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INTRODUCTION  

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) (42 United States (U.S.) Code Section 
4321 et seq.) requires federal agencies to consider potential environmental impacts prior to 
undertaking a course of action. 

The Department of the Army (Army) prepared a Programmatic Environmental Assessment (PEA) 
in accordance with NEPA, the regulations issued by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 
40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508 (40 CFR § 1500-1508), and the Army's 
procedures for implementing NEPA, Environmental Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR Part 651).  

This PEA is titled, “Programmatic Environmental Assessment for the Fielding and stationing for 
the Long-Range Hypersonic Weapon System and the Mid-Range Capability Weapon System at 
Multiple Installations.” This PEA is incorporated by reference in this Final Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI), and has been developed to analyze the potential environmental 
consequences that could result from implementation of the Long-Range Hypersonic Weapon 
System (LRHW) and/or Mid-Range Capability Weapon System (MRC) stationing actions at the 
following Army Garrisons and joint base installations: Fort Bliss, Fort Liberty, Fort Campbell, 
Fort Carson, Fort Drum, Fort Cavazos, Fort Knox, Fort Riley, Fort Stewart, Joint Base Lewis-
McChord, Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, United States Army Garrison (USAG) Hawaiʻi, Fort 
Wainwright, Fort Sill, Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, and/or Fort Moore.  

The LRHW and MRC are integral parts of the Army’s Multi-Domain Task Force (MDTF) 
component of the Army Modernization Strategy (AMS) outline for transforming the Army into a 
multi-domain force by 2035. The implementation of the LRHW and MRC stationing actions will 
meet the Army's “enduring responsibility as part of the Joint Force to provide for the defense of 
the United States and retain its position as the globally dominant land power” (U.S. Army 2021). 
The stationing of these systems would require supporting equipment, soldiers, facilities, and 
maneuver space for non-live-fire training exercises (including virtual training, setup, teardown, 
and mobilization). 

The PEA provides a broad and programmatic analysis to determine potential impacts on the 
environmental and socioeconomic areas of concern at each of the 16 installations under 
consideration. The PEA also considers the general capacity of each installation to support the 
LRHW and MRC stationing action, given the existing baseline conditions at each installation. The 
programmatic approach is designed to allow for early planning, coordination, and flexibility 
throughout implementation of the Army's process of stationing the LRHW and MRC systems long-
term.   

Decisions on where to station the LRHW and MRC will be made by Army decision-makers based 
on the information in this PEA and FONSI, as well as other mission requirements and installation-
specific considerations.  

PROPOSED ACTION  

The Army’s proposed action is the strategic fielding and stationing of LRHW and MRC at existing 
Army and joint installations throughout the U.S. that are capable of supporting the associated 
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equipment, facilities, and training actions. Under this action, an installation could be selected for 
stationing and fielding of both the LRHW and MRC, just the LRHW, or just the MRC. The LRHW 
and MRC stationing is a key element in the realization of the AMS’s intent to transform the Army 
into a multi-domain force by 2035, capable of meeting its “enduring responsibility as part of the 
Joint Force to provide for the defense of the United States and retain its position as the globally 
dominant land power.” Fielding and stationing of the LRHW and MRC would serve to prepare the 
installation for the assignment of the systems and for the possible future establishment of a Long-
Range Fires Battalion under a possible future MDTF configuration. 

The Army proposes to modernize and renovate existing structures, and in some circumstances, 
construct new structures to accommodate the fielding and stationing of the LRHW and MRC 
equipment. The proposed action would address the stationing of soldiers to support the systems, 
as well as construction and renovation of existing structures and roadways as needed to 
accommodate support facilities, including administrative, training, maintenance, motor pools, and 
housing facilities. The equipment associated with LRHW and MRC batteries includes vehicles, 
launchers, various munitions, canisters, munitions trainers, and support vehicles. The proposed 
action also considers the potential training requirements of the systems, which are expected to 
include virtual simulator training and field training, including mobilization of the systems to areas 
where setup/teardown will take place and various ground-based, non-live-fire maneuvers. The 
final weapons systems training doctrine requirements are still under development; once developed, 
they will be compared against installation-specific ongoing training activities. 

PURPOSE AND NEED  

The purpose of the proposed action is to field and station the LRHW and MRC at enough 
strategically located installations to have soldiers, equipment, and weapon systems readily 
available to support the Army’s changing strategy to deal with modern threats. 

