is not anticipated that there
would be any environmental justice impacts
on-Station or off.

Impacts would be similar for
demographic changes, annual
earnings, housing stock, and
economic gains to those presented
under MCAS Cherry Point
Alternative 2.

Impacts would be the same as
those described for MCAS Cherry
Point Alternative 3.

COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts would occur to
FYO06 baseline conditions. However,
since FY06 impacts from other
activities within and outside Base
boundaries have affected these
services.

Personnel increases would create additional
demands for on-Base emergency services
and law enforcement, and increase the
current wait-time for child care facilities.
Construction of on-Base infrastructure
would alleviate the strain on community
services at the Installation.

Off-Base, community services may be
affected in their ability to respond to
emergency situations and law enforcement.
In addition, if existing expansion plans are
not implemented, community school
systems may be limited in their ability to
provide services.

Impacts to on-Base services would
be similar to those presented under
Alternative 2; however, on-Base
wait times for child care facilities
could increase because fewer
facilities would be built under this
alternative.

Off-Base, community services
would be impacted similarly as
described under MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 2.

Impacts to on-Base services would
be similar to those presented under
Alternative 2; however, wait times
for on-Base child care facilities
could be increased because no
child care centers would be built.

Off-Base, community services
would be impacted similarly as
described under MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 2.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

MCB Camp Lejeune (cont’d)

Increased school age population in
surrounding communities would result in
further strain on the Onslow County School
District. County plans for constructing
additional schools may not alleviate all of
the current capacity issues. However, as
additional on-Base housing is constructed,
military personnel would likely relocate on
Base from surrounding communities,
alleviating some of the strain on local area
community services, specifically to Onslow
County Schools.

Because on-Base Grow the Force
projects would not be built, there
would be severe strains placed on
local school districts, particularly on
Onslow County School District’s
ability to meet this increase
population of school-aged children.

Impacts to local school districts
would be similar to those presented
under MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 3.

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Construction of on-Station facilities and
infrastructure would alleviate the strain on
community services. The proposed child
care center addition would lessen the strain
on the existing center, but may not alleviate
the increased demand from the Grow the
Force initiative.

The impact to off-Base community services
would be similar to those described for
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2.

Impacts would be similar to those
described under MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 3.

Impacts would be similar to those
presented for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 3.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

COMMUNITY SERVICES AND FACILITIES

MCAS Cherry Point

Impacts would be the same as those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative. However, since
FYO06 impacts from other activities
within and outside Station boundaries
have affected the services in the
region.

On-Station, increases in personnel would
create additional demands on emergency
services and law enforcement, as well as
child care; however, not to such an extent to
impair their ability to meet these increased
demands. There would be short-term
impacts until the new facility construction is
completed.

No negative impacts to regional law
enforcement, emergency, and child care
community services are anticipated. A
slight strain could occur within high schools
in the Craven County School District.

Impacts would be similar to those
presented for MCAS Cherry Point
Alternative 2; however, off-Station
community services could be
strained to meet increased numbers
of Marine populations living off-
Station.

Impacts would be the same as
those described under MCAS
Cherry Point Alternative 3.

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
FY06 baseline conditions with
intersections failing and congestion on
local networks would continue.

Impacts to the on-Base roadway network
would be substantially benefitted from the
new Base road and Triangle Outpost gate.

Off-Base benefits would occur in the form
of relief for a portion of NC 24 adjacent to
the Installation with the reduction of
approximately 30 percent of traffic having
to use NC 24 to cross New River and
Northeast Creek and enter the Main Gate.

Impacts to the on-Base network
would suffer and deteriorate due to
congestion on major NC 24
roadway segments, intersections,
and Main Gate access.

Off-Base, congestion at the Main
Gate and along NC 24 would
continue and introduce the potential
for increased traffic accidents.

Impacts to traffic and
transportation would be the same
as those described for MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 3.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts to the on-Station network would be
improved with the new Base road. Off-
Station benefits would be the same as those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune Preferred
Alternative.

Impacts would be the same as those
presented for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 3.

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 3.

MCAS Cherry Point

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with Grow the Force initiative would
not be implemented. Current traffic
congestion and impacts would
continue.

Beneficial impacts to the traffic network
would occur with the realignment of
Slocum Road to avoid the Ordnance
Storage Area. Roosevelt Boulevard
improvements would alleviate congestion,
especially for outbound traffic in evening
peak hours. Off-Station, traffic along U.S.
Highway 70 and congestion at the Main
Gate during morning and evening rush
hours would be alleviated.

On-Station traffic would be
adversely impacted due to the
limitations placed on Slocum Road
to accommodate the safety distances
required around the Ordnance
Storage Area. Increased congestion
would occur on Roosevelt
Boulevard especially for outbound
peak hour traffic. Off-Station traffic
in Havelock would be adversely
affected by probable re-direction of
traffic from Slocum Road through
the City of Havelock to access gates
other than the Main Gate.

Impacts would be the same as
those described under MCAS
Cherry Point Alternative 3.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

UTILITIES/INFRASTRUCTURE

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts to FY06

baseline conditions would occur due to

this alternative. Capacity issues with
respect to telecommunications would
continue on Base.

There are capacity issues with respect to
electricity and communications; however,
planned infrastructure expansions would
alleviate this concern. Short-term impacts
could occur until upgrades to on-Base
infrastructure are complete.

Onslow County wastewater system impacts
are anticipated. The potential capacity
concerns could be lessened through
purchases made by Onslow Water and
Sewer Authority (ONWASA) and planned
expansions to the Jacksonville Wastewater
Treatment Plant. With these future changes,
the increased demand is not likely to
adversely impact off-Base wastewater
treatment.

Growth on- and off-Base would

increase demand on utility services.

Impacts to on- and off-Base utility
systems would be similar as MCB
Camp Lejeune Alternative 2. On
Base, core projects would alleviate
current strains on the infrastructure
and purchases by ONWASA and
Jacksonville wastewater treatment
plant expansion would minimize
adverse effects off-Base.

On-Base increased demands would
not be met and services would be
strained. Off-Base, impacts would
be similar to those presented under
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 3.

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts are similar to those presented under
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2.

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 3.

Impacts would be similar to those
presented under MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 4.

MCAS Cherry

Point

No additional impacts to the FY06
baseline conditions at MCAS Cherry
Point would occur due to this
alternative.

An increased demand on utility services on-
and off-Station would occur. It is
anticipated that this demand can be met
both on- and off-Installation.

Impacts would be the same as
MCAS Cherry Point Alternative 2.

Impacts would be the same as
MCAS Cherry Point Alternative 2.

ES-30

Executive Summary
December 2009




USMC Grow the Force in North Carolina

Final EIS

Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS, TOXIC SUBSTANCES, AND HAZARDOUS WASTE

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts to the FY06
baseline conditions would occur due to
this alternative.

Under the Preferred Alternative there would
be increases in use, storage, and handling of
hazardous materials and wastes. The ability
to meet the increased level of hazardous
materials generated and wastes disposed
would be managed through existing
acquisition, handling, storage, and disposal
processes—no impacts are anticipated.

Construction activities would increase the
possibility of exposure to contaminated sites
within the proposed development areas.
Activities in these areas, however, would be
conducted in accordance with existing
safety procedures. Disposal of construction
wastes would follow existing rules and
regulations associated with such disposal
activities.

Off-Base it is not anticipated that this
increase in wastes would adversely affect
regional disposal systems accepting these
wastes.

Impacts to hazardous materials and
waste management under
Alternative 3, on Base and off,
would be similar to those described
for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 2.

Fewer on-Base construction projects
would mean a decrease in exposure
to contaminated sites and in wastes
generated; therefore, there would be
negligible impacts to safety.

Off-Base it is not anticipated that
this alternative would adversely
impact the capacity of regional
disposal systems’ ability to accept
such wastes.

Impacts to hazardous materials and
waste management under
Alternative 4, on Base and off,
would be similar to those described
for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 2.

No Grow the Force or core
construction would occur so
exposure to on-Base contaminated
sites would not occur.

Off-Base, impacts would be
similar to those presented under
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 3.

MCAS New River

Impacts would be the same as those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts would be the same as those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 2.

Impacts would be the same as those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 3.

Impacts would be the same as
those described for MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 4.

MCAS Cherry

Point

Impacts would be to the same as those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts would be the same as those listed
for MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2.

Impacts would be the same as those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 3.

Impacts would be the same as
those described for MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 4.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

NOISE

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts would occur due
to this alternative to FY06 baseline
conditions. However, since FY06
impacts from other activities within
and outside Base boundaries have
changed the noise environment.

Construction noise would be generated only
on a short-term, intermittent basis and
would not cause hearing impacts nor
increase the noise levels experienced on
Base or by adjacent communities.

The new Base road would add a new noise
source in residential areas. However the
noise would be controlled through low
speed limits through the residential areas.

Noise levels at MCB Camp Lejeune due to
range activities were evaluated under a
separate EA. It was found that noise levels
would not increase to such an extent to
cause any adverse impacts.

While construction would decrease,
there would be similar short-term,
intermittent impacts due to core
project construction. Noise outside
the Base would be generated by
construction to accommodate
increases in personnel within the
surrounding community; however,
no adverse impacts to on-Base
personnel or surrounding
communities would occur.

Noise-generated impacts within the
ranges would be to the same as
those found under MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 2.

There would be no on-Base
construction-related noise; noise
outside of the Base would be
generated by construction to
accommodate increases in
personnel within the surrounding
community; however, no adverse
impacts to surrounding
communities would occur.

Noise-generated impacts within the
ranges would be to the same as
those found under MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 2.

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Construction-generated noise impacts
would be similar to those found under MCB
Camp Lejeune Alternative 2.

Noise levels at MCAS New River due to
range activities were evaluated under a
separate EA. Negligible increases
associated with airfield operations-
generated noise contours would occur. Air-
to ground noise-generated impacts at the
ranges would increase but not to such an
extent to adversely affect the health or
hearing of community members adjacent to
these ranges.

The potential impacts to the noise
environment would be the same as
presented for MCAS New River
Alternative 2, with the exception
that construction noise would
decrease on-Station but increase off-
Station. Only short-term,
intermittent impacts would occur
and not cause adverse hearing or
health effects within the
surrounding communities.

Noise generated at the airfield and
within the ranges would be the same
as those found under MCAS New
River Alternative 2.

There would be no on-Station
construction-related noise; noise
outside the Station would be
generated by construction to
accommodate increases in
personnel within the surrounding
community. Only short-term,
intermittent impacts would occur
and not cause adverse hearing or
health effects within the
surrounding communities.

Noise generated at the airfield and
within the ranges would be the
same as those found under MCAS
New River Alternative 2.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

NOISE

MCAS Cherry

Point

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Construction-generated noise impacts
would be only on a short-term, intermittent
basis and would not cause hearing impacts
nor increase the noise levels experienced by
adjacent communities.

Noise levels at MCAS Cherry Point due to
increased air and range operations from
increased personnel were evaluated under a
separate EA, the noise levels would not
increase to such an extent to cause adverse
impacts.

The potential impacts to the noise
environment at MCAS Cherry Point
would be the same as described
under MCAS New River
Alternative 3.

Impacts would be similar to those
presented under MCAS New River
Alternative 4.

AIR QUALITY

MCB Camp Lej

cune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts would occur due
to this alternative to FY06 baseline
conditions. However, since FY06
impacts from other activities within
and outside Base boundaries have
contributed emissions to the regional
air shed.

With additional personnel commuting to the
Installation, there would be an insignificant
increase in mobile source emissions. In
addition, minor levels of emissions of
several regulated hazardous air pollutants
and toxic air pollutants would occur but not
at a level to negatively impact the regional
air quality. Implementing the Preferred
Alternative would result in a large multi-
year construction process. During this time
construction-related mobile source
emissions, hazardous air pollutants, and
toxic air pollutants would temporarily
increase. These emissions are expected to
dissipate rapidly once construction ceases.
During the peak construction period, no
criteria pollutant emissions would exceed
250 tons per year, nor do any represent 10

Impacts with respect to personnel
commuting would be the same as
those described for the Preferred
Alternative. Emissions from
construction would be similar to the
Preferred Alternative, but on a
smaller scale. Under this
alternative, there could be an
increase of people living off-Base
and increase commuting emissions.
Construction may need to increase
off-Base and introduce associated
emissions on a short-term basis.
However, it is not anticipated that
the regional air quality would be
adversely impacted under this
alternative.

percent or more of regional emissions.

Air emissions associated with this
alternative, both on- and off-Base
would be similar to those presented
for Alternative 3 at MCB Camp
Lejeune.
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Table ES-6 Comparison of Impacts by Resource

Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

AIR QUALITY

MCAS New River

Impacts would similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts would be similar to those described
for MCB Camp Lejeune Preferred
Alternative.

Impacts would be similar to those
described for the MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 3.

Impacts would be the same as
those described for MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 3.

MCAS Cherry

Point

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts would be similar to those presented
under Alternative 2 for MCB Camp
Lejeune.

Impacts would be similar to those
presented under Alternative 3 for
MCB Camp Lejeune.

Impacts would be similar to those
presented under Alternative 3 for
MCB Camp Lejeune.

NATURAL RESOURCES

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no impacts to the FY06 baseline
conditions would occur due to this
alternative. However, since FY06
natural resource impacts from other
activities within and outside Base
boundaries have affected the
environment.

This alternative would result in temporary
disturbance to wildlife, with smaller, less
mobile species being lost during demolition
and construction activities. In addition,
development of forested areas would
permanently remove wildlife habitat.
Approximately 1,500 forested acres could
be removed. The proposed road would
traverse forested areas and would fragment
wildlife habitat and introduce a mortality
hazard. Construction would temporarily
increase turbidity, degrading the water
quality and affecting some fish species.

No impacts to protected species are
anticipated; in consultation with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, they concurred
that this alternative would not affect
terrestrial special status species, and would
affect, but would likely not adversely affect,
manatees during bridge construction. Oft-
Base, impacts could occur to natural
resources as a result of community
infrastructure construction in support of
regional growth of the military.

Impacts to natural resources would
be similar to those described under
Alternative 2 on Base, but at a much
smaller scale. Approximately 300
acres of forest could be lost. Since
this alternative would not include
Grow the Force facility or road
construction, impacts to on-Base
natural resources would be less than
those found under Alternative 2.

Off-Base, natural resources may be
adversely impacted due to the need
to support increased numbers of

military personnel living off-Base.

Under Alternative 4, no Grow the
Force or core projects would be
constructed on Base; therefore,
impacts would be negligible.

Off-Base, natural resources may be
adversely impacted due to the need
to support increased numbers of
military personnel living off-Base.
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Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

NATURAL RESOURCES

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

No impacts to protected species. Proposed
construction would take place mostly in
already developed areas and minimal
vegetation clearance and associated impacts
would occur. Up to 40 acres of forest could
be lost.

Off-Station, impacts would be similar to
those presented for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 2.

Impacts to natural resources would
be similar to those described for the
MCAS New River Alternative 2,
but at a smaller scale. Less than 1
acre of forest would be lost. Off-
Station, impacts would be similar to
those presented at MCB Camp
Lejeune under Alternative 3.

On- and off-Station impacts would
be similar to those described for
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 4.

MCAS Cherry

Point

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts to vegetation, wildlife habitat, and
forested areas would be similar to those
described for MCAS New River Alternative
2. Up to 70 acres of forest would be lost.
Off-Station, impacts would be similar to
those presented at MCB Camp Lejeune
under Alternative 2. In consultation with
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service , they
concurred that this alternative would not
affect terrestrial special status species, and
would affect, but would likely not adversely
affect, manatees during bridge upgrading.

Impacts to natural resources would
be similar to those described under
MCAS Cherry Point Alternative 2,
but at a much smaller scale. Up to
21 acres of forest would be lost.
Off-Station, impacts would be
similar to those presented at MCB
Camp Lejeune under Alternative 3.

On- and off-Station impacts would
be similar to those described for
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 4.
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Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

EARTH RESOURCES

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts to FY06
baseline conditions would occur due to
this alternative. However, since FY06
earth resource impacts from other
activities within and outside Base
boundaries have affected the regional
environment.

Proposed construction and demolition
would disturb soil conditions. Topography
would be altered due to building and other
structure development, as well as up to 6
borrow pits for infrastructure construction
(requiring 1 million cubic yards of fill). Soil
exposure would increase the erosion
potential; however, prescribed best
management practices and permitting
requirements under Federal, State, and local
regulations would minimize erosion and
sedimentation potential.

Impacts to earth resources would be
similar to those described under
Alternative 2 (MCB Camp
Lejeune), but at a much smaller
scale. Since this alternative would
not include Grow the Force facility
and road construction, there would
be minor impacts to soil
disturbance. However, off-Base, soil
disturbance may increase to
accommodate increased numbers of
Marine personnel living off-Base.

No impacts to on-Base earth
resources would occur because no
core or Grow the Projects would
be constructed. Off-Base, however,
there could be major impacts to
soil disturbance to accommodate
even more Marine personnel living
off-Base.

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts would be similar to those described
for MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2.

Impacts to earth resources on and
off-Station would be similar to
those described under the MCB
Camp Lejeune Alternative 3.

On- and off-Station impacts would
be the same as those described for
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 4.

MCAS Cherry

Point

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

Impacts would be similar to those described
for MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2.

Impacts to earth resources on and
off-Station would be similar to
those described under the MCB
Camp Lejeune Alternative 3.

On- and off-Station impacts would
be the same as those described for
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 4.
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Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

WATER RESOURCES

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts to FY06
baseline conditions would occur due to
this alternative. Since FY06, however,
impacts to water resources from other
activities within and outside Base
boundaries have occurred.

No increased risks to groundwater
contamination would occur. Adverse
impacts from stormwater runoff are not
expected with adherence to existing
practices prescribed under the Base’s
stormwater management plan. Since exact
locations for most of the proposed facilities
at MCB Camp Lejeune have not been
selected and final design is not known,
exact acreages for wetland disturbance
cannot be determined. However, given
current designs and master planning
concepts for facility locations, up to 125
acres of wetland could be affected (either
permanently or temporarily) from proposed
facility construction. Unavoidable impacts
to wetlands or waters of the U.S would
occur but through mandated consultation
and permitting requirements (e.g., those
found under Sections 404 and 401) with the
State and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers,
impacts would be minimized and/or offset.

Indirect impacts to off-Base waterways
could occur due to sedimentation.

Impacts to water resources would be
similar to those described under the
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 2,
but at a much smaller scale.
Alternative 3 does not include Grow
the Force infrastructure projects,
which have the greatest potential to
impact wetlands and floodplains. It
is estimated that construction of
core projects could impact up to 3
acres of wetlands. Best management
practices, permits, and consultation
would occur to minimize and
mitigate unavoidable adverse
impacts due to core project
construction.

Direct impacts from contamination
and/or sedimentation could occur
due to off-Base construction in
support of increased numbers of
Marine personnel living off-Base.
However, mandated consultation
and permitting requirements (e.g.,
those found under Sections 404 and
401) with the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers would minimize and/or
offset adverse impacts.

On-Base impacts to water
resources would be less than those
presented under MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 2. No Grow
the Force or core construction
would occur.

Direct impacts from contamination
and/or sedimentation could occur
off-Base. This would be due to
construction in support of
increased numbers of Marine
personnel living off-Base.
Mandated consultation and
permitting requirements (e.g.,
those found under Sections 404
and 401) with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers; however,
would minimize and/or offset
adverse impacts.
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Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

MCAS New River

Impacts would be similar to those

described for MCB Camp Lejeune No

Action Alternative.

Potential impacts are similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 2; however, only 1 acre of
wetlands could be impacted.

Indirect impacts to off-Station waterways
could occur due to sedimentation.

On-Station impacts to water
resources would be similar to those
described under the MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 2, but at a
smaller scale. Close to 1 acre of
wetlands could be impacted.

Off-Station impacts would be
similar to those presented under
MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 3.

Potential on- and off-Station
impacts are the same as those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 4.

MCAS Cherry

Point

Impacts would be similar to those

described for MCB Camp Lejeune No

Action Alternative.

Potential impacts are similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 2. Up to 15 acres of wetlands
could be affected, but most likely much less
depending on final design.

Indirect impacts to off-Station waterways
could occur due to sedimentation.

On-Station impacts to water
resources would be similar to those
described under the MCB Camp
Lejeune Alternative 2, but at a
smaller scale; up to 1 acre of
wetlands could be impacted.

Off-Station impacts would be
similar to those presented under

MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 3.

Potential on- and off-Station
impacts are similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 4.
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Alternative 1 -
No Action Alternative

Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Alternative 3

Alternative 4

CULTURAL RESOURCES

MCB Camp Lejeune

The permanent, incremental
establishment of Marines associated
with the Grow the Force initiative
would not be implemented; therefore,
no additional impacts to FY06
baseline conditions would occur due
to this alternative. However, since
FYO06 impacts from other activities
within Base boundaries have affected
cultural resources.

The USMC has consulted with the State
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) under
Section 106 of the NRHP and has received
concurrence that there would be no adverse
effects to eligible or potentially eligible
National Register sites. In accordance with
36 CFR 800, the USMC would avoid,
minimize, or mitigate impacts to cultural
resources properties.

While it is difficult to predict, it is not likely
that off-Base cultural resources would be
adversely affected by implementing
Alternative 2.

There would be no impact to
architectural or archaeological
resources.

While it is difficult to predict, it is not
likely that off-Base cultural resources
would be adversely affected by
implementing Alternative 3.

No new development would occur
on Base at MCB Camp Lejeune;
therefore, there would be no
impact to cultural resources.

While it is difficult to predict, it is
not likely that off-Base cultural
resources would be adversely
affected by implementing
Alternative 4.

MCAS New

River

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

No cultural resources are located within the
proposed on-Station development areas. No
off-Station cultural resources would be
adversely affected by implementing
Alternative 2.

No cultural resources are located within
the proposed development areas on-
Station. Off-Station impacts would be
similar to those presented under
Alternative 3 at MCB Camp Lejeune.

Potential on- and off-Station
impacts are similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 4.

MCAS Cherr

Point

Impacts would be similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune No
Action Alternative.

No cultural resources are located within the
proposed on-Station development areas. No
off-Station cultural resources would be
adversely affected by implementing
Alternative 2.

On-Station, no cultural resources are
located within the proposed
development areas. Off-Station impacts
would be similar to those presented
under Alternative 3 at MCB Camp
Lejeune.

Potential on- and off-Station
impacts are similar to those
described for MCB Camp Lejeune
Alternative 4.
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Table ES-7 Summary of Applicable Environmental Regulations and Regulatory Compliance for the Preferred Alternative

Plans, Policies, and Controls LD R . Status of Compliance Section of EIS
Agency Authority
NEPA (PL 91-190, 42 USC 4341 et
ET\;iarlzl?rrr?:;iT%011?1619i’mlljcsel\;lr?d The EIS portion of this document has been prepared in
. pruar accordance with NEPA, CEQ regulations, and USMC NEPA

Protection Manual (Marine Corps N/A . D T . All of document
procedures. Public participation and review is being conducted in

Order P5090.2A, Change 2), DoN compliance with NEPA

Procedures for Implementing NEPA p '

(OPNAVINST 5090.1B 2003)

. USEPA . .
Clean Air Act (CAA) of 1987, 42 . The Proposed Action would not create a new source of air .
USC §§ 7401 to 7671 North Carolina ollution or affect the current attainment status of the region Section 3.12
DENR-DAQ pollu u . gton.
Clean Water Act, 33 USC. §§ 1251 USACE Permits under Sections 401 and 404 are required. Adherence to Section 3.9
to 1387 (1986 & Supp. 1997). North Carolina North Carolina Coastal County Stormwater Rule '
DENR-DWQ NPDES Section 3.15

Coastal Zone Management Act North Carolina ;ierii?fnigaZSZ$r$;iii;%TePiggf;sdsﬁggl?gels f)(r)lnsszsg‘?:r;{)oer Section 3.4

(CZMA) of 1972 (16 USC 1451) DENR-DCM 23, 2009 the final Coastal Consistency Determinations. Appendix C
The USACE is a cooperating agency to ensure USMC

Rivers and Harbors Act of 1892 USACE compliance with Section 10 of this Act —avigable waters” and 33 | Section 3.15
USC9.
MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS Cherry Point completed
informal consultation with USFWS. It was determined that the

Endangered Species Act of 1973, USFWS Proposed Action would not affect terrestrial special status species Section 3.13

16 USC §§ 1531 to 1534

and may affect, but not likely to adversely affect manatees with
respect to P1382 (MCB Camp Lejeune) and P134 (MCAS Cherry
Point).
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Table ES-7 Summary of Applicable Environmental Regulations and Regulatory Compliance for the Preferred Alternative

Plans, Policies, and Controls LR . Status of Compliance Section of EIS
Agency Authority
National Historic Preservation Act . MCB Camp‘Le]eune completed Section 106 consultation with the
. North Carolina North Carolina SHPO and they concurred that the Proposed .
(NHPA) of 1966, as amended in . . _ Section 3.16
SHPO Action would not result in adverse effects to eligible or
1980, 16 USC 470 et al. . . .
potentially eligible properties.
Executive Order 12898 The Proposed Action would not result in disproportionately high
(Environmental Justice) N/A and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority or | Section 3.6
59 FR 7629 (1994) low income populations.
Executive Order 13045
(EnVqunmental Justl.ce for Children, The Proposed Action would not result in disproportionate risks to .
Protection from Environmental N/A children from environmental health risks or safety risks Section 3.6
Health Risks and Safety Risks) 62 Y ’
FR 19883 (1997)
The Proposed Action would result in impacts to wetlands on
Executive Order 11990 MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS Cherry Point. Specific
(Protection of Wetlands) USACE mitigation measures would be developed in conjunction with Section 3.15
42 FR 26961 (1977) USACE during the permitting phase once projects designs reach
100 percent.
Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918, T}.le Propos§d Action would not have a mgnlﬁcant impact on .
USFWS migratory birds, and would comply with applicable requirements | Section 3.13
16 USC 703 et al.
of the Act.
Magnuson-Stevens Fishery . e
Conservation and Management Act, NMFS The Proposed Action would not adversely affect Essential Fish Section 3.15

as amended through 2007

Habitat.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

1.1 Introduction

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] § 4321 et seq.)
requires Federal agencies to examine major federal actions that may have a significant effect on the
environment in an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which is a detailed public document that
provides an assessment of the potential effects that a major Federal action may have on the human,
natural, or cultural environment. The United States Marine Corps (USMC) has prepared this EIS to assess
the potential impacts associated with permanently increasing USMC forces at three USMC Installations
in North Carolina. These Installations include: Marine Corps Base (MCB) Camp Lejeune, Marine Corps
Air Station (MCAS) New River, and MCAS Cherry Point. The USMC is the lead agency for the EIS.
The Wilmington District of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is a cooperating agency and has
indicated intent to formally adopt this EIS, in whole or in part, provided that it meets USACE
requirements relative to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act

of 1899 (correspondence provided in Appendix A).

MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River are located in southeastern North Carolina approximately 50
miles north-northeast of Wilmington (Figure 1.1-1). To the north, MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New
River are bounded by the City of Jacksonville, North Carolina, and to the south, MCB Camp Lejeune
extends to the Atlantic Ocean. MCAS New River abuts MCB Camp Lejeune and uses services (i.e.,
wastewater, roads, and transportation infrastructure) provided/maintained by MCB Camp Lejeune.
MCAS Cherry Point is located approximately 50 miles east-northeast of MCB Camp Lejeune in
Havelock, North Carolina. Its northern boundaries end at the Neuse River and, for the most part, MCAS

Cherry Point is bounded by Highway 70 on the south.

The USMC needs to be prepared to meet any potential crisis or conflict; have the speed and agility to
move immediately and respond at a level that is consistent with the type of conflict encountered; and meet
the challenges and opportunities of a rapidly changing world and emerging threats. To meet these needs,
President Bush announced, in the January 2007 State of the Union address, his decision to permanently
increase USMC forces by Fiscal Year 2011 (FY11). This initiative received Congressional approval and
funding and, as described in Section 1.2, is being implemented across USMC fighting organizations. The
purpose, therefore, of this Proposed Action, is to accommodate the permanent increase of forces at three
North Carolina USMC Installations. The Proposed Action is needed to support and implement the
President’s mandate and Congressional direction to increase end strength across the USMC war-fighting

organizations by FY11.
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Figure 1.1-1 USMC in North Carolina
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Infrastructure construction and improvements to accommodate these force “plus-ups” (increases) are
evaluated under this EIS; training requirements have been evaluated in the MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS
New River Range Complex Final Environmental Assessment (EA) (MCB Camp Lejeune 2009a) and
MCAS Cherry Point Range Complex Final EA (MCAS Cherry Point 2009) and are incorporated by

reference.

The decisions to be made by the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations & Environment) include:
1) whether one of the action alternatives should be adopted for implementation; 2) whether to concur or
non-concur with the findings presented in the EIS; and 3) whether to implement and fund mitigation

measures to minimize adverse impacts.
1.2 Context of the Proposed Action
1.2.1 Background

Marines are currently deployed around the world at an increased level and duration, causing hardship for
Marines and their families and impacting their quality of life. Additionally, USMC Commanders have
been challenged in their ability to fully exercise the sophisticated skill sets that enable the Marine Air
Ground Task Forces (MAGTF) (organized to support Combatant Commanders in various regions,
including Europe, Africa, Southwest and Southeast Asia, and Central and South America) to respond

quickly and effectively to global crises and conflicts.

The USMC has unquestionably displayed the value of an “expeditionary” force in fighting worldwide
terrorism and in conventional conflicts against diverse enemies. The USMC is committed to fighting the
“Long War” which includes: defeating terrorist networks, defending the homeland, and preventing hostile
states and non-state actors from acquiring or using weapons of mass destruction. The Long War is
characterized by current campaigns in the Middle East, as well as by diverse and sustained engagements
around the world. Though these engagements occur around the globe they are in defense of the United
States’ homeland, freedoms, and way of life. The Long War (now referred to as “Overseas Contingency
Operations” under the new Administration) is a multifaceted, generational struggle that will not be won in
one battle, in one country, or by one method.' To meet the demands of the Long War and remain prepared
for the inevitable contingencies that will arise, the USMC must be sufficiently manned, effectively

trained, and properly equipped.

USMC mission and subsequent training requirements are derived from Congress’ mandate for the USMC

to be the Nation’s . . . versatile, Expeditionary Force in readiness. . . . To be the most ready when the

United States Marine Corps Concepts and Programs 2007, Division of Public Affairs, Marine Corps News
Branch, Headquarters, USMC.
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nation generally is least ready.”

USMC training requirements are well-defined and structured to provide
combat-ready Marines. From the individual to the unit level, training is constantly adapting to meet new
challenges in how conflicts are fought and crises are addressed. The USMC training system provides the
means to achieve exacting levels of Marine combat readiness across the entire spectrum (from working
with allies to maintain peace and deterring enemies through combat, to assisting foreign nations in
providing essential services to their populace)’ of military operations. Reduction of the time available to
train because of the 1:1 dwell time (or the time a Marine spends deployed versus the time stationed at

home base) complicates the USMC’s ability to provide combat-ready unit training in war-fighting

capabilities.

To avoid these negative impacts to readiness, training, mission, and quality of life, the Secretary of
Defense in 2007 established a 1:2 deployment-to-dwell ratio goal for all active component forces.* A 1:2
ratio would allow Marines to spend twice as much time stationed at home than the time spent deployed.
The increased dwell time for Marines would help alleviate the strain on units abroad, would provide
operational units additional training time to prepare for combat operations overseas, and provide a better

quality of life.

To meet this goal, in January 2007, under recommendation of the Secretary of Defense, the President
announced that over the next 5 years the USMC would increase their end strength from 180,000 to
202,000.” This increase in end strength, termed “Grow the Force,” would ensure that Marines are properly
prepared and trained for traditional combat where the enemy is well defined and fighting occurs in one
regional area. The increase would also allow Marines to support more non-traditional conflicts that occur

in the Long War, which are more prevalent now across the globe.
1.2.2 USMC Grow the Force Initiative at the National Level

The addition of approximately 22,000 Marines will be accommodated across the USMC organization in a
manner that capitalizes on its existing force structure. In 1952, Congress directed the Marine Corps’
composition as an air-ground combined arms force. This integrated force, known as the MAGTF, has
unique and incomparable war-fighting capabilities. The MAGTF is organized along a regional construct
to support Combatant Commanders in various areas on the globe, including Europe, Africa, Southwest

and Southeast Asia, and Central and South America (U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters 2008). MAGTFs

> Public Law 82-416, 1952.

> The Long War, Send in the Marines. 2008. USMC Headquarters.

Statement of General James T. Conway, Commandant of the USMC. 2007. Before the House Armed Services
Committee on USMC Posture. Washington, DC. 1 March.

Major General Johnson Force Requirements Determination Process before the House Armed Services
Committee. January 30, 2007 (Final).
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are supported by three levels of operating organizations: Marine Expeditionary Forces (MEF), Marine
Expeditionary Brigades (MEB), and Marine Expeditionary Units (MEUs). There are three USMC MEFs
(I, 1I, and III) corresponding to the three-region construct, which represent the biggest MAGTF
organizations and constitute the principal war-fighting organizations used to meet larger crises or
contingencies. The MEFs are composed of a headquarters element, a ground combat element (GCE), an
aviation combat element (ACE), and a logistics combat element (LCE) under a single command for an
integrated combined arms force. The GCE conducts ground operations and can vary in size from a small
ground unit to one or more Marine divisions; the ACE conducts air-to-ground operations and is usually
composed of an aviation headquarters and various aviation units or their detachments; and the LCE
provides supply, maintenance, transportation, general engineering, health services, and a variety of other
services in support of the MAGTF. The LCE varies in size from a small detachment to one or more

Marine logistics groups (U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters 2008).

Following Operation Desert Shield/Storm in 1991, the Marine Corps reduced in size from end strength
196,000 to 176,000. This reduction was accomplished in large part by the de-activation of units and
commands usually of battalion or squadron size. When this reduction was completed, the 2nd Marine
Division of the II MEF (headquartered in MCB Camp Lejeune) was not balanced in comparison to the I
MEF (headquartered in MCB Camp Pendleton, California). The infantry regiments in the I MEF each had
four infantry battalions assigned, while those in the Il MEF only had three assigned infantry battalions.
The III MEF, stationed primarily in the Pacific, has one regimental headquarters in Okinawa, one in

Hawaii, and three battalions that deploy to Japan from the United States.

Under the Grow the Force initiative, this imbalance is rectified by adding a significant portion of the
growth to units within the II MEF. Specifically, the Marine Corps would reactivate three infantry
battalions and assign them to Il MEF to balance its three regiments with the three regiments in the I MEF.
The II MEF would also receive additional GCE units such as artillery batteries, light armor
reconnaissance platoons, and military police platoons to round out the division in support of the
additional infantry battalions, make it a more capable force, utilize the same organizational construct as
I MEF, and match concurrent incremental increases to the I and III MEFs. The Grow the Force initiative
would also add more Marines to all infantry regiments and battalions, as well as other headquarters and
units in the Divisions. Such action would improve performance during assigned and future missions based
on lessons learned in Iraq and Afghanistan. Thus, the overall growth of the GCE would be spread across
the entire Marine Corps within each of the three Marine Divisions but would be particularly focused on

structuring the II MEF headquartered in North Carolina to be parallel with the I MEF in California.
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The ACE portion of the Grow the Force initiative was outlined in the 2007 Marine Aviation Transition
Plan (U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters 2007). That Plan calls for the rebalancing and realignment of
active and reserve aviation component capacities, capabilities, and assets to meet Grow the Force needs.
Under the Marine Aviation Transition Plan, the USMC would add combat and training flying squadrons,
while balancing resources and capabilities across the entire Marine Corps. The ACE units, capabilities,
and resources that would be added to the 2nd Marine Air Wing (2nd MAW) at MCAS New River would
align the rotary air wing’s capabilities with those already found on the West Coast in the 3rd MAW
(Personal communication, Reilly 2009). Some of the additional units’ initial basing locations within the
2nd MAW would be on a short-term basis (such as the helicopter squadrons at MCAS Cherry Point)

because of an interim shortage of hangar availability and ramp space at MCAS New River.

Finally, the logistics combat element, or LCE, would grow to support the increases in the ACE and GCE.
Personnel within the LCE, such as Combat Support Service enablers (e.g., Military Police, Explosive
Ordnance Disposal, engineering for constructing bridges, and field-level maintenance) would increase
incrementally to maintain balanced support to the Marine Divisions’ three MEFs. Internally, this increase
would enhance the Marine Logistics Group command and control and command support capabilities,
through growth in communications and intelligence personnel and equipment. Combined, the LCE’s
portion of the growth initiative would significantly improve expeditionary logistics support to the

MAGTTFs and the deployment flexibility of the Marine Logistics Group command.

To identify the units to be augmented and the specific number of personnel to be added to each unit, the
USMC undertook a rigorous screening analysis called the Total Force Structure Process. The goal of this
Process was to determine force requirements that balanced the need to comply with the Department of
Defense (DoD) policy on 1:2 deployment-to-dwell ratio® with the requirement to meet the core MAGTF
training competencies. As part of the Process, the USMC applied strategic guidance, evaluated policy
constraints, and considered commander-generated recommendations to identify the capabilities that were
needed to execute the USMC ever-evolving mission. Process recommendations relied on a detailed,
integrated examination of doctrine, organization, training, materiel, leadership, personnel, and facilities to
ensure that no aspect of the enterprise was ignored and any new requirements were identified—either

from the top-down or from the bottom-up.

A top-down functional area analysis and a functional needs analysis produced tasks, conditions, and
standards that needed to be met for the USMC to both successfully accomplish its mission and meet an
increased dwell-to-deployment time. This functional analysis process also identified gaps wherein tasks,

conditions, and standards were not satisfied by existing USMC force structure. Recommendations to

Secretary of Defense Memorandum. 2007. Utilization of the Total Force. Washington, DC. 19 January.
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remedy gaps were then proposed, analyzed, and presented to the Commandant’s Marine Requirements
Oversight Council. Operational commanders provided the bottom-up input to the Commandant based on

their constant assessment of operational and supporting unit activities.”

Ultimately, the Total Force Structure process resulted in a determination that focused growth within the
existing war-fighting units within the three MEFs (Figure 1.2-1) would best accomplish the need to
improve deployment-to-dwell ratio, enhance the USMC warfare capabilities and contingency missions
training, and increase the available training time for most units. The Process considered other options,
such as partial or complete reorganization; however, reorganization would take an excessive amount of
time, would cost more, would not have met the immediate need to increase personnel numbers, and would
have caused further strains on Marine Corps commanders’ ability to meet their training requirements. The
focused growth proposal, in contrast, will result in a USMC, prepared as a “total force,” ready to meet the

challenges and opportunities of a rapidly changing world and security environment.

Source: USMC Concepts and Programs, 2007.
Note: SIGINT = Signals Intelligence.

Figure 1.2-1 Balanced Force Capability Growth

7 Please note that the resultant recommendations are fluid and evolve in response to differing conflict
circumstances, changes in Administration objectives, meeting new Combatant Commanders’ requirements, and
addressing varying enemy tactics.
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Table 1.2-1 illustrates the types of units that would be augmented across Marine Divisions and associated
MEFs. Units identified as reasonable to receive these Marines were those that could support a
comprehensive, long-term plan to accommodate these increases, while maintaining a unit’s and
Installation’s carrying capacity (sustainability).

