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Abstract: The Department of the Army announces the availability of a Final PEIS for the Growth and
Force Structure Realignment of the United States Army. Pursuant to the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA), the Department of the Army has prepared a PEIS that evaluates the potential environmental
and socioeconomic effects associated with alternatives for growing and realigning the Army’s force
structure. Potential impacts of scenarios have been analyzed at installations that are being considered
for the stationing of 1,000 or more Soldiers. The Army proposes to increase its end strength
permanently, in accordance with Congressional authorizations, to a size and configuration that is capable
of meeting national security and defense objectives. The growth of the Army would allow for the
rebalancing of the composition of its forces to continue to accommodate Transformation objectives and
create additional unit capabilities in high demand areas where mission requirements exceed current

manning authorizations.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
INTRODUCTION

On 12 October, 1999, the Senior Leadership of the Army articulated a vision for the
Transformation of the Army to ensure that it remained an effective operational force in
the 21 Century. The Army’s decision to transform began a dynamic 30-year process
through which the Army is continuously assessing and calibrating its force structure and
capabilities to face the evolving threats and mission requirements. The decision to
transform the Army was described in the 2002 Record of Decision for the Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for Army Transformation. Since this decision, the
Army has accelerated the pace of Transformation activities and is continuing to
implement those actions required to field a force that is most capable of meeting the
nation’s growing national security and defense needs. The overall goal of Army
Transformation and force structure review is to provide the nation with a relevant and
ready all-volunteer force that is capable of supporting the nation’s security, defense and
policy interests.

The Army continues to conduct detailed planning to carry out Transformation in a way
that addresses capabilities shortfalls of the cold war force and implements the guiding
recommendations of the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). The Army’s guiding
document for the implementation of this plan is the Army Campaign Plan (ACP). The
ACP directs the detailed planning, preparation, and execution of a full range of
Transformation tasks that are underway to ensure the synchronization of
Transformation activities across all facets of the organization.

As part of the overall Army Transformation effort, the Army has transitioned to a
modular, or standardized force structure. Organizationally, this has meant a transition
of the Army from large, powerful, fixed organizations constituted at the Division level
(10,000 to 12,000 personnel) to an Army designed around smaller, standardized, self-
contained, rapidly deployable Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs). The Transformation of
the Army’s BCTs to a standardized, BCT-based structure is almost complete across the
Active and Reserve components of the Army. The Army is also conducting ongoing
analysis of the size and structure of Combat Support (CS) and Combat Service Support
(CSS) units to ensure the Army is fielding the proper force to support modular BCTs and
operational mission requirements. A realignment of CS/CSS units required to support
Army requirements is discussed and evaluated along with those programs that further
implement modular forces concepts in the subsequent chapters of this document.

In addition to the realignment of CS/CSS forces, the Army has identified a critical need
to grow its forces to meet increased national security and defense needs of the 21
Century. The Army has identified that shortfalls in people, equipment, and time to train
that have posed considerable challenges to Army force managers as they attempt to
sustain force readiness and Soldier and Family quality of life while supporting growing
Army mission requirements. As a result of the imbalance between current mission
requirements and available forces, the Army has defined the growth and restructuring to
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meet the greater demands of the current security environment as its top priority
(General Casey, Chief of Staff of the Army, Army Initiatives Charter 2007).

The Army proposes to increase its end strength permanently, in accordance with
Congressional authorizations, to a size and configuration that is capable of meeting
national security and defense objectives. The growth of the Army would allow for the
rebalancing of the composition of its forces to continue to accommodate Transformation
objectives and create additional unit capabilities in high demand areas where mission
requirements exceed current manning authorizations. This EIS analyzes three action
alternatives for Army growth and evaluates and compares the environmental and socio-
economic impacts that would result from the implementation of these alternatives. The
Army has considered seventeen major training and testing installations for supporting
Army growth. Sites carried forward for analysis to support stationing actions as part of
Army growth and realignment include: Fort Benning, Ga.; Fort Bragg, N.C.; Fort Bliss,
TX; Fort Campbell, KY; Fort Carson, CO; Fort Drum, NY; Fort Hood, TX; Fort Hunter
Liggett, CA; Fort Irwin, CA; Fort Knox, KY; Fort Lewis, WA; Fort Polk, LA; Fort Riley,
KS; Fort Stewart, GA; White Sands Missile Range, NM; Yakima Training Center, WA,
and Yuma Proving Grounds, AZ.