The need for the proposed action is driven by the evolution of the capabilities of near-peer 
adversaries of the United States. The Army requires MDTF formations to employ effects across 
all five domains (land, sea, air, space, and cyberspace) to counter adversary anti-access and area 
denial (A2/AD) systems. LRHWs and MRCs are key components to ensuring that the theater 
Commander has the proper capabilities to achieve superiority over adversaries’ capabilities. 
Implementing the proposed action is consistent with the Army’s priorities outlined in the 2021 
AMS. To facilitate the change in future operating environments, deter aggression, and if necessary, 
fight and win on the battlefield, the Army requires improved Long-Range Precision Fires, 
including LRHW and MRC. 

Existing base facilities are not currently able to support fully the fielding and stationing of the 
LRHW and MRC. The proposed action is needed to ensure that the installations are upgraded with 
the support facilities and necessary improvements required to ensure that the units will be effective 
in contemporary and future operating environments.  
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PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES OVERVIEW  

Along with the No Action Alternative, the PEA evaluated three action alternatives described in 
more detail below: 

• No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative is required by CEQ regulations and 
provides baseline conditions and a benchmark against which to compare environmental 
impacts from the proposed action alternatives (40 CFR § 1502.14(d)). Implementation of 
the No Action Alternative would mean that the LRHW and/or MRC would not be 
permanently established at any of the 16 installations evaluated for this stationing action 
and infrastructure at those installations would remain unchanged. This would not meet 
the purpose and need or the objectives of the 2021 AMS because the Army would not 
enhance its structural Multi-Domain Operations capabilities and would continue to face 
challenges competing with near-peer adversaries in current warfare strategies. 

• Alternative 1. Fielding and Stationing LRHW and MRC. Alternative 1 is to field both 
the LRHW and MRC at each selected installation. Fielding both the LRHW and MRC at 
a single installation would comprise around 130-190 soldiers, approximately 10,370 sq ft 
for the LRHW, 10,370 sq ft for the MRC, and approximately 74,995 of space for the 
forward support company, including a company operations facility and tactical 
equipment maintenance facility, in addition to other storage, maintenance, headquarters, 
and training space requirements. Fielding and stationing of both systems requires access 
to an airfield capable of accommodating C-17 landing and take-off and access to, or the 
ability to obtain, adequate ammunition supply point (ASP) requirements. 

• Alternative 2. Fielding and Stationing LRHW. Alternative 2 is to field only the LRHW 
at selected location(s). Fielding and stationing just the LRHW would require around 60-
90 soldiers, 10,370 sq ft for the battalion, must have access to an airfield capable of 
accommodating C-17 landing and take-off, must have or be able to obtain adequate ASP, 
and should have approximately 74,995 sq ft of space for the forward support company, 
including a company operations facility and tactical equipment maintenance facility, in 
addition to other storage, maintenance, headquarters, and training space requirements. 
Implementing Alternative 2 at select installations could still meet the purpose and need of 
the proposed action when combined with the stationing efforts at other installations. 
Stationing the LRHW at an installation that does not receive the MRC would not affect 
military readiness; the two systems operate fully independently. Installations may receive 
one, both, or neither of the systems depending on the Army's strategic goals. 

• Alternative 3. Fielding and Stationing MRC. Alternative 3 is to field only the MRC at 
selected location(s). Fielding and stationing just the MRC would require around 70-100 
soldiers, 10,370 sq ft for the battalion, must have access to an airfield capable of 
accommodating C-17 landing and take-off, must have or be able to obtain adequate ASP, 
and should have approximately 74,995 sq ft of space for the forward support company, 
including a company operations facility and tactical equipment maintenance facility, in 
addition to other storage, maintenance, headquarters, and training space requirements. 
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Implementing Alternative 3 at select installations could still meet the purpose and need of 
the proposed action when combined with the stationing efforts at other installations. 
Stationing the MRC at an installation that does not receive the LRHW would not affect 
military readiness; the two systems operate fully independently. Installations may receive 
one, both, or neither of the systems depending on the Army's strategic goals. 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES  

Each of the resource areas identified in Table 1 was analyzed for potential impacts resulting from 
implementing the proposed action and for any cumulative effects. Potential impacts that could 
result from the implementation of actions can be both beneficial and adverse. The degree of 
environmental beneficial and adverse impacts is characterized as: none, negligible, less than 
significant, or significant but mitigable (meaning impacts resulting from implementation of the 
action would be significant, but measures are proposed to be implemented that would reduce the 
level of impacts to less than significant). 