Table 1.2-1 Marine Corps Units Proposed for Increases in End Strength

e Infantry Battalions e Foreign Officer Area/Civil Affairs

e  Artillery Battalions e Unmanned Aerial Surveillance

e  Reconnaissance e Logistical Support

e  Military Police e Engineer Support

e  Air Naval Gunfire Liaison Company e Explosive Ordnance Disposal Units
e  Engineers e Marine Light Attack Helicopter Squadrons
e  Recruiters e Marine Heavy Helicopter Squadrons
e  Trainers e Aviation Command and Control

e  Regiment Headquarters e Communications

e  Artillery Battery e Tank Battalion

e  Ground Mobility e Logistics Company

e Truck Company e Bridge Company

e Intelligence e Marine Fixed Wing Squadrons

To identify the specific units to receive augmentation, the USMC used the following specific criteria:

1. Mission Support: Where increases occur, they must promote, support, and/or be consistent
with National Security, Defense, and USMC mission requirements. USMC Strategy 21
focuses on the Corps’ expeditionary, combined arms character and the drive to enhance
strategic agility, operational reach, and tactical flexibility. These capabilities allow the USMC
to continue providing regional combatant commanders with tailored, interoperable MAGTF
that can respond quickly across the spectrum of crisis and conflict, and conduct forcible entry

operations when needed.

A. Training. To meet the demands of the Long War, the USMC must properly train the
force. The USMC Vision for Mission-Capable Ranges is action-oriented strategic
planning to solve threats to USMC operational training. The Vision also provides
appropriate balance between realistic, quality training and environmental stewardship.

Reasonable alternative scenarios would need to meet the goals of the Vision.

B. Operations. Actions taken to support daily operations and functional activities should
promote or enhance mission operations of each existing or increased unit. Alternate
stationing scenarios should not cause unnecessary temporary delays or disruptions in

current Installation mission or function.
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2. Economic Feasibility: The increases must also be achievable at units within reasonable cost as
compared to other alternatives. Increases at units that were significantly more expensive to
implement without increased benefit, commensurate with the additional cost, were eliminated

from further consideration.

3. Sustainability: While meeting the purpose and need of growing the force, alternative unit
scenarios could not hinder the sustainability of an Installation and its mission. Unit increases that
would limit existing or future operations or training, without the possibility of mitigation, were

not considered reasonable.

Application of these criteria resulted in the identification of units within I and II MEFs to receive unit

personnel increases. These units are currently based at the 10 installations listed in Table 1.2-2.

Table 1.2-2 Proposed Contiguous U.S. Marine Corps Increases

Installation Total
MCB Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 7,706
MCAS New River, North Carolina 1,411
MCAS Cherry Point, North Carolina 784
MCAS Beaufort, South Carolina 246
Marine Corps Combat Development Command, Quantico, Virginia 101
MCB Camp Pendleton, California 2,277
Marine Corps Air Ground Combat Center, Twentynine Palms, California 1,685
MCAS Camp Pendleton, California 954
MCAS Miramar, California 596
MCAS Yuma, Arizona 92

By augmenting units at these Marine Corps Installations, there would be the least interruption to the
receiving units’ mission and combat readiness, and increases would not further complicate, retard, or
jeopardize the Marine Corps mission. Movement of the receiving units to other bases was considered,
however, movement of existing units would require reorganization of existing force structure, thereby
delaying implementation of the Grow the Force initiative, increasing costs, and causing further strains on

Marine Corps commanders’ ability to meet their training requirements
1.3 USMC Grow the Force Initiative in North Carolina

As shown in Table 1.2-2, the Total Force Structure Process identified the three USMC Installations in
North Carolina as recipients of personnel increases. The purpose of the Proposed Action, therefore, is to
accommodate the permanent increase of 9,900 Marines and civilian personnel at MCB Camp Lejeune,
MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point in North Carolina. This Proposed Action is needed to

implement the II MEF portion of the national Grow the Force initiative.
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To meet the President’s 2007 mandate, the USMC began immediate increases of end strength starting in
FYO07 (i.e., October 2007). At MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point, these
increases needed to be accommodated in existing or temporary facilities, since there was no time allotted
for acquiring funding for or completion of full Military Construction (MILCON) activities. The impacts
associated with temporary basing of the additional personnel at the three North Carolina bases were
analyzed (DoN 2008a, 2008b) as separate actions from the permanent increases considered in this EIS.
Per discussions with the President's Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the decision to temporarily
accommodate these personnel increases would in no way prejudice or inform the decision to permanently
accommodate these personnel. For specific details of the permanent increases proposed in North Carolina,

see Chapter 2 (Proposed Action).

The following provides an overview of the NEPA process the USMC is applying to evaluate potential
impacts of the proposed action to incrementally increase, on a permanent basis, Marine Corps personnel

at MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point.
14 Scope of NEPA Analysis

The USMC determined that potential impacts at MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS
Cherry Point would be evaluated in this one EIS. This approach was taken for several reasons: 1) the
geographic proximity of the three Installations, 2) the fact that off-Base personnel coming to these
Installations would primarily live in the same three-county region (based on existing locations of
personnel living off-Base) thus having a combined regional impact, and 3) the fact that the timing of the
incremental increases and infrastructure projects would affect not just one Installation but all three at the

same time within the same region.

The three Installations have already temporarily accommodated some of the increased personnel indicated
in Table 1.2-2. In order to assess how these Marines could be permanently based at the three Installations,
a screening process was developed with the goal of maximizing currently developed areas for any new
infrastructure. These areas are considered “unconstrained” for future development. Undeveloped or
environmentally sensitive areas, so called “constrained” areas, would only be considered as possible

infrastructure candidates if unconstrained areas were incapable of meeting the Proposed Action.

For MCB Camp Lejeune, because of the amount of time needed during the development process for
specific projects, it is not possible to determine the precise location of individual buildings, minor
roadways, and supporting utilities. Accordingly, in order to assess environmental effects of this future
infrastructure, the EIS evaluates the impacts of locating projects in general “planning areas”. As the

principal environmental effect would be from the modification or creation of impervious surface (e.g.,
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buildings, parking lots, housing, etc.) and not necessarily from the specific project, this was considered a
reasonable approach to assessing impacts in advance of determining the precise location of individual
specific projects for MCB Camp Lejeune. Thus, for MCB Camp Lejeune eight planning areas have been
identified in which to focus development in support of the Proposed Action. The discussions in the
following sections identify which projects would generally occur within each of these planning areas, but
do not identify specific locations for specific projects. There are many proposed projects, and much work

remains to be done to identify exact siting requirements for individual projects.

Because they are smaller and more focused in their mission, it is possible to identify specific projects and
specific project locations at MCAS New River and MCAS Cherry Point. These specific locations were
identified for their consistency with existing master plans and because they would sensibly group
facilities near existing infrastructure supporting similar missions. For example, aircraft maintenance

facilities would be established adjacent to the flight line where similar facilities are found.

This EIS, which has a multiple Installation-wide scope, analyzes the potential effects of the Proposed
Action, as required under the NEPA, at the earliest possible stage in the planning process. As with any
planning effort of this scope, individual projects may change in size or location. The Marine Corps will
conduct supplemental NEPA if impacts are substantively different than those discussed in this EIS. Each
installation would review changes to the Proposed Action as planning proceeds to determine whether
these project changes: 1) constitute impacts that were not analyzed in this EIS and will need to be newly
evaluated, 2) can be tiered from the analyses done for this EIS, or 3) can be categorically excluded. These
projects will be reviewed in accordance with Marine Corps Order (MCO) P5090.2a prior to any
irreversible commitment of resources and prior to implementation of the specific project. Furthermore,
MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point will complete supplemental NEPA
documentation if impacts to resources within the named areas increase beyond those discussed in Chapter

3, or if the projects move outside of these named areas.

The CEQ and USMC NEPA regulations define the steps and milestones in the environmental impact

analysis process. The major milestones include:

1. Announcing that an EIS is being prepared. For this EIS, a Notice of Intent (NOI) was published
on December 14, 2007 in the Federal Register.

2. Conducting Scoping. This is the first major step in identifying the relevant issues to be analyzed
in depth and eliminating the issues that are not relevant. In order to meet this objective, the
USMC was very active in soliciting comments from the public, local governments, Federal and

State agencies, and environmental groups, and thereby ensuring that relevant concerns and issues
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about the proposed growth were included in the analyses. The USMC held three scoping
meetings on January 29, 30, and 31, 2008, in Havelock, Jacksonville, and Holly Ridge,
respectively. Advertisements were placed in local newspapers, and letters were sent to agencies
and the general public announcing the USMC proposal as well as identifying the scoping meeting

dates, times, and locations. See Section 1.4.2.

Preparing a draft EIS. The first comprehensive document for public and agency review is this
draft EIS. It examines the environmental impacts of the Proposed Action, all reasonable
alternatives, and a No Action Alternative. To ensure the widest dissemination possible, this draft
EIS was distributed to agencies, the public who have requested copies, and numerous repositories

(see Appendix B), as well as posted on a public website (www.GrowtheForceNC.com). The

Notice of Availability was filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) and
announced in the Federal Register on July 17, 2009; advertisements were placed in local

newspapers on the same day. This initiated the 45-day public comment period which ended on

October 1, 2009.

Having a public comment period. The USMC’s goal during this process is to provide the public
ample opportunity to comment on the analyses presented in the draft EIS. This is accomplished
through receipt of comments and at public meetings. The meetings serve as an open forum for
discussion of the Proposed Action and its alternatives, the analyses approach and findings, and to
provide a direct feedback mechanism for the public and agencies to address the USMC orally or
in writing. The USMC will provide a written response to all substantive comments received
during this public comment period, and present the issues identified at the public meetings. These
comments will also be considered in the preparation of, and be appended to, the final EIS, and

disclosed to the decision maker in that phase of the NEPA process.

Preparing a final EIS. Following the draft EIS public comment period, a final EIS is prepared.
This document is a revision of the draft EIS, which includes consideration of all relevant public
and agency comments and the USMC’s responses. It particularly provides the decision maker
with a comprehensive review of all the alternatives, their environmental impacts, and mitigation

measures to minimize these impacts.

Issuing a Record of Decision. The final step in the NEPA process is the Record of Decision,
which will be released no earlier than 30 days after public release of the final EIS. This decision
document identifies the alternative selected by the decision maker and extra-ordinary mitigation

measures (above and beyond those already required by permit and regulations and carried out as

1-12

Chapter 1: Purpose and Need for Proposed Action
December 2009


http://www.growtheforcenc.com/

USMC Grow the Force in North Carolina Final EIS

part of the normal management practices undertaken by the three Installations) to be carried out

by the USMC to reduce impacts.
The following describes the steps that have been achieved thus far in the NEPA process.
1.4.1 Public Involvement

Public participation opportunities with respect to this EIS, and decision making regarding the Proposed
Action, are guided by USMC (MCO 5090.2A Change 1) and Department of the Navy (DoN) NEPA
implementing regulations (32 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 775), which call for an inclusive public

involvement program which takes place throughout the EIS process.

The term “public” is used to describe any individual or group that has interest in the Proposed Action;
“stakeholders” include Federal, State, and local governmental agencies with regulatory authority over
activities within the USMC Installations (e.g., United States Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS] and the
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources [NCDENR]).

Consideration of the views of and information from the public and stakeholders promotes open
communication and enables better decision making. Other agencies, organizations, and members of the
public with a potential interest in the Proposed Action (including minority, low-income, and/or

disadvantaged groups) are urged also to participate in the decision-making process.
1.4.2 Notification

Official notification of the USMC'’s intent to prepare the Grow the Force EIS began with publication of
the NOI on December 14, 2007 in the Federal Register (Appendix A). During the week of December 29,
2007, more than 170 notification letters/brochures were sent out to Federal, State, and local agencies;
elected officials; non-governmental organizations; and interested individuals. The letter/brochure outlined
the USMC’s intent to prepare an EIS, provided a description of the Proposed Action and alternatives, and

announced the scoping meeting locations and dates (Appendix A).

Advertisements were also placed in local newspapers (Appendix A) announcing: 1) the USMC'’s intent to
prepare the EIS; 2) the time, date, and location of the scoping meetings; and 3) the duration of the scoping
comment period (December 14, 2007 to February 3, 2008). As detailed below, advertisements were

placed a number of times in several newspapers prior to the scoping meetings:

e Havelock, North Carolina: New Bern Sun Journal on Monday, December 17, 2007 and
Wednesday, January 23, 2008; and Havelock News on Wednesday, December 19, 2007, and
Tuesday, January 22, 2008.
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e Jacksonville and Holly Ridge, North Carolina: The Jacksonville Daily News, on Monday,
December 17, 2007, Monday, December 24, 2007 and Wednesday, January 23, 2008; The
Kingston Free Press on Wednesday, January 23, 2008; and The Globe on Thursday, January 10,
2008, and Thursday, January 24, 2008.

In addition, separate agency letters were sent out on April 16, 2008 requesting agency input on the
Proposed Action and assistance in identifying any issues and/or concerns they might have (Appendix A).
The USMC asked that these agencies provide their comments by April 25, 2008 to ensure evaluation in
the EIS analysis. Only one response was received; the NCDENR submitted comments focusing on coastal

management issues (Appendix A).

A mailing list, developed and continually updated for the EIS, is used to ensure that Federal and State
agencies, elected officials; non-governmental organizations; interest groups; libraries; media points of

contact; and citizens are informed of any public involvement opportunities (Appendix B).
1.4.3 Scoping

Scoping is an early and open process for: 1) actively bringing the public into the decision-making process;
2) determining the scope of issues to be addressed; 3) identifying any reasonable alternatives to the
Proposed Action; and 4) meeting both the CEQ and USMC NEPA implementing regulations that require
a scoping process in the development of an EIS. For this action, the USMC held scoping meetings on 29,
30, and 31 January 2008 in Havelock, Jacksonville, and Holly Ridge, North Carolina, respectively. In
total, 147 people attended these scoping meetings and 22 written and 14 emailed comments were received
during the official 30-day comment period. The following discussion summarizes the issues raised during

scoping; the USMC used these comments to guide the analyses conducted for this EIS.

Off-Installation Infrastructure. Many citizens were concerned that there could be impacts to the regional
infrastructure and long-range development plans for housing, schools, transportation, roads, and medical
care facilities. Citizens were also concerned about wastewater facilities and the possible strain these
systems may experience with the influx of people to the area. Impacts to existing recreational assets, such
as parks, playing fields, and the rails-to-trails corridors, and their ability to meet demands of the increased

population, were also a concern.

Off-Installation Community Services. In general, strains on social services, including police and fire
departments, as well as elderly and child care capacities, were also identified as issues that should be
evaluated in the EIS. Specifically in Havelock, there was widespread concern about the Base Realignment
and Closure (BRAC) action that closed the emergency room at the MCAS Cherry Point Base hospital.
Many people (especially the elderly) must now travel farther distances to New Bern, Morehead City, or
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MCB Camp Lejeune for acute care. In-patient care and obstetric/gynecological facilities were also lost,

and the local health care system has been affected.

Off-Installation Traffic and Transportation. At MCB Camp Lejeune, many citizens felt that traffic
congestion may be worsened, especially on Lejeune Boulevard and Highway 70 East from Carolina
Pines. Commenters were concerned that traffic safety may be compromised, especially at the Main Gate
off North Carolina State Highway 24 (NC 24). Another commenter felt that the Highway 17/210
intersection east, to the Sneads Ferry Road outside MCB Camp Lejeune, would need improvement due to
the increased traffic anticipated with construction activities. This person also expressed concern with
disposal of demolition debris impacts to the environment. A representative from Ellis Airport raised
concerns about the airport’s parking capacity, especially during the holiday season. Parking lots are

already at or above capacity and, with the increased personnel, the situation could worsen.

Socioeconomics. Local business owners recommended an evaluation of how many new jobs would be
generated, and local realtors were interested in knowing when and how many people would move to the

arca.

Natural Resources. The NCDENR/Division of Coastal Management suggested that a section in the EIS
be inserted for consistency analysis of the Proposed Action with North Carolina’s coastal management
program. They continued to be concerned about “how the effects of continued and increasing
urbanization and habitat fragmentation can be avoided and if not, how it can be mitigated,”
recommending that the EIS evaluate mitigation options to assure the maintenance of habitat values. In
addition, they were interested in how the proposed activities would be affected by the nesting sea turtle
moratorium periods and how to mitigate for adverse effects of artificial lighting. They also suggested that

the EIS contain a specific section summarizing all proposed mitigation measures.

In addition to scoping, and to ensure that potential impacts were fully characterized, the USMC met with
local communities and the Eastern North Carolina Military Growth Task Force to identify those counties
most likely to be impacted by the Proposed Action. The Task Force was organized in October 2007 under
the auspices of North Carolina’s Eastern Region and includes leaders from the USMC and surrounding
counties. This Task Force is working with a seven-county region to evaluate impacts that are occurring,
from both growth associated with the military, and due to other demographic changes (e.g., retiree gains
in population). While this Task Force is focusing on Onslow, Craven, Carteret, Jones, Pender, Duplin,
and Pamlico Counties (Figure 1.4-1), this EIS is evaluating impacts that would most likely occur in a
three-county area—Onslow, Craven, and Carteret. This approach is taken since the greatest potential for

impacts is anticipated primarily in those three counties.
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The USMC has also begun ecarly efforts to involve federal, state, and local governmental agencies, and
non-governmental organizations in discussions of specific projects included within this EIS. For example,
in May 2009 MCB Camp Lejeune held a series of meetings with federal and state agencies to discuss the
proposed new Base entry road (see Chapter 2 for additional details) and get preliminary feedback from
such agencies on both the proposed alignment of the road and on the permitting process. Participants at
these meetings included the USACE, the U.S. Coast Guard, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and
agencies within NCDENR. These meetings were held as an opportunity to generate early discussion on
wetland and navigable water impacts, and stormwater treatment requirements so that agency feedback
could be incorporated into the design effort.

1.5 Related Environmental Documents
1.5.1 Documents Incorporated by Reference

In accordance with CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA, the following material relevant to the
Proposed Action is being incorporated by reference, with the intent of reducing the size of this document.
Several documents address actions that are related (but not connected) to the Proposed Action and

include:

Environmental Assessment, MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River Range Operations, Onslow and Jones

Counties, North Carolina. January 2009.

Environmental Assessment, MCAS Cherry Point Range Operations, Craven, Carteret, and Pamlico

Counties, North Carolina. January 2009.

Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement, Navy Cherry Point Range

Complex. Record of Decision issued June 2009.

Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement Navy Undersea Warfare

Training Range. Draft, December 2008.

Environmental Impact Statement/Overseas Environmental Impact Statement Atlantic Fleet Active Sonar

Training. December 2008.

Environmental Assessment for Temporary Beddown of Proposed Increase in End Strength, MCAS Cherry
Point, North Carolina. Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) signed August 2008.

Environmental Assessment for Temporary Beddown of Proposed Increase in End Strength, MCB Camp
Lejeune, North Carolina. FONSI signed June 6, 2008.
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1.5.2 Other Relevant Environmental Documents

The following completed environmental documents are relevant to the Grow the Force Proposed Action

in North Carolina.

Environmental Assessment, Proposed Military Operations Areas in Eastern North Carolina. A written

reevaluation was prepared in 2007. FONSI signed January 29, 2008.

Environmental Assessment for a Combat Vehicle Operators Training Course. FONSI signed June 21,

2007.

Environmental Assessment for Training Facility Improvements at Marine Corps Outlying Land Field

Atlantic. FONSI signed June 27, 2007.

Environmental Assessment, Construction and Operation of Digital Airport Surveillance Radar in Eastern

North Carolina. FONSI jointly signed April 25, 2007 and May 3, 2007.
Environmental Assessment, Bombing Target-11 Target Improvements. FONSI signed February 27, 2007.

Final Environmental Impact Statement on Bogue Inlet Channel Erosion Response Project, Carteret and

Onslow Counties, North Carolina. Record of Decision signed October 15, 2004

Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Introduction of F/A-18 E/F (Super Hornet) Aircraft to the
East Coast of the U.S. Record of Decision signed October 4, 2003.

Final Environmental Impact Statement, Introduction of the V-22 to the Second Marine Aircraft Wing in
Eastern North Carolina. Record of Decision signed December 22, 1999.

1.6 Relevant Statutes, Executive Orders, and Permits

In accordance with CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.25), the USMC has prepared this EIS
concurrently with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and studies required by the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661 et seq.), the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966
(16 USC 470 et seq.), the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.), and other
environmental review laws (and their implementing regulations), and Executive Orders (EOs) outlined by

environmental resource in Table 1.6-1.
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Table 1.6-1 Other Major Environmental Statutes, Regulations,
and Executive Orders Applicable to Federal Projects

L3 o D DiTE T Statute, Regulation, or Executive Order
Resources
Clean Air Act of 1970 (Public Law [PL] 95-95), as amended in 1977 and 1990 (PL 91-604); USEPA,
Air Quality Subchapter C-Air Programs (40 CFR 52-99); 40 CFR Part 63 , National Emissions Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants ; North Carolina Rules for Air Quality Control (Subchapters 2D, 2H, and 2Q).
Noise Noise Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-574) and Amendments of 1978 (PL 95-609); USEPA, Subchapter G-
Noise Abatement Programs (40 CFR 201-211).
Geology and Soils National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Construction Activity General Permit (40

CFR 122-124).

Water Resources

Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-500) and Amendments; Clean Water Act of 1977
(PL 95-217); NPDES Construction Activity General Permit (40 CFR 122-124), NPDES Industrial Permit
and NPDES Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit; Clean Water Act 40 CFR 112 Spill
Prevention Control and Countermeasure; USEPA, Subchapter D-Water Programs (40 CFR 100-145);
Water Quality Act of 1987 (PL 100-4); USEPA, Subchapter N-Effluent Guidelines and Standards (40
CFR 401-471); Safe Drinking Water Act of 1972 (PL 95-923) and Amendments of 1986 (PL 99-339);
USEPA, National Drinking Water Regulations and Underground Injection Control Program (40 CFR
141-149); North Carolina Clean Water Responsibility Act.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918; Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1958 (PL 85-654); Sikes Act
0f 1960 (PL 86-97) and Amendments of 1986 (PL 99-561) and 1997 (PL 105-85 Title XXIX); ESA of

ﬁ;‘;lg’lfgjsl 1973 (PL 93-205) and Amendments of 1988 (PL 100-478); Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980
(PL 96-366); Lacey Act Amendments of 1981 (PL 97-79); Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to
Protect Migratory Birds (EO 13186).
Section 401 and 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (PL 92-500); USEPA,
Wetlands and Subchapter D-Water Programs 40 CFR 100-149 (105 ref); Floodplain Management-1977 (EO 11988);
Floodplains Protection of Wetlands-1977 (EO 11990); Emergency Wetlands Resources Act of 1986 (PL 99-645);

North American Wetlands Conservation Act of 1989 (PL 101-233).

Cultural Resources

NHPA (16 USC 470 ef seq.) (PL 89-865) as amended; Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural
Environment-1971 (EO 11593); Indian Sacred Sites-1966 (EO 13007); American Indian Religious
Freedom Act of 1978 (PL 94-341); Antiquities Act of 1906; American Indian Religious Freedom Act of
1979 (PL 96-95); Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (PL 101-601);
Protection of Historic Properties (36 CFR 800).

Hazardous and
Toxic Substances

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (PL 94-5800), as Amended by PL 100-582; USEPA,
subchapter I-Solid Wastes (40 CFR 240-280); Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act of 1980 (42 USC 9601) (PL 96-510); Toxic Substances Control Act (PL 94-496);
USEPA, Subchapter R-Toxic Substances Control Act (40 CFR 702-799); Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Control Act (40 CFR 162-180); Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know
Act (40 CFR 300-399); Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards-1978 (EO 12088),

and Waste Superfund Implementation (EO 12580); Greening the Government Through Waste Prevention,
Recycling, and Federal Acquisition (EO 13101), Greening the Government Through Efficient Energy
Management (EO 13123), Greening the Government Through Leadership in Environmental
Management (EO 13148); North Carolina Hazardous Waste Management Rules.
. . Federal Action to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations
Socioeconomics

(EO 12898); Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks (EO 13045).
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter describes the USMC’s Proposed Action, which is the permanent incremental increase of
Marine Corps personnel at North Carolina Marine Corps Installations. This chapter presents both the
process and criteria used to identify the three Proposed Action alternatives, as well as the No Action
Alternative required under CEQ (40 CFR Part 1502.14(d)). To support this growth, the USMC proposes a
combination of: 1) new infrastructure construction (e.g., buildings, roads, utility lines); 2) demolition
and/or upgrades to existing infrastructure; and/or 3) relocating existing units and personnel to consolidate
and better support the combat missions (see Section 2.2 for further detail on how the USMC proposes to

accommodate this growth).
2.1 Proposed Action

In his January 2007 State of the Union address, the President announced his intention to increase USMC
end strength from approximately 180,000 to 202,000 Marines. On the national level this would mean an
increase in overall USMC forces of 22,000. Through an evaluation process (described in Chapter 1),
specific USMC units were identified for augmentation based on mission compatibilities, combat role, and
deployment responsibilities. Their parent units were then identified and personnel increases assigned to
them. The following presents the USMC Proposed Action for permanent increases at the three North

Carolina Marine Corps Installations.

The units proposed for augmentation at MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry
Point would permanently increase by approximately 8,050 active duty Marines and approximately 1,322
civilians, as well as a monthly average increase of approximately 529 formal Military Occupational
Specialty (MOS) school students at MCB Camp Lejeune, bringing the total personnel increase to
approximately 9,900. These estimates represent the best available data; while some variations may occur
as the Proposed Action is implemented, the projected increases should remain representative of the gains
expected. Table 2.1-1 lists the specific units projected to gain personnel at the three USMC North

Carolina Installations.

Table 2.1-1 Receiving USMC Units at North Carolina Installations
MCB Camp Lejeune
Headquarters Battery 5th Battalion, 10th Marine Regiment
Ist Battalion, 9th Marine Regiment/2nd Battalion, 9th Marine Regiment
Intelligence Enablers: Counterintelligence/Human Intelligence

Infantry Battalion Analytical

Marine Logistics Group 2nd Intelligence Battalion

Intelligence Enablers: Intelligence Analysts, 2nd Intelligence Battalion

Intelligence Enablers: 2nd Intelligence Battalion
Civil Affairs Detachments

Chapter 2: Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
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Table 2.1-1 Receiving USMC Units at North Carolina Installations

MCB Camp Lejeune

Civil Affairs Planners

2nd Marine Division

Truck Company B, Headquarters Battalion, 2nd Marine Division and Headquarters Battalion,

4th Reconnaissance Platoon, Reconnaissance Companies A and B, 2nd Reconnaissance Battalion

3rd Battalion, 9th Marine Regiment

Four Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) Teams

Two Air Naval Gunfire Liaison Company Platoons

Military Police (MP) Company 2nd Marine Division

MP Company 2nd Marine Logistics Group

MP Support Company 2nd MEF Marine Headquarters Group

Combat Logistics Regiment Direct Support Augment

2nd Intelligence Battalion Augmentation (Phase I)

2nd Radio Battalion Augmentation

2nd Intelligence Battalion Augmentation (Phase II)

Counter Battery Radar Platoon, 10th Marine Regiment

Battery F, 2nd Battalion, 12th Marine Regiment (Phase I)

Five EOD Teams

Combat Logistics Regiment Direct Support Augmentation

Combat Logistics Battalion Marine Expeditionary Unit

Marine Logistics Group Maintainers

Infantry Battalion Distributed Operations Augmentation

Headquarters Company Infantry Regiment 24/7 Operations Augmentation

Battery F, 2nd Battalion, 12th Marine Regiment (Phase II)

Company E, 2nd Amphibious Assault Battalion

Combat Logistics Regiment Augments

Marine Logistics Command

Tank Company

Regional Area Officer/Foreign Area Officer

Reconnaissance

Joint Terminal Attack Controller

Maintainers

MCAS New River

One Marine Heavy Helicopter Squadron

Two Marine Light/Attack Helicopter (HML/A) Squadrons

MCAS Cherry Point

Marine Air Control Group Detachment

Marine Air Support Squadron Detachment

MP Company 2nd Marine Air Wing

Marine Wing Communications Squadron Detachment

Marine Air Control Squadron, Air Traffic Control Detachment

Marine Tactical Air Command Squadron Detachment

Unmanned Aircraft System Tier 11

Under the Proposed Action, the three North Carolina Marine Corps Installations would receive projected

permanent increases in personnel as listed in Table 2.1-2.
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Table 2.1-2 Projected Increase in North Carolina USMC End Force

Installation | Projected Increase'
MCB Camp Lejeune
Active Duty 6,218
Formal School Students (monthly average)* 529
Civilians 959
MCB Camp Lejeune Subtotal 7,706
MCAS New River
Active Duty 1,267
Civilians 144
MCAS New River Subtotal 1,411
MCAS Cherry Point
Active Duty 565
Civilians 219
MCAS Cherry Point Subtotal 784
USMC North Carolina
Active Duty 8,050
Formal School Students (monthly average)” 529
Civilians 1,322
USMC North Carolina Total 9,901

Sources: 1) Brewer 2007; 2) Personal communication, Brewer 2008a.

For military personnel, ranks are used to establish pay grades; Marine Corps ranks are indicated below.
Table 2.1-3 provides a breakdown of the expected distribution of military and civilian personnel gain by

grade.

Enlisted Officer

E-7: Gunnery Sergeant
E-8: Master Sergeant/First Sergeant
E-9: Master Gunnery Sergeant/Sergeant Major/Sergeant

O-7: Brigadier General
0-8: Major General
0-9: Lieutenant General
0O-10: General

e E-1: Private O-1: Second Lieutenant
e E-2: Private First Class O-2: First Lieutenant

e E-3: Lance Corporal 0O-3: Captain

e E-4: Corporal 0-4: Major

e E-5: Sergeant O-5: Lieutenant Colonel
e E-6: Staff Sergeant 0-6: Colonel

[ ]

[ ]

[ ]
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Table 2.1-3 Proposed Action Personnel Breakdown by Rank

Percent Gain MCB Camp MCAS New MCAS Cherry North Carolina
Grade in Each Grade Lejeune River Point Totals
Military'
E-2 15% 933 190 85 1,208
E-3 27% 1,679 342 153 2,174
E-4 23% 1,430 291 130 1,853
E-5 17% 1,057 215 96 1,369
E-6 7% 435 89 40 564
E-7 3% 187 38 17 243
E-8 1% 62 13 6 81
O-1 1% 62 13 6 81
0-2 2% 124 25 11 161
0-3 2% 124 25 11 161
0-4 2% 124 25 11 161
Totals’ 100% 6,218 1,267 565 8,050
Civilians
WG/GS-3 1% 10 1 2 13
WG/GS-4 12% 115 17 26 159
WG/GS-5 18% 173 26 39 238
WG/GS-6 5% 48 7 11 66
WG/GS-7 20% 192 29 44 264
WG/GS-8 5% 48 7 11 66
WG/GS-9 10% 96 14 23 132
WG/GS-10 3% 29 4 7 40
WG/GS-11 13% 125 19 29 172
GS-12 5% 48 7 11 66
GS-13 3% 29 4 7 40
GS-14 2% 19 3 4 26
GS-15 1% 20 1 2 13
Contractors” 2% 19 3 4 26
Totals 100% 959 144 219 1,322
Notes:

! Military grades E-1 and E-9 and O-5 to O-10, as well as civilian grades WG/GS-1 and WG/GS-2 each constitute less than 1
percent of the projected gain and, therefore, were not calculated.

2 Contractor grade equivalent ranges from GS-7 to GS-11.

3 Calculations rounded to the nearest whole number; totals were summed from unrounded calculations, and then rounded.

Source: Personal communication, Brewer 2008b.

As the numbers in Table 2.1-3 demonstrate, the majority of military gain (65 percent) would occur within
the lower-ranking enlisted (E) Marines (E-2 to E-4). Marine Non-Commissioned Officers (E-5 and E-6)
comprise 24 percent of the gain, and Staff Non-Commissioned Officers (E-7 and above) comprise
4 percent. The remaining 7-percent gain in military personnel would occur in lower-ranking officers (O-1
to O-4). For civilians, personnel grades in the General Schedule (or GS) are used for most professional,
technical, administrative, and clerical positions, while the Wage Grade (WG) schedule is used for blue-
collar workers. The WG/GS is separated into 15 grades (GS-1 up to GS-15). Entry-level positions are
generally in the WG/GS-1 to -7 grades, WG/GS-8 to -12 represent the mid-level, and WG/GS-13 to -15
represent the top-level. The majority of gains (56 percent) would be in the WG/GS-1 to -7 grades,
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36 percent would occur at the WG/GS-8 to -12 grades or contractors in the similar mid-level range, and

the remaining 6 percent would be in the highest WG/GS-13 to -15 grades.

In addition to gains in Marine and civilian personnel, there would be an increase in Marine formal MOS
school students at MCB Camp Lejeune. These students are junior enlisted Marines (E-1 and E-2) who
recently left Boot Camp and have arrived to attend their final phase of formal training, before assignment
to an operational unit. Therefore, the projected increase of approximately 6,348 on an annual basis would
represent an estimated 33 percent over baseline levels. For MCB Camp Lejeune, these student increases
would occur at the School of Infantry-East at Camp Geiger, the Engineer School at Courthouse Bay, and
the Combat Service Support School at Camp Johnson. Increased student throughput would be
accommodated at MCB Camp Lejeune; peak student loads were used to determine infrastructure

requirements for this increased throughput.

Gains in Marine and civilian personnel would also result in associated gains in the dependent populations.
Dependent numbers were derived by applying the USMC averages for dependents by grade
(USMC 2007) to the expected distribution of personnel by grade (see Table 2.1-3 for these grades and the
percent of increases in personnel anticipated within these grades). For civilians, the USMC dependent
distributions are by civil service-military grade equivalent; Table 2.1-4 provides an estimate of
dependents associated with the projected gains in both military and civilian personnel at the three

Installations.

Table 2.1-4 Estimated Increase in Dependent Population Under the Proposed Action

Installation Total 1
Increase
MCB Camp Lejeune
Active Duty Dependents 5,449
Civilian Dependents 1,736
MCB Camp Lejeune Subtotal 7,185
MCAS New River
Active Duty Dependents 1,109
Civilian Dependents 262
MCAS New River Subtotal 1,371
MCAS Cherry Point
Active Duty Dependents 496
Civilian Dependents 396
MCAS Cherry Point Subtotal 892
USMC North Carolina
Active Duty Dependents 7,054
Civilian Dependents 2,394
USMC North Carolina Total 9,448

Note: ' Derived by applying the USMC averages for dependents by grade (USMC 2007) to the expected
distribution of personnel by grade. For civilians, the USMC dependent distributions are by civil service-
military grade equivalent.
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2.2 Alternatives

Analysis of alternatives forms the core of the NEPA process. In compliance with NEPA and CEQ
regulations, the USMC must consider reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action. Only those
alternatives determined to be reasonable relative to their ability to fulfill the need for a Proposed Action
warrant detailed analysis. Through the evaluation that took place in the USMC Total Force Structure
Process (refer to Sections 1.2 and 1.3), the USMC examined a range of alternatives to identify units to
receive augmentation, and determined those deemed reasonable. This process identified three Installations
in North Carolina to receive increases in personnel. The following discussion presents the No Action
Alternative and the three action alternatives that would best meet the II MEF mission and operational
needs, as well as address the comments received during the scoping process. The No Action Alternative is
described first, because it represents the baseline conditions from which potential impacts of the action

alternatives are gauged. The alternatives are:

e Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative) — Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent,
incremental increase of Marine Corps personnel at North Carolina Installations would not occur.
This alternative is included in accordance with the CEQ regulations, although it would not meet
the purpose and need to permanently increase Marine Corps personnel at the II MEF in North

Carolina.

e Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) — Under Alternative 2, the permanent, incremental
increase of Marines would occur at the three North Carolina Marine Corps Installations as
described in the Proposed Action (Section 2.1), and a multi-year, major construction effort for the
infrastructure to support this increase would occur. The Presidential 2007 mandate to increase
Marine Corps personnel would occur at the three North Carolina Installations and all associated
Grow the Force activities would be implemented. Under this alternative, two types of
construction projects are evaluated: those unique to the permanent increase in Base personnel,
and a number of projects, known hereafter as —eore projects” which include a list of proposed
new facilities that were already planned and programmed by Base Planners, but which have not
yet been reviewed under the NEPA. Although these projects are not uniquely Grow the Force
projects, because they would occur within the same areas and timeframe as the Grow the Force
projects and in many cases (e.g. bachelor enlisted quarters) would support both existing personnel

and new incoming personnel from Grow the Force, we conservatively added them to our analysis.

e Alternative 3 — Under this alternative, the same permanent increase of Marines would occur at
the three North Carolina Marine Corps Installations as described in the Proposed Action;

however, only core construction projects would be implemented. Therefore, the increase in
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Marine Corps personnel would continue to be accommodated in existing facilities or
temporary/relocatable buildings already in place. This alternative meets the purpose and need to
establish the Marine Corps personnel increases on a permanent basis at the three North Carolina
Installations due to the continued Iraq and Afghanistan deployments. However, once deployments
are curtailed and Marines return to their home stations from abroad, infrastructure capacity to
support all the Marines will be considerably strained at the three Installations and further
construction may need to be considered. If that occurs, USMC will do supplemental NEPA on the

needed projects as required.

e Alternative 4 — Under Alternative 4, the same permanent increase of Marines would occur at the
three North Carolina Marine Corps Installations as described in the Proposed Action; however, no
additional Grow the Force or core construction projects would occur. The increased personnel
would continue to be accommodated in existing facilities or temporary/relocatable buildings
already in place. As with Alternative 3, this alternative meets the purpose and need to establish
the Marine Corps personnel increases on a permanent basis at the three North Carolina
Installations due to the continued Iraq and Afghanistan deployments. However, once deployments
are curtailed and Marines return to their home stations from abroad, infrastructure capacity to
support all the Marines will be considerably strained at the three Installations and further
construction may need to be considered. If that occurs, USMC will do supplemental NEPA on the

needed projects as required.
2.2.1 Alternative 1 (No Action Alternative)

For this EIS, the No Action Alternative serves as the baseline; the permanent, incremental increase of
Marine Corps personnel at North Carolina Marine Corps Installations would not occur. While this does
not meet the USMC’s purpose and need, evaluating this alternative is in accordance with 40 CFR
1502.14, whereby decision makers can compare the magnitude of potential impacts between not taking
action and implementing any one of the action alternatives. The last quarter of FY06 (comprising calendar
year July through September 2006) was chosen as the baseline, because it reflects conditions that existed
prior to the President’s January 2007 announcement of USMC increases in end strength and prior to the
temporary increases that occurred subsequently. Table 2.2-1 presents the number of personnel found in

FYO06.
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Table 2.2-1 No Action/Baseline Personnel

Installation | FY06'
MCB Camp Lejeune
Active Duty' 36,823
Civilians 4,509
MCB Camp Lejeune Subtotal 41,332
MCAS New River
Active Duty 6,487
Civilians 474
MCAS New River Subtotal 6,961
MCAS Cherry Point
Active Duty 8,420
Civilians 5,368
MCAS Cherry Point Subtotal 13,788
USMC North Carolina
Active Duty 51,730
Civilians 10,351
USMC North Carolina Total 62,081
Note: " Formal MOS school students are included in the baseline for MCB Camp Lejeune Active Duty

personnel (36,823).
Source: Personal communication, Brewer 2008a.