Installation locations carried forward for analysis in this Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS) are those sites that may receive more than 1,000 new
Soldiers from Fiscal Year (FY) 2008-13 as part of the initiatives discussed above. The
1,000-Soldier threshold was chosen because it represents a level of growth at a
majority of installations at which significant environmental impacts could occur and
should be considered at the programmatic level.

The three alternatives carried forward for analysis in this document address the Army’s
needs to increase its overall end strength while continuing to realign force structure to a
size and composition that is better able to meet national security and defense
requirements, rebalances the force in accordance with Army Transformation, sustains
unit equipment and training readiness, and preserves Soldiers and Family quality of life.
In addition to the three alternatives, the no-action alternative is discussed and provided
to serve as a basis for comparison.

The Army’s decision maker will consider all significant environmental information and
public issues of concern disclosed in this PEIS related to alternatives. In addition, he
will consider several non-environmental factors critical to a final force structure decision
as discussed below. After thoroughly evaluating this information, the decision maker
will document the decision, selecting one of the proposed action alternatives in a
Record of Decision (ROD), which will be signed no earlier than 30 days from the
publication of the Notice of Availability. The ROD will clearly and definitively articulate
the decision made and provide a supporting explanation. It will explain both the
significant factors he relied on in making a final decision and why the final alternative
best meets the purpose and need. He will also acknowledge the comparative
environmental impacts and benefits resulting from his decision particularly if the
alternative chosen is not the environmentally preferred alternative. Once the ROD is
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finalized, the Army will forward a Notice of Availability to the Federal register. The ROD
will be available for public review.

ALTERNATIVES

Three action alternatives have been formulated to take into account the Army’s needs
for growth and force realignment. Common elements to these alternatives include the
growth and force structure realignment of Army units from the fiscal year 2008 to 2013.
All alternatives consider BRAC directed actions and those stationing actions that have
occurred prior to the start of Fiscal Year 2008 as part of the baseline condition for
analysis. Programmatic alternatives carried forward for analysis in this PEIS include:

Alternative 1 - Implement Army Growth, Realignment, and associated activities
between fiscal year 2008 and 2013 to support the Army’s Modular Transformation
and Global Defense Posture Review (GDPR) decisions. The Army has a number of
separate programs and initiatives that evaluate the existing force composition and its
manning and stationing. Major on-going force development initiatives include Total
Army Analysis (TAA), Modular Support Forces Analysis (MSFA), and GDPR. Several
smaller sub-programs that deal with specific components of the Army, feed into these
larger modular force redesign initiatives. These programs have led to recommendations
that would result in a realignment and supplementation together equaling approximately
20,000 Active Duty Soldiers. Also included as part of this alternative are numerous unit
deactivations that are needed to restructure the Army to a modular configuration that
best implements Transformation to a more efficient operating force.

Alternative 2- Execute those actions discussed in Alternative 1 and, in addition,
add approximately 30,000 Combat Support (CS) and Combat Service Support
(CSS) Soldiers to the Active and Reserve Components of the Army to address
critical shortfalls in high demand military skills. Under this alternative, a “right-
sizing” of the Army force structure would add approximately 20,000 additional Active
Duty and approximately 10,000 Reserve Component Soldiers to areas of high demand
and critical need. Additional Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD), Military Police (MP),
Military Intelligence (Ml), Engineers, and other critical CS/CSS units would be added to
provide for increased strategic flexibility for the Army and a greater level of stability for
the Soldiers in these units.

Alternative 3. Execute those actions proposed in Alternatives 1 and 2 and, in
addition, grow the Army by up to 6 Active Duty Brigade Combat Teams (BCTSs).
This alternative would allow the Active Army grow by up to an additional 6 BCTs based
on projected national defense and security assessments. Selection of this alternative
would result in the growth of the Army from a current total of 42 BCTs up to a total of 48
BCTs and end strength of 547,400 Active Duty Soldiers. This alternative would add
between 20,400 to 24,000 additional Soldiers to the Army depending on the type of
BCTs added as part of Army Growth. Additional BCTs would be stationed at existing
Army installations within the Continental United States.
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No Action: The No Action Alternative is to retain the Army at a permanent force level
of 512,400 Active Duty Soldiers, 350,000 Army National Guard Soldiers, and 205,000
Reserve Soldiers as is currently authorized. The No-Action alternative assumes that
units will remain stationed where they are currently stationed at the end of Fiscal Year
2007, or where they are directed to be stationed pursuant to BRAC law.

Under the No-Action alternative, stationing moves, unit activations, unit conversions,
and deactivations required to implement Army Growth and Realignment beyond 2007
authorizations and BRAC Law would not occur as described in Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.
No additional CS/CSS Soldiers would be added to the Army to balance the composition
of Army skill sets to match current and projected future mission requirements.
Furthermore, no new Brigade Combat Teams would be added to the Army to slow the
tempo of deployments for existing units. The Army would remain at its 2007 authorized
end strength in its current configuration and implement only those realignments or
closures directed by BRAC 2005 law.