Impacts are anticipated to be minimized through avoidance and through the implementation of 
existing environmental protection measures. Avoidance strategies depend on the installation 
selected, the increase in the number of soldiers at the installation, and where construction activities 
are planned. Examples of environmental protection measures would include implementing erosion 
and stormwater control measures, maintaining vehicles and equipment, and sustaining vegetation 
cover at the construction sites. Buffers for sensitive resources (biological and cultural) are 
employed during construction, depending on the existing requirements of the installation. 

After the Army identifies stationing decisions, garrison planners would determine how best to 
implement the LRHW and MRC stationing decisions analyzed in this PEA to an installation-
specific location and configuration at their garrisons. When multiple locations are available, 
installation planners would evaluate the locations and then select a final location. A checklist (see 
Appendix B of the PEA) has been developed for installations to tier from this PEA and associated 
FONSI to determine if reliance on this PEA and possibly other NEPA analyses (and one or more 
categorical exclusions) is appropriate or if additional NEPA analysis is needed before 
implementing a proposed action. The checklist would then be applied to that location and 
stationing decision. If the installation can respond “no” to each of the statements in the checklist, 
then no further NEPA analysis would be required and the action would likely qualify for an 
installation-specific Record of Environmental Consideration, incorporating the analyses and the 
signed FONSI for this PEA. If the installation checks “yes” to one or more statements in the 
checklist, planners at the installation can reconsider both the sites and layout of the proposed 
development, or implement other mitigation, to determine if any effects on resource areas could 
be avoided and the answer changed to “no.” If Application of the checklist to the proposed 
stationing action at an installation requires a “yes” response to any checklist statement and impacts 
cannot be reduced (e.g., by moving the proposed developments or changing the scale of 
development), then additional environmental analyses may be required. The Army will continue 
to adhere to legal and regulatory requirements, and continue to implement its approved 
management plans, standard operating procedures, and best management practices.  
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With implementation of the proposed action and pending further evaluation of installation-specific 
design plans, no significant impacts are anticipated to result from implementing the proposed 
action at any of the 16 installations assessed in the PEA. 

• Alternative 1 Environmental Consequences. Based on the analysis contained within 
the PEA of the 16 installations under consideration for stationing of both the LRHW and 
MRC, no significant impacts would result from implementation of this stationing 
alternative.  

• Alternative 2 or 3 Environmental Consequences. Based on the analysis contained 
within the PEA of the 16 installations under consideration for stationing of the LRHW or 
MRC, no significant impacts would result from implementation of stationing alternatives 
2 or 3. 

• No Action Alternative. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would result in 
negligible to no impacts to the resource areas at each of the installations evaluated in the 
PEA. Under the No Action Alternative, the LRHW and MRC would not be permanently 
stationed, no related construction would occur, and no additional personnel would work 
and reside on any of the installations. There would also be no changes to the force 
structure at any of the garrisons. Impacts to the resource areas evaluated for each of the 
16 installations would not be significant. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY AND TRIBAL COORDINATION 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) was published on March 11th, 2024, in the Federal Register 
announcing a 30-day public comment period for the PEA and the draft FONSI. Local notices were 
also published in newspapers local to each of the installations being considered. The Army direct 
mailed information on the publication of the NOA to interested organizations, agencies, Native 
American Tribes, Native Alaskan Villages/Tribes, Native Hawaiian Organizations, and members 
of the public. 

An electronic copy of the PEA and draft FONSI was made available for download from the U.S. 
Army Environmental Command’s website at https://aec.army.mil/support/NEPA/nepa-documents.   

Comments were requested by April 11th, 2024, via email to usarmy.jbsa.aec.mbx@army.mil or 
mail written comments to: U.S. Army Environmental Command, Attn: LRHW/MRC Public 
Comments, 2455 Reynolds Road, Mail Stop 112, JBSA-Fort Sam Houston, TX 78234-7588.  

Inquiries could also be made via phone by calling the U.S. Army Environmental Command 
Public Affairs Office at 210-466-1590; by emailing usarmy.jbsa.imcomaec.mbx.public-
mailbox@army.mil; or by mailing U.S. Army Environmental Command, Attn: LRHW/MRC 
Public Comments, 2455 Reynolds Rd Mail Stop 112, JBSA-Fort Sam Houston, Texas 78234-
7588. 