In Table 2.2-2, baseline active-duty military dependent numbers for FY06 are presented. These
active-duty dependent numbers were based on the proportion of family members recorded in the
FY06 population report (Collins 2006). A multiplier of 1.8 was applied to estimate civilian employee
dependents for the FY06 baseline (see Table 2.2-2).

Table 2.2-2 No Action/Baseline Dependent Population

Installation FY06
MCB Camp Lejeune
Active Duty Dependents 36,287
Civilian Dependents 8,116
MCB Camp Lejeune Subtotal 44,403
MCAS New River
Active Duty Dependents 6,787
Civilian Dependents 853
MCAS New River Subtotal 7,640
MCAS Cherry Point
Active Duty Dependents 8,297
Civilian Dependents 9,662
MCAS Cherry Point Subtotal 17,960
USMC North Carolina
Active Duty Dependents 51,371
Civilian Dependents 18,632
USMC North Carolina Total 70,003
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2.2.2 Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative)

Under Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative), the permanent, incremental increase of Marine Corps
personnel at North Carolina Marine Corps Installations would occur at all three Installations as indicated
under the Proposed Action (Table 2.2-3)—Marine personnel would permanently grow by 7,706 at MCB
Camp Lejeune, 1,411 at MCAS New River, and 784 at MCAS Cherry Point (these numbers include
active duty, civilians, and MOS students). MCB Camp Lejeune would experience an increase of
approximately 19 percent in Installation personnel when compared to the baseline. MCAS New River
would experience a 20-percent increase in growth from FY06 levels, while MCAS Cherry Point would
experience nearly a 6-percent increase in Installation growth. In total, this represents an approximate 15-

percent increase in USMC end strength in North Carolina (Table 2.2-3).

Table 2.2-3 Alternative 2 Projected Increase in USMC Personnel

Installation | FY06 Baseline' I Increase’ | % Increase
MCB Camp Lejeune
Active Duty 36,823 6,218 16.9
Formal School Students (monthly average)™® -- 529 N/A
Civilians 4,509 959 21.3
MCB Camp Lejeune Subtotal 41,332 7,706 18.6
MCAS New River
Active Duty 6,487 1,267 19.5
Civilians 474 144 30.4
MCAS New River Subtotal 6,961 1,411 20.3
MCAS Cherry Point
Active Duty 8,420 565 6.7
Civilians 5,368 219 4.1
MCAS Cherry Point Subtotal 13,788 784 5.7
USMC North Carolina
Active Duty 51,730 8,050 15.6
Formal School Students (monthly average) >* -- 529 N/A
Civilians 10,351 1,322 12.8
USMC North Carolina Total 62,081 9,901 15.9
Note:  * Baseline MCB Camp Lejeune Formal School Students are covered in the baseline MCB Camp Lejeune Active Duty

(36,823).
Sources: ' Personal communication, Brewer 2008a; > Personal communication, Brewer 2008b; 3 Brewer 2007.

The combined growth in USMC personnel and dependent population is projected to be approximately
18,820 in North Carolina: 14,362 at MCB Camp Lejeune, 2,782 at MCAS New River, and 1,676 at

MCAS Cherry Point (combination of Tables 2.2-3 and 2.2-4). Additional analysis on the retiree

population and school-age children is provided in Section 3.6 of this EIS.
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Table 2.2-4 Alternative 2 Projected Increase in Dependents

Installation | FY06 Baseline | Increase’ | % Increase
MCB Camp Lejeune
Active Duty Dependents 36,287 5,449 15.0
Civilian Dependents 8,116 1,736 21.4
MCB Camp Lejeune Subtotal 44,403 7,185 16.2
MCAS New River
Active Duty Dependents 6,787 1,109 16.3
Civilian Dependents 853 262 30.7
MCAS New River Subtotal 7,640 1,371 17.9
MCAS Cherry Point
Active Duty Dependents 8,297 496 6.0
Civilian Dependents 9,662 396 4.1
MCAS Cherry Point Subtotal 17,960 892 5.0
USMC North Carolina
Active Duty Dependents 51,371 7,054 13.7
Civilian Dependents 18,632 2,394 12.8
USMC North Carolina Total 70,003 9,448 13.5

Note: ' Derived by applying the USMC averages for dependents by grade (USMC 2007) to the expected
distribution of personnel by grade. For civilians, the USMC dependent distributions are by civil service-
military grade equivalent.

The USMC proposes to support this growth through a combination of:
1. Constructing new infrastructure such as:
e headquarters, administrative, and educational facilities;
e operations and maintenance buildings;
¢ lodging accommodations (e.g., bachelor enlisted quarters [BEQs] and mess halls);

e roads, parking areas, wastewater, stormwater drainage systems, waste disposal systems, and

power/communication lines; and

e community support facilities such as fitness/recreation centers, medical/dental clinics, and retail

exchanges.

2. Relocating personnel within the Base or Air Stations to consolidate parent units and/or better support

compatibility between missions found within particular cantonment areas.
3. Demolishing and/or upgrading existing infrastructure.
4. Facilities would also be sited to:
e use existing infrastructure to the greatest extent possible;
e coincide with and/or be a complement to existing missions, operations, and functions;

e cstablish facilities on developed, cleared, or previously disturbed lands;
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e avoid areas conveyed for housing privatization initiatives;
e minimize impact to the environment (e.g., avoid wetlands and sensitive species habitat); and
e take deployment schedules into consideration when undertaking construction.

In accordance with USMC policy, all new building projects with design starts after January 3, 2007 must
comply with the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (as codified under 10 CFR 433 and 435). As of FY09, new
building construction must also achieve Silver-Level ratings under the Leadership in Energy and
Environmental Design (LEED) certification process. LEED promotes a whole-building approach to
sustainability by recognizing performance in five key areas of human and environmental health: 1)
sustainable site development, 2) water savings, 3) energy efficiency, 4) materials selection, and 5) indoor
environmental quality. LEED uses a rating system for sustainable building design, construction, and
maintenance developed and maintained by the United States Green Building Council (USGBC 2008).
The current LEED rating system is based on meeting prescribed green-building attributes that have a
point system associated with the five key areas, or attributes, of human and environmental health listed
above. For each attribute there are a certain number of points that can be achieved and when added
together, the points signify a particular level—LEED-certified, Silver, Gold, or Platinum. By following
these LEED guidelines, the consequent green house gas emissions generated by these new building

systems and infrastructure are reduced.

The discussion below presents the specific construction/development elements proposed under

Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) at all three Installations.
2.2.2.1 Alternative 2—MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River

MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River would accommodate the permanent increases through new
infrastructure (including buildings, roads, and utility lines) construction and upgrades. To determine the
specific infrastructure needed for MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River, and where it would be
placed, several screening exercises were undertaken at the two Installations. In the initial phase of the
screening exercise, a total of 16 potential areas were identified and analyzed to determine suitability for
future development (15 sites at MCB Camp Lejeune and 1 at MCAS New River). These planning areas
were already designated either for development or industrial activities (MCB Camp Lejeune 2009b,
2008a, 2008b, 2008c), which made them suitable for future development under this Proposed Action.
Four areas were set aside for future expansion of MCB Camp Lejeune’s formal schools and were
therefore no longer available for Grow the Force development. Three additional areas were excluded from

consideration due to existing uses as live-fire ranges or the presence of potential (historic range) or known
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munitions, hazardous waste, or petroleum contamination (i.e., areas with contamination that have not yet

been remediated).

Nine potential cantonment planning areas (eight at MCB Camp Lejeune and one at MCAS New River)
were carried forward for consideration based on future planning efforts, the functions of the proposed
facilities, and the absence of insurmountable (i.e., not costly or time critical) constraints. The cantonment
planning areas (indicated in green in Figure 2.2-1) identified at MCB Camp Lejeune are Hadnot Point,
Wallace Creek, French Creek, Courthouse Bay, Rifle Range (Stone Bay), Camp Devil Dog, Camp
Geiger, and Camp Johnson (Figure 2.2-1). Within each of these planning areas, infrastructure
development is identified in blue; however, some of the proposed infrastructure would occur outside
general planning areas and is indicated in red. These latter infrastructure projects include the new Base
road, PPV housing, Waste Water Treatment Facility, Marston Pavilion Annex, and Triangle Outpost

Gate. The entirety of MCAS New River is considered one development area due to its industrial nature.

In the next phase of analysis, the following criteria were applied for general facility/infrastructure
placement within a proposed development area: 1) size and configuration; 2) operation and function; 3)

cost, and 4) environmental constraints.
1. Size and Configuration. Infrastructure and facility development areas need to:

e Accommodate Headquarters buildings; company operations and distribution facilities; mess halls;
equipment maintenance shops; organizational vehicle parking; anti-terrorism measures; and storage
for deployment equipment, such as weapons, ammunition, and hazardous materials. Supporting
infrastructure includes electric service, water, sewer, gas, stormwater drainage, paving, and

information systems.

e Provide flat terrain, whenever possible, to minimize: site preparation (i.e., earthwork and fill) costs;
reduce the need for complex drainage systems; and facilitate installation of underground rather than

overhead utilities.

e Account for anti-terrorism/force protection measures as identified in the Unified Facility
Criteria 4-010-01, DoD Minimum Anti-terrorism Standards for Buildings. These criteria provide
guidance on how far facilities should be located from access control points (security gates), roads,

highways, and other features to assure security.

e Provide compact sites that are not linear or spread out (since these are less efficient) and locate
facilities with functional relationships next to one another; such as a site that allows for centralized
parking, dining facilities, and fitness, recreation, computer and/or distance learning centers. This

approach is more efficient in satisfying Marine needs.
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Figure 2.2-1 MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River Development Areas
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e Allow for efficient and timely communication between commanders and parent units by building

adjacent headquarters.

2. Operation/Function. These criteria were applied to identify development areas that would maintain a
logical relationship between the new facility and infrastructure operations and functions with existing
operations and functions. An isolated site located in an area with dissimilar mission operations and
functions would not allow the units to effectively integrate with their parent companies or effectively

utilize existing facilities and infrastructure. Therefore, the following factors were considered:

e A location within already developed or cleared land—Minimizes the need to encroach upon existing

training areas or habitat.

e Level of service—Use existing roads or highways that can accommodate the additional traffic

volume.

e Access to ranges and training areas—Ensure that sites have easy access from their administrative/

maintenance/storage/parking functions to ranges and training areas.

e Access to centralized fueling and washing facilities—Ensure easy access to existing fueling and

washing facilities.
e  Physical proximity to:

— Housing—minimize commute distances for single Marines as well as those accompanied by
their families and living on the Installation. The number of BEQs and on-Base housing is
determined by using the anticipated personnel numbers, to include peak numbers associated

with the formal school student population (Personal communication, Sylvester 2008).

—  Community facilities—maintain existing shopping, medical, recreational facilities, and
restaurants; financial and educational institutions; and other types of services within easy
commute. This criterion also includes consideration of the ability of off-Base streets, roads,
highways, and bridges to handle the increase in traffic, and the proximity to airports for

transporting personnel.

—  Gates (access control points)—minimize driving time for any off-Base support work force

(e.g., contractors, delivery trucks, etc.).

3. Costs. Costs associated with construction within these development areas were also considered and

include:
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e Capitalizing on existing infrastructure—areas in which access roads and utilities already exist
provide savings by not having to develop these features. However, if utilities are undersized or in
poor condition, they would likely need to be replaced or supplemented, which would not contribute

to costs savings.

e  Minimizing earthwork—preparing a site for construction may include leveling terrain and the need
for soil as fill. If a lot of fill is required, but cannot be provided by nearby borrow pit sites, there is
an additional cost for transporting the fill material. Building at sites that minimize the need for fill

reduces costs.

e Minimizing mitigation requirements—mitigation may be required to compensate for or offset
environmental impacts. By avoiding adverse environmental impacts to the greatest extent possible,

the need for mitigation can be eliminated or reduced.

e  Minimizing design and engineering requirements—methods to minimize design and engineering

costs include avoiding sites that drain water poorly, are inaccessible, or have soils that erode easily.

4. Environmental Constraints. This step included an evaluation of environmental constraints to refine
areas suitable for development. Constraints include munitions safety firing areas (or Surface Danger
Zones [SDZ]), sensitive species habitats, Installation Restoration (IR) sites, Munitions Response Program
(MRP) sites, and wetlands. While all effort is being made to avoid these constrained areas, some
construction may be necessary in such areas to ensure mission compatibility and administrative
effectiveness between facilities. Table 2.2-5 lists the number of unconstrained acres within the
development areas. Figures 2.2-2 through 2.2-5 graphically depict these unconstrained (pink) and
constrained (un-colored) locations. Areas identified as unconstrained include undeveloped lands with no
environmental constraints, and contaminated and/or brownfield areas that can be developed once proper

remediation efforts have been implemented.
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Figure 2.2-2 MCB Camp Lejeune Unconstrained Areas - Central
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Figure 2.2-3 MCB Camp Lejeune Unconstrained Areas - North
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Figure 2.2-4 MCB Camp Lejeune Unconstrained Areas - South
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Figure 2.2-5 MCB Camp Lejeune — West and MCAS New River Unconstrained Areas
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Table 2.2-5 Alternative 2 Unconstrained Area Comparison

Proposed Difference Between
Planning Area Unconstrained Areas Construction Unconstrained Areas
(acres) Footprint and Construction
(acres)1 Footprint (acres)
MCB Camp Lejeune Developed” | Undeveloped®
Hadnot Point 526 526 199.6° 852.4
Wallace Creek 21 473 132.1 361.9
French Creek 356 470 153.8 672.2
Courthouse Bay 121 178 189.5 109.5
Rifle Range/Stone Bay 29 458 26 461
Camp Devil Dog 2 48 12 38
Camp Geiger 97 193 95.6 194.4
Camp Johnson 277 374 117.9 533.1
Other Areas Proposed for Development 2 953 790.1° 164.9
MCAS New River 815 907 158.8 1,563.2

I These footprints include, but are not limited to, parking lots, driveways, drainage ponds, etc

% Developed areas include impervious surfaces such as buildings, parking lots, and roads.

3 Undeveloped areas do not include those impervious surfaces, but can include areas used for training and ranges.

* Please note that several projects were either refined or moved between publication of the Draft and Final versions of the EIS. For
example, in the Other Areas Proposed for Development, the New Base Road and Brewster Road construction projects
(P1393/1384/1385) were refined and a new Ring Road added to better access the hospital; in Hadnot Point the Relocation of the
Military Police Working Dogs project (P1304) was moved out of the Hadnot Point Planning Area into the Other Areas Proposed for
Development. These refinements and project moves resulted in approximately 18 more acres being affected within MCB Camp
Lejeune.

After these four steps, it was then determined how many unconstrained and constrained areas existed
within each of the nine planning areas; these areas were then assessed to determine how many acres
would be needed for proposed infrastructure development versus the number of unconstrained acres (refer
to Table 2.2-5) within MCB Camp Lejeune. Although all proposed infrastructure fits within these
unconstrained areas, some specific projects may still need to occur outside the unconstrained areas due to
the need to maintain a certain facility size, topography, and/or identification of an unforeseen/unknown
cultural resource. Therefore, to ensure maximum planning flexibility this EIS conservatively assumes the
projects could occur anywhere within the identified -proposed development areas” (indicated with yellow
boundaries) at MCB Camp Lejeune, rather than entirely within the unconstrained locations shown in the
figures. Unavoidable impacts on natural or environmental resources that have the potential to occur
within the constrained locations represent the upper limits (i.e., worst-case) of the impacts addressed by
this EIS. As discussed previously, if projects change locations outside of identified proposed developed
areas or designs are found to impact constrained areas, not previously identified or evaluated sufficiently

in this EIS, supplemental NEPA on these proposed projects will be performed.

The following figures illustrate Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) development areas (in yellow) at
MCB Camp Lejeune and the projects that are proposed for that Installation. Hadnot Point is depicted in
Figure 2.2-6, Wallace Creek in Figure 2.2-7, Courthouse Bay in Figure 2.2-8, French Creek in
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Figure 2.2-9, Rifle Range/Stone Bay in Figure 2.2-10, Camp Devil Dog in Figure 2.2-11, Camp Geiger in
Figure 2.2-12, and Camp Johnson in Figure 2.2-13. Figures 2.2-14 and 2.2-15 illustrate projects that fall
outside the eight planning areas. Within each figure is a table indicating proposed development projects,
their titles, USMC-designated project numbers, and estimated construction footprint acreages. Each
footprint includes the approximate size of the building, as well as space needed to accommodate
construction materials and equipment (i.e., laydown area), utilities, sidewalks, landscaping, parking,
construction access/egress, etc. that would be built within the proposed development area. At MCB Camp
Lejeune, construction and/or infrastructure upgrades would disturb approximately 1,717 acres of lands or

1.4 percent of the total land area (120,423 acres) within the Base’s boundaries.

Tables 2.2-6 through 2.2-14 present, by MCB Camp Lejeune development area, the project titles, project
numbers, and estimated construction footprints for all projects. Under Alternative 2 (Preferred
Alternative) both projects directly-related to Grow the Force (GTF) and those identified as core would be

constructed.

Table 2.2-6 MCB Camp Lejeune/Hadnot Point Proposed Projects Within Development Areas

Estimated
o | Feukt | o
(acres)
Regimental/Battalion Headquarters, 10th Marine Regiment Core P1242 7
Consolidated Issue Facility/Nuclear, Biological, and Chemical Warehouses GTF P1258 14
Hadnot Point Utility Infrastructure Expansion GTF P1264 45.6
Dental Clinic at Mainside GTF P1276 3.5
2nd Marine Division Training Center and Parking Deck Core P1299 12.5
10th Marine Regiment and Tank Battalion Armory GTF P1303 4
Mainside Exchange Addition Core P1307 6.5
Consolidated Information Technology/Telecom Complex GTF P1311 16
Indoor Fitness Facility GTF P1257 25
2nd Marine Division Tank Battalion/Company Headquarters GTF P1300 20
Mess Hall GTF P1301
Installation Personnel Administration Center Facility Core P1134 5
Mess Hall and Parking Deck Core P883 6.5
Light Armored Vehicle Maintenance Shelters Core P1131 7.5
IT MEF Simulation Center Core P1338 10
Simulation Integration Center Core P1346 5
Parking Deck GTF P1321 2.5
Detainee Facility Core P1310 5
Hadnot Point Proposed Projects Total Acres 199.6

" Between the Draft EIS and this Final EIS, the Relocation of the Military Police Working Dogs project (P1304) was moved from
this Area to the Proposed Projects Outside Designated Planning Area.
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Figure 2.2-6 Hadnot Point Proposed Project Development Areas
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Table 2.2-7 MCB Camp Lejeune/Wallace Creek Proposed Projects Within Development Areas

Estimated
CIror | prlec | Comirucion
(acres)

MP Company Complex (Marine Headquarters Group, 2nd MEF) GTF P1239 10
2nd Air Naval Gunfire Liaison Company Maintenance/Operations Complex GTF P1240 10
8th Communications Battalion Complex GTF P1279 10
2nd Radio Battalion Complex GTF P1280 10
2nd Marine Expeditionary Force Armory, Wallace Creek GTF P1323 4
2nd Intelligence Battalion Operations Complex GTF P1034 25
Two Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1315 9
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters & 900-Car Parking Garage GTF P1316 7
Two Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1249 9
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1321 5
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters & 900-Car Parking Garage GTF P1322 7
Battalion Area Road Network GTF P1298 13.6
MEF Headquarters Group and Support Facilities Core P1342 12.5

Wallace Creek Proposed Projects Total Acres 132.1

Table 2.2-8 MCB Camp Lejeune/Courthouse Bay Proposed Projects Within Development Areas

Estimated
CIrer | Prjex | Comirucie
(acres)
Reconnaissance Platoon Operations/Maintenance Complex GTF P1237 5
Mess Hall Addition GTF P1256 1
Medical/Dental Clinic Addition GTF P1273 1
Fire Station Core P1203 3
2nd Combat Engineer Maintenance/Operations Complex GTF P1253 50
Courthouse Bay Utility Expansion GTF P1266 20
Marine Corps Engineer School (MCES) Community Support Facilities Core P1305 0.5
MCES Operations and Support Facilities GTF P1309 5
MCES Applied Instruction Facility Core P1312 20
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1318 7
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1251 12
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1254 12
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1255 12
Amphibious Assault Company Complex GTF P1235 36
Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle Maintenance Facility Core P1010 5
Courthouse Bay Proposed Projects Total Acres 189.5
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Figure 2.2-7 Wallace Creek Proposed Project Development Areas
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Figure 2.2-8 Courthouse Bay Proposed Project Development Areas
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Table 2.2-9 MCB Camp Lejeune/French Creek Proposed Projects Within Development Areas

. . Project Estimate-d
Project Title GTF or Core Number Cons-tructlon
Footprint (acres)
Material Distribution Center Core P1035 13
Explosive Ordnance Division Addition GTF P1246 2
French Creek Utility Expansion GTF P1265 20
Mess Hall GTF P1267 1.5
Medical/Dental Clinic Addition GTF P1274 3
Two Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1317 32
Location Exchange Addition Core P1232 2
2nd Marine Logistics Group Headquarters/ Command Core P1252 20
Element Administrative Complex
2nd Marine Logistics Group Armory Addition GTF P1302 1
Tri-Marine Expeditionary Unit Operations Facility Core P1199 10
Additions to Combat Logistics Battalion Facilities GTF P1241 4
Combat Logistics Battalion Complex Core P1244 27
?;ccﬁi?enss to Marine Logistics Group Communication GTF P1245 5
8th Engineer Operations/Maintenance Complex Core P919 14.8
Mess Hall, French Creek Core P1161 1.5
French Creek Proposed Projects Total Acres 153.8

Table 2.2-10 MCB Camp Lejeune/Rifle Range (Stone Bay) Proposed Projects
Within Development Areas

Project Estimated
Project Title GTF or Core J Construction
Number o
Footprint (acres)
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1286 12
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1314 9
Special Operations Tactical Group Embassy Complex Core P1349
Rifle Range (Stone Bay) Proposed Projects Total Acres 26

Table 2.2-11 MCB Camp Lejeune/Camp Devil Dog Proposed Projects Within Development Areas

Project Estimated
Project Title GTF or Core J Construction
Number .
Footprint (acres)
School of Infantry-EAST Field Training Facilities GTF P1269 12
Camp Devil Dog Proposed Projects Total Acres 12
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Figure 2.2-9 French Creek Proposed Project Development Areas
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Figure 2.2-10 Rifle Range (Stone Bay) Proposed Project Development Area
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Figure 2.2-11 Camp Devil Dog Proposed Project Development Area
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Table 2.2-12 MCB Camp Lejeune/Camp Geiger Proposed Projects Within Development Areas

Estimated
CIrer | prokst | Comtcin
(acres)

School of Infantry Training and Operations Facilities GTF P1268 46.6
School of Infantry Open Bay Barrack and Mess Hall Addition GTF P1313 25
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1109 12
Motor Transportation/Communications Maintenance Facility Core P004 12

Camp Geiger Proposed Projects Total Acres 95.6

Table 2.2-13 MCB Camp Lejeune/Camp Johnson Proposed Infrastructure Projects

Within Development Areas

Estimated
CTrar | froket | Contrueon
(acres)

Staff Non-Commissioned Officer Academy Core P003 9
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1319 9
Community Facilities Core P1270 37
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P1320 12
Marine Corps Combat Service Support Schools (MCCSSS) Headquarters Core P1324 20
Applied Instruction Facility GTF P1190 5
Utility Expansion, Camp Johnson GTF P1340 2.5
Medical/Dental Clinic GTF P1341 1
Logistics Center of Excellence Core P1347 12.4
Missile System, Target [lluminator Controlled (MISTIC) Training Center Core P1352 10

Camp Johnson Proposed Projects Total Acres 117.9
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Figure 2.2-12 Camp Geiger Proposed Project Development Area
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Figure 2.2-13 Camp Johnson Proposed Project Development Area
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Table 2.2-14 MCB Camp Lejeune Proposed Projects Outside Designated Planning Areas

Estimated
Project Title Ggfrgr Project Number C;I;Zt:;rci;i:n
(acres)

New Base Road/Brewster Road' GTF P1382/1383/1384 219.2
Triangle Outpost Gate Core P1165 2.5
Public Private Venture (PPV) Housing—about 1,350 Houses GTF N/A 460
Marston Pavilion Annex GTF P1293 12.6
Water Treatment Facility Core P1043 13.6
Water Treatment Facility, Hadnot Point Phase II Core P1355 10
Warehouse * Core P1259 10
Relocation of Base Military Police Working Dogs3 GTF P1304 30.2
School Age Child Care Center” Core P1356 2
Child Development Center (CDC)* GTF P1357 5
CDC’ GTF P1358 5
CcDC’ Core P1359 5
CDC’ Core P1360 5
Storage Facility, Marine Family Services® Core P1361 10

Proposed Projects Outside Planning Areas, Total Acres 790.1

! Between publication of the Draft and Final EIS, this project (formerly P1262) was refined and combined with improvements to

Brewster Road (formerly P1379) to create a new project that would be done in three phases; Phase I is P1382; Phase 11, P1383; and

Phase 111, P1384. These project phases also include a new road to access the Hospital, called the —ing road.”
2 The specific location within installation is still to be determined.
3 Between the Draft EIS and this Final EIS, this project was moved from Hadnot Point Area to this Area.

As mentioned earlier, a new Base road is proposed at MCB Camp Lejeune to alleviate traffic congestion

along portions of North Carolina State Highway 24 (NC 24), lessen the Main Gate wait time at Lejeune

Boulevard, and provide an internal connection across New River to Hadnot Point (Figure 2.2-16). The

Main Gate on Lejeune Boulevard is the primary access point to the Installation and handles the largest

volume of traffic from NC 24. Currently, residents must exit the housing areas, travel east along NC 24,

and re-enter at the Main Gate, thereby increasing vehicular traffic (Dewberry and Davis, Inc. 2007).

Providing an internal connection from the housing areas, where none currently exists, would allow

residents to travel directly to the main Installation. The new road would divert up to one third of the

traffic volume along the NC 24 corridor and lessen congestion along Lejeune Boulevard to the Main

Gate. An existing access gate at Knox Park Road would be upgraded and re-opened for the new road

access. The 7-mile new road would operate as an arterial boulevard capable of supporting a high-vehicle

capacity and be a four-lane divided highway with paved shoulders and a grassy median. There would be

few entries and exits, and a posted speed limit averaging 45 miles per hour (Dewberry and Davis,

Inc. 2007).

Chapter 2: Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives

December 2009 2-33



Final EIS USMC Grow the Force in North Carolina

Figure 2.2-14 MCB Camp Lejeune Proposed Projects Outside Designated Development Areas-North
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Figure 2.2-15 MCB Camp Lejeune Proposed Projects Outside Designated Development Areas-South
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Evaluation of alignment alternatives included incorporating developed and/or disturbed lands, and
avoiding or minimizing, to the greatest extent practicable, impacts to sensitive environmental resources
such as wetlands, floodplains, coastal zones, protected species, and Installation Restoration sites. In May
2009, MCB Camp Lejeune held a series of meetings with federal and state agencies to discuss the
proposed new Base entry road and collect preliminary feedback from such agencies on both the proposed
alignment of the road and the permitting process. Meeting participants included the USACE, the U.S.
Coast Guard, the National Marine Fisheries Service, and agencies within NCDENR. These meetings
provided an opportunity to generate early discussion on wetland and navigable water impacts, and
stormwater treatment requirements in order to incorporate agency feedback into the design effort. The
proposed road alignment depicted in Figure 2.2-16 and figures throughout the EIS reflect agency input
from such meetings, and represent the compromise between constraints associated with future and
existing development and the need to minimize impacts to resources, particularly waters of the U.S. and
cultural resources. These figures show the proposed pathway of the road centerline and bridge crossings
over waters; however, they do not yet show the total footprint of disturbance proposed from edge to edge

of the road nor of intersection interchanges since these elements are still under design.

Under the road alignment, both Northeast and Wallace Creeks and associated smaller tributaries and
wetlands would need to be traversed, resulting in impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. In addition
to the road alignment, up to seven borrow pits would be needed to accommodate the anticipated 2 million
cubic yards of fill. These borrow sites were chosen for their soil characteristics, compatibility with
adjacent land uses, and vicinity to existing Base roads. The fill would be used to support infrastructure
development across MCB Camp Lejeune. Figure 2.2-16 illustrates the proposed road alignment and seven

possible borrow pit locations.

The proposed projects, their potential construction boundaries, and the new Base road are analyzed within
this EIS. However, the exact design of the projects, routing of the road, and number, breadth, and depth of
the borrow pits are not final until the 100-percent designs are approved. At that time, all final project
designs and road alignment will be examined to determine potential differences from that evaluated in the

EIS and whether additional NEPA will be required.
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Figure 2.2-16 Proposed New Road Alignment and Borrow Pit Sites
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Figure 2.2-17 depicts the proposed development areas for MCAS New River (NAVFAC 2008).
Approximately 160 acres (about 4.5 percent of the 3,510 acres of total land area at MCAS New River)
would be needed to support this development (this estimate includes the construction footprint, as well as
areas needed for construction material and equipment laydown, parking, landscaping, stormwater catch
basins, utilities, sidewalks, construction access, and egress). Proposed projects would occur primarily on
areas of the Installation that are already disturbed. As with previous figures, the project titles, project
numbers, and estimated construction footprints are presented in Table 2.2-15 and identified in Figure
2.2-17. Due to its industrial nature (i.e., an air station) and the specific types of infrastructure (e.g.,
hangar, aircraft maintenance facility) being proposed, exact locations have been determined by the
Installation within the development area. If these proposed construction sites change significantly

additional NEPA will be conducted as necessary.

Table 2.2-15 MCAS New River Proposed Projects

Estimated
Project Title Gg:;((: ' ;ﬁﬁi;ztr C;'l;i)t:}:lrcitlig ’
(acres)
Douglass Gate Security Upgrades GTF P712 15
Installation Personnel Administration Center GTF P711
Station Armory GTF P690 4
Child Care Addition GTF P715
Gym/Pool GTF P714 5.3
Helicopter Marine Training (HMT) Hangar and Apron GTF P705 17
Parallel Taxiway Core P311 16
Aircraft Parking Apron Core P688 51
Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Core P683 10
Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Core P687 10
Ordnance Magazine GTF P709 1
Squadron Warehouse GTF P706 3.5
Combat Aircraft Loading Area (CALA) GTF P710 4
gll\l/a[lh{:r/sl\/[arine Heavy Helicopter (HMH) Squadrons Bachelor Enlisted GTF P707 9
Bachelors Enlisted Quarters Access Road and Recreation Area GTF P717 3
Consolidated Hazardous Materials Reutilization and Inventory Management GTF P718 1
Program (CHRIMP) Warehouse
Aviation Logistics squadron Addition GTF P721 1.6
Helicopter Maintenance Training Facility Core P676 2
Inventory Management Program Hangar Addition Core P675 0.35
Library GTF P724 2
Theater GTF P713 1
MCAS New River Proposed Projects Total Acres 158.75
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Figure 2.2-17 MCAS New River Proposed Infrastructure Projects
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2.2.2.2 Alternative 2—MCAS Cherry Point

The primary mission of the Station is providing a combat-ready aerial strike force through the training
and support of aircrews. As such, the Station has designated planning areas for administration and support
activities, airfield and airfield support functions, housing and community services, and an ordnance
storage area (MCAS Cherry Point 1988). Due to its industrial nature (i.e. an Air Station) and the specific
types of facilities (e.g., hangars, equipment shops, refueling areas) being proposed for infrastructure

construction and upgrades, exact locations for projects have been identified by Station Planners.

The proposed projects under the Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative) have been sited in such a manner as
to coincide with current and future master planning efforts; four development areas have been identified
at MCAS Cherry Point. Such areas consider the function and operations of the new infrastructure; future
planning efforts; environmental constraints; and siting criteria as presented in Section 2.2.2.1. Constraints
include munitions safety areas (SDZs), sensitive species habitats, IR sites, and wetlands. Once these
constraints were identified, —polgons” were created to identify where development could occur with little
or no environmental concerns. Table 2.2-16 lists the unconstrained acreage within the proposed
development areas and Figure 2.2-18 graphically presents these constrained (uncolored areas) and
unconstrained locations (indicated in pink). Unconstrained areas also include contaminated sites and/or
brownfields that can be cost effectively remediated and free for development. As indicated in Table
2.2-16, proposed construction footprints can be accommodated within the unconstrained areas. In total,
proposed construction would disturb approximately 117 acres (Table 2.2-17); this estimate includes the
construction footprints, and additional areas needed for construction material/equipment laydown,
parking, landscaping, stormwater catch basins, utilities, sidewalks, and construction access/egress
(NAVFAC 2008). The area to be affected represents only 1 percent of the total /and area (11,614 acres)
within MCAS Cherry Point boundaries and occurs primarily in already disturbed sites. Figure 2.2-19

presents the locations of the projects (identified by their project numbers).

Table 2.2-16 Alternative 2 MCAS Cherry Point Unconstrained Area Comparison

Unconstrained (acres) Estimated Difference Between
Vel A : ) Construction Unconstrained Areas and
Developed Undeveloped Footprint Footprint (acres)
(acres)
Ordnance Storage Area 48 806 33 821
West Quadrant 328 467 62 733
North Quadrant 63 158 19.7 201.3
MACS 2 Compound 8 27 2 33

" Developed areas include impervious surfaces such as buildings, parking lots, and roads.
% Undeveloped areas do not include those impervious surfaces, but can include areas used for training and ranges.
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2.2.3 Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, there would be a permanent increase of approximately 9,900 personnel associated
with the Grow the Force initiative as described for Alternative 2. However, these Marines and their
associated operations would continue to be accommodated at existing facilities as well as in temporary
and/or relocatable buildings already in place (i.e. no new Grow the Force facilities would be constructed).
Core projects would still be constructed to support activities already planned and/or programmed, but not

tied directly to the Grow the Force Initiative.
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Figure 2.2-18 MCAS Cherry Point Unconstrained Areas
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Table 2.2-17 MCAS Cherry Point Alternative 2 Proposed Projects Within Development Areas

. Estimated
Project Title (L1 07 DIt Construction
Core Number 3
Footprint (acres)
Ordnance Storage Area
Mobilization and Anti-Terrorist/Force Protection
Improvements (Slocum Road Realignment) GTF P134 14
Ordnance Magazines Core P167 19
Ordnance Storage Area Total Acres 33
West Quadrant
Bachelor Enlisted Quarters GTF P136 5.4
Roosevelt Boulevard Road Improvements GTF P177 30
Marine Support Squadron-1 Compound GTF P163 1.8
Marine Aviation Logistics Squadron/Fleet Replacement
Enlisted Skills Training (MALS/FREST) Maintenance Core P169 12
Hangar
Motor Transportation/ Communication Shop Core P130 3.8
Water Treatment Facility Upgrade Core P193 0.5
Commercial Power/Cargo Refueling Core P033 0.2
Family Services Center GTF P183 0.8
Addition to CDC Center GTF P181 5
Aviation Training System (ATS) Training Complex GTF P170 1.5
Ground Support Equipment Shop Core P153 1
West Quadrant Total Acres 62
North Quadrant
Armory' Core P601 1.5
Station Infrastructure Upgrades GTF P176 13.1
Expand Marine Air C(.)r.lt.rol Group/Marine Air Traffic GTF P172 25
Control Squadron Facilities
Marine Air Wing Control Squadron Detachment facility GTF P173 2.1
Unmanned Aerial Vehicle Facility
Addition Tier I1 GTF P194 0.5
North Quadrant Total Acres 19.7
Marine Air Control Squadron Compound
Marine Air Control Squadron/Marine Air Traffic Control Core P129 )
Detachment
Marine Air Control Squadron Compound Total Acres 2
MCAS Cherry Point Proposed Projects Total Acres 116.7

! Between the Draft EIS and this Final EIS, this project was moved from the Ordnance Storage Area to this area.
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Figure 2.2-19 MCAS Cherry Point Proposed Development Areas
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2.2.3.1 Alternative 3—MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River

At MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River, core projects would take place within the same
development areas indicated in Figures 2.2-6 through 2.2-15 (MCB Camp Lejeune) and Figure 2.2-17
(MCAS New River) under Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative). The same siting criteria, defined in
Section 2.2.2.1 (size and configuration, operation/function, and costs), were used for identifying the
construction sites of the core projects. Also, an evaluation of constrained and unconstrained areas within
the proposed development areas occurred as described in Section 2.2.2 (see Figures 2.2-2 through 2.2-5).
Tables 2.2-18 and 2.2-19 provide a list of core projects at the two Installations according to their
designated planning areas. As noted previously, the exact design of the projects are not final until the 100-
percent designs are approved. At that time, all final project designs will be examined to determine
whether they differ from what was evaluated in this EIS. This examination by MCB Camp Lejeune
environmental branch personnel will identify whether these final designs: 1) impact areas that were not
analyzed in this EIS and will need to be newly evaluated; 2) can be tiered from the analyses done for this
EIS; or 3) can be categorically excluded. This examination of projects will be reviewed in accordance
with Base Order 11000.1D and executed to assure that NEPA and all other applicable laws, regulations,

permitting, and consultation requirements are met prior to any ground-disturbing activities.

While Alternative 3 would satisfy the purpose and need for the Proposed Action at MCB Camp Lejeune
and MCAS New River, the Grow the Force projects would not be constructed, and existing infrastructure
capacity to support all Marines (those who return from deployment and those related to Grow the Force)

may be considerably strained once deployments are curtailed.

Under Alternative 3, approximately 358 acres may be disturbed, which represents less than 1 percent of
the total land area found at MCB Camp Lejeune. Additionally, the land area disturbed would be 4.3 times
less than Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative). This difference is primarily due to the fact that the new

Base road would not be constructed under Alternative 3.