SCREENING CRITERIA FOR STATIONING LOCATIONS

The Army initially included all of its installations as potential stationing locations to
support Army growth and rebalance initiatives. To narrow the field of installations to
those capable of supporting new stationing requirements of growth and realignment, the
Army used the need criteria of the proposed action in conjunction with other external
limiting factors. The installation screening criteria included: the capability to support the
NSS, NDS and ACP, the capability to provide the necessary training infrastructure for
new units, quality of life, and garrison support infrastructure, and cost considerations.
Seventeen installations within the United States have been identified as meeting the
purpose and need for the proposed action, and are included in this Programmatic EIS.

PEIS METHODOLOGY

This Programmatic EIS presents a top-tier perspective that provides decision makers,
regulatory agencies, and the public with information on the potential environmental and
socioeconomic impacts resulting from the implementation of Army growth and
realignment through different types of unit stationing scenarios. This information will
allow decision makers to review the proposed alternatives and environmental and
socioeconomic impacts for implementing Army growth initiatives, enabling them to make
informed decisions when determining installation stationing locations.

This PEIS identifies those installations that are capable of supporting growth of more
than one thousand (1,000) Soldiers. This PEIS reviewed all Army installations, and
identified the seventeen (17) CONUS Army installations capable of supporting the
proposed action.
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The PEIS establishes alternatives to achieve three primary alternatives that result in
separate Army end strengths. To achieve the end strength under each alternative the
Army decision maker has the flexibility to develop a proper Army size and force
structure by choosing from six different unit stationing scenarios used in evaluation of
environmental impacts at the 17 potential stationing locations identified. It is important
to understand the relationship in the decision making process among the three action
alternatives for Army growth, the six installation stationing scenarios, and the 17
installations chosen for consideration in the PEIS. Consistent with NEPA, the
regulations published by the Council on Environmental Quality, and the Army’s
implementing NEPA procedures (32 CFR Part 651) the Army engaged in a process to
develop a full range of reasonable alternatives for thorough consideration, evaluation
and comparison in this PEIS. It also identifies the Valued Environmental Components
(VECSs) at each of the 17 installations and predicts the probable intensity of
environmental impact to each VEC if 1,000 or more Soldiers are selected for stationing
at that particular installation.

Using this approach to evaluation of alternatives, the decision maker is enabled to
compare and contrast the differing environmental impacts associated with selecting
different types and sizes of units for stationing at different installations.

The programmatic approach is designed to allow for early planning, coordination, and
flexibility throughout implementation of the Army growth and realignment process. The
analysis in this document is suited to the Headquarters stationing decisions being
made. It provides high-level officials within the Army an understanding of the important
environmental and socio-economic issues associated with each alternative and
compares and contrasts the consequences among alternatives. The PEIS is designed
to serve as a foundational document that can assist force managers in making
stationing decisions. It is not intended to encompass a series of site-specific analyses
as such an approach would not provide the relevant environmental information at a level
appropriate to the decision being made. This document may be supplemented as
proposals for changes to Army force structure are made in the future. Otherwise, this
PEIS will allow specific installations to “tier” their NEPA documents where appropriate.
Site-specific NEPA analyses will be conducted, where necessary, to implement
installation level actions implementing the selected alternative.

IMPORTANT ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIO-ECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES FOR
DECISION MAKERS

Table ES-1 provides a summary of important and potentially significant environmental
and socio-economic consequences that would be projected to occur for each of the
installations that have been carried forward for analysis to support Army growth and
realignment. The Army has coordinated with installation staff at each potential
stationing location to determine anticipated impacts from different unit stationing
scenarios. Environmental and socio-economic impact ratings are described below.
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Summary of Potentially Significant Impacts from the Six Unit Stationing
Scenarios Analyzed in the PEIS

Scenario 1

Stationing of an Additional 1,000 Combat Support (CS) or Combat Service
Support (CSS) Soldiers. Generally, installations’ impacts that result from the
accommodation of training and construction activities to handle the stationing of 1,000
new Soldiers as part of this scenario are anticipated to be less than significant in nature.
The CS/CSS units consist of approximately 1,000 Soldiers, light engineer equipment,
High Mobility Multi-Wheeled Vehicles (HMMWYV) or other light vehicles, and some
medium to large cargo trucks. While these units are capable of off-road maneuver,
typically, training occurs on roads and hardened surfaces, and live fire training typically
involves an increase in small arms training. Off-road maneuver training for these units
would be projected to take place within the footprint of combat units conducting
maneuver training at the installation.