Comments Received and Responses  

CONCLUSION  

https://aec.army.mil/support/NEPA/nepa-documents
mailto:usarmy.jbsa.aec.mbx@army.mil
mailto:usarmy.jbsa.imcomaec.mbx.public-mailbox@army.mil
mailto:usarmy.jbsa.imcomaec.mbx.public-mailbox@army.mil
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Based on a careful review of the PEA, which is incorporated by reference, and comments 
received as a result of the March 11th, 2024, Notice of Availability publication, I have determined 
that no significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to the human or natural environment 
are anticipated to result from implementation of the proposed action (including Alternatives 1, 2, 
or 3) at Fort Bliss, Fort Liberty, Fort Campbell, Fort Carson, Fort Drum, Fort Cavazos, Fort 
Knox, Fort Riley, Fort Stewart, Joint Base Lewis-McChord, Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson, 
USAG Hawaiʻi, Fort Wainwright, Fort Sill, Joint Base Pearl Harbor-Hickam, and Fort Moore.  

I conclude that the proposed action and No Action Alternative are not likely to have significant 
effects per 40 CFR 1501.3(b) and that an environmental impact statement is not required and will 
not be prepared per 40 CFR 1501.6(a). My decision is based on the analysis contained within the 
PEA, taking into consideration comments received during the public comment period. This 
decision complies with legal requirements and has been made after taking into account all 
submitted information and considering a full range of reasonable alternatives and all 
environmental impacts.  

 
 
 
              
David Guldenzopf, Ph.D.       Date 
Director for Environmental Compliance and Mission Readiness  
Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Army for  
Installations, Energy and Environment      
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Table 1. Summary of Potential Impacts  

Installa
tion 

Resource Areas 

Air 
Quality/GHG, 

Climate 
Change & 

Sustainability 

Biological 
Resources 

Cultural 
Resources 

Geological 
and Soil 

Resources 

Hazardous 
and Toxic 

Materials and 
Waste 

Human 
Health and 

Safety 

Socioeconomi
cs including 

Environmenta
l Justice and 
Protection of 

Children 

Transportatio
n and Traffic 

Utilities and 
Infrastructure 

Water 
Resources 

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 
Fort 
Bliss L L L 

N 
– 
L 

N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L 
B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

L L L L L L L L L 

Fort 
Liberty L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L B B B L L L L L L L L L 

Fort 
Campbe

ll 
L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L 
B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

L L L L L L L L L 

Fort 
Carson L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L 
B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

L L L L L L L L L 

Fort 
Drum L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L B B B L L L L L L L L L 

Fort 
Cavazos L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L 
B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

L L L L L L L L L 

Fort 
Knox L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L 
B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

L L L L L L L L L 

Fort 
Riley L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L B B B L L L 
B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

L L L 

Fort 
Stewart L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L B B B L L L L L L L L L 

JBLM L L L N - 
L 

N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L 
B
&
L 

B
&
L 

B
&
L 

L L L 
B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

B 
& 
L 

L L L 

JBER L L L N - 
L 

N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L 
B
&
L 

B
&
L 

B
&
L 

L L L L L L L L L 

USAG 
Hawaii L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L B B B L L L L L L L L L 

Fort 
Wainwr

ight 
L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L B B B L L L L L L L L L 

Fort Sill L L L N - 
L 

N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L B B B L L L L L L L L L 
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Installa
tion 

Resource Areas 

Air 
Quality/GHG, 

Climate 
Change & 

Sustainability 

Biological 
Resources 

Cultural 
Resources 

Geological 
and Soil 

Resources 

Hazardous 
and Toxic 

Materials and 
Waste 

Human 
Health and 

Safety 

Socioeconomi
cs including 

Environmenta
l Justice and 
Protection of 

Children 

Transportatio
n and Traffic 

Utilities and 
Infrastructure 

Water 
Resources 

1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

JBPHH L L L N - 
L 

N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L B B B L L L L L L L L L 

Fort 
Moore L L L N - 

L 
N - 
L 

N - 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

No 
to 
L 

N N N L L L B B B L L L L L L L L L 

Key: 1 = Alternative 1 – Fielding and Stationing LRHW and MRC; 2 = Alternative 2 – Fielding and Stationing Just LRHW; 3 = Alternative 3 – Fielding and Stationing Just MRC; 
B = beneficial impacts; GHG = Greenhouse Gas; JBER = Joint Base Elmendorf-Richardson; JBLM = Joint Base Lewis-McChord; JBPHH = Joint Base Pearl-Harbor-Hickam; L = 
less than significant adverse impacts; N = negligible adverse impacts; No = none/no impact; S = significant adverse impacts; SM = significant but mitigatable adverse impacts; 
USAG = U.S. Army Garrison 

Note: Impacts to Cultural Resources are given as a range that could apply depending on site selection. Additional NEPA analysis may be needed to determine actual impacts to 
Cultural Resources. 
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