As shown in Table 2.2-19, about 89 acres, or 3 percent of the total acreage at MCAS New River, would
be disturbed under Alternative 3, compared to the 160 acres disturbed under Alternative 2 (Preferred

Alternative).
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Table 2.2-18 MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 3 Proposed Projects

Estimated
: q Project Construction
Project Title Core Nu njlber Footprint
(acres)
Hadnot Point
Regimental/Battalion Headquarters, 10th Marine Regiment Core P1242 7
2nd Marine Division Training Center and Parking Deck Core P1299 12.5
Mainside Exchange Addition Core P1307 6.5
Installation Personnel Administration Center Facility Core P1134 5
Mess Hall and Parking Deck Core P883 6.5
Light Armored Vehicle Maintenance Shelters Core P1131 7.5
II MEF Simulation Center Core P1338 10
Detainee Facility Core P1310 5
Simulation Integration Center Core P1346 5
Hadnot Point Proposed Projects Total Acres 65
Wallace Creek
Marine Heavy Group Headquarters and Support Facilities Core P1342 12.5
Wallace Creek Proposed Projects Total Acres 12.5
Courthouse Bay
Fire Station Core P1203 3
Marine Corps. Engineer School (MCES) Community Core P1305 0.5
Support Facilities
MCES Applied Instruction Facility Core P1312 20
Expeditionary Fighting Vehicle Maintenance Facility Core P1010 5
Courthouse Bay Proposed Projects Total Acres 23.5
French Creek
Material Distribution Center Core P1035 13
Location Exchange Addition Core P1232 2
2nd Marine Logistics Group Headquarters/Command
Element Admir%istrative Corr)nplex ! Core P1252 20
Tri-Marine Expeditionary Unit Operations Facility Core P1199 10
Combat Logistics Battalion Complex Core P1244 27
8th Engineer Operations/Maintenance Complex Core P919 14.8
Mess Hall, French Creek Core P1161 1.5
French Creek Proposed Projects Total Acres 88.3
Rifle Range (Stone Bay)
Special Operations Tactical Group-Embassy Complex | Core | P1349 5
Rifle Range (Stone Bay) Proposed Projects Total Acres 5
Camp Geiger
Mot'o'r Transportation/Communications Maintenance Core P004 12
Facility
Camp Geiger Proposed Projects Total Acres 12
Camp Johnson
Staff Non-Commissioned Officer Academy Core P003 9
Community Facilities Core P1270 37
Administrative/Operational Facilities Core P1324 20
MCCSSS Logistics Center of Excellence Core P1347 12.4
MISTIC Training Center Core P1352 10
Camp Johnson Proposed Projects Total Acres 88.4
Chapter 2: Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives
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Table 2.2-18 MCB Camp Lejeune Alternative 3 Proposed Projects

Estimated
: q Project Construction
Project Title Core Nu njlber Footprint
(acres)
QOutside Planning Areas
Triangle Outpost Gate Core P1165 2.5
Water Treatment Facility Core P1043 13.6
Water Treatment Facility, Hadnot Point Phase 11 Core P1355 10
Warehouse 2 Core P1259 10
School Age Child Care Center > Core P1356 2
CDC? Core P1359 5
CDC? Core P1360 5
Storage Facility, Marine Family Services 2 Core P1361 10
Proposed Projects Outside Planning Areas, Total Acres 53.1

' PPV Housing Areas were previously evaluated for the construction of ~ 850 housing units. The footprint acreage noted in the
table represents the difference between the total PPV area and the area of disturbance of the previous action.

Table 2.2-19 MCAS New River Alternative 3 Proposed Projects

Project Estimated
Project Title Core J Construction
Number 5
Footprint (acres)
Parallel Taxiway Core P311 16
Aircraft Parking Apron Core P688 51
Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Core P683 10
Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Core P687 10
Helicopter Maintenance Training Facility Core P676 2
Inventory Management Program Hangar Addition Core P675 0.35
MCAS New River Proposed Projects Total Acres 89.35

2.2.3.2 Alternative 3—MCAS Cherry Point

Under Alternative 3, although permanent increases in Marine and support personnel would occur as stated
in Section 2.2.3, no new Grow the Force infrastructure would be constructed. Hence, the additional
Marines and their associated operations would continue to be accommodated at existing facilities, as well
as in temporary and/or relocatable buildings already in place. Table 2.2-20 provides a summary of the
core projects that would be constructed; proposed locations for core projects would be the same as those
identified under Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative). As discussed previously, if projects change
locations outside of identified proposed developed areas or designs are found to impact constrained areas,
not previously identified or evaluated sufficiently in this EIS, supplemental NEPA on these proposed

projects will be performed. Refer to Figure 2.2-19 for these project locations.
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Table 2.2-20 MCAS Cherry Point Alternative 3 Proposed Projects

q q Project Estimate.d
Project Title Core Construction
Number Footprint (acres)
Ordnance Storage Area
Ordnance Magazines | Core P167 19
Ordnance Storage Area Total Acres 19
West Quadrant
MALS/FREST Maintenance Hangar Core P169 12
Motor Transportation/ Communication Shop Core P130 3.8
Water Treatment Facility Upgrade Core P193 0.5
Commercial Power/Cargo Refueling Core P033 0.2
Ground Support Equipment Shop Core P153 1
West Quadrant Total Acres 17.5
Marine Air Control Squadron Compound
Marine Air Control ron/Marine Air
Trazltfﬁ;3 Contcrcc))l It)Ztasc?lllllilgn? Marine Core P129 2
Marine Air Control Squadron Compound Total Acres 2
North Quadrant
Armory | Core |  P60I 1.5
North Quadrant Total Acres 1.5
MCAS Cherry Point Proposed Projects Total Acres 40

At MCAS Cherry Point, less than 1 percent of the total land area would be disturbed. When compared to
Alternative 2 (Preferred Alternative), Alternative 3 would cause nearly three times less disturbance. As
described for MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River, although Alternative 3 would satisfy the
purpose and need for the Proposed Action, existing infrastructure capacity to support all Marines may be

considerably strained without the Grow the Force projects once deployments are curtailed.
2.2.4 Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, there would be a permanent increase of approximately 9,900 personnel associated
with the Grow the Force initiative as described for Alternative 2. However, under this alternative, neither
the Grow the Force nor core construction projects would occur. Therefore, the additional personnel would
continue to be accommodated in existing facilities and in temporary/relocatable facilities (or Pre-
Engineered Buildings designed with a limited lifespan). As in the case of Alternative 3, the purpose and
need for the Proposed Action would be met. However, by not implementing either the Grow the Force or
core construction projects, existing facility capacity to support all Marines (i.e. those returning from
deployments and the increased population) may be considerably strained and continued use and

replacement of Pre-Engineered Buildings would not be cost effective.
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23 Alternatives Considered But Not Carried Forward for Further Analysis

The USMC considered other alternatives to the Proposed Action. These included alternative basing
locations, phasing of implementation, modifying Grow the Force increases, and internal reorganization.
However, due to considerable concerns about security, connectivity between unit operations, unit
integrity, and the ability to meet the missions, the alternatives were determined to be untenable and not

carried forward for further analysis (see Sections 1.2 and 1.3).

Another alternative considered but eliminated from the analysis was the option of only constructing Grow
the Force projects to support the proposed increase in personnel and not the core projects. However, since
core projects have already been planned and programmed by the Installations, any one or all of them
could be implemented regardless of the Grow the Force decision with proper NEPA documentation. If
this were to occur, this alternative would be similar to or the same as Alternative 2, the Preferred
Alternative. Therefore, this alternative would not be considered reasonable and has been eliminated from

further consideration.
2.4 Summary of Alternatives Carried Forward

As detailed in the sections above, three action alternatives to implement the Proposed Action, in addition
to the No Action Alternative, were carried forward for detailed analysis in this EIS. Table 2.4-1 provides

a summary of the major components of these alternatives.
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Table 2.4-1 Summary of Alternative Components
Alternative 1 — No Alternative 2 — Preferred . .
Components Action Alternative Alternative Alternative 3 Alternative 4
Full implementation: Full implementation: Full implementation:
P /T Non 7,706 at MCB Camp Lejeune 7,706 at MCB Camp Lejeune 7,706 at MCB Camp Lejeune
ersonnet fncrease one 1,411 at MCAS New River 1,411 at MCAS New River 1,411 at MCAS New River
784 at MCAS Cherry Point 784 at MCAS Cherry Point 784 at MCAS Cherry Point
None, personnel
Construction Projects None GTF and Core Core only acco @modated n ex1§t1ng
facilities and already in place
temporary/relocatable facilities
Constructi 1,717 at MCB Camp Lejeune 360 at MCB Camp Lejeune
Distoparts ;Zgres ) None 160 at MCAS New River 90 at MCAS New River None
117 at MCAS Cherry Point 40 at MCAS Cherry Point
Construction Cost $3,362M, MCB Camp Lejeune $1,127M, MCB Camp Lejeune
onstruction ©0s None $417M, MCAS New River $242M, MCAS New River None

($ million [M])

$322M, MCAS Cherry Point

$232M, MCAS Cherry Point
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter describes existing conditions and environmental consequences for resources potentially

affected by the Proposed Action and alternatives.
3.1 Resource Areas Analyzed

The environmental impact analysis process is designed to focus on those elements of the natural and
human environment that could potentially be affected by the Proposed Action and alternatives. Potential
effects may result from different aspects of an alternative—construction, operations, or maintenance. For
this EIS, resources have been either grouped or analyzed individually according to resource categories.

Thirteen resource categories were analyzed for potential impacts; they are listed below:

Land Use and Coastal Zone Management (Section 3.4) includes discussion of potential impacts to
on- and off-Base land use and management, as well as an analysis of coastal consistency with North

Carolina’s Coastal Zone Management Program.

Recreation and Visual Resources (Section 3.5) evaluates impacts to recreational assets (parks,
pools, and playing fields), both on- and off-Base. Changes to the visual character, visual

compatibility, and viewer sensitivity to the landscape that could occur are also evaluated.

Socioeconomics (Section 3.6) analyzes potential impacts to income, demographics, housing,

environmental justice, and protection of children.

Community Services and Facilities (Section 3.7) includes discussion of the potential effects that
population increases could have on law enforcement, fire, emergency services, hospitals, schools, and

childcare.

Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.8) presents and analyzes the potential impacts to the traffic

and transportation networks (both on- and off-Base).

Utilities and Infrastructure (Section 3.9) discusses potential impacts to potable water use,

wastewater, energy/power sources, communications, and solid waste.

Hazardous Materials, Toxic Substances, and Hazardous Waste (Section 3.10) evaluates the
potential effect of materials and waste generated by the Proposed Action on the environment. Safety
aspects associated with the handling and disposal of hazardous wastes and toxic materials are also

considered.

Noise (Section 3.11) analyzes impacts to the noise environment and how these may affect land uses,

adjacent communities, and health.

Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences Summary of Alternatives
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Air Quality (Section 3.12) presents the potential increase in air quality criteria levels, hazardous air
pollutants, toxic air pollutants, and fugitive dust emissions that could occur under the Proposed

Action. This section addresses the effect these emissions could have on regional air quality.

Natural Resources (Section 3.13) includes discussion of potential effects on vegetation, wildlife,
terrestrial and aquatic habitats, Bird/Wildlife Aircraft Strike Hazard, migratory birds, and Essential

Fish Habitat, and special status species.

Earth Resources (Section 3.14) presents potential effects on geological and topographic features and

soil.

Water Resources (Section 3.15) analyzes potential effects to surface water, stormwater, ground

water, wetlands, and floodplains.

Cultural Resources (Section 3.16) addresses potential effects to pre-historic and historic

archaeological and architectural resources.

Mitigation Measures (Section 3.17) provides a description of specific mitigation measures identified
for the Proposed Action. Existing management plans and procedures (as specified in each resource
analysis), as well as local, State, and Federal laws and permit requirements to minimize and avoid

impacts are not considered separate mitigation measures under this EIS.
3.2 Methodology

The impact analysis process requires collecting scientifically valid and up-to-date information. Data

collection involves:

e reviewing previous studies, such as technical publications, agency databases, management plans,

and other NEPA documents;

e obtaining information on specific resources from agencies and local governments, such as the
USFWS, USACE, NCDENR, North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO),

county/city managers, and community planners;
e reviewing public input during the scoping process; and
e conducting field studies.

The resources analyzed in this EIS are interdependent. For example, a change in soils might affect local
vegetation, which in turn could affect wildlife that depends on the plants for food. The increase in
population could affect water conditions around the Installations and thereby indirectly impact adjacent

waters of the U.S. These types of interrelationships are recognized in 40 CFR 1502.6, which states
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—environmental impact statements shall be prepared using an inter-disciplinary approach which will

ensure the integrated use of the natural and social sciences and the environmental design arts.”

Assessment of environmental consequences is also based on an understanding that different resources are
not equally sensitive to all elements of an action. For example, cultural resources—especially
archaeological sites—are most likely affected by activities that disturb the ground (such as facility and
road construction) and are usually not affected by noise. On the other hand, certain animal species may be

less sensitive to short-term construction activities than long-term exposure to noise increases.

Potential environmental impacts cannot be determined without first understanding the existing conditions
in the affected environment. For this reason, the impact analysis process involves two steps. First, this
EIS helps the reader develop an understanding of the existing environmental setting and conditions by
identifying the —ffected environment” or —egion of influence (ROI).” The geographic extent of this area
is determined by the potential for impacts from construction, operations, and personnel increases
associated with the various resources. The definition of the ROI depends on the resource category. For
instance, soils may be directly impacted from construction activities within the boundaries of the
proposed development areas or within the boundaries of the specific Installations so the ROI for soils
would be MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point; however, the air quality
ROI would be a larger geographic area since the emissions from construction activities and the generation
of dust could possibly impact the regional air quality. Second, the EIS uses details of the alternatives (see

Section 2.0) to assess their impacts on the existing environment, or the —environmental consequences.”

As required by USMC and DoN NEPA implementing regulations, this EIS addresses impacts associated
with the No Action Alternative as well as three action alternatives. To better evaluate existing conditions,

numerous studies and/or surveys were utilized. A summary follows:

Cultural Resources Surveys — Cultural resources surveys (Phase I and/or II) have been conducted in
all MCB Camp Lejeune proposed development areas. Survey results are presented in Section 3.16,
Cultural Resources. Formal consultation with the North Carolina SHPO has been completed by MCB
Camp Lejeune and the SHPO concurred that there would be no adverse effects to eligible or

potentially eligible sites (Appendix H, page H-58).

Coastal Zone Consistency — Determination of coastal zone consistency was undertaken with results
presented in Section 3.4 Land Use and Coastal Zone Management; Appendix C provides supporting

documentation.

Socioeconomics Assessment — The USMC used the IMPLAN (IMpact analysis for PLANning) model,

a Federally-recognized economic modeling program. The IMPLAN model is based on information
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derived from Federal agency databases. IMPLAN uses regional industrial spending and trading
patterns data to estimate the change in expenditures and employment within the local and State
economy from a change in the USMC’s expenditure of dollars. The results were integrated into

Section 3.6, Socioeconomics, and presented in Appendix D.

Noise — MCB Camp Lejeune used small arms and large caliber operational data detailing weapons
and ammunition use at the Installation to generate noise contours. Noise contours at both MCAS New
River and MCAS Cherry Point were generated using aircraft operational data. These data are

presented and analyzed in Section 3.11, Noise.

Air Quality — Emissions generated as a result of construction activities and commuting were
examined. Results are summarized in Section 3.12, Air Quality, and criteria and data used to derive

these results are found in Appendix E.

Wetlands Assessment — Wetlands delineation was (or, in some cases, will be) conducted on all of the
proposed areas where construction would occur. As the reports are finalized, the wetland delineation
are being forwarded to the Wilmington Field Office of the USACE Regulatory Branch (a cooperating
agency in this NEPA analysis) for verification. Results to date are presented in Section 3.15, Water

Resources.

Special Status Species Surveys — Surveys of federally-protected species were conducted. Results of
these surveys are summarized in Section 3.13, Natural Resources. USFWS concurred that manatees
would likely be affected but not adversely; no other special status species were found to be adversely

affected. Information used to derive these results is provided in Appendix F.

Summary of Alternatives

As detailed in Chapter 2, three action alternatives to implement the Proposed Action and the No Action

Alternative were carried forward for detailed analysis. Table 3.3-1 provides a summary of the major

components of these alternatives.
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34 Land Use and Coastal Zone Management

Land use refers to modification of land for human purposes. Land use primarily serves human habitation
and economic purposes, but it also includes lands that are set aside for recreation and conservation
purposes. The attributes of land use include patterns of land jurisdiction, land ownership, and the types of
uses that are allowable. Land uses are frequently regulated by management plans, policies, ordinances,
and regulations that determine the types of uses that are allowable or to protect specially designated or
environmentally sensitive uses. Both in terms of the affected environment and potential environmental
consequences, this assessment first focuses on land use and management within the boundaries of MCB
Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River and MCAS Cherry Point followed by a discussion of land use and
ownership for lands in the surrounding counties. The ROI for land use outside the Installation boundaries
includes all or portions of the following counties: Onslow, Craven, and Carteret. As described in Section
1.4.3, these counties have been identified as the region to likely receive the most growth related impacts

from the Proposed Action.

This section also contains a discussion of the affected environment and potential impacts to the coastal
zone at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River and MCAS Cherry Point. The Coastal Zone Management
Act (CZMA) of 1972 (16 USC 1451) provides a means for protecting and managing the natural,
ecological, and aesthetic resources of the coastal zone and requires states within the coastal zone to

establish Coastal Zone Management Programs.
3.4.1 Affected Environment
3.4.1.1 MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River

Land use at MCB Camp Lejeune is predominantly for operational and training purposes. Most of the Base
is devoted to land and water training ranges, impact areas, and maneuver and training areas. This reflects

the Base’s primary mission, which is to maintain combat ready units for expeditionary deployment.

Although primarily categorized as operational and training land uses, undeveloped forested areas on MCB
Camp Lejeune (MCAS New River comprises mostly developed lands) are also managed for natural
resources values and commodity production. Activities span from timber production, and management of
habitats for native and migratory wildlife, to threatened and endangered species management.
Undeveloped forested areas also provide aesthetic benefits, and serve as a buffer between developed
cantonment areas and surface waters thereby helping to filter stormwater runoff which ultimately benefits
water quality. Recreational uses such as hunting are a key land use of undeveloped, forested areas within
MCB Camp Lejeune (see Section 3.5, Recreation and Visual Resources). Land use and management is

primarily in accordance with the Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP), Integrated
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Natural Resources Management Plan (INRMP), Hadnot Point Master Plan (MCB Camp Lejeune 2009¢),
Wallace Creek North Master Plan (MCB Camp Lejeune 2009d), and Base-wide Master Plans still in
development (French Creek, Camp Johnson, Courthouse Bay, and Camp Geiger and Camp Devil Dog
[called SOI-E]). Other regulations governing land use management include Environmental Compliance
and Protection Manual (MCO 5090.2a); Protected Species Program (MCO 5090.11); Use of Off-road
Recreational Vehicles (MCO 5090.111); and Hunting, Fishing, and Trapping Regulations (MCO

5090.115). Base Order 5090.8 is also followed for cultural resource management.

The MCB Camp Lejeune INRMP establishes procedures and guidelines for natural resources
management and compliance procedures at both MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River (MCB
Camp Lejeune 2006). The ICRMP establishes procedures and guidelines for cultural resources
management and compliance procedures at both Installations (USACE 2002). The ICRMP is currently
being updated and expected to be completed by the end of 2009 (Personal communication, Richardson
2009). These documents guide land use by identifying potential conflicts between the Installations’
missions and cultural and natural resources management, recommending compliance actions necessary to
maintain the availability of mission-essential properties and acreage, and developing a comprehensive
plan for deliberately managing cultural and natural resources. The ultimate goal of these plans is to attain
and sustain stewardship requirements, while optimizing primary activities on mission land and, where
compatible, conducting secondary activities. Cultural resources management is discussed in more detail in
Section 3.16. Land use components principally guided by the INRMP include forest management,
outdoor recreation, habitat management, threatened and endangered species and other wildlife
management, and wetland conservation. The natural resources management components of the INRMP

are addressed in more detail in Section 3.13; wetland conservation is addressed in Section 3.15.

Figures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4 show current land use for those areas within MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS
New River that have been identified to support facility construction and/or development. Land uses are
categorized into cantonment, training, and forested/undeveloped areas. Cantonment refers to areas of the
Installation actively used for administrative, housing, and industrial activities. Training includes outdoor
mounted heavy and light vehicle maneuvering, dismounted maneuvering, small and large arms ranges, as
well as indoor academic training and practice areas. Undeveloped/forested areas include forested,
undeveloped areas that are not currently used for training activities, and to a large extent serve as a safety

buffer for range operations.
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Figure 3.4-1 Current Land Use MCB Camp Lejeune - Northside
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Figure 3.4-2 Current Land Use MCB Camp Lejeune - Central
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Figure 3.4-3 Current Land Use MCB Camp Lejeune - Southside
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Figure 3.4-4 Current Land Use MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River - Westside
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As Figures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4 show, the proposed development areas within Hadnot Point, French
Creek, Camp Devil Dog, and Courthouse Bay have smaller portions of undeveloped/forested areas
compared to Camp Geiger, Wallace Creek, Camp Johnson, and Rifle Range/Stone Bay. MCAS New
River is almost entirely cantonment area and has only a small portion of undeveloped forested area. Refer
to Section 3.13, Natural Resources, for a more detailed description of the amount and type of forest

located within the proposed development areas.

In addition to describing existing land uses, this section includes a description of the various land use
designations within the Installations based on master planning efforts. This description is provided to
determine land use compatibility of the Proposed Action with future planning efforts. Land use planning
categories at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River are summarized in Table 3.4-1 and illustrated in
Figures 3.4-5 through 3.4-8. For MCB Camp Lejeune, the specific distribution of these land use types

within each of the eight proposed development areas is discussed briefly following the figures.

Table 3.4-1 Land Use Planning Categories Defined by MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River.

Land Use Definition

Headquarters and office buildings to accommodate officers, professional and
technical activities, records, files, and administrative supplies. These areas are
largely concentrated in the Hadnot Point area (MCB Camp Lejeune) and the
area north and west of the runway (MCAS New River).

Administrative Facilities

Facilities providing for both inpatient and outpatient medical and dental care
Hospital and Medical Facilities for active duty and retired personnel. The Naval Hospital represents the
largest area of this category with smaller clinics located throughout the Base.

Facilities that house single Marines and military families. This category also
Housing and Community Facilities | includes support and recreation facilities, outdoor athletic areas, as well as
commercial and service facilities associated with the on-Base community.

Facilities and shops for maintenance, repair, and production of all types of
Maintenance and Production military equipment. These areas are concentrated in Hadnot Point, French
Facilities Creek, and the Courthouse Bay area at MCB Camp Lejeune and the west side
of the flight line at MCAS New River.

Includes outdoor maneuvering areas and indoor academic training areas. At

Operational and Training Facilities MCAS New River, this category also includes all flight operations areas.

Facilities to support research, development, and test operations. At MCB
Camp Lejeune, this category encompasses one small area on Hadnot Point. At
MCAS New River, this category includes facilities for the V-22 Osprey.

Research, Development, and Test
Facilities

Depot, terminal, and bulk-type covered or open storage for all classes of

Supply Facilities military supply, including ammunition and fuel.

Electrical power, heating, air conditioning, sewage and waste, potable water,

Utiliti d Ground I t . . e
HHes and UTOUNG TMprovements | o 4s and streets, ground improvement structures, and miscellaneous utilities.

Available for Development but

. L t ls with t land use.
Pending Designation Vacant parcels with no current land use

Note: Forested/Undeveloped areas on the Installations are included in the “Operational and Training Facilities” as well as the
“Available for Development but Pending Designation” categories. Figures 3.4-1 through 3.4-4 illustrated the
forested/undeveloped areas.
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Figure 3.4-5 Land Use Planning MCB Camp Lejeune - Northside
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Figure 3.4-6 Land Use Planning MCB Camp Lejeune - Central
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Figure 3.4-7 Land Use Planning MCB Camp Lejeune - Southside
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Figure 3.4-8 Land Use Planning MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River - Westside
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A small portion of French Creek is overlapped by explosive safety quantity distance (ESQD) arcs. The
Secretary of Defense has established basic explosives safety standards and minimum ESQD criteria
which are to be observed by DoD components in the performance of operations involving ammunition
and explosives. ESQD standards require that ammunition and explosives be handled, stored, or under the
supervision of the military services, and be maintained at certain minimum distances from inhabited
buildings, passenger railroads, public highways, ships, and other facilities and property (DoN 1999).

Areas encumbered by ESQD arcs are not considered to have high development potential.

Camp Johnson: Camp Johnson is located at the northernmost part of MCB Camp Lejeune, and is
transected by NC 24. Most of the land within this area is undeveloped, but other primary land uses
include operational and training facilities, housing and community facilities, administrative facilities, and

utilities and ground improvements.

Wallace Creek: Wallace Creek is located in the eastern-central part of the Base, and is considered a sub-
cantonment area within Hadnot Point. This area is predominantly classified as operational and training
facilities and undeveloped land. Forested areas support recreational uses such as hiking and mountain-
biking and also provide non-road access to training areas for heavy equipment that cannot travel on paved
surfaces (e.g., tanks). In a separate NEPA action, a new Wallace Creek Regimental Area Complex is
proposed for construction in this area, which would likely take place on approximately 302 acres (MCB
Camp Lejeune 2008e). The incidental impacts of this project, along with the Grow the Force initiative are

evaluated in Section 4, Cumulative Impacts.

Hadnot Point: Hadnot Point is located in the eastern-central part of the Base, north of French Creek.
This area is highly developed, with only a relatively small portion of the area designated as undeveloped

land. The primary land use designation is administrative, maintenance, and production facilities.

French Creek: French Creek is located in the eastern-central part of the Base, south of Hadnot Point.
This area supports a variety of land uses, with the predominant land uses being housing and community

facilities, maintenance and production facilities, operational and training facilities, and undeveloped land.

Courthouse Bay: Courthouse Bay is located in the southeastern part of the Base, across the New River
from Sneads Ferry. The predominant land use classification is operational and training facilities, followed
by housing and community facilities, and maintenance and production facilities. Only a small percentage

of land is designated as undeveloped.

Rifle Range/Stone Bay: The Rifle Range/Stone Bay area is located in the southern part of the Base, east
of the Greater Sandy Run Training Area. The primary land use designation is operational and training

facilities, with much smaller areas for housing and community facilities, utilities and ground
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improvements, and supply and maintenance facilities. Construction of a new, 544-acre Marine Special

Operations Command Complex is underway within this area (MCB Camp Lejeune 2007a).

Camp Devil Dog: Camp Devil Dog is designated almost entirely as operational and training facilities,
with roadways and other paved areas classified as utilities and ground improvements. It is located in the

western portion of the Base directly south of MCAS New River.

Camp Geiger: Camp Geiger is located directly north of MCAS New River. Camp Geiger supports a
variety of land uses, including operational and training facilities, undeveloped land, housing and

community facilities, and hospital and medical facilities.

Additionally, as noted in Section 2.2, several of the proposed projects occur outside of the eight proposed
development areas at MCB Camp Lejeune. These projects intersect numerous land classifications, as

shown on Figures 3.4-5 and 3.4-6.
MCAS New River

Land use at MCAS New River supports its mission to maintain and operate aviation facilities and provide
services and material to support ground combat forces at MCB Camp Lejeune. Most Station development
is concentrated to the northwest, adjacent to the runway. One ordnance area is located within the proposed

development area, in the southwest portion of the Station.

Lands at MCAS New River are managed in accordance with the INRMP (MCB Camp Lejeune 2006) and
ICRMP (USACE 2002) with respect to natural and cultural resources. Management of these resources is

further discussed in Section 3.13 and Section 3.16, respectively.

Current land use was illustrated in Figure 3.4-4 and master planning categories at MCAS New River were
summarized in Table 3.4-1 and illustrated in Figure 3.4-8. Proposed projects for MCAS New River are
located in areas classified as operational/training facilities, utilities and ground improvements, supply
facilities, maintenance and production, and housing and community facilities. Development would also
occur within the ordnance area, which is currently categorized as supply facilities. This area contains

ESQD arcs which prohibit or limit development.
3.4.1.2 MCAS Cherry Point

The primary mission of MCAS Cherry Point is to provide a combat-ready aerial strike force through the
training and support of aircrews. Land use on the Station is guided by master planning documents.
Previous master planning efforts at MCAS Cherry Point include a 1980 Master Plan that was updated in
1988 (MCAS Cherry Point 1988). The planning initiatives for the Station in this plan remain sound;

however, significant changes to the physical development, mission operations, and strategic vision have
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occurred. The plan is currently being updated with an electronic, graphical document that consolidates
several sources of data (Personal communication, Lombardo 2008). When complete, the MCAS Cherry
Point Electronic Master Plan will provide the Commanding Officer and other key decision makers with a
picture of MCAS Cherry Point’s present and future capability to support its mission. Through this master
planning process, the Station Commander and personnel will be able to comprehensively analyze Station
development and identify viable solutions to limitations. Natural and cultural resource management at
MCAS Cherry Point is in accordance with procedures and guidelines established in the INRMP and
ICRMP (MCAS Cherry Point 2001b, USMC 2008).

Figure 3.4-9 presents current land uses within the proposed development areas. Current land uses are
categorized in the same manner as found at the other two Installations: cantonment, training, and
forested/undeveloped areas. The Ordnance Storage Area is predominately undeveloped/forested, as is a
majority of the North Quadrant. ESQD arcs overlap a portion of the Ordnance Storage Area. As a result,
these areas are unsuitable for the development of living or working facilities. The West Quadrant is

primarily cantonment, while the MACS-2 compound is exclusively a training area.

Land use planning categories for MCAS Cherry Point are defined in Table 3.4-2 and illustrated in Figure
3.4-10. The distribution of these land use categories within the proposed development areas is

summarized following the figures.

Table 3.4-2 Land Use Planning Categories Defined by MCAS Cherry Point

Land Use Definition

Military and civilian personnel offices, security operations, headquarters, and

Administrative/Industrial Facilities o
communication centers.

Flying unit operations facilities, maintenance hangars, passenger and freight
terminals, and aircraft maintenance facilities. This category also includes
Operations and Training airfield uses: runways, overruns, taxiways, aircraft parking areas, navigation
aids, and airfield clear zones. The training areas include classroom training,
flight simulator training, combat pool training, and outdoor areas.

Family housing, billeting, exchange and commissary facilities, banking
Housing and Community Facilities | facilities, library, chapel facilities, and other facilities that directly support
personnel living and/or working on MCAS Cherry Point.

All forested areas on Station as well as the golf course, athletic fields, and

Undeveloped/Forested .
park and picnic areas.

MCAS Cherry Point encompasses 13,164 acres on the Air Station proper, with an additional 15,975 acres
of auxiliary properties (DoN 2005). Current and planned land use at the Station is influenced by airfield
facilities and environmental constraints associated with creeks, wetlands, and floodplains. Aircraft
operational areas include four runways, runway clear zones, and accident potential zones. Other land uses
include support and training facilities, administrative, maintenance and supply, housing and community

facilities, utilities, forestry, and open space/conservation (DoN 2003a).
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Figure 3.4-9 Current Land Use MCAS Cherry Point
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Figure 3.4-10 Land Use Planning MCAS Cherry Point
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The core area of MCAS Cherry Point, the most developed portion of the Station, covers approximately
1,172 acres of land between Runways SR/32L and 14L/32R and east of Roosevelt Boulevard. Industrial
uses, such as aircraft hangars, maintenance, supply, and storage, are located parallel to Runways 5R/32L
and 14L/32R. Also within this area is the Fleet Readiness Center, which is one of only three aircraft
maintenance, engineering, and logistics facilities operated by the Navy/USMC and the only such facility
located on a USMC Installation. The central and western sections of the core area are less intensely
developed, consisting mainly of land uses such as combined bachelor quarters, training facilities,

recreation or entertainment uses, and administrative functions (DoN 2003a).

West of Roosevelt Boulevard, land uses include family housing, personnel support facilities, recreational
facilities, and the ordnance area. The remainder of the Station is largely undeveloped forestland and
primarily classified as open/conservation areas. Within this undeveloped area, however, are a number of

isolated land use activities such as training, operations, and recreation.

The USMC has acquired restrictive easements on 1,279 acres of land beyond the boundary of MCAS
Cherry Point. These easements were purchased from landowners and allow the USMC to restrict certain
activities on the property that would be incompatible with airfield operations (e.g., residential

construction) (DoN 2003a).

MCAS Cherry Point also manages undeveloped forested areas for ecosystem values and commodity
production. Activities include timber production, management of habitats for native and migratory
wildlife, threatened and endangered species management, and the application of fire to maintain
ecosystem health. These areas also provide additional cover and nesting habitat for game and non-game
species. Recreational uses such as hunting, camping, and bird watching are also conducted on

undeveloped, forested areas.

Most forestland outside developed areas is defined as ground-maneuver training areas. Ground-based
military training opportunities provided on MCAS Cherry Point lands play a vital role in meeting
individual training standards of 2nd Marine Air Wing units and other visiting II MEF units. Ground
maneuver training is controlled in a cooperative administrative process between MCAS Cherry Point’s

Training and Operations, Environmental Affairs, and G-3 2nd Marine Air Wing divisions.

Proposed Development Areas: Proposed development areas at MCAS Cherry Point are in four basic
locations on the Installation. The North Quadrant encompasses some of the runway and associated
operations and training land, administrative/industrial facilities, and undeveloped land. The MACS 2
Compound consists of administrative/industrial facilities surrounded entirely by undeveloped land. The

West Quadrant is west of the runway extending to Roosevelt Boulevard. This area primarily supports
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administrative/industrial facilities and contains a small portion of undeveloped land. The Ordnance Area,
west of Slocum Creek, is mostly undeveloped land designated for training and operational purposes.
Roosevelt Boulevard begins at the Main Gate, along the southern border of the Station, and provides the
primary access to the Station. It extends north along the western side of the airfield before turning
northeast to provide access to the northern area of the Station. Primary land uses on either side of the road
are administrative, community housing, and undeveloped areas. There are some small areas of training
and operations. Slocum Road bridges Slocum Creek providing access between the Ordnance Area and the

West Quadrant. It traverses operations and training areas as well as some administrative/industrial areas.
3.4.1.3 Off-Base Land Use and Management

Comprehensive planning in North Carolina is primarily conducted at the regional and local level.
Although local governments are encouraged to develop Land Use Plans, the State of North Carolina does
not monitor or require development of these types of plans (Personal communication, Nevilles 2008). The
Coastal Area Management Act (CAMA), however, requires each of the 20 coastal counties in North
Carolina to develop a CAMA Land Use Plan in accordance with guidelines established by the North
Carolina Coastal Resources Commission (see Section 3.4.1.4, Coastal Zone Management). Specifically,
local policy statements are required on resource protection; resource production and management;
economic and community development; continuing public participation; and storm hazard mitigation,
post-disaster recovery, and evacuation plans. Upon approval by the North Carolina Coastal Resources

Commission, each plan becomes part of the North Carolina Coastal Management Plan.

The NCDENR, Office of Conservation and Community Affairs is responsible for managing the “One
North Carolina Naturally” initiative which promotes and coordinates the long-term conservation of North
Carolina’s threatened land and water resources. The Office of Conservation and Community Affairs
manages the program by leading the development and implementation of a comprehensive statewide
conservation plan involving government agencies, private organizations, landowners and the public
(NCDENR 2008b). The ROI for the Proposed Action falls within the Southern Coastal Plain Region

planning area. The Eastern Carolina Council addresses Comprehensive Planning initiatives in this region.

Onslow County. MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River are located entirely within Onslow County.
The Citizens’ Comprehensive Plan for Onslow County is the current comprehensive plan (Onslow
County 2003). MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River is the single largest property occupying the
majority of the county’s mid-section, coastline, and the New River Estuary. The Base has a profound
influence on the growth and economic viability of the county. The Comprehensive Plan provides

guidelines for addressing the following key issues: containing sprawl by implementing zoning; protecting
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surface water quality; planning for water supply and sewage treatment systems; improving highway

access; and diversifying the economy by providing for better paying jobs (Onslow County 2003).

Current land use within developed areas of the county (excluding MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New
River) is predominantly single-family residential (13,568 acres or 57 percent), followed by streets and
right of ways (5,254 acres or 22 percent) and mobile home parks (2,500 acres or 11 percent).
Industrial/warehousing, commercial/retail, office/institutional, and multi-family residential make up the
remaining developed land area (2,559 acres or 10 percent combined). The growth factor analysis in the
Comprehensive Plan determined that an additional 3,270 acres would need to be developed within the
county to accommodate growth between the years 2000 to 2020. This analysis assumed a population
density of 4.9 persons per acre, which was based on the 2000 Census, and a general increase in population
of approximately 16,000 more people outside of MCB Camp Lejeune by 2020. The majority of the
anticipated acreage would be single and multi-family residential (1,919 acres). Streets and right-of-ways
would make up the next largest portion of the predicted acreage (719 acres), followed by mobile home
parks (343 acres). Mixed commercial/industrial/office use comprises the remainder of the acreage (288
acres). The current policies for managing development focus on residential subdivisions. The county has
adopted and enforces various land use and zoning ordinances to prevent overcrowding and promote

orderly growth (Onslow County 2003).

The Camp Davis Outlying Landing Field is located near the southern edge of the Greater Sandy Run
Training Area at MCB Camp Lejeune. This facility lies in close proximity to the town of Holly Ridge in
Onslow County. Camp Davis is operated as a satellite facility of MCAS New River and is used for
USMC helicopter training exercises.

Carteret County. Carteret County is located adjacent to Onslow County. MCAS Cherry Point boundaries
fall within Craven County; however, approximately 16,000 acres of auxiliary activities, including USMC
Auxiliary Landing Field Bogue, are located within Carteret County. Land use planning is conducted
under the guidance of the 2005 Carteret County Land Use Plan Update (Carteret County 2005). The
county is currently updating their plan and expects completion by the end of 2009. Carteret County offers
plentiful waterfront areas that attract tourists, vacation home owners, and retirees and has experienced
significant growth since 1970 (95 percent). The county’s land use plan focuses on utilizing the economic
opportunity of the increasing retirement and seasonal population as well as creating employment
opportunities that are attractive to younger adults. MCAS Cherry Point is the county’s leading employer.
The Community Vision strives to balance the benefits of new development with the protection of its
valuable natural resources that enhance the area. It is anticipated that the western and central portions of

the county would continue to grow, specifically the White Oak Township. Growth projections in the 2005
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Land Use Plan estimate that an additional 1,740 acres would be needed to accommodate increases in the
permanent and seasonal population from 2005 to 2025 (Carteret County 2005). The proposed growth
acreage was based upon a population density of 2.86 households per acre and was derived from 2000
Census data. However, the county planning board has increased the projected acreage by 50 percent,
making it 2,610 acres. This increase is to allow for unanticipated growth, to provide market flexibility,
and to anticipate the acreages of lands that are undevelopable, notably wetlands or other protected lands
(Carteret County 2005). The projected acreage needed for future growth would be composed of the
following land uses: residential (2,401 acres), commercial (131 acres), institutional (52 acres), and

industrial (26 acres).

Current land uses in Carteret County include industrial, residential, institutional, commercial, and
undeveloped areas. Over half of the county is considered undeveloped land (182,510 acres or 66 percent)
which includes areas that may be used for forestry or agriculture practices. The second largest area
(79,964 acres or 29 percent) is classified as institutional which includes military bases, Federal land,
State-owned land, county parks, and beach access points. Residential areas occupy 12,548 acres (5
percent) while commercial and industrial areas occupy a combined 733 acres (0.4 percent) (Carteret

County 2005).

Craven County. Craven County encompasses MCAS Cherry Point and extends northwest around the
Neuse River. Land use planning is conducted under guidelines outlined in the 1996 Land Use Plan
Update (Craven County 1996). The City of Havelock prepared a separate but coordinating land use plan,
1996 Land Use Plan Addendum (City of Havelock 1999). Both plans are currently being updated and are
expected to be completed in 2009. Like most coastal counties, Craven has experienced significant
population growth since 1960 (approximately 48 percent). As North Carolina has grown into a
recreational/retirement center, average household sizes have decreased and the median age has increased.
Most of the coastal counties have lost their rural nature as they shift toward a retail- and service-based
economy with the population centered on urban areas. Growth at MCAS Cherry Point has also
contributed to growth within the county. In the 1990 census, over half of Craven County’s population
lived in New Bern, Havelock, River Bend, and Trent Woods exceeding the rural population for the first
time. MCAS Cherry Point is the county’s most important economic contributor, employing 19 percent of
the county’s workforce in 1990. Planning within the county and the City of Havelock are heavily

influenced by manpower changes on MCAS Cherry Point (Craven County 1996, City of Havelock 1999).

The majority of Craven County’s total area is forested (estimated at 279,000 acres or 55 percent). Farms
account for 72,181 acres (14 percent) while State, Federal, and local parks account for 63,694 acres (13

percent). Urban and built-up areas cover approximately 37,260 acres (7 percent). Right of ways cover the
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remaining 7,765 acres of land (2 percent). Water covers approximately 42,400 acres (8 percent) of the
county (Craven County 1996). Zoning has only occurred around MCAS Cherry Point in the City of
Havelock. Land use compatibility with future development is a concern in the county and the City of

Havelock.
3.4.1.4 Coastal Zone Management

The coastal zone is rich in natural, commercial, recreational, ecological, industrial, and aesthetic
resources. As such, it is protected by legislation for the effective management of its resources. The
CZMA of 1972 (16 USC §1451, et al., as amended) was enacted to encourage coastal States, such as
North Carolina, to develop comprehensive programs to manage and balance competing uses of and

impacts to coastal resources.

The North Carolina CAMA of 1974 was passed in accordance with the Federal CZMA and established a
cooperative program of coastal areca management between local and State governments. CAMA
established the Coastal Resources Commission, required local land use planning in the coastal counties,
and provided for a program for regulating development. The North Carolina Coastal Management
Program was federally approved in 1978. North Carolina’s coastal zone includes the 20 counties that are
adjacent to, adjoining, intersected, or bounded by the Atlantic Ocean or any coastal sound. The coastal
zone extends seaward to the 3-nautical mile territorial sea limit. Onslow, Carteret, and Craven counties

are within the coastal zone and their specific CAMA land use plans were described in Section 3.4.1.3.

CZMA policy is implemented through State coastal zone management programs. Federal lands are
exempt from the jurisdiction of these State programs. However, because North Carolina’s Coastal
Management Program is Federally approved, a number of activities are required to comply with the
enforceable policies of the State’s certified coastal management program. Activities on Federal lands are
subject to CZMA Federal consistency requirements if the activity would affect any land, water, or natural
resource of the coastal zone, including reasonably foreseeable effects. This determination is made in the
form of either a Negative Determination or a Federal Coastal Consistency Determination. A Negative
Determination would be prepared for those proposed actions that do not have the potential to affect the
State’s coastal zone or any of the coastal resources. For a proposed activity that would affect coastal
resources, a Federal Coastal Consistency Determination is required. A Federal Coastal Consistency
Determination is a determination supported by findings that a proposed activity in or affecting the
resources of a coastal zone complies with, and would be conducted in a manner that is consistent to the
maximum extent practicable with, the State’s coastal zone enforceable policies unless “. . . full

consistency is prohibited by existing law applicable to the Federal government.”
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For this project, the USMC would submit a statement and supporting documentation (i.e., the Coastal
Consistency Determination) to the State’s program once the Draft EIS has been publicly released,
indicating that the proposed action is consistent with the program. The State reviews the determination

and either provides concurrence or objection.

There are two tiers of regulatory review for projects within the coastal zone. The first tier includes
projects that are located in State-designated Areas of Environmental Concern (AECs), which are
designated by the State. Under North Carolina Administrative Code (NCAC) 07K.0402 all Federal
agency development activities in AECs are exempt from the CAMA permit requirement, but would still
be subject to a consistency review. The second tier includes land uses with the potential to affect coastal
waters, even though they are not defined as AECs. These projects are reviewed under the CAMA General

Policy Guidelines. Both of these are explained in more detail below.

Areas of Environmental Concern: An AEC is an area of natural importance and its classification protects
the area from uncontrolled development. AECs include almost all coastal waters and about 3 percent of

the land in the 20 coastal counties. The four categories of AECs are:

e The Estuarine and Ocean System, which includes public trust areas, estuarine coastal waters,

coastal shorelines, and coastal wetlands;
e The Ocean Hazard System, which includes components of barrier island systems;

e Public Water Supplies, which include certain small surface water supply watersheds and public

water supply wellfields; and

e Natural and Cultural Resource Areas, which may include coastal complex natural areas; areas
providing habitat for Federal or State designated rare, threatened or endangered species; unique
coastal geologic formations; or significant coastal archaeological or historic resources.

General Policy Guidelines: Projects that are located outside of an AEC are reviewed under the General

Policy Guidelines. The North Carolina CAMA sets forth 11 General Policy Guidelines, addressing:

e Shoreline erosion policies;

e  Shorefront access policies;

e Coastal energy policies;

e Post-disaster policies;

¢ Floating structure policies;

e Mitigation policy;

e Coastal water quality policies;

e Policies on use of coastal airspace;
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e Policies on water and wetland based target areas for military training areas;
e Policies on beneficial use and availability of materials resulting from the excavation or
maintenance of navigational channels; and

e Policies on ocean mining.

The purpose of these rules is to establish generally applicable objectives and policies to be followed in the
public and private use of land and water areas within the coastal area of North Carolina. Figures 3.4-11
through 3.4-13 provide a graphical summary of coastal resources within the proposed development areas.
Following is a brief summary of the AECs located within the proposed development areas at MCB Camp
Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point (also see Table 3.4-3). Additional details are
provided in the Coastal Consistency Determinations found in Appendix C of this EIS.

MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River Coastal Resources

MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River includes coastal resources designated as AECs, including
estuarine coastal waters, coastal shorelines, and coastal wetlands of the Estuarine and Ocean System
AECs, as well as habitat for Federal or State designated species and archaeological or historic resources
of the Natural and Cultural Resource Area AEC. Furthermore, all land located within 75 feet of the
normal high water level of coastal waters and within 30 feet of the normal high water level of inland

water is also considered to be coastal shoreline within the Estuarine and Ocean System AEC.
MCAS Cherry Point Coastal Resources

MCAS Cherry Point also includes coastal resources designated as AECs, including Inland and Coastal
Shoreline AECs and Estuarine Wetlands. The Tucker Creek Natural Area is located in the northwest
portion of the Station. The Roosevelt Boulevard project crosses several AECs along its stretch. Hunter’s
Branch, a tributary of Slocum Creek, is listed as both an Inland AEC and Estuarine Wetlands. Duck Creek
is considered Estuarine Wetlands and is also along the path of Roosevelt Boulevard. The Slocum Road

expansion would traverse Slocum Creek, an Inland AEC.
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Figure 3.4-11 Coastal Resources at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River — North
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Figure 3.4-12 Coastal Resources at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River — South
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Figure 3.4-13 Coastal Resources at MCAS Cherry Point
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Table 3.4-3 Coastal Resources within Proposed Development Areas at MCB Camp Lejeune/
MCAS New River and MCAS Cherry Point

Proposed Development Area

Coastal Resource

Area of Concern

MCB Camp Lejeune

Primary Nursery Area

Camp Johnson Ezzhl::;fr(?reek Sp ecia.l Secondary Nursery Area
Scales Creck Estuarine Wetlands
Coastal Waters AEC
Camp Geiger Brinson Creek Coastal Waters AEC
Special Secondary Nursery Area
Hadnot Point New River Coastgl Waters AEC
Wallace Creek Estuarine Wetlands
Inland Waters AEC
Special Secondary Nursery Area
French Creek New River Coasta} Waters AEC
French Creek Estuarine Wetlands
Inland Waters AEC
Courthouse Bay New River Primary Nursery Area
Estuarine Wetlands
Everett Creek Estuarine Wetlands
. New River Coastal Waters AEC
Stone Bay/Rifle Range Stone Creek Primary Nursery Area
2 unnamed creeks Special Secondary Nursery Area
Primary Nursery Area
New Base Road Northeast Creek Estuarine Wetlands
Wallace Creek Coastal Waters AEC
Inland Waters AEC
Estuarine Wetlands
PPV Housing Area Northeast Creek Coastal Waters AEC
Frenchmans Creek .
Primary Nursery Area
MCAS New River

MCAS New River Construction
Area

New River

Coastal Waters AEC
Estuarine Wetlands

MCAS Cherry Point

C Hunter’s Branch Inland AEC
Roosevelt Road Widening Duck Creek Estuarine Wetlands
Slocum Road Expansion Slocum Creek Inland AEC

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences

This section provides a detailed description of the potential impacts associated with implementation of the

alternatives including the No Action Alternative. Factors used to consider the extent of impacts included:

e Compatibility with land use planning efforts within MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River and
MCAS Cherry Point,

e Consistency with the environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of the Land Use Plans for the

three-county ROI, and

e Consistency with the enforceable policies of the State’s approved coastal management program.
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3.4.2.1 MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River
Alternative 1 — No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. Therefore, no changes to the baseline (FY06) land
use conditions as a result of this alternative would occur. However, that does not mean that land uses at
MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River have not changed since FY06. There are other actions not
connected with this Proposed Action that have taken place since FY06 or will be implemented in the
future that have affected land use conditions. These impacts and their associated NEPA documentation

are presented in cumulative impacts (Section 4).

Under the No Action Alternative, development of undeveloped/forested land would not occur. These
areas would continue to provide wildlife habitat, buffering between developed areas and nearby surface

waters, filtration of stormwater, carbon sequestration, and aesthetic and recreational benefits.
Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB
Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of this alternative, Grow
the Force and core infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be implemented.
Alternative 2 projects include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing,
utility/communication lines, and roads. These activities would be compatible with land use planning

efforts at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River.

The Preferred Alternative would change current land use at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River due
to the proposed construction projects. The proposed construction projects would result in converting some

undeveloped (forested) areas to developed areas.

All proposed construction would be within the Installation boundaries and would support the current
military mission. Although there would be some change in land use from undeveloped to developed areas,
the proposed construction would be compatible with land use planning categories at MCB Camp Lejeune
and MCAS New River as depicted in Figure 3.4-5 through Figure 3.4-8. As previously mentioned, a
portion of French Creek and MCAS New River is encumbered by ESQD arcs. The Installations would
ensure that all applicable guidelines are followed to ensure land use compatibility within these areas for

any new development that would occur.

There are approximately 95,000 acres of managed forest at MCB Camp Lejeune, most of which is used

for military training (MCB Camp Lejeune 2006). Since the exact location of facilities within the proposed
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development areas has not been determined, it is reasonable to assume that some projects would be
constructed within forested or undeveloped areas. The potential forest clearance area within the proposed
development areas (over 1,500 acres) represents less than 2 percent of the total forested area within MCB
Camp Lejeune. The change in land use from forested to developed areas would result in some direct
impacts to recreation and visual resources, natural resources, and water resources (see Sections 3.5, 3.13,
and 3.15 respectively for additional details), including loss of wildlife habitat, reduced buffering between
developed areas and nearby surface waters, reduced filtration of stormwater by the forested areas, reduced
capacity for carbon sequestration, and minor loss of aesthetic and recreational benefits. The permanent
conversion of forested areas to developed areas would also result in a loss of future timber revenues. See
Section 3.13 Natural Resources, for a more detailed analysis of the types of forest vegetation that would

be removed as a result of implementing the Preferred Alternative.

Final site designs are not currently available. However, preliminary planning concepts indicate that less
than 40 acres would be cleared at MCAS New River. The land use of these areas would thus change from

forested/undeveloped to cantonment.
Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune
and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects identified by MCB Camp
Lejeune and MCAS New River Planners would be implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be
constructed. The additional Marines and their dependents would be supported in existing facilities and
temporary/relocatable buildings already in place. Potential impacts to land use from Alternative 3 would
be the same as those described under Alternative 2, but on a much smaller scale. Under Alternative 3,
new facility development would occur and could remove some undeveloped or forested areas at MCB
Camp Lejeune (approximately 300 acres of clearance, 0.3 percent of total forested area on the
Installation). Estimated forest clearance at MCAS New River would be less than one acre under this

Alternative.
Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.4.
However, neither the core nor the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and construction projects
would occur. As with Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would be accommodated in

existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place. Under the increase of these troops,
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some land use changes would occur as a result of increases in population, training, and throughput of

Marines; however, these changes would be compatible with surrounding land use designations.
3.4.2.2 MCAS Cherry Point
Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. Therefore, no changes to the baseline (FY06) land
use conditions as a result of this alternative would occur. However, that does not mean that land uses at
MCAS Cherry Point have not changed since FY06. There are other actions not connected with this
Proposed Action that have taken place since FY06 or will be implemented in the future that have affected
land use conditions. These impacts and their associated NEPA documentation are presented in cumulative

impacts (Section 4).

Under the No Action Alternative, development of undeveloped/forested land would not occur. These
areas would continue to provide wildlife habitat, buffering between developed areas and nearby surface

waters, filtration of stormwater, carbon sequestration, and aesthetic and recreational benefits.
Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCAS
Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of this alternative, Grow the Force and core
infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be implemented. Alternative 2 projects
include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing, utility/communication lines, and roads.

These activities would be compatible with land use planning efforts at MCAS Cherry Point.

The Preferred Alternative would result in minor land use changes at MCAS Cherry Point. The proposed
construction projects would result in approximately 117 acres of land disturbance. All proposed
construction would be on-Station and would support the current military mission. There would be some

change in land use from undeveloped to developed areas.

The construction projects would primarily occur in the developed industrial area of the Station
surrounding the airfield. Most of the proposed facilities would be constructed in land currently classified
as administrative/industrial. Up to 70 acres of forest could be cleared as a result of the proposed projects.
Approximately 12 acres of forestland along the existing road shoulder would be permanently cleared to
allow for the widening of Roosevelt Boulevard. The realignment of Slocum Road and the ordnance
magazine project would result in clearing approximately 14 acres and 12 acres respectively in the

Ordnance Storage Area. Infrastructure upgrades would account for clearing or disturbing 20 acres of
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forestland in the North Quadrant. Several other projects would result in minor clearance throughout the
proposed development areas. The change in land use from forested to developed areas would result in
some direct impacts to recreation and visual resources, natural resources, and water resources (see
Sections 3.5, 3.13, and 3.15 respectively for additional details), including loss of wildlife habitat, reduced
buffering between developed areas and nearby surface waters, reduced filtration of stormwater by the
forested areas, reduced capacity for carbon sequestration, and minor loss of aesthetic and recreational
benefits. See Section 3.13 Natural Resources, for a more detailed analysis of the types of forest vegetation

that would be removed as a result of implementing the Preferred Alternative.

The realignment of Slocum Road has been designed to avoid ESQD arcs overlapping the Ordnance
Storage Area. Any other development occurring within the Ordnance Storage Area would adhere to all

appropriate guidelines for developing within ESQD arcs to ensure land use compatibility.
Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCAS Cherry Point
as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects identified by MCAS Cherry Point Planners would be
implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be constructed. The additional Marines and their
dependents would be supported in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.
The potential impacts to land use would be the same as those described for the Preferred Alternative, but
on a smaller scale. Approximately 40 acres of construction is proposed with up to 21 acres of potential

forest clearance or disturbance.
Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.4. However, neither the core nor
the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and construction projects would occur. As with
Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would be accommodated in existing facilities and
temporary/relocatable buildings already in place. Under the increase of these troops, some land use
changes would occur as a result of increases in population, training, and throughput of Marines; however,

these changes would be compatible with surrounding land use designations.
3.4.2.3 Off-Base Land Use and Management
Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the

Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. There would be no increase in personnel at any of
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the three Installations. No growth or associated change to baseline (FY06) land use conditions within the

surrounding communities as a result of this alternative would occur.
Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB
Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of
this alternative, Grow the Force and core infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be
implemented. Alternative 2 projects include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing,
utility/communication lines, and roads on the Installations. These activities and the associated growth in
the surrounding communities would be consistent with environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of

the Land Use Plans for the three-county ROL

Under the Preferred Alternative, the increase in personnel at the three Installations would likely result in
induced growth within the surrounding communities. In terms of land use, it is anticipated that there
would be an increased demand for residential land and commercial and public services. The increased
demand for these land types could create the need for new development within the ROI which could
result in changes to land use. Such changes, however, should not be inconsistent or in conflict with the
environmental goals, objectives, or guidelines of the existing Comprehensive Plans of the surrounding
counties, including nearby cities such as the City of Jacksonville, the City of Havelock, and the City of

New Bern.

In general, the communities surrounding the three Installations have been conducting their
Comprehensive Planning with the understanding that the military has a strong presence in eastern North
Carolina, and have taken into account additional land within each county that would be required to

accommodate future growth based on population projections.

To address the overall growth occurring at MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry
Point, a Military Growth Task Force was organized in October 2007 under the auspices of North
Carolina’s Eastern Region. As partners with the Task Force, the Installations would continue to work with
the local community to address concerns regarding future development and potential changes to land use

within their communities as a result of induced growth.
Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB Camp
Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects
identified by MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point Planners would be

implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be constructed. The additional Marines and their
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dependents would be supported in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.
The increase in personnel at the three Installations would result in induced growth within the surrounding
communities, similar to that described under the Preferred Alternative. However, without construction of
additional on-Base housing to accommodate the personnel increases, growth and demand on local land
resources in the surrounding counties (specifically Onslow County) would likely be more than what

would be anticipated under the Preferred Alternative. Section 3.6 addresses potential impacts to housing.
Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point as described
in Section 2.2.4. However, neither the core nor the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and
construction projects would occur. As with Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would
be accommodated in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place. The increase
in personnel at the three Installations would result in induced growth within the surrounding communities

and have the same potential impacts as described under Alternative 3.
3.4.2.4 Coastal Zone Management
Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. There would be no increase in personnel at any of
the three Installations and therefore, no growth or development within the surrounding communities.

There would be no change to coastal zone management as a result of this alternative.
Alternative 2 - Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB
Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of
this alternative, Grow the Force and core infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be
implemented. Alternative 2 projects include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing,

utility/communication lines, and roads on the Installations.

Demands placed on lands and waters of the coastal zone from existing economic development and
population growth in the region require that new projects or actions be carefully planned to avoid stress
on the coastal zone. This planning involves a review of State and local enforceable policies, which are
designed to provide effective protection and use of land and water resources of the coastal zone. The

USMC has prepared Coastal Consistency Determinations for each Installation (Appendix C). In
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accordance with Section 307(c)(1) of the Federal CZMA of 1972 as amended, the USMC has concluded
that the Preferred Alternative is consistent to the maximum extent practicable with the coastal zone

management program enforceable policies of the State of North Carolina.

There are 11 general policy guidelines issued by the NCAC for the coastal area. The policies applicable to

each Installation and consistency with these policies are briefly summarized in the following paragraphs.

In addition to the 11 enforceable policies, there are also 4 categories of AECs afforded protection under
North Carolina’s CAMA because they are areas of statewide concern within the coastal area. The
following paragraphs summarize the applicability of policies designed to protect AECs and the

determination of no adverse impact to North Carolina’s coastal zone.
MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River
Applicable general policy guidelines:

e Shoreline Erosion Policies (15A NCAC 7M .0200) - Although estuarine shorelines are along
some of the proposed development areas, no facilities or infrastructure would be constructed
within the shoreline except for the new Base road. The proposed new Base road includes a bridge
crossing at Northeast Creek, Wallace Creek, and Bearhead Creek. To the extent practicable,
construction techniques and best management practices (BMPs) would avoid impacts to and

erosion of the shoreline.

e Mitigation Policy (15A NCAC 7M .0700) - Upland forest habitat would be lost under the
Preferred Alternative. The exact amount of forest areas to be cleared at MCB Camp Lejeune is
unknown since site planning and design has not been finalized; however, the worst case scenario
would be approximately 1,500 acres. Approximately 40 acres of forest on MCAS New River
could be cleared based on the estimated footprint for the proposed projects. This represents a

minimal amount of forested areas within MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River.

The proposed development area for the Triangle Outpost Gate would result in the loss of
approximately one acre of red-cockaded woodpecker foraging habitat within active clusters;
however, this loss is not expected to affect the Base’s ability to maintain sufficient foraging

habitat.

Palustrine wetlands are present within all of the proposed development areas and estuarine
wetlands are present within Wallace Creek, Hadnot Point, Courthouse Bay, Stone Bay/Rifle
Range, and Camp Johnson. Final site design would avoid these wetlands to the maximum extent

practicable. Less than 105 acres of wetlands could potentially be affected under the worst-case
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scenario on MCB Camp Lejeune given current master planning concept and project location (see
Section 3.15). The real impact to wetlands would likely be much less. However, if wetlands are
unavoidable during the final design phase of the projects, all necessary Section 404 permitting
and mitigation measures would be undertaken to mitigate for any wetland-destroying activities.

One acre or less of wetlands on MCAS New River has the potential to be affected.

Coastal Water Quality Policies (15A NCAC 7M .0800) - Stormwater runoff would be managed
in accordance with existing stormwater pollution prevention plans as well as site-specific Erosion
and Sedimentation Control Plans to eliminate or minimize the potential impact to coastal water
quality. BMPs (see Section 3.15 for more detailed information on permitting and plans) would be
implemented during the construction phase as well as operation phase of the projects to further

eliminate potential contamination to coastal waters.

AECs afforded protection:

Estuarine and Ocean Systems (15A NCAC 07H .0200) - Palustrine wetlands are present within
all of the proposed development areas and estuarine wetlands are found within Wallace Creek,
Hadnot Point, Courthouse Bay, Stone Bay/Rifle Range, and Camp Johnson. As described for the
general policies above, wetlands would be avoided during final site design to the extent
practicable. If avoidance is not possible, all applicable permits and mitigation plans would be
obtained prior to any construction activities. Stormwater would be managed in accordance with
the Base Stormwater Management Plan to minimize potential contamination of wetlands from

stormwater runoff (see Section 3.15).

Public Water Supplies (15A NCAC 07H .0400) - There are potable water wells located
throughout the Base in the following areas: Camp Geiger, Courthouse Bay, French Creek, Hadnot
Point, and Stone Bay/Rifle Range. All facilities would be constructed at least 75 feet from
drinking water wells; no sewers or septic systems would be constructed; the proposed
development would not significantly limit the quality or quantity of the public water supply or the
amount of rechargeable water; and the project would not cause salt water intrusion or result in the
discharge of toxic or soluble contaminants into standing or groundwater. Therefore, the Preferred

Alternative is consistent with this policy.

Natural and Cultural Resource Areas (15A NCAC 07H .0500) - The loss of one acre of red-
cockaded woodpecker foraging habitat within active clusters is not expected to affect the Base’s

ability to maintain sufficient foraging habitat.

Land Use and Coastal Zone Management Chapter 3: Environmental Consequences

3-40

December 2009



USMC Grow the Force in North Carolina Final EIS

The two natural areas registered by the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (CF Russell
Longleaf Pine Natural Area and the Wallace Creek Natural Area) are located well beyond the

proposed development area boundaries; therefore this policy is not applicable.

There are three archaeological sites eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)
within the proposed development areas: Sites 310N308/308** and 310N379 within Courthouse
Bay and Site 310N536 within the proposed development area for the new Base road. Site
310N308/308** would be within the ROI for proposed utility upgrades, however, these activities
are not expected to have an adverse effect on the site. There would be no impact to site 310N379.
Construction of the new Base road would affect less than 100 ft of Site 310N536, in an area
where there are no longer intact resources. Therefore, impacts from road construction would not

be expected to have an adverse effect on this site.

Historic Districts are located at Hadnot Point, Wallace Creek, Courthouse Bay, Stone Bay/Rifle
Range, Camp Geiger, and Camp Johnson. Master planning level efforts have indicated that the
construction of P1279 and P1249 would result in the need to demolish PT-4 and PT-5 in the
Parachute Training Historic District (Wallace Creek). In accordance with 36 CFR 800, the
Marine Corps would consult with the North Carolina SHPO on the Proposed Action and its
potential effects to these historic properties (Section 3.16). As appropriate, the Marine Corps
would develop a Memorandum of Agreement with the North Carolina SHPO to mitigate adverse

impacts to the historic districts.

Current master planning efforts and design plans indicate that construction of P1286 (a BEQ)
would be best placed in the area of Rifle Range 9 (a historic structure within the Stone Bay Rifle
Range Historic District). Rifle Range 9 has numerous structural problems and would not be
economical to rehabilitate to current BEQ standards. Either an existing Programmatic Agreement
for this area or consultation with the North Carolina SHPO would be utilized to determine the
mitigation requirements for the demolition of Rifle Range 9. With required consultation and the
implementation of any mitigation measures identified during that consultation, the Preferred

Alternative is consistent with this policy.

MCAS Cherry Point
Applicable general policy guidelines:

e Mitigation Policy (15A NCAC 7M .0700) - Under the Preferred Alternative, approximately 117
acres of construction would occur within the proposed development areas. As a result, up to 70

acres of forested areas could be cleared based on current project footprint estimates.
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Implementation of site-specific Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan management practices
within proposed development areas would minimize or avoid the potential release of sediments

into stormwater.

Based on preliminary design of project site locations, approximately 14.5 acres of wetlands
would be affected by the proposed construction at MCAS Cherry Point. The majority of this
acreage (11.06 acres) is associated with the larger planning area for the Slocum Road
realignment. The exact impact to wetlands would likely be less. Unavoidable impacts to wetlands
or waters of the U.S. would likely occur along the Roosevelt Boulevard expansion and the
Slocum Road realignment and bridge construction. For those unavoidable wetland areas, MCAS

Cherry Point would obtain the necessary permits and implement mitigation to minimize impacts.

e Coastal Water Quality Policies (15A NCAC 7M .0800) - Stormwater runoff would be managed
in accordance with the Station’s Stormwater Management Plan as well as site-specific Erosion
and Sedimentation Control Plans to prevent contamination to coastal waters. All discharges
would be in accordance with the Station’s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit. Runoff minimization efforts during construction and operation phases of the
project would further avoid contamination of stormwater. As a result, the Preferred Alternative

would not impair coastal water quality and would be consistent with this policy.
AEC:s afforded protection:

e Estuarine and Ocean Systems (15A NCAC 07H .0200) - Estuarine wetlands are located at
Slocum Creek. The proposed road improvements (Roosevelt Boulevard and Slocum Road) have
the potential to impact these wetlands. The appropriate permits would be obtained and mitigation
would be implemented to minimize the impact to wetlands; therefore, the Preferred Alternative
would be consistent with this policy. Stormwater would be managed in accordance with the
Stormwater Management Plan to minimize the potential contamination of wetlands from

stormwater runoff.

e Natural and Cultural Resource Areas (15A NCAC 07H .0500) - There are no threatened or
endangered species locations, unique geological formations, designated fragile coastal natural or
cultural resource areas, or coastal historic architectural areas within the proposed development
areas. One designated natural area, the Tucker Creek Natural Area, is located well beyond the
proposed development area boundaries. All high probability archacological sensitive soils have
been surveyed and no NRHP-eligible or potentially eligible archaeological sites have been

identified within the proposed development areas.
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Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB Camp
Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects
identified by MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point Planners would be
implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be constructed. The additional Marines and their
dependents would be supported in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.
The project development areas at each Installation would remain the same and potential impacts to coastal
resources would be similar to those described for the Preferred Alternative. Under this alternative,
approximately 360 acres of construction would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune, 90 acres at MCAS New

River, and 40 acres at MCAS Cherry Point.
MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River
Applicable general policy guidelines:

e Shoreline Erosion Policies (15A NCAC 7M .0200) - No facilities or infrastructure would be

constructed within the shoreline.

e Mitigation Policy (15A NCAC 7M .0700) - Upland forest habitat would be lost under the
Preferred Alternative. Under the worst case scenario, approximately 300 acres on MCB Camp
Lejeune and less than one acre of forest on MCAS New River could be cleared based on the
estimated footprint for the proposed projects. This represents a minimal amount of forested areas

within MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River.

The potential impacts from the Triangle Outpost Gate would be the same as those described
under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2). Informal consultation with USFWS would be

completed prior to construction activities to ensure protection of the species.

Less than 3 acres of wetlands could potentially be affected under the worst-case scenario on MCB
Camp Lejeune for Alternative 3 given current master planning concept and project location (see
Section 3.15). The real impact to wetlands would likely be much less. Final site design would
likely avoid these wetland areas and impacts are not expected. However, if wetlands are
unavoidable, all necessary Section 404 permitting and mitigation measures would be undertaken

to minimize any wetland-destroying activities.

e Coastal Water Quality Policies (15A NCAC 7M .0800) — Potential impacts would be the same

as those described under Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2).
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AECs afforded protection:

Estuarine and Ocean Systems (15A NCAC 07H .0200) — Potential impacts would be the same

as those described under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2).

Public Water Supplies (15A NCAC 07H .0400) — Potential impacts would be the same as those

described under the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2).

Natural and Cultural Resource Areas (15A NCAC 07H .0500) - The loss of one acre of red-
cockaded woodpecker foraging habitat within active clusters is not expected to affect the Base’s
ability to maintain sufficient foraging habitat. MCB Camp Lejeune would consult with the
USFWS prior to implementing this project. The stability of on-Base wildlife populations would
not be affected.

There would be no impact to archaeological or architectural resources at any of the proposed

development areas. Projects P1279, P1249, and P1286 would not occur under Alternative 3.

MCAS Cherry Point

Applicable general policy guidelines:

Mitigation Policy (15A NCAC 7M .0700) - Under the Preferred Alternative, approximately 40
acres of construction would occur within the proposed development areas. As a result, up to 20
acres of forested areas could be cleared based on current project footprint estimates.
Implementation of site-specific Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan management practices
within proposed development areas would minimize or avoid the potential release of sediments

into stormwater.

Based on preliminary design of project site locations, less than one acre of wetlands would be
affected by the proposed construction at MCAS Cherry Point. For those unavoidable wetland
areas, MCAS Cherry Point would obtain the necessary permits and implement mitigation to

minimize impacts.

Coastal Water Quality Policies (15A NCAC 7M .0800) — Potential impacts would be the same

as those described for the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2).

AEC:s afforded protection:

Estuarine and Ocean Systems (15A NCAC 07H .0200) — There are no estuarine wetlands

associated with the proposed project areas under Alternative 3. Stormwater would be managed in
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accordance with the Stormwater Management Plan to minimize the potential contamination of

wetlands from stormwater runoff.

e Natural and Cultural Resource Areas (15A NCAC 07H .0500) — Potential impacts would be

the same as those described for the Preferred Alternative (Alternative 2).

Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point as described
in Section 2.2.4. However, neither the core nor the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and
construction projects would occur. As with Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would
be accommodated in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place. There would

be no additional construction or ground disturbance, therefore, no impact to coastal zone resources.
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3.5 Recreation and Visual Resources

Recreation includes those outdoor recreational activities that take place away from the residence of the
participant. This analysis focuses on the recreation areas designated or available for public use. Visual
resources are the natural (landforms, water bodies, vegetation) and man-made features (buildings, fences,
signs) that give a particular environment its aesthetic qualities. A visual impression of an area is derived
from the type, arrangement, and contrast between these features. Although each viewer’s perception may
be slightly different, an overall landscape character can be assigned to an area and impacts to that
character can be assessed. The ROI for recreational and visual resources includes the proposed

development areas for construction and both on- and off-Base recreational services.
3.5.1 Affected Environment

3.5.1.1 MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River

Recreation

The Marine Corps Community Services offices for MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River provide a

full range of recreational services and facilities to military personnel and their dependents and include the

following:
e an archery range e 8 gymnasium/fitness centers
e askeet/trap shooting range e apaved, multi-use Greenway Trail
e 2 marinas e aswimming/surfing beach complex
e 2 campgrounds e a fishing pier
e picnic areas e 3 swimming pools
e horse stables e 2 movie theaters
e 2 golf courses e 4 hobby shops
e 124 athletic fields e 5 recreation centers
e 62 tennis courts e 2 community centers
e 21 handball/racquetball/squash courts e ayouth center
e 39 basketball courts e 9 communication centers
e apaintball field e one marina (MCAS New River)
e abowling center e one campground (MCAS New River)

Big game, small game, upland game birds, furbearers, and migratory waterfowl hunting is allowed on the
Base within designated military training areas and other managed forest compartments. Hunting is
allowed during appropriate seasons established by the State from 13 September until 1 January, as well as
a spring wild-turkey season from mid-April to mid-May. Hunting opportunities for game species include
bow and arrow hunting, individual hunting with shotgun and primitive weapons, and organized hunting

with dogs. Recreational fishing is available on the Installation along creeks, freshwater ponds, tidal
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estuaries, and beaches in designated arcas. Hunting and fishing participation fluctuates annually, but
approximately 1,200 to 1,500 individual hunting and fishing permits are issued each year (MCB Camp
Lejeune 2006).

Approximately 10,000 acres of woodlands in the cantonment areas of the Base are designated as bow
hunting only, predominantly for safety reasons. Approximately 1,000 acres of hunting areas are scattered
throughout residential and built-up areas to control the urban deer population. The remainder of MCB
Camp Lejeune is open to firearms hunting in accordance with hunting, fishing, and trapping regulations.
Each year approximately 800 deer and 20 wild turkeys are harvested on the Base (MCB Camp Lejeune
2006).

The proposed development areas coincide with designated hunting areas 2, 3, 5, 6, and 7 (Figures 3.5-1
and 3.5-2). The majority of hunting areas 2 and 5 encompass the proposed development areas and are
considered Quality Deer Management Units. These areas were established in 1998 to improve the overall
health of the deer herd. Densities of the deer population vary across the Base depending on habitat
quality, but average approximately one deer per 28 acres. Game populations on the Base are considered

stable (Personal communication, Garber 2008).

The surrounding counties offer numerous recreation facilities and opportunities throughout the region,
including parks, beaches, multi-use trails, playgrounds, playing fields, and ball courts that support
activities such as hiking, paddling, bird watching, organized sports, fishing, and hunting. Some of the

highlights are described below.

The Onslow County Parks and Recreation Department operates five main parks, four regional beach
access sites on North Topsail Beach, and a kayak and canoe paddling trail. The 17-mile Onslow County
Cow Horn-New River paddle trail travels the New River stopping at the Henry McAllister Landing at
Rhodestown Road Bridge, the Burton Industrial Park Landing, and finally the New River Waterfront Park
in Jacksonville (Onslow County 2008c). Other recreational sites include Hofmann Forest, a portion of
which is located in Onslow County. This Forest is about 80,000 acres in size and managed for both
hunting and forest products by the North Carolina State University. Hammocks Beach State Park, a 927-
acre barrier island directly adjacent to the eastern boundary of the Base, provides visitors with beach
access and kayak trails though the marsh (North Carolina State Parks 2008). The City of Jacksonville
operates parks, playgrounds, recreational centers, a skate park, and a system of trails and greenways.
Trails and greenways are a creative way to preserve and reuse old roads, railways, and pioneer trails for

recreation activities such as pedestrian and bicycle use. In August 2008, the City of Jacksonville had the

Chapter 3: Affected Environment Recreation and Visual Resources
December 2009 3-47



Final EIS USMC Grow the Force in North Carolina

Figure 3.5-1 Hunting Areas on MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River — East
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Figure 3.5-2 Hunting Areas on MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River — West
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grand opening of the Rails for Trails program which converted an old rail line that enters into Camp
Lejeune and proceeds into the city. Dedicated bicycle trails are part of this program. There are greenways
located adjacent to the boundary of MCB Camp Lejeune and NC 24. Carteret County has seven parks that
offer athletic fields, play lots, picnic shelters, and comfort stations. Beaufort, North Carolina and Harkers
Island offer picnic areas and beach access (Carteret County 2008b). Harkers Island is home to the Cape
Lookout National Seashore, which offers a variety of things to do including: shelling, fishing, swimming,

camping, birding, horse watching, hunting, and hiking (National Park Service 2008).
Visual Resources

MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River is a 142,852-acre USMC facility with the largest single
concentration of Marines anywhere in the world. Geographically, it is located in the Outer Coastal Plain
of North Carolina and encompasses the onshore, near shore, and surf areas in and adjacent to the Atlantic
Ocean and the New River. East of the New River is primarily flatland ranging in elevation from 25 feet to
45 feet. Between New River and US 17, the changes in elevation are more pronounced with three areas
reaching 72 feet in elevation. The Base has over 95,000 acres of forest, 17,000 acres of non-forested land,
and 12,500 acres of impact areas. Much of the remaining area consists of rivers and creeks (MCB Camp

Lejeune 2006).

Most of the Base is devoted to land and water training ranges, impact areas, and maneuver and training
areas. This reflects the Base’s primary mission, which is to maintain combat ready units for expeditionary
deployment. The undeveloped areas are not only utilized for training, but also maintained for natural
resources. The built areas of the Installation have a uniform military appearance in accordance with
design and planning specifications identified in the Unified Facilities Criteria system. Historic structures
and districts exist within many of the developed areas of the Installation (see Section 3.16 for information
on historic properties). Most of the proposed construction projects would occur within these developed
and industrial areas adjacent to existing facilities of similar function. The affected environment for the
proposed new Base road would include the housing areas at Camp Johnson and Tarawa Terrace and the
area south to Hadnot Point (see Figure 2.2-15). Currently, there are over 500 miles of roads on the

Installation (MCB Camp Lejeune 2008a).
3.5.1.2 MCAS Cherry Point
Recreation

MCAS Cherry Point provides a full range of recreational services and on-Station facilities to military

personnel and their dependents. These facilities include the following:
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e amarina e amovie theater e Archery range

e agolf course e  Children and Youth e Skeet range

e abowling center programs e Mountain biking trails
e 4 physical fitness centers e Intramural sports league

e 3 swimming pools ¢ 3 managed fishing ponds

Hunting, fishing, and trapping are allowed on more than 10,000 acres at MCAS Cherry Point (Figure
3.5-3). Hunting does not occur in the West Quadrant cantonment area and is restricted in the Ordnance
Storage Area for safety reasons. Bow hunting is allowed in the North Quadrant and gun hunting is
allowed at the MACS 2 Compound. Hunting opportunities for deer and wild turkey are available for more
than 15,000 man-days each year. Hunting is used to facilitate reduction in deer/aircraft strike hazards on
the airfield. Outdoor recreation is a joint responsibility between the Natural Resources Division and the

Marine Corps Community Services (MCAS Cherry Point 2001b).

The surrounding counties offer numerous recreational facilities and opportunities throughout the region,
including parks, beaches, multi-use trails, playgrounds, playing fields, and ball courts that support
activities such as hiking, paddling, bird watching, organized sports, fishing, and hunting. Some of the

highlights are described below.

Craven County Parks and Recreation Department operates Creekside Park which includes 12 athletic
fields, a large playground, picnic shelters, and a walking trail. The waterfront area provides canoe and
kayak access, picnic shelters, and walkways to Brice’s Creek. Craven County Parks and Recreation
Department also offers youth and adult programs. The youth programs include various lessons (e.g. youth
beginner tennis lessons), and year-round Special Olympics athletics and training. The adult programs

offer various clubs and training lessons (Craven County 2008a).

The Croatan National Forest is a 157,000-acre National Forest that borders the City of Havelock on three
sides. It offers a wide variety of activities spanning from salt and freshwater fishing to camping,

picnicking, hiking, boating, and hunting (U.S. Forest Service 2008).

The City of Havelock maintains over 100 acres of park grounds, and facilitates various youth athletic
programs (e.g., youth soccer). The City of Havelock’s Recreation Center is a 50-acre athletic complex
offering a full court gymnasium, exercise/weight room, arts and crafts room, and conference room (City

of Havelock 2008).

Visual Resources

MCAS Cherry Point is the primary airfield for USMC aviation on the east coast covering more than

13,000 acres. The Station is located in the Talbot Terrace Plain and consists of broad, flat terraces
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Figure 3.5-3 Hunting Areas on MCAS Cherry Point
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between major stream valleys. Elevation ranges from near sea level along the shores of the Neuse River,
Slocum Creek, and Hancock Creek, to 25 to 33 feet above sea level on the terraces (MCAS Cherry Point
2001b). Approximately one half of the land area of MCAS Cherry Point is forested (DoN 2003a). The
developed areas of the Installation occupy approximately 1,100 acres and have a uniform military
appearance in accordance with design and planning specifications identified in the Unified Facilities
Criteria system. The four runways are situated in a cross configuration and are surrounded by grasslands
(DoN 2003a). The majority of the proposed construction projects would occur within or next to these

developed areas adjacent to existing facilities of similar function.
3.5.2 Environmental Consequences

This section provides a detailed description of the impacts associated with implementation of the
alternatives including the No Action Alternative. Factors considered in the analysis of recreational and
visual resources include: whether or not existing recreational services could meet the anticipated demand;

and whether or not the action would result in a substantial degradation of the current viewshed.
3.5.2.1 MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River
Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. Therefore, there would be no additional demand for
recreational services at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River as a result of this alternative. However,
that does not mean that demands for recreational services at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River have
not changed since FY06. There are other actions not connected with this Proposed Action that have taken
place since FY06 or will be implemented in the future that have affected recreational resources. These
impacts and their associated NEPA documentation are presented in cumulative impacts (Section 4.0). The
Marine Corps Community Services office would continue to provide fitness and recreation programs and
family services in direct support of individual and family readiness and retention. Without proposed
development and construction activity in forested areas, there would be no change to the visual resources

or impacts to recreational areas or the hunting program on the Installation.
Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB
Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of this alternative, Grow
the Force and core infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be implemented.
Alternative 2 projects include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing,

utility/communication lines, and roads. The anticipated increase in demand for recreational services could
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be met with existing services. Likewise, the proposed activities would not result in a substantial

degradation of the current viewshed.
Recreation

The Grow the Force initiative would result in over 4,000 families relocating to the Base or within the
surrounding communities. The Marine Corps Community Services office is committed to providing
fitness and recreation programs and family services in direct support of individual and family readiness
and retention. The recreational facilities available on the Installation are not expected to be overburdened
by the increase in personnel (Personal communication, Hildreth 2008). Popular programs such as hunting
and fishing would likely have an increase in participation from the additional personnel generating

additional revenue from permits and licenses.

Short-term impacts to recreation (including hunting and fishing) would occur during demolition and
construction activities. Adjacent or nearby recreational and hunting areas would experience noise
disturbance, making them less desirable to participants and the game inhabiting those areas. Construction
activities could also result in a temporary increase of sediment in nearby water resources potentially
affecting recreational fishing (see Water Resources, Section 3.15). These impacts would be localized to
the construction areas and cease once construction was complete and would not result in long-term

impacts to recreational opportunities on Base.

Although most of the proposed development would occur within or adjacent to already developed areas of
the Base, the Preferred Alternative would involve permanently removing some forestland for facility and
road development at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River. Bow hunting is allowed in these
forested areas in and around developed areas. Removing these smaller forests could increase hunting
pressure in other forests on the Installations. Game species inhabiting the disturbed forests are expected to

relocate to other available forests on the Installations (see Natural Resources, Section 3.13).

Reducing the available hunting areas or making these areas less favorable for hunters could ultimately
impact deer and other game species management. The current density of deer is approximately one deer
for every 28 acres and the population is considered stable. Facility encroachment on the forests could
slightly increase this density, especially in the higher quality habitat areas. The deer management program
would continue to monitor the resident population and make the necessary program adjustments to
maintain the overall health and numbers of game species on the Installations (Personal communication,

Garber 2008).
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Visual Resources

Under the Preferred Alternative, several military construction projects (including a new Base road) would
be constructed at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River. In accordance with the selection criteria
discussed in Section 2.0, most of the proposed construction sites would be within already developed or
cleared land and adjacent to facilities of similar function. Projects would adhere to Unified Facilities
Criteria and would not alter the overall visual aesthetics of the Base. Landscaping would be integrated
into the conceptual design to enhance the visual aesthetics of the new buildings. The viewshed within the
proposed development areas and any perceived changes to it are subjective and could be improved for
some people or degraded for others. In some areas of the Base new facilities would be constructed to
reflect modern design which could be more appealing to some people. Removing forested areas for the
proposed development could be seen as degrading the viewshed for others. Proposed facilities within
historic districts or renovations to historic structures would be compatible with the architectural style of
the district and consultation with the North Carolina SHPO would occur prior to any

construction/demolition activities (see Section 3.16 for a full discussion on cultural resources).

The new Base road would be approximately 7 miles long and would bridge Northeast Creek and Wallace
Creek and associated wetlands. Portions of the proposed route for this road would be through
undeveloped areas. Development of forested areas for construction of the road would create a change in
the viewshed on the Base in these areas. The bridges and culverts would be designed in accordance with

Unified Facilities Criteria to maintain the visual integrity of the Base.
Off-Base Recreation and Visual Resources

The surrounding communities would experience a population increase. The size of the state and county
forests, parks, and recreation departments and the opportunities available (specifically athletic programs)
are directly related to the number of residents living within the county. It is anticipated that the
surrounding state and county recreational areas could adjust with the increase of residents; however, these
areas may need to be more intensively managed and increased funding needed to keep pace with the
growth in the region. Minor inconveniences from the increase of residents could result in difficulty

reserving camping sites, picnic shelters, or spaces in athletic programs.

Construction activities near the boundary of the Base (such as the Triangle Outpost Gate) would
temporarily disturb nearby recreational facilities and areas such as Hammocks Beach State Park. With the
construction of on-Base housing and facilities to support the new personnel, it is anticipated that some
military families would relocate from off-Base housing to the Base as the housing becomes available.

This action would effectively reduce the long-term demand for off-Base recreation.
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Any changes to viewshed in the surrounding counties due to new development by the counties to support
the population increase would be in accordance with county/city land use plans, development guidelines,

and regulations. Therefore, impacts are not anticipated to the overall viewshed in the community.
Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune
and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects identified by MCB Camp
Lejeune and MCAS New River Planners would be implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be
constructed. The additional Marines and their dependents would be supported in existing facilities and

temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.
Recreation

Under Alternative 3, fewer facilities to support recreation and other community services would be
constructed; however, the increase in families associated with the Grow the Force initiative would be the
same as that described under the Preferred Alternative. The Marine Corps Community Services office is
committed to providing fitness and recreation programs and family services in direct support of individual

and family readiness and retention, but the increased demand may strain recreational facilities.

The potential disturbance to recreation from construction activities would be the same as those described
under the Preferred Alternative, but would occur on a smaller scale. Adjacent or nearby recreational and
hunting areas would experience noise disturbance, making them less desirable to participants and the
game inhabiting those areas. Construction activities could also result in a temporary increase of sediment
in nearby water resources potentially affecting recreational fishing (see Water Resources, Section 3.15).
These impacts would be localized to the construction areas and cease once construction was complete and

would not result in long-term impacts to recreational opportunities on Base.
Visual Resources

Under Alternative 3, core military construction projects would be constructed at MCB Camp Lejeune and
MCAS New River. In accordance with the selection criteria discussed in Section 2.0, most of the
proposed construction sites would be within already developed or cleared land and adjacent to facilities of
similar function. Projects would adhere to Unified Facilities Criteria and would not alter the overall visual
aesthetics of the Base. Landscaping would be integrated into the conceptual design to enhance the visual

aesthetics of the new buildings.
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Off-Base Recreation and Visual Resources

The surrounding communities would experience a population increase. The potential impacts to off-Base

recreation and visual resources would be the same as described under the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.4.
However, neither the core nor the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and construction projects
would occur. As with Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would be accommodated in

existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.
Recreation

Under Alternative 4, no additional facilities to support recreation or other community services would be
constructed; however, the increase in families associated with the Grow the Force initiative would be the
same as that described under the Preferred Alternative. The Marine Corps Community Services office is
committed to providing fitness and recreation programs and family services in direct support of individual

and family readiness and retention, but the increased demand may strain recreational facilities.
Visual Resources

There would be no construction of permanent facilities under Alternative 4; however, the additional
personnel would be accommodated in existing or temporary facilities. Without construction of facilities
and infrastructure projects, there would be no change to the viewshed on the Installations as a result of

this alternative.
Off-Base Recreation and Visual Resources

The surrounding communities would experience a population increase. The potential impacts to off-Base

recreation and viewshed would be the same as those described under the Preferred Alternative.
3.5.2.2 MCAS Cherry Point
Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. Therefore, there would be no additional demand for
recreational services at MCAS Cherry Point as a result of this alternative. However, that does not mean
that demands for recreational services at MCAS Cherry Point have not changed since FY06. There are

other actions not connected with this Proposed Action that have taken place since FY06 or will be
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implemented in the future that have affected recreational resources. These impacts and their associated
NEPA documentation are presented in cumulative impacts (Section 4). The Marine Corps Community
Services office would continue to provide fitness and recreation programs and family services in direct
support of individual and family readiness and retention. Without proposed development and construction
activity in forested areas, there would be no change to the visual resources or recreational areas on the

Station.
Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCAS
Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of this alternative, Grow the Force and core
infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be implemented. Alternative 2 projects
include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing, utility/communication lines, and roads.
The anticipated increase in demand for recreational services could be met with existing services.

Likewise, the proposed activities would not result in a substantial degradation of the current viewshed.
Recreation

The Grow the Force initiative would result in approximately 400 families relocating to the Station or
within the surrounding communities. The Marine Corps Community Services office is committed to
providing fitness and recreation programs and family services in direct support of individual and family
readiness and retention. The recreational opportunities available on the Station are not expected to be

impacted with the anticipated growth (Personal communication, Bellamy 2008).

Loss of forested areas from proposed construction of facilities, the realignment of Slocum Road, and the
widening of Roosevelt Boulevard could impact hunting opportunities on the Station by limiting the
suitability of certain areas for hunting. Given the available hunting areas on the Station this impact is
expected to be minimal. Programs such as hunting and fishing would benefit from the increase in

personnel due to revenues generated from permits and licenses.

Construction and demolition activities could create a noise disturbance for adjacent or nearby recreational
areas (including hunting areas). The construction and demolition noise would make the area less desirable
to personnel and wildlife utilizing the area. This impact would cease once construction was complete and

a long-term impact to recreational resources is not expected.
Visual Resources

Under the Preferred Alternative, several projects would be constructed at MCAS Cherry Point, including

the realignment of Slocum Road and widening of Roosevelt Boulevard. In accordance with the selection
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criteria discussed in Section 2.0, the proposed construction sites would be located within or next to
already developed or cleared land and adjacent to facilities of similar function where practicable.
Landscaping would be integrated into the conceptual design to enhance the visual aesthetics of the new
buildings. The viewshed within the proposed development areas and any perceived changes to it are
subjective and could be improved for some people or degraded for others. In some areas of the Station,
new facilities would be constructed to reflect modern design which could be more appealing to some
people. Removing forested areas for the proposed development could be seen as degrading the viewshed
for others. The proposed projects would adhere to Unified Facilities Criteria and would not alter the
overall visual aesthetics of the Station. The addition of a parallel bridge with the Slocum Road
realignment would slightly alter the viewshed in this area. Since a bridge currently exists in this area, the

change in viewshed would be minor.
Off-Station Recreation and Visual Resources

The surrounding communities would experience a population increase. The size of the county parks and
recreation departments and the opportunities available (specifically athletic programs) are directly related
to the number of residents living within the county. It is anticipated that the surrounding county parks and
recreation departments would adjust with the increase of residents. Minor inconveniences from the
increase of residents could result in difficulty reserving camping sites, picnic shelters, or spaces in athletic

programs.

Construction activities near the boundary of the Station would temporarily disturb nearby recreational

facilities and areas.

Any changes to viewshed in the surrounding communities due to new development by the county to
support the population increase would be in accordance with county/city land use plans, development
guidelines, and regulations. Therefore, impacts are not anticipated to the overall viewshed in the

community.
Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCAS Cherry Point
as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects identified by MCAS Cherry Point Planners would be
implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be constructed. The additional Marines and their

dependents would be supported in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Recreation
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Under Alternative 3, the increase in families associated with the Grow the Force initiative would be the
same as that described under the Preferred Alternative. The Marine Corps Community Services office is
committed to providing fitness and recreation programs and family services in direct support of individual

and family readiness and retention.

Construction activities for core projects would create minor disturbance in nearby recreation areas.
Adjacent or nearby recreational and hunting areas would experience noise disturbance, making them less
desirable to participants and the game inhabiting those areas. Construction activities could also result in a
temporary increase of sediment in nearby water resources potentially affecting recreational fishing (see
Water Resources, Section 3.15). These impacts would be localized to the construction areas and cease
once construction was complete and would not result in long-term impacts to recreational opportunities

on Station.
Visual Resources

Under Alternative 3, core military construction projects would be constructed at MCAS Cherry Point. In
accordance with the selection criteria discussed in Section 2.0, most of the proposed construction sites
would be within already developed or cleared land and adjacent to facilities of similar function. Projects
would adhere to Unified Facilities Criteria and would not alter the overall visual aesthetics of the Station.
Landscaping would be integrated into the conceptual design to enhance the visual aesthetics of the new

buildings.
Off-Station Recreation and Visual Resources

The potential impacts to off-Station recreation and visual resources would be the same as described under

the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.4. However, neither the core nor
the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and construction projects would occur. As with
Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would be accommodated in existing facilities and

temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Recreation
Under Alternative 4, the increase in families associated with the Grow the Force initiative would be the

same as that described under the Preferred Alternative. The Marine Corps Community Services office is
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committed to providing fitness and recreation programs and family services in direct support of individual

and family readiness and retention.
Visual Resources

There would be no construction of permanent facilities under Alternative 4; however, the additional
personnel would be accommodated in existing or temporary facilities. Without construction of facilities
and infrastructure projects, there would be no change to the viewshed on the Station as a result of this

alternative.
Off-Station Recreation and Visual Resources

The surrounding communities would experience a population increase. The potential impacts to off-

Station recreation and viewshed would be the same as those described under the Preferred Alternative.
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3.6 Socioeconomics

Socioeconomics is defined as the basic attributes and resources associated with the human environment,
particularly population and economic activity. Economic activity typically encompasses employment,
personal income, and industrial growth, but the socioeconomic analysis takes a broader look at how the
potentially affected population lives, works, plays, relates to one another, organizes to meet their needs,
and generally functions as a society. Data on community services (including public school enrollment) are

provided in Section 3.7.

The ROI for socioeconomics is defined as the area in which the principal effects arising from
implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives are likely to occur. For this study, the ROI includes
the three-county area of Carteret, Craven, and Onslow counties in North Carolina. To provide context,

data and analysis are also provided for North Carolina as a whole.

Data herein are collected from a variety of sources including U.S. Census Bureau 2000 Census and 2006
American Community Survey estimates, Small Area Income and Poverty Estimates; U.S. Bureau of
Economic Analysis; North Carolina Office of State Budget and Management; and USMC. Data are
presented for the most recent year where comparable data were available throughout the ROI. For some

statistics, the 2000 Census is the most recent available data.
3.6.1 Affected Environment
3.6.1.1 MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River

Demographics

The baseline military and civilian personnel and dependents for MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River
are presented in Section 2.2.1. As presented in Table 3.6-1, there are approximately 10,740 retired
Marines and Federal civil service personnel that reside within a 50-mile radius of MCB Camp Lejeune
and MCAS New River. There are an estimated 38,762 family members associated with these retirees.
Given the location of MCAS New River within MCB Camp Lejeune, the MCAS New River estimate is
calculated based on the relative share of the total population of MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New

River.
Table 3.6-1 Retiree Population as of 2008
Retired Family
Installation Retired Federal Members Total
MCB Camp Lejeune 9,342 33,723 43,065
MCAS New River 1,396 5,039 6,435
Totals 10,738 38,762 49,500

Source: Salvetti 2008.
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Economic Impact of MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River

For the purposes of this EIS, the economic impact of MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River is not
separated from the economic impact of MCAS Cherry Point. USMC estimates of FY(07 economic impact
in North Carolina are summarized in Table 3.6-2. This $7.6 billion direct economic impact has associated
indirect impacts as the direct jobs and expenditures result in secondary jobs and expenditures throughout
various economic sectors. Some installation-specific data are provided in Table 3.6-2; however the total
direct economic impact includes all three Installations. Economic data are not collected or maintained by

USMC for specific installations, but rather for a North Carolina perspective.

Table 3.6-2 FY07 Economic Impact of USMC in North Carolina

MCB Camp MCAS Cherry
Economic Impact Indicator Lejeune MCAS New River Point
Materials, Supplies, Services, and Contracts $525.9 million $26.7 million $121.2 million
Number of Contracts Awarded 2,840 60 6,099
Total Direct Economic Impact $7,627,593,511

Graphical Representation
Approximate Breakdown of Total FY 07 Direct Economic Impact of USMC Installations in North Carolina

Salaries, Military Retired Salaries,
3.8% Civilian Retired

5.0% Material/Supply/
Services Contracts

Concessionaires
0.4%

Travel &
Transportation
0.8%

Medical
1.6%

Salaries, Military
Active
66.3%
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Source: MCI East 2007.

Base Housing

Family Housing. Family housing at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River is currently undergoing
major reconstruction and privatization. As existing housing units are either destroyed, rebuilt, or
renovated, the number of military personnel and families living on-Base fluctuates greatly and would
continue to do so for the foreseeable future. At MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River, activities related
to the construction and renovation of homes under Phases [, I, and III of the family housing privatization
initiative were initiated or completed in FY05, FY06, and FY07, respectively. Phases IV and V of the
Public Private Venture (PPV) Initiative at MCB Camp Lejeune and the continuation of Phase II of the
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PPV Initiative at MCAS New River are being implemented in FY08 to FY09. In 2009, the total number
of housing units at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River (all of which have been privatized) was

4,327 (Personal communication, Sylvester 2009).

Bachelor (Unaccompanied Personnel) Housing. Unaccompanied personnel housing at the three North
Carolina USMC Installations also is in a state of flux. The USMC’s BEQ Campaign Plan calls for the
construction of additional BEQs necessary to eliminate space deficiencies, provide more space and
privacy for Marines, and eliminate barracks with inadequate building condition ratings. All bachelor
enlisted personnel of ranks ES (Sergeants) and below, are required to live on-Base unless adequate space
is not available, in which case Basic Allowance for Housing at the without-dependents rate has been
authorized. E6 (Staff Sergeants) and above or equivalent may elect to live off-Base and receive Basic
Allowance for Housing rather than occupy government quarters. If sufficient space is not available to
house all bachelors of Ranks E1 through ES5, generally the senior Marines would be the first personnel
authorized Basic Allowance for Housing at the without-dependents rate (USMC 2006).

At MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River, in the FY06 baseline condition, there was a deficiency in
barracks at these installations totaling approximately 4,500 man spaces with a total inventory of
approximately 20,200 man spaces (MCB Camp Lejeune 2007c). Military construction projects (not a part
of this EIS) for MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River include the construction of three BEQs in
FYO08 and seven BEQ projects in FY09 for a total of approximately 3,400 man spaces (Sylvester 2008).

Military Basic Allowance for Housing

Military personnel residing in community housing receive a Basic Allowance for Housing. Military
personnel are assumed to pay approximately 85 to 100 percent of Maximum Acceptable Housing Cost
(rent, utilities, and renters insurance). As shown in Table 3.6-3, in the MCB Camp Lejeune area, Basic
Allowance for Housing for military families ranges from $848 per month to $1,472 per month depending
on grade. For unaccompanied personnel Basic Allowance for Housing ranges from $671 to $1,280 per

month.
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Table 3.6-3 Military Basic Allowance for Housing at

MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River (Monthly)

Without
Military Rank With Dependents Dependents
07 and Above $1,472 $1,280
06 $1,455 $1,255
05 $1,443 $1,202
04 $1,365 $1,167
03 $1,252 $1,032
02 $1,105 $878
01 $919 $802
W5 $1,345 $1,175
W4 $1,297 $1,123
W3 $1,255 $1,010
W2 $1,186 $936
Wi $1,111 $833
E9 $1,285 $1,004
E8 $1,219 $937
E7 $1,162 $872
E6 $1,110 $833
ES $894 $759
E4 $848 $671
E3 $848 $671
E2 $848 $671
El $848 $671

Source: U.S. Department of Defense 2008.

3.6.1.2 MCAS Cherry

Demographics

Point

The baseline military and civilian personnel and dependents for MCAS Cherry Point are presented in

Section 2.2.1. As presented in Table 3.6-4, there are approximately 5,350 retired Marines and Federal

civil service personnel that reside within a 50-mile radius of MCAS Cherry Point. There are an estimated

16,006 family members associated with these retirees.

Table 3.6-4 Retiree Population as of 2008

Retired Family
Installation Retired Federal Members Total
MCAS Cherry Point 5,350 16,006 21,356

Source: Salvetti 2008.

Economic Impact of MCAS Cherry Point

As stated in Section 3.6.1.1, the economic impact of MCAS Cherry Point is analyzed together with the

economic impact of MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River for the purposes of this EIS. USMC

estimates of FY07 economic impact in North Carolina are summarized in Table 3.6-2, with some

specifics provided for MCAS Cherry Point.
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Base Housing

MCAS Cherry Point military family and bachelor housing is currently in a state of flux. As of March of
2008, the total number of family housing units was 1,748 of which 1,394 were occupied and 354 units
were vacant (Personal communication, Murney 2008). An FY09 BEQ project for MCAS Cherry Point

would provide a total of approximately 350 man spaces (Personal communication, Carpenter 2008).

Military Basic Allowance for Housing
As shown in Table 3.6-5, in the MCAS Cherry Point area, Basic Allowance for Housing is slightly higher
than MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River, ranging from $998 to $1,660 for military families and $769
to $1,517 for unaccompanied personnel.

Table 3.6-5 Military Basic Allowance for Housing at
MCAS Cherry Point (Monthly)

Without
Military Rank With Dependents Dependents

07 and Above $1,660 $1,517

06 $1,640 $1,487

05 $1,627 $1,436

04 $1,569 $1,402

03 $1,484 $1,255

02 $1,340 $1,060
01 $1,121 $904

W5 $1,554 $1,409

W4 $1,518 $1,359

W3 $1,487 $1,228

W2 $1,419 $1,141

Wi $1,347 $1,010

E9 $1,509 $1,221

E8 $1,452 $1,142

E7 $1,397 $1,048

E6 $1,346 $1,010
ES $1,092 $860
E4-El $998 $769

Source: U.S. Department of Defense 2008.
3.6.1.3 Off-Base Socioeconomics

Demographics

Population and Population Density. The 2006 estimate of the total population of the ROl is 309,132 (U.S.
Census Bureau 2008a). As shown in Table 3.6-6, the population of Onslow County comprises 49 percent
of the ROI population, followed by Craven County (at 31 percent), and Carteret County (at 21 percent).
The population of the ROI is 3.5 percent of the population of North Carolina, while the ROI comprises 4
percent of North Carolina’s land area. Population density varies within the ROI, from 114 persons per
square mile in Carteret to 196 persons per square mile in Onslow County (based on the 2000 Census).

With the exception of Onslow County, the ROI is less densely populated than North Carolina as a whole.
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The average population density in the ROI is 146.4 persons per square mile, while North Carolina’s

population density is 165 persons per square mile.

Table 3.6-6 Population and Population Density

2006 Population Land Area Persons per Square Mile
Jurisdiction Estimate (2000 square miles) (2000)
Carteret County 63,584 520 114.2
Craven County 94,875 708 129.1
Onslow County 150,673 767 196.0
ROI Total 309,132 1,995 155.0
North Carolina 8,856,505 48,711 165.2

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2008a.

Population Growth

As shown in Table 3.6-7, all three counties have experienced population increases from 1980 to 2000.
Onslow County increased by 33 percent from 1980 to 1990, but by less than 1 percent from 1990 to 2000.
Craven County’s population increased by 15 percent from 1980 to 1990 and 12 percent from 1990 to
2000. Carteret County experienced a 28 percent population growth from 1980 to 1990 then slowed to 13
percent from 1990 to 2000. North Carolina as a whole increased in population by about 13 percent from

1980 to 1990 and 21 percent from 1990 to 2000.

The population of all counties is expected to increase from 2000 to 2010. Over this time period, an 18
percent population increase is predicted for Onslow County and about 8 percent for Craven and Carteret
counties. By comparison, the population projection for 2010 for North Carolina represents an 18 percent

increase from 2000.

Race and Ethnicity

Census data on the racial and ethnic composition of the ROI are summarized by county in Table 3.6-8.
Overall, the majority of the ROI is white. Blacks comprise a greater percentage of the population in
Craven County as compared to North Carolina as a whole. American Indian/Alaska Natives and Asians
comprise a smaller percentage of the county’s populations as compared to North Carolina with one
exception: a slightly higher percentage of Asians in Onslow County. Native Hawaiians and Other Pacific
Islanders comprise a very small portion of the population. Persons of Hispanic or Latino origin comprise

less of a percentage of the population in the ROI counties, than in North Carolina.
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Table 3.6-7 Population Trends 1980-2010

Percent Percent
Projected Change Change
Jurisdiction 1980" 1990' 2000° 2010° 1980-1990 1990-2000
Carteret County 41,092 52,556 59,383 64,286 27.9 13.0
Craven County 71,043 81,613 91,436 98,781 14.9 12.0
Onslow County 112,784 149,838 150,355 174,731 32.9 0.3
ROI Total 224,919 284,007 301,174 337,798 26.2 6.0
North Carolina 5,881,766 6,628,637 8,049,313 9,502,904 12.7 21.4

Graphical Representation — Population Growth in the ROI 1980 - 2010
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Sources: "U.S.Census Bureau 1995.
2U.S Census Bureau 2008a.
3North Carolina Office of State Budget and Management 2008.

Table 3.6-8 Race and Ethnicity 2006 (percent)

Native Hawaiian/ | Hispanic
American Indian/ Other Pacific or Latino
Jurisdiction White' Black' Alaska Native | Asian’ Islander' Origin’
Carteret County 90.5 7.0 0.5 0.8 0.1 2.3
Craven County 72.4 24.3 0.5 1.3 0.1 3.1
Onslow County 76.1 17.8 0.7 2.1 0.2 5.8
North Carolina 74.0 21.7 1.3 1.9 0.1 6.7

Notes: " Indicates persons reporting only one race.
2 Hispanic origin, may be of any race.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2008a.
Armed Services and Veteran Populations
As shown in Table 3.6-9, throughout the ROI, approximately 17.7 percent of the population 18 years and

older are in the Armed Services.
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Table 3.6-9 Population in the Armed Forces (2000)

Percent Population 18
Population 18 Years | Population In Armed Years and Older in
Jurisdiction and Older Forces Armed Forces
Carteret County 47,147 703 1.5
Craven County 69,078 7,097 10.3
Onslow County 110,950 32,371 29.2
ROI Total 227,175 40,171 17.7

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000.
As indicated in Table 3.6-10, military veterans within the ROI total 41,606 or 13 percent of the total ROI

population.
Table 3.6-10 Military Veterans (2000)
Military Veterans 18 | Military Veterans 65
to 64 Years Old Years and Older Total Veterans
Carteret County 6,296 3,448 9,744
Craven County 9,206 3,861 13,067
Onslow County 15,817 2,977 18,794
ROI Total 31,319 10,286 41,606

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000.

Economic Characteristics

Median Household Income and Poverty Rates. Table 3.6-11 presents median household income and
poverty data for 1999 and 2005 based on the 2000 U.S. Census and 2005 Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimates, respectively. Median household income levels within the ROI are slightly lower than (Craven
and Onslow) or slightly higher than (Carteret) North Carolina as a whole. From 1999 to 2005, median
household income increased throughout the ROI with the most notable increase for Onslow County
(roughly 18 percent from $33,756 to $39,942). Craven and Carteret counties experienced increases in
median household income of 12.5 percent and 11.1 percent, respectively, over the same period. On

average, median household income within the ROI increased by 13.9 percent from 1999 to 2005.

The percent of persons below the poverty line is greater than the statewide percentage for Onslow County
and less than the statewide percentage in Carteret and Craven counties. All three counties experienced
increases in the number of persons living below the poverty line from 1999 to 2006, with the greatest

percentage increase in Onslow County (from 12.9 percent to 17.6 percent).
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Table 3.6-11 Income and Poverty (1999 and 2005)
Percent of Persons
Median Household Income Below Poverty Line
Jurisdiction 1999' 2005° 1999' 2005°
Carteret County $38,344 $42,615 10.7 12.8
Craven County $35,966 $40,460 13.1 13.9
Onslow County $33,756 $39,942 12.9 17.6
North Carolina $39,184 $40,781 12.3 14.9

T'U.S. Census Bureau 2000.
2U.S. Census Bureau 2008b.

Sources:

Employment

Table 3.6-12 presents key data on nonfarm employment from 2000 to 2005. With the exception of
Onslow County, the percent of the population in the labor force is lower than the statewide average. The
change in private nonfarm employment from 2000 to 2005 shows a wide range of change, with Carteret

County showing a gain of 3.7 percent, Craven County showing a gain of 6.1 percent, and Onslow County

showing a gain of 9.8 percent.

Table 3.6-12 Private Nonfarm Employment

Percent in Labor | Private Nonfarm Private Nonfarm Private Nonfarm
Jurisdiction Force (16 Years Establishments » | Employment, Percent
and Older, 2000)" (2005) L e ) Change 2000-2005
Carteret County 60.0 2,035 18,384 3.7
Craven County 62.8 2,272 30,364 6.1
Onslow County 74.2 2,642 32,024 9.8
North Carolina 65.7 216,994 3,409,968 0.7

"'U.S. Census Bureau 2000.
2U.S. Census Bureau 2008a.

Sources:

As shown in Table 3.6-13, employment in the private sector varies widely throughout the ROI. Retail
trade, construction, and accommodation and food services are important employment sectors throughout
the ROIL. Whereas manufacturing is North Carolina’s largest employer, this sector’s importance is less in

the ROI with the exception of Carteret County.
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Table 3.6-13 Private Employment by North American Industry Classification System Sector
(Percent of Total Private Employment, 2006)

Craven | Carteret | Onslow North
Industry County | County | County | Carolina
Forestry, fishing, related activities, and other! D’ 1.1 D’ 0.6
Mining D’ 0.2 D’ 0.1
Utilities 0.4 0.3 0.5 0.3
Construction 13.5 8.5 12.4 8.9
Manufacturing 5.1 12.4 23 13.0
Wholesale trade 2.4 2.7 1.7 4.4
Retail trade 16.7 14.1 18.3 12.8
Transportation and warehousing 2.1 3.8 2.9 3.5
Information 1.7 1.7 1.4 2.0
Finance and insurance 2.8 3.0 33 4.6
Real estate and rental and leasing 10.3 4.7 5.1 4.6
Professional and technical services 5.2 6.6 5.6 6.3
Management of companies and enterprises 0.1 0.3 0.8 1.6
Administrative and waste services 6.0 7.9 9.1 7.3
Educational services 0.8 1.1 1.2 2.1
Health care and social assistance 7.0 12.3 10.0 10.9
Arts, entertainment, and recreation 33 2.0 1.6 2.1
Accommodation and food services 11.8 9.2 13.9 7.9
Other services, except public administration 8.3 8.1 8.5 6.8
Notes: ! “Other” consists of U.S. residents employed by international organizations and foreign embassies and

consulates in the United States.
% (D) indicates that data is not reported by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis to avoid disclosure of
information. Therefore, these data are not calculated in the percentages provided.

Source:  U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 2008.

In North Carolina, 84.5 percent of jobs are in the private sector. Within the ROI, 85.6 percent of jobs are
in the private sector in Carteret County while in Craven County 65.8 percent of jobs are in the private
sector and only 44.4 percent of jobs in Onslow County. Those jobs that are not in the private sectors are
in the government and government enterprise sectors. As indicated in Table 3.6-14, military and Federal
civilian jobs are substantially higher by percentage in Onslow and Carteret counties as compared to the
statewide averages. Government and government enterprise employment within Craven County is

predominantly in State and local government jobs.
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Table 3.6-14 Government and Government Enterprise Employment by
North American Industry Classification System Sector (Percent of Total, 2006)

Craven | Carteret | Onslow North
Industry County | County | County | Carolina
Federal, civilian 5.0 27.0 9.1 7.7
Military 8.4 394 77.2 15.7
State and local 86.6 33.6 13.8 76.7

Source: U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis 2008.

Housing

Total Housing Units, Tenure of Occupied Units, and Vacancy Rates. As shown in Table 3.6-15, according
to 2000 census data, vacancy rates vary widely from 38.4 percent in Carteret County to 9.4 percent in
Craven County. The number of owner-occupied units versus renter-occupied units roughly follows the
trends for North Carolina as a whole. Onslow County had the greatest proportion of renter-occupied units
(42 percent). Median monthly rent in all of the ROI counties (at $501 to $518) was less than that of North
Carolina as a whole ($548).

Table 3.6-15 Housing Units by County, 2000

Occupied Units Percent Median
Jurisdiction Total Units Percent Percent Gross 2
Vacant 1 Value
Owner Renter Rent
Carteret County 40,947 76.6 23.4 38.4 $511 $123,900
Craven County 38,150 66.7 333 94 $501 $96,600
Onslow County 55,726 58.1 41.9 13.6 $518 $85,900
North Carolina 3,523,944 69.4 30.6 11.1 $548 $108,300

Notes: ' Gross monthly rent.
2 Value of owner-occupied units.
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2000.

Owner-occupied units in Carteret County represent the greatest median value ($123,900) which is well
above that of North Carolina as a whole ($108,300). The high percentage of housing vacancy in Carteret

County (38 percent) reflects, in part, the substantial number of seasonal housing units.

As shown in Table 3.6-16, housing units in the three counties (includes single family homes, duplexes,
multiplexes, and apartments) has increased approximately 13 percent between 2000 and 2006, less than
the statewide rate in North Carolina. The trend in more recent years (2005 to 2007) has been a decreasing
number of estimated public permits, reduced by approximately 6.7 percent throughout the ROI between
2005 and 2006, and 29 percent between 2006 and 2007. Estimated building permits in Onslow County
increased from 2005 to 2006, but then decreased in 2007.
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Table 3.6-16 Housing Units and Building Permits (2000-2007)

Jurisdiction 2000" 20062 gi::;;; Building Permit Estimates (Total Units)®
2000-2006 2005 2006 2007
Carteret County 40,947 45,110 10.2 1,035 757 453
Craven County 38,150 43,271 13.4 1,285 1,057 644
Onslow County 55,726 63,741 14.4 1,818 2,045 1,636
ROI Totals 134,823 152,122 12.8 4,138 3,859 2,733
North Carolina 3,523,944 4,028,959 14.3 97,910 99,979 85,777

Graphical Representation — Building Permit Estimates (Total Units) within the ROI (2005-2007)
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Sources: I U.S. Census Bureau 2000.
2 U.S. Census Bureau 2008a.
3 U.S. Census Bureau 2008c.

Environmental Justice/Protection of Children

Environmental Justice. EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations, was signed into law on 11 February 1994. The EO establishes
environmental justice as a regulatory objective pertaining to the proportional distribution of adverse
environmental effects that would be experienced by minority communities and low-income
socioeconomic groups. In particular, environmental justice is achieved if low-income and minority
communities are not subjected to disproportionately high or adverse environmental effects. In

environmental justice analysis, minority populations and low-income populations are defined as follows.

e A minority represents the union between (not the sum of) minority race populations (Black or
African American, American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian Alone, Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander) and the Hispanic/Latino population (CEQ 1997). The union includes those that
reported some other race and two or more races and Whites of Hispanic/Latino origin.

e  Minority populations are identified where either: (a) the minority population of the affected area
exceeds 50 percent, or (b) the minority population percentage of the affected area is meaningfully
greater than the minority population percentage in the general population

(CEQ 1997).
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e Low-income populations are defined as areas where a greater percentage of persons are living

below the poverty level than in the comparison population. Poverty statistics presented in U.S.

Census Bureau publications use thresholds prescribed for Federal agencies. The official definition

uses 48 thresholds that take into account family size and the presence and number of family

members under 18 years old. For the 2000 Census (which relies on 1999 income levels), the

weighted average poverty threshold for a family of four is $17,029 (U.S. Census Bureau 2003). In
2006 it was $19,806 (U.S. Census Bureau 2007).

For the purposes of this analysis, North Carolina serves as the community of comparison since it is the

next largest geographic area that encompasses the ROI. In North Carolina, the total minority population is

32.1 percent and the total percent of individuals living below the poverty line is 14.9 percent. These

percentages are the minority/low-income population thresholds for the purposes of this EIS. As shown in

Table 3.6-17, under baseline conditions, Onslow County exceeded the threshold for low-income

populations. Carteret and Craven counties do not exceed either threshold.

Table 3.6-17 Minority and Low-Income Populations

Minority Population Low-Income Population
Exceeds
Percent Minority | Exceeds Threshold | 2005 Percent Below Threshold
Jurisdiction (2006) (32.1 percent) the Poverty Line (14.9 percent)
Carteret County 11.5 12.8
Craven County 30.0 13.9
Onslow County 28.3 17.6 v

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2008a.

Protection of Children. EO 13045, Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks to Children, which was

signed by President Clinton on 21 April 1997, states:

A growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer disproportionately

more environmental health risks and safety risks. These risks arise because: children’s neurological,

immunological, digestive, and other bodily systems are still developing; children eat more food, drink

more fluids, and breathe more air in proportion to their body weight than adults; children’s size and

weight may diminish their protection from standard safety features; and children’s behavior patterns

may make them more susceptible to accidents because they are less able to protect themselves.

Therefore, to the extent permitted by law and appropriate, and consistent with the agency’s mission,

each Federal agency:

e shall make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health and safety risks that may

disproportionately affect children; and
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e ecnsure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to

children that result from environmental health risks and safety risks.

Under the definitions provided in EO 13045, covered regulatory actions include those that may be
“economically significant” (under EO 12866) and “concern an environmental health risk and safety risk
that an agency has reason to believe may disproportionately affect children.” Further, EO 13045 defines
environmental health risks and safety risks as “risks to health or to safety that are attributable to products
or substances that the child is likely to come in contact with or ingest (such as the air we breathe, the food
we eat, the water we drink or use for recreation, the soil we live on, and the products we use or are

exposed to).”
3.6.2 Environmental Consequences

Methods and Factors Considered in Analysis

The information collected to describe the baseline conditions (Section 3.6.1) was used as the basis for
evaluation of project impacts. An economic input-output model, IMPLAN (Minnesota IMPLAN Group
2004), was used to analyze impacts of implementing the Grow the Force initiative. The modeling effort
was for the full Grow the Force permanent gain of 6,218 active duty and 959 civilian personnel at MCB
Camp Lejeune; 1,267 active duty and 144 civilian personnel at MCAS New River; and 565 active duty
and 219 civilian personnel at MCAS Cherry Point. Additional details on the IMPLAN model are provided
in Appendix D. The estimated gain of Marine formal school students at MCB Camp Lejeune (529

students per month) was not included in the IMPLAN model, but is otherwise addressed in this analysis.

Consistent with economic theory, categories of economic impacts are discussed as:

e Direct effects — the economic sectors experiencing the initial final demand changes would expand
as some establishments increase production and new establishments open. To support their
increased output, these sectors would purchase more materials, services, and labor.

e Indirect effects — additional economic sectors would then expand in response to those direct
effects. Moreover, these indirectly-affected sectors would make additional purchases, and the
industries supporting them would expand to make more purchases, and so on.

e Induced effects — the households gaining income from those direct and indirect effects would
spend money too. Much like the initial spending effects of the new personnel, the personal

consumption expenditures of these households multiply through the regional economy.
Factors considered in the analysis of socioeconomic impacts include:

e redistribution, influx, or loss of population within the ROI,
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e cmployment and income impacts,

e Base/Station and community housing,
e changes to the tax base,

e environmental justice, and

e environmental health and safety risks to children.

Socioeconomic impacts, particularly growth impacts such as those being evaluated in this EIS, are often
mixed: positive in terms of gains in jobs, expenditures, tax revenues, etc., and adverse in terms of growth

management related issues such as demands on housing and community services (see Section 3.7).

Some specific impacts for MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River are provided in Section 3.6.2.1 and
some specific impacts for MCAS Cherry Point are provided in Section 3.6.2.2, but many of the impacts
are presented in Section 3.6.2.3, since there would be combined regional impacts throughout the ROL

Environmental justice and protection of children issues are discussed in Section 3.6.2.3.
3.6.2.1 MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. Therefore, there would be no change to baseline
socioeconomics at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River described in Section 3.6.1.1. However, that
does not mean that socioeconomic conditions at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River have not
changed since FY06. There are other actions not connected with this Proposed Action that have taken
place since FY06 or will be implemented in the future that have affected socioeconomic conditions. These
impacts and their associated NEPA documentation are presented in cumulative impacts (Section 4.0).
Additional economic gains from the increase in personnel and construction activity associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be realized. The BEQ and housing deficit on the Installation would

continue without the construction of additional housing.

Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB
Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of this alternative, Grow
the Force and core infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be implemented.
Alternative 2 projects include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing,

utility/communication lines, and roads.
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Demographic Impacts

The proposed increase at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River of 7,485 military and 1,103
civilians (see Table 2.2-3) and their 8,556 dependents (see Table 2.2-4) would increase the population in
the ROL. The monthly/annual average gain in Military formal school student population is not included in
these estimates because this population would be transient and not have the same demographic impact as
permanent party personnel. The population increase would have corresponding impacts in the demand for
on- and off-Base housing as well as commercial real estate, recreational services (Section 3.5),
community services (Section 3.7), traffic (Section 3.8), and utilities (Section 3.9). The FY06 baseline
military and civilian population of these Installations (48,293) was 15.6 percent of the total population of
the ROIL. With full implementation of the Grow the Force initiative, the military and civilian population
associated with MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River would comprise 18.4 percent of the total ROI
population. The FY06 baseline population of MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River with dependents
was 32.5 percent of the total population of the ROI. With full implementation of the Grow the Force

initiative, this population with dependents would increase to 38 percent of the total ROI population.

Over time, parallel increases in the veteran and military and federal civil service retiree population in the
ROI would be expected as an indirect impact of the long-term increased end force at MCB Camp Lejeune

and MCAS New River.

Economic Impacts
The proposed increase in end strength of 8,588 personnel at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River
(does not include the 529 transient Marine formal school students) would translate to an estimated

earnings total of $349.9 million each year once end strength is reached:

e $290.2 million at MCB Camp Lejeune and
e $56.7 million at MCAS New River.

This includes basic pay and housing and subsistence allowances. Some of these earnings would be paid to
taxes, and some would be saved and invested, but most would be spent on consumer goods and services
in the region. For the regional economy, this spending would represent final demand increases to dozens

of economic sectors.

Regional procurements are another source of primary economic impacts, contributing final demand
changes to dozens more economic sectors. In essence, the industrial output of the Federal Military sector
would increase. Together, expansion at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River would increase the
sector’s output by an estimated 19.6 percent in Onslow County. Annual final demand changes for this

sector were estimated as follows:
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e $573.3 million at MCB Camp Lejeune and
e $112.7 million at MCAS New River.

This analysis separated the payrolls and other transfers to the Federal military sector itself from those
final demand changes in estimating the regional impacts of the increased procurement expenditures.

Further details on the economic impact are presented in Section 3.6.2.3.

In addition, there would be short-term economic gains associated with the proposed military construction
under the Preferred Alternative. These gains were estimated based on the best available data on cost
estimates (DoD form 1391s) for the major military construction projects that would be implemented at
MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River under the Preferred Alternative. This spending is estimated
at $3,362.09 million at MCB Camp Lejeune, plus $417.23 million at MCAS New River to be
implemented in FY10 through FY16. Given the common regional impact area for socioeconomic effects,
the direct, indirect, and induced impacts of this gain were analyzed in terms of regional impacts and are

presented in Section 3.6.2.3.

Housing Impacts

The bachelor housing deficit would be addressed with the construction of the 14 proposed BEQ projects
at MCB Camp Lejeune. These BEQ projects would collectively provide approximately 5,600 man spaces
with other planned FY10 through FY13 BEQ projects providing approximately 4,100 man spaces
(Sylvester 2008). The barracks projects included in the Preferred Alternative typically provide 400 man
spaces each, but range from 200 to 600 man spaces. The typical barracks would be 100-room, interior-
corridor, multi-story barracks that meet the USMC BEQ Campaign goals (MCB Camp Lejeune 2007c¢).
The Marine Corps based the requirements for the 14 BEQs on that which would be needed to eliminate
any need for off-Base bachelor housing. Short-term demand for off-Base housing while BEQs are being

constructed could be accommodated within the surrounding community as described below.

The Housing Market Analysis for MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River estimates a 6,638 unit
community housing shortfall for military families in 2011. The shortfall is, in actuality, somewhat offset
by virtue of personnel occupying housing that is not considered “suitable” under USMC standards and is,
therefore, counted in the community housing shortfall. An estimated 36.5 percent of the rental stock in the
MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River area (including mobile homes) is unacceptable in quality by
USMC standards. This rental housing stock that is considered unsuitable includes 2,159 non-mobile home
rental units and 4,690 mobile home units (Robert D. Niehaus Inc. 2008). Because the USMC has no way
to prevent individuals from spending their Basic Housing Allowance on housing that does not meet

USMC standards, an unknown percentage of military families likely would occupy these housing units,
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resulting in a corresponding offset to the estimated community housing shortfall. Increased demand for
community housing for civilians would add approximately 660 units to the shortfall (estimated at 60
percent of the 1,103 increase at these Installations). Based on the historic pace of residential construction
in the ROI (see Table 3.6-16), the housing market in the MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River area
would have the capacity to respond to actual increased market demand for housing that would occur with
the increased end force at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River. The total housing supply has
increased by an average of 1,865 units (2.1 percent) annually since 2000 (Robert D. Niehaus Inc. 2008).
With the Preferred Alternative, 1,350 privatized military family housing units would be added at three
MCB Camp Lejeune sites. The construction of the 1,350 military family housing units would reduce the

community housing shortfall.

Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune
and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects identified by MCB Camp
Lejeune and MCAS New River Planners would be implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be
constructed. The additional Marines and their dependents would be supported in existing facilities and

temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Demographic and Economic Impacts

Under Alternative 3, long-term population gains associated with the Grow the Force initiative and
economic gains associated with the direct employment and procurements to the related mandated increase
in USMC end strength at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River would be the same as described for the
Preferred Alternative. In addition, there would be short-term economic gains associated with the proposed
military construction (core projects) under Alternative 3. These gains were estimated based on the best
available data on cost estimates for the military construction projects that would be implemented at MCB
Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River under Alternative 3. This spending is estimated at $1,127.69
million at MCB Camp Lejeune, plus $242.60 million at MCAS New River to be implemented in FY10
through FY 16. Given the common regional impact area for socioeconomic effects, the direct, indirect, and
induced impacts of this gain were analyzed in terms of regional impacts and are presented in Section

3.6.2.3.

Housing Impacts

Under Alternative 3, there would be adverse impacts in terms of bachelor and family housing. The FY06
baseline bachelor housing deficit of approximately 4,500 man spaces would increase to approximately
8,000 man spaces with the increased end strength. Bachelor housing requirements of Marine formal

school students are included in these estimates. Currently planned FY10 through FY13 BEQ projects
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would provide approximately 4,100 man spaces (Sylvester 2008) and offset this deficit to approximately
4,800 man spaces (with the FY10 through FY13 projects, some existing man spaces would be lost in
demolitions). The long-term deficit of approximately 4,800 man spaces would result in increased housing

demand in the community.

Additional on-Base PPV housing would not be constructed under Alternative 3. The demand for off-Base
housing would be higher than that described under the Preferred Alternative. However, as described under
the Preferred Alternative, this housing demand is anticipated to be accommodated within the surrounding
community given the current rate of residential construction in the ROIL. It is likely that short-term
impacts would occur in the surrounding communities with the influx of military personnel and families
while the community responds to the increased demand. Some of this demand could be offset with the

36.5 percent of the rental stock that is not considered suitable according to USMC standards.

Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.4.
However, neither the core nor the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and construction projects
would occur. As with Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would be accommodated in

existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Demographic and Economic Impacts

Under Alternative 4, long-term population gains associated with the Grow the Force initiative and
economic gains associated with the direct employment and procurements to the related mandated increase
in USMC end strength at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River would be the same as described for the
Preferred Alternative. There would be no additional construction under this alternative and the short-term

economic gains associated with military construction would not be realized.

Housing Impacts
Under Alternative 4, the same adverse impacts in terms of bachelor and family housing as described
under Alternative 3 would occur. This housing shortfall is anticipated to be accommodated within the

surrounding community.
3.6.2.2 MCAS Cherry Point

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative
Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the

Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. Therefore, there would be no change to baseline
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socioeconomics at MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 3.6.1.2. However, that does not mean that
socioeconomic conditions at MCAS Cherry Point have not changed since FY06. There are other actions
not connected with this Proposed Action that have taken place since FY06 or will be implemented in the
future that have affected socioeconomic conditions. These impacts and their associated NEPA
documentation are presented in cumulative impacts (Section 4). Additional economic gains from the
increase in personnel and construction activity associated with the Grow the Force initiative would not be

realized.

Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCAS
Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of this alternative, Grow the Force and core
infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be implemented. Alternative 2 projects

include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing, utility/communication lines, and roads.

Demographic Impacts

The proposed increase at MCAS Cherry Point of 565 military and 219 civilians (see Table 2.1-2) and
their 892 dependents (see Table 2.1-4) would increase the population in the ROI. The population increase
would have corresponding impacts in the demand for on- and off-Station housing as well as commercial
real estate, recreational services (Section 3.5), community services (Section 3.7), traffic (Section 3.8), and
utilities (Section 3.9). The FY06 baseline military and civilian population of MCAS Cherry Point was 4.5
percent of the 2006 population estimate for the ROI. Under full implementation of the Grow the Force
initiative, the military and civilian population employed at MCAS Cherry Point would comprise 4.7
percent of the total ROI population. The FY06 baseline population of MCAS Cherry Point with
dependents was 10.3 percent of the total population of the ROI. With full implementation of the Grow the
Force initiative, this population with dependents would increase to 10.8 percent of the total ROI

population.

Over time, parallel increases in the veteran and military and Federal civil service retiree population in the

ROI would be expected as an indirect impact of the long-term increased end force at MCAS Cherry Point.

Economic Impacts

Including their basic pay, and housing and subsistence allowances, the total gain of personnel at MCAS
Cherry Point would earn an estimated total of $32.5 million in direct income each year once end strength
is reached. Some of these earnings would be paid to taxes, and some would be saved and invested, but
most would be spent on consumer goods and services in the region. For the regional economy, this

spending would represent final demand increases to dozens of economic sectors.
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Regional procurements are another source of primary economic impacts, contributing final demand
changes to dozens more economic sectors. In essence, the industrial output of the Federal military sector
would increase by an estimated 9.4 percent in Craven County. Estimated annual final demand changes

would be $66.6 million at MCAS Cherry Point.

In addition, there would be short-term economic gains associated with proposed military construction
under the Preferred Alternative. These gains were estimated based on the best available data on cost
estimates for the major military construction projects that would be implemented at MCAS Cherry Point
under the Preferred Alternative. This spending is estimated at $322.26 million at MCAS Cherry Point to
be implemented in FY11 through FY14. Given the common regional impact area for socioeconomic
effects, the direct, indirect, and induced impacts of this gain were analyzed in terms of regional impacts

and are presented in Section 3.6.2.3.

Housing Impacts

The two BEQ projects that would be constructed at MCAS Cherry Point for permanent party personnel
would provide 928 man spaces and, along with the construction of the FY09 350-man-space BEQ at
MCAS Cherry Point would eliminate any demand for off-Station housing for bachelor
personnel. Therefore, demand for off-Station housing associated with implementation of the Grow the
Force initiative at MCAS Cherry Point would be limited to those military families that are not housed in

on-Base housing and civilians.

The Housing Market Analysis for MCAS Cherry Point estimates that the community housing shortfall in
2012 would be 1,316 (Robert D. Niehaus Inc. 2007). As discussed for MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New
River, the deficit is, in actuality, somewhat offset by virtue of personnel occupying housing that is not
considered “suitable” under USMC standards and is, therefore, counted in the community housing
shortfall. An estimated 31.4 percent of the rental stock in the MCAS Cherry Point area (including mobile
homes) is unacceptable in quality by USMC standards. This rental housing stock that is considered
unsuitable includes 1,421 non-mobile home rental units and 3,952 mobile home units (Robert D. Nichaus
Inc. 2007). Because the USMC has no way to prevent individuals from spending their Basic Housing
Allowance on housing that does not meet USMC standards, an unknown percentage of military families
likely would occupy these housing units, resulting in a corresponding offset to the estimated community
housing shortfall. Increased demand for community housing for civilians would add approximately 137
units to the shortfall (estimated at 60 percent of the 229 increase at MCAS Cherry Point). Based on the
historic pace of residential construction in the ROI (see Table 3.6-16), the housing market in the MCAS

Cherry Point area would have the capacity to respond to actual increased market demand for housing that
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would occur with the increased end force at MCAS Cherry Point. The total housing supply has increased
by an average of 1,761 units (1.9 percent) annually since 2000 (Robert D. Niehaus Inc. 2007).

Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCAS Cherry Point
as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects identified by MCAS Cherry Point Planners would be
implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be constructed. The additional Marines and their

dependents would be supported in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Demographic and Economic Impacts

Under Alternative 3, long-term population gains associated with the Grow the Force initiative and
economic gains associated with the direct employment and procurements to the related mandated increase
in USMC end strength at MCAS Cherry Point would be the same as described for the Preferred
Alternative. In addition, there would be short-term economic gains associated with the proposed military
construction (core projects) under Alternative 3. These gains were estimated based on the best available
data on cost estimates for the military construction projects that would be implemented at MCAS Cherry
Point under Alternative 3. This spending is estimated at $232.82 million at MCAS Cherry Point to be
implemented in FY12 through FY13. Given the common regional impact area for socioeconomic effects,
the direct, indirect, and induced impacts of this gain were analyzed in terms of regional impacts and are

presented in Section 3.6.2.3.

Housing Impacts

Under Alternative 3, there would be increased community housing shortfalls as compared to
Alternative 2. For the on-Station bachelor housing, there would be a deficit of approximately 928 man
spaces for permanent party personnel. As described under the Preferred Alternative, this deficit could be
accommodated in the off-Station community given the current rate of residential construction in the ROI.
It is likely that short-term impacts would occur in the surrounding communities with the influx of military
personnel and families while the community responds to the increased demand. Some of this demand
could be offset with the 31.4 percent of the rental stock that is not considered suitable according to USMC

standards.

Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.4. However, neither the core nor
the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and construction projects would occur. As with
Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would be accommodated in existing facilities and

temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.
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Demographic and Economic Impacts

Under Alternative 4, long-term population gains associated with the Grow the Force initiative and
economic gains associated with the direct employment and procurements to the related mandated increase
in USMC end strength at MCAS Cherry Point would be the same as described for the Preferred
Alternative. There would be no additional construction and short-term economic gain with respect to

construction would not occur.

Housing Impacts
Under Alternative 4, increased community housing shortfalls and deficit of 928 man spaces for bachelor
housing as described under Alternative 3 would occur. This deficit could be accommodated in the off-

Station community.
3.6.2.3 Regional Impacts

Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. The socioeconomic conditions in the region would
not change from those described in the baseline Section 3.6.1.3. However, that does not mean that
socioeconomic conditions in the region have not changed since FY06. There are other actions not
connected with this Proposed Action that have taken place since FY06 or will be implemented in the
future that have affected socioeconomic conditions. These impacts and their associated NEPA
documentation are presented in cumulative impacts (Section 4.0). Additional economic gains from the
increase in personnel and construction activity associated with the Grow the Force initiative would not be

realized.

Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB
Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of
this alternative, Grow the Force and core infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be
implemented. Alternative 2 projects include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing,

utility/communication lines, and roads.

Demographic Impacts

The proposed increase of military and civilians and their dependents at the three Installations (see Tables
2.1-2 and 2.1-4) would increase the population in the ROI by approximately 6.1 percent of the 2006 ROI
population (see Table 3.6-6). The FY06 baseline military and civilian population of the three Installations
was 20.1 percent of the 2006 population estimate for the ROI population. With full implementation of the
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Grow the Force initiative, the military and civilian population associated with MCB Camp
Lejeune/MCAS New River and MCAS Cherry Point would comprise 23.1 percent of the total ROI
population. The FY06 baseline population of these three installations with dependents was 42.7 percent of
the total population of the ROI. With full implementation of the Grow the Force initiative, this population

with dependents would increase to 48.8 percent of the total ROI population.

Although the ROI in this analysis focuses on three counties (Onslow, Craven, and Carteret), it should be
noted that the current distribution of military dependents associated with MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS
New River and MCAS Cherry Point covers a larger area. Currently, approximately 97 percent of military
dependents live within these three counties chosen as the ROI, but growth could occur in other counties
not contiguous to the Installations (USMC 2007). This growth would be spread across a large area and
growth within an individual county would be minimal. Therefore, growth within the ROI would likely be
slightly less than what is presented here. The existing distribution of dependents would be expected to
shift somewhat over time corresponding with overall urbanization trends within the ROIL. Such trends

would be influenced by how these counties plan to accommodate growth.

Over time, parallel increases in the veteran and military and Federal civil service retiree population in the
ROI would be expected as an indirect impact of the long-term increased end force at the USMC

Installations in North Carolina.

Economic Impacts
Primary employment impacts associated with an end strength total of new Marines and civilian personnel
include their basic pay, and housing and subsistence allowances. Together, these new personnel would

earn an estimated total of $379.4 million each year once end strength is reached:

e $290.2 million at MCB Camp Lejeune, plus
e $56.7 million at MCAS New River, plus
e $32.5 million at MCAS Cherry Point.

Regional procurements by the three Installations are another source of primary economic impacts,
contributing demand changes to dozens more economic sectors. In essence, the industrial output of the
Federal Military sector would increase. Together, expansion at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New
River would increase the sector’s output by an estimated 19.6 percent in Onslow County, and expansion
at MCAS Cherry Point would increase the sector’s output by an estimated 9.4 percent in Craven County.

Estimated annual final demand changes for this sector are as follows:
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e $573.3 million at MCB Camp Lejeune, plus
e $112.7 million at MCAS New River, plus
e  $66.6 million at MCAS Cherry Point.

As indicated in Table 3.6-18, ongoing secondary impacts (considering both sources of final demand
changes together, direct, indirect, and induced effects) would total an estimated 2,860 jobs, and an
estimated $82.4 million in labor income. The jobs include full- and part-time positions, and the income
includes both employee compensation and proprietors’ income. These jobs — in addition to the primary
impacts at the three Installations — would last as long as the end strength changes are in effect, and the

income would occur each year (though results are presented in 2008 dollars).

Though substantial, these employment impacts represent just 1.4 percent of the 200,905 people in the
region’s civilian labor force in May 2008 (Employment Security Commission of North Carolina 2008).
Furthermore, an estimated 10,513 regional workers were unemployed that month (5.2 percent
unemployment), up 2,160 people since May 2006. It should be expected that many of the new jobs would
be filled by this unemployed labor force. Other jobs would be filled by family members of the new
personnel, by other regional workers taking second jobs, and by existing employees working extra hours.
Therefore, it does not seem likely that the employment impacts by themselves would trigger any in-

migration to the region, beyond the military and civilian personnel and family members.

Table 3.6-18 Annual Employment and Income Impacts’ Associated with
Preferred Alternative in USMC End Strength in North Carolina

| Direct | Indirect | Induced | Total
Employment Impacts?
MCB Camp Lejeune 1,624 245 315 2,184
MCAS New River 318 48 62 428
MCAS Cherry Point 185 27 36 248
Total 2,127 320 413 2,860
Labor Income Impacts®
MCB Camp Lejeune 47.1 7.3 8.5 62.9
MCAS New River 9.2 1.4 1.7 12.3
MCAS Cherry Point 5.4 0.8 1.0 7.2
Total 61.7 9.6 11.1 82.4

Notes: I Tmpacts due to personal consumption expenditures from increased payrolls, plus other Installation operation
expenditures, and excluding new construction.
2 Number of jobs.
3 Employee compensation plus proprietors' income (in millions of 2008 dollars).
Source: Estimated for this study with IMPLAN (Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2004).
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Additional taxes would accrue to the Federal, State, and local governments as a result of this new
economic activity. As shown in Table 3.6-19, according to the social accounting framework used for this
analysis (Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2004), the Federal government would collect an additional $18.8
million annually, and North Carolina and local governments would collectively gain $17.9 million

annually.

Table 3.6-19 Annual Tax Impacts’ Associated with Preferred Alternative in USMC
End Strength in North Carolina

| Federal® | State/Local® | Total Tax
MCB Camp Lejeune
Corporate profits tax/dividends 3,435,103 1,456,570 4,891,673
Indirect business taxes 1,041,727 10,027,499 11,069,225
Personal income tax 4,231,976 1,748,685 5,980,660
Other personal taxes 0 368,347 368,347
Social insurance tax 5,675,266 103,579 5,778,846
Subtotal 14,384,072 13,704,680 28,088,752
MCAS New River
Corporate profits tax/dividends 672,089 284,983 957,072
Indirect business taxes 203,830 1,962,037 2,165,867
Personal income tax 829,074 342,580 1,171,653
Other personal taxes 0 72,162 72,162
Social insurance tax 1,111,886 20,294 1,132,180
Subtotal 2,816,879 2,682,055 5,498,933
MCAS Cherry Point
Corporate profits tax/dividends 387,634 164,366 552,000
Indirect business taxes 117,599 1,131,990 1,249,590
Personal income tax 481,345 198,895 680,240
Other personal taxes 0 41,896 41,896
Social insurance tax 645,722 11,788 657,511
Subtotal 1,632,300 1,548,936 3,181,237
Regional Impacts (all three Installations)

Corporate profits tax/dividends 4,494,826 1,905,919 6,400,745
Indirect business taxes 1,363,156 13,121,526 14,484,682
Personal income tax 5,542,394 2,290,160 7,832,554
Other personal taxes 0 482,405 482,405
Social insurance tax 7,432,875 135,662 7,568,536
TOTAL 18,833,251 17,935,671 36,768,922

Notes: ' Impacts due to personal consumption expenditures from increased payrolls, plus other installation operation
expenditures, and excluding new construction.
? Non-Defense.
? Non-Education.

Source: Estimated for this study with IMPLAN (Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2004).

Based on best available data, the combined economic gains from military construction projects would
exceed $4.1 billion and span seven funding years from FY10 through FY16. By location, these

expenditures are estimated at:
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e  $3,362.09 million at MCB Camp Lejeune, plus
e $417.23 million at MCAS New River, plus
e $322.26 million at MCAS Cherry Point.

Assuming that all construction contracts are awarded to regional firms, these expenditures would
represent final demand changes in the region that would lead to direct, indirect, and induced economic

impacts within the ROIL.

As shown in Table 3.6-20, the peak year of impacts would be FY 12 for projects at MCB Camp Lejeune
and the region as a whole, but impacts would peak in FY10 at MCAS New River and FY13 at MCAS
Cherry Point. Total regional employment impacts from construction spending would total an estimated
20,180 full- and part-time jobs in FY12, including 14,516 direct construction jobs, plus 2,350 indirect
jobs to support these construction activities, plus 3,314 induced jobs from regional purchases due to the
increased earnings of impacted workers. Total labor income impacts in that peak year are estimated at

$653 million.

These employment impacts would be substantial, especially to the construction industry. Overall, the peak
year total represents about 10 percent of the region’s civilian labor force in May 2008 (Employment
Security Commission of North Carolina 2008) and the peak construction employment represents 95.6
percent of the 15,181 total regional construction jobs in 2006 (according to the base year data of the
modeling framework used for this analysis). Therefore, whereas the regional labor force should be able to
easily absorb the indirect and induced jobs, it seems likely that some workers would move into the region
in response to the direct job impacts in construction. Such impacts are short-term though, and it should be
expected that any construction workers who in-migrate would leave the region for other opportunities by

2013, when the total impacts are reduced to levels that existing regional workers can satisfy.
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Table 3.6-20 Employment and Income Impacts’
Associated with Preferred Alternative Military Construction Projects

| FY10 | FY11 | FY12 | FY13 | FY14 | FY15 | FY16

Employment Impacts®

Direct
MCB Camp Lejeune 4,959 8,241 12,778 6,148 5,331 2,497 355
MCAS New River 1,802 1,553 595 515 803 0 0
MCAS Cherry Point 0 1,088 1,143 1,474 322 0 0
Total Direct 6,761 10,882 14,516 8,137 6,456 2,497 355
Indirect
MCB Camp Lejeune 739 1,296 2,165 1,046 823 319 48
MCAS New River 207 163 70 81 81 0 0
MCAS Cherry Point 0 188 115 159 52 0 0
Total Indirect 946 1,647 2,350 1,286 956 319 48
Induced
MCB Camp Lejeune 1,123 1,873 2,930 1,406 1,209 558 80
MCAS New River 403 344 132 117 177 0 0
MCAS Cherry Point 0 249 252 326 73 0 0
Total Induced 1,526 2,466 3,314 1,849 1,459 558 80
Total
MCB Camp Lejeune 6,821 11,410 17,873 8,600 7,363 3,374 483
MCAS New River 2,412 2,060 797 713 1,061 0 0
MCAS Cherry Point 0 1,525 1,510 1,959 447 0 0
Total Direct, Indirect, &
Induced 9,233 14,995 20,180 11,272 8,871 3,374 483
Labor Income Impacts®
Direct
MCB Camp Lejeune 167.3 277.7 430.1 206.3 179.4 84.5 12.0
MCAS New River 61.5 53.0 20.2 17.4 27.3 0.0 0.0
MCAS Cherry Point 0.0 36.6 38.9 50.1 10.8 0.0 0.0
Total Direct 228.9 367.2 489.2 273.8 217.5 84.5 12.0
Indirect
MCB Camp Lejeune 23.7 41.0 68.4 32.9 26.2 10.5 1.6
MCAS New River 6.9 5.5 2.3 2.6 2.8 0.0 0.0
MCAS Cherry Point 0.0 5.9 3.9 5.4 1.7 0.0 0.0
Total Indirect 30.6 52.4 74.7 40.8 30.7 10.5 1.6
Induced
MCB Camp Lejeune 30.3 50.6 79.1 38.0 32.6 15.1 2.2
MCAS New River 10.9 9.3 3.6 32 4.8 0.0 0.0
MCAS Cherry Point 0.0 6.7 6.8 8.8 2.0 0.0 0.0
Total Induced 41.2 66.6 89.5 49.9 394 15.1 2.2
Total
MCB Camp Lejeune 221.3 369.3 5717.6 277.2 238.2 110.0 15.7
MCAS New River 79.3 67.8 26.1 23.1 349 0.0 0.0
MCAS Cherry Point 0.0 49.2 49.6 64.3 14.5 0.0 0.0
Total Direct, Indirect, & Induced 300.7 486.2 653.4 364.6 287.6 110.0 15.7
Notes:

'Impacts due to military construction projects, assuming all expenditures in region.

2Number of jobs.

SEmployee compensation plus proprietors' income (in millions of 2008 dollars).
Source: Estimated for this study with IMPLAN (Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2004).
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The additional taxes that would accrue to the Federal, State, and local governments as a result of the
construction activities also would be substantial. As shown in Table 3.6-21, according to the social
accounting framework used for this analysis (Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2004), the Federal government
would collect an additional $117 million due to FY'12 construction projects alone and $395.9 million over
the course of the 7-year construction period. Meanwhile, North Carolina and local governments would

collectively gain $65 million due to FY12 construction projects, and $217.1 million over the 7 years of

construction.

Associated with Preferred Alternative Military Construction Projects

Table 3.6-21 Tax Impacts’

FY10 FY11 FY12 FY13 FY14 FY15 FY16
Federal Tax?
MCB Camp Lejeune $39,383,725 $66,196,803 | $104,368,795 $49,822,232 | $42,361,339 | $19,307,385 $2,764,896
MCAS New River $13,981,203 $11,823,974 $4,556,110 $4,126,647 $6,030,031 $0 $0
MCAS Cherry Point $0 $8.,863,556 $8,585,851 $11,163,257 $2,582,603 $0 $0
Total Federal $53,364,928 $86,884,332 | $117,510,756 $65,112,135 | $50,973,973 | $19,307,385 $2,764,896
State/Local Tax?
MCB Camp Lejeune $21,681,894 $35,994,680 $58,316,629 $27,796,003 | $23,468,465 | $10,382,305 $1,499,490
MCAS New River $7,350,208 $6,179,655 $2,408,313 $2,295,086 $3,133,055 $0 $0
MCAS Cherry Point $0 $4,904,788 $4,460,996 $5,857,045 $1,445,043 $0 $0
Total State/Local $29,032,103 $47,079,123 $65,185,938 $35,948,135 | $28,046,562 | $10,382,305 $1,499,490
Total Tax
MCB Camp Lejeune $61,065,619 | $102,191,483 | $162,685,424 $77,618,235 | $65,829,804 | $29,689,690 $4,264,385
MCAS New River $21,331,412 $18,003,628 $6,964,423 $6,421,734 $9,163,086 $0 $0
MCAS Cherry Point $0 $13,768,344 $13,046,847 $17,020,302 $4,027,646 $0 $0
Total Federal &
State/Local $82,397,030 | $133,963,455 | $182,696,694 $101,060,270 | $79,020,536 | $29,689,690 $4,264,385
Notes:
"Impacts due to military construction projects, assuming all expenditures in region.
2NonDefense.
3NonEducation.

Source: Estimated for this study with IMPLAN (Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2004).

Environmental Justice/ Protection of Children

Impacts considered here include not just those related to socioeconomics, but any environmental impact
that would be adverse and have the potential for disproportionate impacts to the minority and/or low-
income populations identified in Table 3.6-17. There would be no on-Base/on-Station environmental
justice impacts. Growth-related adverse impacts to Onslow County (a low-income population) are likely
to be disproportionate given that the majority of growth is anticipated in this county. Most growth-related
impacts are subjective; viewed as adverse to some and positive by others. Growth levels beyond existing
or planned capacity, however, are generally seen as adverse. By this measure, the potential impact of
increasing school enrollment within Onslow County (assessed in detail in Section 3.7) is an

environmental justice impact. In addition, the increased demand for affordable housing by the incoming

Socioeconomics
3-90

Chapter 3: Environmental Consequences
December 2009



USMC Grow the Force in North Carolina Final EIS

military population could disproportionately affect non-military low-income families in the area also

looking for affordable housing (to buy or rent).

Potential environmental health and safety risks to children associated with implementation of the

Preferred Alternative are not foreseen.

Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB Camp
Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects
identified by MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point Planners would be
implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be constructed. The additional Marines and their

dependents would be supported in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Demographic Impacts
Combined demographic impacts under Alternative 3 would be the same as noted for the Preferred

Alternative.

Economic Impacts

Alternative 3 would have the same recurring annual impacts from the increase in end strength presented
under the Preferred Alternative. In addition to these recurring annual impacts from the increase in end
strength, the construction expenditures for the military construction projects associated with Alternative 3
(core projects) would result in economic impacts during the construction phase. Based on best available
data, the combined economic gains from military construction projects would exceed $1.6 billion and

span seven funding years from FY 10 through FY16. By location, these expenditures are estimated at:

e $1,127.69 million at MCB Camp Lejeune, plus
o  $242.60 million at MCAS New River, plus
e $232.82 million at MCAS Cherry Point.

Assuming that all construction contracts are awarded to regional firms, these expenditures would
represent final demand changes in the region that would lead to direct, indirect, and induced economic

impacts within the ROI.

As shown in Table 3.6-22, the peak year of impacts would be FY12 for projects at MCB Camp Lejeune
and the region as a whole, but impacts would peak in FY 13 for projects at MCAS Cherry Point and FY'10
in MCAS New River. Total regional employment impacts from construction spending would total an
estimated 8,166 full- and part-time jobs in FY12, including 5,963 direct construction jobs, plus 858

indirect jobs to support these construction activities, plus 1,345 induced jobs from regional purchases due
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to the increased earnings of impacted workers. Total labor income impacts in that peak year are estimated

at $265 million.

These employment impacts would be substantial, especially to the construction industry. Overall, the peak
year total represents about 4 percent of the region’s civilian labor force in May 2008 (Employment
Security Commission of North Carolina 2008) and the peak construction employment represents 39.3
percent of the 15,181 total regional construction jobs in 2006 (according to the base year data of the
modeling framework used for this analysis). Therefore, whereas the regional labor force should be able to
easily absorb the indirect and induced jobs, it seems likely that some workers would move into the region
in response to the direct job impacts in construction. Such impacts are short-term though, and it should be
expected that any construction workers who in-migrate would leave the origin for other opportunities by

2013, when the total impacts are reduced to levels that existing regional workers can satisfy.

The additional taxes that would accrue to the Federal, State, and local governments as a result of the
construction activities also would be substantial. As shown in Table 3.6-23, according to the social
accounting framework used for this analysis (Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2004), the Federal government
would collect an additional $46 million due to FY12 construction projects alone and $151 million over
the course of the 7-year construction period. Meanwhile, North Carolina and local governments would
collectively gain $25.6 million due to FY12 construction projects, and $82 million over the 7 years of

construction.

Environmental Justice/Protection of Children

The environmental justice and protection of children impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to those
described for the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative 3, additional on-Base housing would not be
constructed at MCB Camp Lejeune resulting in more military families residing off-Base. The increase in
families within the community would put further strain on Onslow County schools and increase

competition for affordable housing in the area representing a potential environmental justice impact.
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Table 3.6-22 Employment and Income Impacts’

Associated with Alternative 3 Military Construction Projects

| FY10 | FY11 | FY12 | FY13 | FY14 | FY15 | FYl16
Employment Impacts*
Direct
MCB Camp Lejeune 690 501 5,052 2,761 3,305 1,593 355
MCAS New River 1,163 879 0 198 803 0 0
MCAS Cherry Point 0 0 911 1,110 0 0 0
Total Direct 1,853 1,380 5,963 4,069 4,108 1,593 355
Indirect
MCB Camp Lejeune 100 65 767 449 520 172 48
MCAS New River 127 93 0 32 81 0 0
MCAS Cherry Point 0 0 91 111 0 0 0
Total Indirect 227 158 858 592 601 172 48
Induced
MCB Camp Lejeune 156 112 1,144 629 750 352 80
MCAS New River 260 195 0 45 177 0 0
MCAS Cherry Point 0 0 201 245 0 0 0
Total Induced 416 307 1,345 919 927 352 80
Total
MCB Camp Lejeune 946 678 6,963 3,839 4,575 2,117 483
MCAS New River 1,550 1,167 0 275 1,061 0 0
MCAS Cherry Point 0 0 1,203 1,466 0 0 0
Total Direct, Indirect, & Induced 2,496 1,845 8,166 5,580 5,636 2,117 483
Labor Income Impacts®
Direct
MCB Camp Lejeune 23.3 17.0 170.0 92.7 111.1 54.1 12.0
MCAS New River 39.8 30.1 0.0 6.6 27.3 0.0 0.0
MCAS Cherry Point 0.0 0.0 31.0 37.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Direct 63.1 47.0 201.0 137.1 138.5 54.1 12.0
Indirect
MCB Camp Lejeune 3.2 2.1 24.5 14.2 16.5 5.8 1.6
MCAS New River 4.3 3.2 0.0 1.0 2.8 0.0 0.0
MCAS Cherry Point 0.0 0.0 3.1 3.8 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Indirect 7.5 53 27.7 19.1 19.3 5.8 1.6
Induced
MCB Camp Lejeune 4.2 3.0 30.9 17.0 20.3 9.5 2.2
MCAS New River 7.0 53 0.0 1.2 4.8 0.0 0.0
MCAS Cherry Point 0.0 0.0 5.4 6.6 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Induced 11.2 8.3 36.3 24.8 25.0 9.5 2.2
Total
MCB Camp Lejeune 30.7 22.1 225.5 123.9 147.9 69.4 15.7
MCAS New River 51.1 38.5 0.0 8.9 34.9 0.0 0.0
MCAS Cherry Point 0.0 0.0 39.5 48.2 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total Direct, Indirect, & Induced 81.8 60.6 265.0 181.0 182.8 69.4 15.7
Notes:
Tmpacts due to military construction projects, assuming all expenditures in region.
Number of jobs.
*Employee compensation plus proprietors' income (in millions of 2008 dollars).
Source: Estimated for this study with IMPLAN (Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2004).
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Table 3.6-23 Tax Impacts’
Associated with Alternative 3 Military Construction Projects

| Ffyio | Fyn | Fyiz | FY3 | FYie | Fvis FY16

Federal Tax?

MCB Camp Lejeune $5,429,844 $3,886,542 $40,036,147 | $22,124,871 | $26,343,099 $12,057,773 | $2,764,896
MCAS New River $9,031,499 $6,752,742 $0 $1,584,302 $6,030,031 $0 $0
MCAS Cherry Point $0 $0 $6,840,316 $8,333,939 $0 $0 $0
Total Federal $14,461,344 $10,639,284 $46,876,463 | $32,043,112 | $32,373,130 $12,057,773 | $2,764,896
State/Local Tax?
MCB Camp Lejeune $2,979,195 $2,096,496 $22,136,271 | $12,379,520 | $14,633,857 $6,325,932 | $1,499,490
MCAS New River $4,747,415 $3,535,921 $0 $886,464 $3,133,055 $0 $0
MCAS Cherry Point $0 $0 $3,554,059 $4,330,108 $0 $0 $0
Total State/Local $7,726,610 $5,632,414 $25,690,330 | $17,596,092 | $17,766,911 $3,325,932 | $1,499,490
Total Tax
MCB Camp Lejeune $8,409,040 $5,983,034 $62,172,418 | $34,504,391 | $40,976,956 $18,383,705 | $4,264,385
MCAS New River $13,778,914 $10,288,663 $0 $2,470,766 $9,163,086 $0 $0
MCAS Cherry Point $0 $0 $10,394,375 | $12,664,047 $0 $0 $0
Total Federal &
State/Local | $22,187,954 $16,271,697 $72,566,794 | $49,639,204 | $50,140,041 $18,383,705 | $4,264,385
Notes:
"Impacts due to military construction projects, assuming all expenditures in region.
2NonDefense.
3NonEducation.

Source: Estimated for this study with IMPLAN (Minnesota IMPLAN Group 2004).

Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, and MCAS Cherry Point as described
in Section 2.2.4. However, neither the core nor the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and
construction projects would occur. As with Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would

be accommodated in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Demographic Impacts
Combined demographic impacts under Alternative 4 associated with the increase in end strength would be

the same as noted for the Preferred Alternative.

Economic Impacts
Alternative 4 would have the same recurring annual impacts from the increase in end strength presented
under the Preferred Alternative. There would be no construction expenditures for military construction

projects associated with Alternative 4.

Environmental Justice/Protection of Children
The environmental justice and protection of children impacts of Alternative 4 would be the same as those

described for Alternative 3.
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3.7 Community Services and Facilities

Community services and facilities include emergency services and law enforcement, hospitals, schools,
and childcare. The Proposed Action includes an increase in manpower at each of the Installations, which
would result in an increase of new residents in the surrounding communities and demand for these
resources. On-Base services as well as services within the surrounding counties that could likely receive
new residents are addressed. The ROI would encompass all or parts of the following counties: Onslow,

Carteret, and Craven Counties.
3.7.1 Affected Environment
3.7.1.1 MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River

Emergency Services and Law Enforcement

The MCB Camp Lejeune Fire Protection Division provides emergency response to fires and accidents,
and initial response to fuel or oil spills. MCB Camp Lejeune’s Explosive Ordnance Division has
cooperative agreements with regional law enforcement agencies for the diffusion, detonation, and
disposal of suspected or live unexploded ordnance. The Provost Marshal’s office, located on McHugh
Boulevard, is the primary police station for the military police force (DoN 2008a). The consolidated 911-
call center receives approximately 5,300 calls per week which includes medical emergencies, fires, and
calls to the military police; however, medical and fire emergency calls constitute only about 4,000 calls
per year. The average response time to emergency calls is 6.5 minutes (Personal communication,

Saunders 2008).

MCB Camp Lejeune, along with the City of Jacksonville and Onslow County, contribute personnel and
expertise to the Military-Civilian Task Force for Emergency Response. This task force coordinates all
regional (military and civilian) emergency services in the event of a natural or man-made disaster.

(DoN 2008a).

Hospitals

Medical care is provided to MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River military personnel and their
dependents by the on-Base Naval Hospital Camp Lejeune. It is a fully accredited 117-bed hospital with
four inpatient areas, an Ambulatory Procedures Unit, six off-site medical support facilities (or branch
clinics), and a number of specialized clinics throughout the Base for convenient access (Naval Hospital
Camp Lejeune 2008). MCB Camp Lejeune has a cooperative agreement with the Onslow Memorial

Hospital, located in the City of Jacksonville, to serve as a local alternative for medical care (DoN 2008a).
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Schools

School-age children of military families residing on-Base attend the MCB Camp Lejeune Dependents
Schools (CLDS) system. The CLDS operates five elementary schools, one middle school, and one high
school. Table 3.7-1 shows the approximate yearly capacity and enrollment of students and approximate
core classroom teachers among these schools. Total enrollment in CLDS varies yearly. The CLDS
coordinates with the Base Commander as well as the Commander of Marine Corps Installations (MCI)
East to project enrollment, ensure capacity, and provide recommendations on staffing considerations
within the schools (Personal communication, Gray 2008). According to the 2005/2006 enrollment data,

there were approximately 1,128 available seats within the CLDS system.

Table 3.7-1 CLDS Enrollment Data

Student Enrollment Approximate Core Classroom

Schools 2005/2006° Yearly Capacity Teachers
Berkley Manor (3-5) 353 n/a n/a
Russell Elementary (3-5) 170 n/a n/a
Bitz Intermediate (PK-5) n/a 600 23
Delalio (PK-5)' 315 340 15
Johnson Primary (PK-2) 779 800 35
Tarawa Terrace 1 (PK-1) 233 400 8.57
Tarawa Terrace 2 (K-5) 353 525 16
Brewster Middle (6-8)' 545 840 25
Lejeune High (9-12)' 429 800 38
Total 3,177 4,305 152

PK=prekindergarten, K=kindergarten.

Berkley Manor and Russell Elementary both closed in 2006 and were replaced with Bitz Intermediate.
! Serves MCAS New River.

2 Includes 8 full time, 1 part-time.

3 Personal communication, Gray 2008.

Childcare

On-Base childcare facilities are available at Brewster, Midway Park, Tarawa Terrace, and New River.
Each of these locations has a program for children age 6 weeks to 5 years. The facilities are open Monday
through Friday, 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Children can be dropped off and picked up anytime during those
hours. There is an average wait time for these programs of 3 to 4 months. The New River facility has a
shortage of available space and wait times may be longer at this location (Personal communication,
Thacker 2008). There are also Family Child Care options on the Installation in which families living on-
Base provide child care services to other on-Base families. These homes can have up to six children at a

time, including their own (Personal communication, Carr 2008).
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3.7.1.2 MCAS Cherry Point

Emergency Services and Law Enforcement

The MCAS Cherry Point Fire Protection Division provides emergency response to fire and accidents on-
Station. The Provost Marshal’s office, located in Building 294, is the primary police station for MCAS
Cherry Point’s military police force (MCAS Cherry Point 2008). The Provost Marshal’s office receives
an average of 1,500 911-calls per year with an average response time of 1.5 minutes or less (Personal

communication, Quilling 2008).

MCAS Cherry Point has several emergency service agreements with regional service providers. Mutual
aid agreements have been signed with Craven County and the City of Havelock for police, fire, and
emergency medical services at the Station (DoN 2008b). In addition, MCAS Cherry Point, along with
Craven County and the City of Havelock, contribute personnel and expertise to the Military-Civilian Task
Force for Emergency Response. This task force coordinates all regional (military and civilian) emergency
services in the event of a natural or human-made disaster in the region (DoN 2008b). MCAS Cherry
Point’s Explosive Ordnance Division has cooperative agreements with regional law enforcement agencies

for the diffusion, detonation, and disposal of suspected or live unexploded ordnance (DoN 2008b).

Hospitals
The Naval Clinic Cherry Point located on-Station provides outpatient medical care to military personnel
and their dependents. This facility used to be a fully accredited tertiary care hospital. However, it was

recently closed and now functions as a day-time clinic only (Naval Health Clinic Cherry Point 2008).

Schools

Five elementary schools, two middle schools, and one high school within the Craven County School
District provide public education to school-age children of military families residing on MCAS Cherry
Point. Table 3.7-2 provides enrollment data, school capacity, and the number of students living on MCAS

Cherry Point during the 2005/2006 school year.

Childcare

There are two child development centers on MCAS Cherry Point. One offers child care for children 6
weeks of age to 12 years and the other offers child care for children 6 weeks of age to 5 years. Both
centers are open Monday through Friday, 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m. Average wait times for enrollment vary
depending on the age, with an approximate wait time for infants of 8 to 12 months, and approximately 2
to 5 months for older children. A Family Child Care system (in-home care by other military families
living on-Station) is also available. These home care providers are required to adhere to the same criteria

as the child development centers (Personal communication, Goin 2008 and Kuhlenbeck 2008).
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Table 3.7-2 Enrollment Data for Craven County Schools Serving Families on MCAS Cherry Point

Student
Enrollment' Capacity g:;;ililtty MCAS Cherry2

Schools 2005/2006 Point Students
Arthur Edwards Elementary School 652 774 84 355 (54%)
Graham A. Barden Elementary School 316 390 81 76 (24%)
Havelock Elementary School 370 445 83 76 (21%)
Havelock High School 1,215 1,215 100 105 (9%)
Havelock Middle School 475 528 90 27 (6%)
Roger Bell Elementary School 520 523 99 26 (5%)
Tucker Creek Middle School 535 642 83 131 (24%)
W.J. Gurganus Elementary School 450 445 101 45 (10%)
Total 4,533 4,962 91 841 (19%)

Sources: | Personal communication, Clifton 2008.
2 Personal communication, Cherry 2008.

3.7.1.3 Off-Base Community Services and Facilities

Emergency Services and Law Enforcement

Onslow County. Onslow County Department of Emergency Services and Homeland Security consolidate
under one department several emergency service agencies: the Emergency 911 Communications Center,
Emergency Management Office, Emergency Medical Services (EMS), Hazardous Materials Management,
Fire Marshal’s Office, and Safety and Security. The EMS Department has 7 active Advanced Life
Support Paramedic units and coordinates with 9 volunteer rescue squads and 20 volunteer fire
departments. The Department averages a 911-call volume of 13,000 per year (Onslow County 2008a); the
average response time during FY07/08 was 9 minutes or less, 32 percent of the time (Personal

communication, Goodman 2008).

Onslow County Sheriff’s Office provides public safety services throughout most of the county, excluding
MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River, Hofmann State Forest, Hammocks Beach State Park, and the
county’s six municipalities, including the City of Jacksonville. The Sheriff’s office is organized into 13
principal divisions, units, and programs and is headquartered on Mill Avenue in Jacksonville (Onslow

County 2008b).

Carteret County. The Emergency Services Department of Carteret County serves as liaison between the
county and the 15 EMS providers in Carteret County. The County’s EMS and Rescue squads are a
combination of both paid and independently chartered private, non-profit corporations that provide
emergency medical and rescue services to the local government within designated EMS and Rescue
districts. The County’s volunteer fire departments are independently chartered private, non-profit

corporations that provide firefighting to local government within designated fire districts (Carteret County
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2008a). The County receives approximately 9,000 911-calls per year with an average response time of 7

to 9 minutes from dispatch to on-scene (Personal communication, Keroack 2008).

The Sheriff’s Department patrols unincorporated areas of Carteret County, responds to calls for service,
and investigates crimes in these areas. The Sheriff’s Department serves criminal and civil papers,
provides courtroom security, and operates the Emergency 911 communications center. The Sheriff is also
responsible for the operation of the county jail in Beaufort, North Carolina. The Teen Court program also

reports to the Sheriff (Carteret County 2008c).

Craven County. Craven County Department of Emergency Services consolidates under one department
several emergency service agencies: the Emergency 911 Communications Center, Emergency
Management Office, EMS, and Fire Marshal’s Office (DoN 2008b). The Emergency Services Department
coordinates with seven combined paid and volunteer emergency services and four private ambulance

services.

Craven County Sheriff’s Department provides public safety services throughout most of the county and
eight municipalities, excluding MCAS Cherry Point. The department has four divisions: administration,

communication, jails, and school resource officers (Craven County 2008b).

Hospitals

Onslow County. Onslow Memorial Hospital is located on Western Boulevard in Jacksonville and is a
162-bed facility with a variety of healthcare services and state-of-the-art diagnostic services that include a
Women’s Imaging Center, Sleep Lab, Heartburn Center, Cardiac Cath Lab, Neurodiagnostic Lab,
Magnetic Resonance Imaging, and Computed Tomography Scan (Onslow Memorial Hospital 2008).

Carteret County. Carteret General Hospital, a not-for-profit 135-bed hospital, is located in Morehead
City. Carteret General offers a full range of acute care, diagnostic and outpatient services, including a
comprehensive Cancer Treatment Center, Imaging Center, Specialty Clinic, Hospice, Home Health,

Cardiac Rehabilitation, and a Birthing Center (Carteret General Hospital 2008).

Craven County. Craven Regional Medical Center, located in New Bern, is a fully accredited medical
facility with 313 beds and approximately 200 Board Certified physicians representing nearly all medical
specialties. The center offers care in most areas including emergency, out-patient, cancer, rehabilitation,
mental health, primary, and home health. There are dedicated units for neurosurgical, intensive and

intermediate care, women’s care, pediatric care and cancer care (Craven Regional Medical Center 2008).
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Schools

Federal Impact Aid. Impact aid is a Federal grant program designed to assist local school districts that
have lost traditional revenue sources due to the presence of tax-exempt Federal property or that have
experienced increased expenditures due to the enrollment of federally connected children. Traditional
revenue sources include property, sales, and personal income taxes, which usually account for a large
portion of the average school district’s annual budget (DoN 2008a). Impact aid provides the school
district a payment-in-lieu of these lost taxes to assist with the basic educational needs of its students. For
impact aid payments, students are placed in two categories: category “A” students live on Federal
property with at least one parent who is a uniformed military employee, and category “B” students reside

off-Base with a uniformed military parent(s) or a civilian parent employed by the military.

A summary of impact aid provided to the surrounding counties of MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New
River and MCAS Cherry Point is provided in Table 3.7-3. Onslow County received approximately 24
percent of the total impact aid payment for the State of North Carolina in 2006 while Craven County
received 16 percent; Carteret County received less than 1 percent. To be eligible for Federal impact aid
assistance, a school district must educate at least 400 federally connected children in average daily
attendance or the federally connected children must make up at least 3 percent of the school district’s total

average daily attendance (U.S. Department of Education 2008a).

Table 3.7-3 Federal Impact Aid Payments to Surrounding Counties

2000 2006
Percent of State Percent of State
School District Payment ($) Payment Payment ($) Payment
Carteret County 9,929 <1 21,222 <1
Onslow County 1,432,975 15 3,227,873 24
Craven County 2,340,271 25 2,166,933 16
State Total 9,370,659 13,474,589

Source: U.S. Department of Education 2008 b, c.

In addition to Federal Impact Aid provided by the U.S. Department of Education, Onslow and Craven
Counties receive DoD supplemental impact aid. In 2007, Onslow County Board of Education received
$442,295.71 and Craven County Board of Education received $366,729.71 (Personal communication,
Fulton 2009).

Onslow County. Public schools within Onslow County consist of 18 elementary schools, 8§ middle
schools, and 7 high schools. Twenty of these schools were considered over capacity during the 2005/2006
school year (Table 3.7-4). Almost all of the elementary schools were over capacity. Over 8,600 students

(about 37 percent) within the Onslow County School system were federally connected during the
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2005/2006 school year (a breakdown of federally connected students by school is not available for the

2005/2006 school year) (Personal communication, Bowers 2008). Category A students totaled 44 and

Category B students totaled 8,575. Military activities, such as the Grow the Force initiative, greatly

influence planning at Onslow County Public Schools and are a major part of the Capital Improvements

Program. Upcoming facility plans include expanding three schools and constructing two new elementary

schools to alleviate some of the capacity issues. One of the elementary schools (Meadow View

Elementary) opened in the fall of 2008 and the other (Stateside Elementary) is scheduled to open in the

fall of 2009. Together they will have a capacity of about 1,342 students (Onslow County 2008d).

Table 3.7-4 Enrollment Statistics for Onslow County Public Schools (2005/2006)

Schools Student Enrollment’ Capacity’ Percent Capacity
Bell Fork Elementary School 417 515 81
Blue Creek Elementary School 728 590 123
Carolina Forest Elementary School 510 617 83
Clyde Erwin Magnet School 410 427 96
Dixon Elementary School 778 644 121
Dixon High School 609 555 110
Dixon Middle School 473 634 75
Hunters Creek Elementary School 862 701 123
Hunters Creek Middle School 797 582 137
Jacksonville Commons Elementary School 557 691 110
Jacksonville Commons Middle School 770 884 87
Jacksonville High School 1,316 1,335 99
Morton Elementary School 447 523 85
New Bridge Middle School 541 494 110
Northside High School 816 790 103
Northwoods Elementary School 430 399 108
Nothwoods Park Middle School 675 722 93
Parkwood Elementary School 585 444 132
Queens Creek Elementary School 545 533 102
Richlands Elementary School 642 646 99
Richlands High School 867 640 135
Richlands Primary School 715 500 143
Sand Ridge Elementary School 566 516 110
Silverdale Elementary School 466 320 146
Southwest Elementary School 887 685 129
Southwest High School 769 820 94
Southwest Middle School 579 582 99
Summersill Elementary School 757 644 118
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Table 3.7-4 Enrollment Statistics for Onslow County Public Schools (2005/2006)

Schools Student Enrollment' Capacity’ Percent Capacity

Swansboro Elementary School 526 400 132
Swansboro High School 1,003 1,100 91

Swansboro Middle School 787 842 93

Trexler Middle School 611 598 102
White Oak High School 1,211 1,075 113
Onslow County Learning Center’ n/a 120 n/a
TOTAL 22,854 21,448 107

Notes and Sources:
1 Personal communication, Grantham 2008
2 Personal communication, Nash 2008
3 Onslow county Learning Center is an alternative school. The students are assigned there on a temporary basis and
enrollment numbers are counted with their home school.

Within Onslow County, there are several private or alternative schools: Jacksonville Christian (PK-12),
Living Water Christian School (PK-12), Born Again Christian Academy (K-12), Fellowship Christian
School (K-12), Grace Baptist School, Infant of Prague Catholic School (PK-8), Montessori Children’s
School (PK-3), Shiloh Institute of Learning (K-7), and St. Annes Day School (nursery-4) (Private School
Review 2008).

Carteret County. Carteret County Public Schools include 8 elementary schools, 4 middle schools, and 3
high schools. None of the schools were at or above 100-percent capacity; however, three schools were at
or above 90-percent capacity during the 2005/2006 school year (Morehead City Primary School, West
Carteret High School, and Croatan High School) (Table 3.7-5). Federally connected students (totaling
374) made up less than 5 percent of the 2005/2006 students within the school system. Three private
schools are also located in Carteret County: Carteret Academy (5-12), Gramercy Christian School (K-12),
and St. Egbert Elementary (K-5) (Private School Review 2008). Tiller Elementary (K-5) is a free public
charter school located just outside of Beaufort City. Any student can apply for enrollment and applicants
are selected during a spring lottery (Tiller School 2008). The school is undergoing expansion and expects
to ultimately have capacity to educate 192 students in the next few years (Personal communication, Plume

2008).
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Table 3.7-5 Carteret County Public Schools Enrollment Data (2005/2006)

Carteret County Schools Student Enrollment Capacity g:;:ililtty
Atlantic Elementary School 154 200 77
Beaufort Elementary School 458 600 76
Harkers Island Elementary School 173 220 79
Newport Elementary School 805 900 89
Smyrna Elementary School 298 350 85
White Oak Elementary School 589 675 87
Morehead Elementary CG 282 400 71
Bogue Sound Elementary School 417 550 76
Morehead City Primary School 661 700 94
Beaufort Middle School 248 350 71
Morehead City Middle School 492 600 82
Broad Creek Middle School 575 650 88
Newport Middle School 507 600 85
East Carteret High School 658 850 77
West Carteret High School 1,259 1,400 90
Croatan High School 818 850 96
Bridges Alternative School' 31 n/a n/a
Tiller Elementary School® 140 n/a n/a
TOTAL 8,425 9,895 85
Source: Personal communication, Courtney 2008
Notes:

! Bridges Alternative School is a public alternative school that serves at risk students within the Carteret County School
System until they can return to the normal curriculum. It educates students from 3™ to the 9" grades.

2 Tiller Elementary School is a free public charter school that is not considered part of the Carteret County Public School
System. Since it is free and any student could apply for enrollment, it has been included in this table; however, it is not
included in the totals. Since enrollment is controlled, capacity issues are not possible. The school does not collect data
on federally connected students.

Craven County. Craven County has 14 elementary schools (Creekside Elementary opened in 2007, and is
not included in this data), 5 middle schools, and 4 high schools (including those specific schools listed in
Table 3.7-2). Four of these schools (one elementary school and three high schools) were at or above 100-
percent capacity during the 2005/2006 school year (Table 3.7-6). Federally connected students associated
with MCAS Cherry Point made up approximately 26 percent of the enrollment during the 2005/2006
school year (Personal communication, Cherry 2008). Of the 3,912 total federally connected students, 871
were Category A and 3,041 were Category B. The student population in the Craven County School
District has been consistent over the last several years and redistricting or expansion has not had to occur.
However, the district has been given funding to purchase land for the construction of a new high school
(Personal communication, Clifton 2008). Within Craven County, there are several private schools:

Liberty Christian School (PK-12), Methodist Home (6-12), New Bern Country Day (3-12), Ruth’s Chapel
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Christian School (PK-12), Annunciation Catholic School (PK-8), Calvary Baptist Church School (5-8),
and St. Paul Education Center (PK-8) (Private School Review 2008).

Table 3.7-6 Enrollment Statistics for Craven County Schools (2005/2006)

Ensrtoul;l;lgltz Capacity | Percent Capacity

Schools
Albert H. Bangert Elementary School 430 481 89
Arthur W. Edwards Elementary School' 652 774 84
Ben D. Quinn Elementary School 472 502 94
Bridgeton Elementary School 496 554 90
Brinson Memorial Elementary School 933 940 99
Graham A. Barden Elementary School' 316 390 81
Havelock Elementary School' 370 445 83
James W. Smith Elementary School 579 701 83
J.T. Barber Elementary School 406 519 78
Oaks Road Elementary School 436 460 95
Roger R. Bell Elementary School’ 520 523 99
Trent Park Elementary School 399 450 89
Vanceboro-Farm Life Elementary School 633 695 91
W.J. Gurganus Elementary School’ 450 445 101
Grover C. Fields Middle School 648 734 88
Havelock Middle School' 475 528 90
H.J. MacDonald Middle School 820 1,048 78
Tucker Creek Middle School' 535 642 83
West Craven Middle School 928 974 95
Havelock High School' 1,215 1,215 100
New Bern High School 1,873 1,625 115
West Craven High School 1,148 1,055 109

TOTAL 14,734 16,335 90

Notes and Sources:
' These schools educate students living on-Station at MCAS Cherry Point. Enrollment data includes these students.
2 Personal communication, Clifton 2008

Childcare

The Resource and Referral Service at each Installation provides specific information to families living on-
or off-Base for childcare options. North Carolina has one of the highest rates of working mothers with
young children; therefore, childcare is a top priority for the State. Child development centers and daycare
centers are a private industry and respond to supply and demand within the area they serve. A review of
the North Carolina Division of Child Development database indicates there are 93 Child Care Centers and
192 Family Child Care facilities (in-home child care) within the surrounding counties (Table 3.7-7). More
options are available in the urban areas as opposed to the rural townships (North Carolina Division of

Child Development 2008).
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Table 3.7-7 Oft-Base Childcare Options

County Child Care Centers Family Child Care Facilities
Onslow 39 116
Craven 30 59
Carteret 24 17
Total 93 192

Source: North Carolina Division of Child Development 2008.

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences

This section provides a detailed description of the impacts associated with implementation of the
Alternatives including the No Action Alternative. Factors considered to determine the extent of impacts to

community services include:

e Increased response times for fire/emergency services and law enforcement;
¢ Increased demand on fire/emergency services and law enforcement, and medical services; and

e Increased enrollment in school systems.
3.7.2.1 MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River
Alternative 1 — No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. Therefore, there would be no change to baseline
community services at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River described in Section 3.7.1 as a result of
this action. However, that does not mean that demands on community services at MCB Camp
Lejeune/MCAS New River have not changed since FY06. There are other actions not connected with this
Proposed Action that have taken place since FY06 or will be implemented in the future that have affected
community services. These impacts and their associated NEPA documentation are presented in
cumulative impacts (Section 4.0). Without the construction of additional child care facilities on the
Installation, the wait times for entrance into these programs would continue. At MCAS New River, the

already extensive wait time would possibly worsen over time.
Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB
Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of this alternative, Grow
the Force and core infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be implemented.
Alternative 2 projects include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing,

utility/communication lines, and roads. These activities and the associated growth on MCB Camp
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Lejeune/MCAS New River would increase the demand and response times for emergency services and

law enforcement as well as increase enrollment in the school system.

The Grow the Force initiative would result in a permanent increase of 7,177 Marines and civilians at
MCB Camp Lejeune (not including transient Marine formal school students) and 1,411 Marines and
civilians at MCAS New River by FY11. USMC-wide demographic data representing dependents
associated with Marines by grade were used to develop multipliers and calculate an estimated number of
families and school-age children associated with the personnel increase (USMC 2007) (Table 3.7-8). For

civilians, the same multipliers were applied to the equivalent civilian grade.

Based on a review of recent trends in military personnel living on- and off-Base (Salvetti 2008), an
estimate of the number of military families and school-age children living on- and off-Base was
determined for analysis purposes. It should be recognized that the current proportion of on-Base residents
is low because of a current lack of available housing options on the installations. The following

assumptions have been used for analysis purposes:

e MCB Camp Lejeune - 17 percent of families live in privatized on-Base housing, 83 percent live
off-Base.
e MCAS New River — 13 percent of families live in privatized on-Station housing, 87 percent live

off-Station.

All civilian families and school-age children were assumed to live in the community rather than on the
Installations. Table 3.7-8 provides the estimates used for analytical purposes. These projected increases
are estimates used for analytical purposes and exact numbers of families and school-age children cannot
be predicted. Approximately 527 additional families and 453 additional school-age children would reside
at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River. Interrelationships with off-Base impacts are identified here,

but assessed in Section 3.7.2.3.
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Table 3.7-8 Projected Increase in Families and School-age Children at MCB Camp Lejeune and

MCAS New River
Families School-age Children
Total Residing Total Residing
Projected Projected
Increase On-Base | Off-Base Increase On-Base Off-Base
MCB Camp Lejeune
Active Duty 2,684 456 2,228 2,308 392 1,916
Civilians 684 0 684 588 0 588
Subtotal 3,368 456 2,912 2,896 392 2,504
MCAS New River
Active Duty 547 71 476 470 61 409
Civilians 101 0 101 87 0 87
Subtotal 648 71 577 557 61 496
TOTAL 4,016 527 3,489 3,453 453 3,000

Note: USMC-wide demographic data representing dependents associated with Marines by grade were used to develop
multipliers and calculate an estimated number of families and school-age children associated with the personnel
increase (USMC 2007).

Emergency Services and Law Enforcement

MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River currently provides fire/emergency services and police protection
for approximately 3,650 military families and more than 25,000 unaccompanied enlisted permanent
personnel residing on-Base (Robert D. Niehaus Inc. 2008). With the increase of Marines and their
dependents, response times to emergency situations may be impacted (Personal communication, Saunders
2008) with the Preferred Alternative. However, to meet increased demands a fire station at Courthouse
Bay, a Military Police Company Complex in Wallace Creek, and various antiterrorism/force protection
improvements would be established throughout MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River. These added
services would reduce any potential for negative impacts to emergency and law enforcement response

times.

Hospitals

Under the Preferred Alternative, there would be a medical/dental clinic addition at existing facilities at
Courthouse Bay and French Creek, and a new medical/dental clinic at Hadnot Point and Camp Johnson.
The proposed construction schedules for these facilities and the personnel increases may not completely
coincide and there may be short-term impacts to Naval Hospital Camp Lejeune and Onslow Memorial
Hospital with USMC plus ups prior to completion of the new facilities. Once the new facilities are
complete however, there would be no long-term impacts to meeting on-Base medical service demands

under the Preferred Alternative.
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Schools

School-age children of military families living on-Base at MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River attend
CLDS schools. There were 1,128 available seats within the school system during the 2005/2006 school
year, more than enough to accommodate the anticipated increase of approximately 453 school-age
students residing on-Base under the Grow the Force initiative. None of the on-Base schools are
considered at capacity, and the proposed increase would not create a capacity issue. Under the PPV
housing initiative, a new school is also built with every 500 new homes constructed. These new schools,
once constructed, would provide adequate space for any additional school-age children associated with

the Grow the Force initiative.

Childcare

Under the Preferred Alternative, five child care centers at MCB Camp Lejeune and a child care addition
at MCAS New River would be constructed. While the child care addition at MCAS New River may
alleviate current demand, it may not lessen the wait times or demand resulting from the Preferred
Alternative (Personal communication, Thacker 2008). It is anticipated that there could be negative
impacts on MCAS New River for meeting child care demands. On MCB Camp Lejeune, the additional
five child care facilities would meet increased demand and, therefore, no impacts are anticipated under

the Preferred Alternative.
Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune
and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects identified by MCB Camp
Lejeune and MCAS New River Planners would be implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be
constructed. The additional Marines and their dependents would be supported in existing facilities and

temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Emergency Services and Law Enforcement
The increase of Marines and their dependents without the construction of additional emergency facilities
on-Base, could increase response times to emergency situations and introduce negative long-term impacts

(Personal communication, Saunders 2008).

Hospitals
An increase in the number of personnel associated with MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River would
result in an increase in use of the on-Base Naval Hospital Camp Lejeune. The impact to the Hospital is

expected to be minimal since the Base has a cooperative agreement in place with Onslow Memorial

Community Services and Facilities Chapter 3: Environmental Consequences
3-108 December 2009



USMC Grow the Force in North Carolina Final EIS

Hospital to provide alternative medical care (see off-Base environmental consequences for impacts to

Onslow Memorial Hospital).

Schools

As with Alternative 2, there would be an increase in enrollment within the CLDS system. The CLDS
system currently has 1,128 available seats and a new school is developed with every 500 houses
constructed on-Base. As with the Preferred Alternative, there would be no impacts to on-Base demand if

Alternative 3 were implemented.

Childcare
Under Alternative 3, three child care/development center core projects would be constructed on MCB
Camp Lejeune. These projects would meet current demand but would not meet Grow the Force increases;

therefore, negative impacts are anticipated.
Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCB Camp Lejeune and MCAS New River as described in Section 2.2.4.
However, neither the core nor the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and construction projects
would occur. As with Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would be accommodated in

existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Emergency Services and Law Enforcement

With the increase of Marines and their dependents, response times to emergency situations may be
impacted (Personal communication, Saunders 2008). Under Alternative 4, permanent construction to
support emergency services and law enforcement and various antiterrorism/force protection
improvements would not be implemented. Temporary facilities are not necessarily optimally sited, are not
intended to last more than five years, and would degrade over time. Inadequate facilities, in combination
with additional growth, would further strain MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River emergency services

and law enforcement services at a level that would be expected to increase response times.

Hospitals

An increase in the number of personnel associated with MCB Camp Lejeune/MCAS New River would
result in an increase in use of the Naval Hospital Camp Lejeune located on-Base. Temporary
medical/dental facilities are not necessarily optimally sited, are not intended to last more than five years,
and would degrade over time. Inadequate facilities, in combination with additional growth, would be

expected to increase demand for services at Naval Hospital Camp Lejeune. The impact to Naval Hospital
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Camp Lejeune is expected to be minimal since the Base has a cooperative agreement in place with

Onslow Memorial Hospital to provide alternative medical care.

Schools

There would be an increase in enrollment within the CLDS system. The CLDS system currently has
1,128 available seats. In addition, a new school is developed with the addition of approximately every 500
houses constructed on-Base under the PPV housing initiative (some phases of this initiative are addressed
under separate NEPA documents and one phase is addressed in this EIS). These new schools, once
constructed, would provide adequate space for any additional school-age children associated with the

Grow the Force initiative.

Childcare

Like with on-Base schools, the child development programs available for children ages 6 weeks to 5 years
are expected to see an increase in demand. There is currently a wait list to enter the programs and with the
proposed manpower increase, the wait time prior to gaining entrance into the program would likely be

longer.
3.7.2.2 MCAS Cherry Point
Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. Therefore, there would be no change to baseline
community services at MCAS Cherry Point as a result of this alternative. However, that does not mean
that demands for community services at MCAS Cherry Point have not changed since FY06. There are
other actions not connected with this Proposed Action that have taken place since FY06 or will be
implemented in the future that have affected community services. These impacts and their associated
NEPA documentation are presented in cumulative impacts (Section 4.0).There is a wait list for childcare
services provided on the Station, specifically for younger children (infants and toddlers). The wait list
would continue, however, Family Child Care as well as childcare centers in the surrounding communities

would continue to alleviate this inconvenience.
Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCAS
Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.2. In support of this alternative, Grow the Force and core
infrastructure construction and improvement projects would be implemented. Alternative 2 projects

include construction of and improvements to buildings, housing, utility/communication lines, and roads.
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The Grow the Force initiative would result in a permanent increase of 784 Marines and civilians at
MCAS Cherry Point by FY11. USMC-wide demographic data representing dependents associated with
Marines by grade were used to develop multipliers and calculate an estimated number of families and
school-age children associated with the personnel increase (USMC 2007) (Table 3.7-9). For civilians, the

same multipliers were applied to the equivalent civilian grade.

Based on a review of recent trends in military personnel living on- and off-Station (Salvetti 2008), the
following assumption was used to project the number of Marines and their dependents living on- and off-
Station: 30 percent of families live in on-Station privatized housing; 70 percent live in off-Station
housing. All civilians were evaluated as living off-Station. Table 3.7-9 provides the projected increase of
Marines and their dependents and the breakdown of those expected to live on and off of the Station.
These projected increases are estimates used for analytical purposes and exact numbers of families and
school-age children cannot be predicted. Approximately 74 additional families and 63 school-age children
would reside on-Station. Interrelationships with off-Station impacts are identified here, but assessed in

Section 3.7.2.3.

Table 3.7-9 Projected Increase in Families and School-age Children at MCAS Cherry Point

Families School-age Children
Total Residing Total Residing
Projected Projected
Increase On-Base | Off-Base Increase On-Base Off-Base
MCAS Cherry Point
Active Duty 245 74 172 211 63 147
Civilians 157 0 157 135 0 135
TOTAL 402 74 329 346 63 282

Note:
USMC-wide demographic data representing dependents associated with Marines by grade were used to develop multipliers
and calculate an estimated number of families and school-age children associated with the personnel increase (USMC 2007).

Emergency Services and Law Enforcement

MCAS Cherry Point currently provides fire/emergency services and police protection for approximately
1,288 military families and more than 3,100 unaccompanied enlisted permanent personnel residing on-
Station (Robert D. Niehaus Inc. 2007). With the increase of Marines, civilians, and their dependents,
response times to emergency situations may be impacted. An increase in staffing in these service areas is
expected to alleviate any impacts to emergency response times; therefore, only minor short-term impacts
are anticipated (Personal communication, Quilling 2008). Various antiterrorism and force protection
improvements at MCAS Cherry Point would provide for increased efficiencies. This would offset impacts

to service response times resulting from increased end strength.
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Hospitals

The hospital on MCAS Cherry Point currently only operates as a daytime clinic. In-hospital care is
provided in the outside community, most likely at Craven County Regional Medical Center. This facility
provides a multitude of medical services and has over 300 beds. The increase in personnel on MCAS

Cherry Point is not expected to impact the Naval clinic or the Craven County Regional Medical Center.

Schools

Under the Grow the Force initiative, it is anticipated that an additional 63 school-age children would
attend schools within the Craven County School System that serve military families living on-Station at
MCAS Cherry Point. A broad look at those schools that educate children living on-Station (see Table 3.7-
2) indicates there are approximately 429 available seats within the school system. Therefore, the increase
of approximately 63 school-age children is not expected to have an impact in the Craven County schools

that educate students living on-Station.

Childcare

The two child development centers located on-Station would be expected to see a moderate increase in
demand. There is currently a wait list that may increase with the subsequent increase in demand. Families
with infants currently experience the longest wait time of up to 12 months. Military families relocating to
MCAS Cherry Point with infants and toddlers may have a more difficult time finding on-Station childcare
options. Family Child Care as well as childcare centers in the surrounding communities would be
expected to alleviate this inconvenience. An addition to the child development center is proposed under
the Preferred Alternative that would alleviate some of the demand on the facility and wait times would

likely decrease.
Alternative 3

Under Alternative 3, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCAS Cherry Point
as described in Section 2.2.3. Only core projects identified by MCAS Cherry Point Planners would be
implemented; no Grow the Force projects would be constructed. The additional Marines and their

dependents would be supported in existing facilities and temporary/relocatable buildings already in place.

Emergency Services and Law Enforcement

MCAS Cherry Point currently provides fire/emergency services and police protection for approximately
1,288 military families and more than 3,100 unaccompanied enlisted permanent personnel residing on-
Station (Robert D. Niehaus Inc. 2007). With the increase of Marines, civilians, and their dependents,

response times to emergency situations may be impacted. An increase in staffing in these service areas is
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expected to alleviate any impacts to emergency response times; therefore, only minor short-term impacts

are anticipated (Personal communication, Quilling 2008).

Hospitals

The hospital on MCAS Cherry Point currently only operates as a daytime clinic. In-hospital care is
provided in the outside community, most likely at Craven County Regional Medical Center. This facility
provides a multitude of medical services and has over 300 beds. The increase in personnel on MCAS

Cherry Point is not expected to impact the Naval clinic or the Craven County Regional Medical Center.

Schools

Under the Grow the Force initiative, it is anticipated that an additional 63 school-age children would
attend schools within the Craven County School System that serve military families living on-Station at
MCAS Cherry Point. A broad look at those schools that educate children living on-Station (see Table 3.7-
2) indicates there are approximately 429 available seats within the school system. Therefore, the increase
of approximately 63 school-age children is not expected to have an impact in the Craven County schools

that educate students living on-Station.

Childcare

The two child development centers located on-Station would be expected to see a moderate increase in
demand. There is currently a wait list that may increase with the subsequent increase in demand. Families
with infants currently experience the longest wait time of up to 12 months. Military families relocating to
MCAS Cherry Point with infants and toddlers may have a more difficult time finding on-Station childcare
options. Family Child Care as well as childcare centers in the surrounding communities would be

expected to alleviate this inconvenience.
Alternative 4

Under Alternative 4, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the Grow the Force
initiative would occur at MCAS Cherry Point as described in Section 2.2.4. However, neither the core nor
the Grow the Force infrastructure improvements and construction projects would occur. As with
Alternative 3, additional Marines and their dependents would be accommodated in existing facilities and
temporary/relocatable buildings already in place. The potential impacts to community services would be

the same as those described for Alternative 3.
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3.7.2.3 Off-Base Community Services
Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines associated with the
Grow the Force initiative would not be implemented. Therefore, there would be no change to baseline
community services in the communities surrounding MCB Camp Lejeune, MCAS New River, or MCAS
Cherry Point. However, that does not mean that demands on community services in the region have not
changed since FY06. There are other actions not connected with this Proposed Action that have taken
place since FY06 or will be implemented in the future that have affected community services. These
impacts and their associated NEPA documentation are presented in cumulative impacts (Section 4.0).The

capacity concerns within Onslow County Schools would continue.
Alternative 2 — Preferred Alternative

Under the Preferred Alternative, the permanent, incremental increase of Marines would occur at MCB
Camp Lejeune, M