Potentially significant impacts to Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Water Resources,
Facilities, Socioeconomics, and Traffic and Transportation are:

Air Quality. Fort Carson anticipates the need to address air quality issues resulting
from additional stationing under this scenario to be a potentially significant issue. Fort
Carson is currently located in a area near Colorado Springs, CO that is currently in non-
attainment of National Ambient Air Quality standards. Fort Carson is designated as a
major contributor (more than 100 tons/year) of regulated air pollutants, and is
approaching the limits of its Title V air quality permit because of significant BRAC
growth. The Army would need to take additional time to conduct a Clean Air Act
conformity analysis and develop plans to address increases in stationary and mobile
sources of air pollutants as a result of new stationing under this scenario at Fort Carson.

Cultural Resources. Due to its large size, much of White Sands Missile Range
(WSMR) has never been surveyed for cultural resources. The results of surveys of
areas that would be affected by this action would determine if impacts to these
resources would be significant.

Facilities. There will be significant impacts at Fort Benning due to limited available
space and capacity for training activities and new construction.

Fort Bragg is challenged by a lack of buildable space on the installation to support the
required facilities for a CS/CSS unit. The installation anticipates that construction to
support growth will require considerable reallocation or modification of existing space
(such as their old Ammunition Supply Point) and will require the use of non-standard
solutions such as multi-story buildings.

Fort Lewis does not have enough vacant space to accommodate the additional Family
housing requirements and units would need to utilize temporary building space.
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Socio-economics. There will be projected significant shortfalls with the school
systems, particularly at Fort Bliss, Yuma Proving Grounds (YPG), or WSMR.

Traffic and Transportation. Other considerations to note under this stationing
scenario are that traffic and transportation at Fort Bliss, Fort Bragg, and Fort Campbell,
that are currently rated as highly congested, would continue to be stressed by any
additional growth without accompanying infrastructure solutions to alleviate traffic
problems.

Scenario 2

Stationing of a Sustainment BDE (3,000 to 3,500 Soldiers). This stationing scenario
consists of the stationing of a sustainment brigade that would support logistics
operations of BCTs and other support units. Under this stationing scenario the
sustainment brigade consists of 1,000 to 1,200 maintenance vehicles and light medium
and heavy cargo trucks of all sizes (ex. HMMWVs, fuel trucks and Heavy Equipment
Transports (HETs). All wheeled vehicles are capable of on-road and off-road
maneuver, but will more often travel on-road. These units accomplish much of their
training at individual small arms weapons qualification ranges and during convoy live
fire training rehearsals. This type of unit would conduct off-road maneuvers in the
footprint of combat maneuver units during major field training exercises while providing
fuel, ammunition, food, repair parts, and other logistics services to these units.

Impacts of potential significance at installation sites requiring further analysis as part of
this stationing scenario include those to Air Quality, Cultural Resources, Soil Erosion,
Biological Resources (including vegetation and Threatened and Endangered Species
(T&E)), Wetlands, Water Resources, Facilities, Socioeconomics, Energy Demand, Land
Use, and Traffic and Transportation. Under this scenario, all impacts discussed above
as part of stationing scenario 1 are impacts that would occur as part of this stationing
scenario, as well. Potentially significant impacts resulting from the implementation of
Army growth and realignment under this scenario are:

Air Quality. Air quality impacts at Fort Carson would be intensified by more mobile and
stationary sources of emissions and increased construction requirements.

Cultural Resources. Additional studies would be needed at WSMR as discussed
under stationing scenario 1. At YPG, light vehicle maneuver could have adverse effects
on archaeological sites and protected resources that have not yet been inventoried or
are unknown/undiscovered.

Soil Erosion. Though not anticipated to travel off-road often, the Sustainment BDE
would continue to worsen already impacted soil conditions at Fort Bliss, exposing the
already arid soils to additional wind erosion. Fort Benning and Fort Bragg’s loose sandy
and silty soils would be effected from the additional training in maneuver areas. Nearly
half of Fort Campbell’s soils have moderate or significant potential for soil erosion and
would be significantly affected.
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Biological Resources (T&E Species). A Sustainment BDE could cause significant
damage to shrub-steppe vegetation found on Yakima Training Center. This would also
lead to increased establishment of invasive weed species, and indirectly result in a loss
of cover for some of the installation’s listed species.

Water Resources. Water demand is expected to be of more significance at Yuma
Proving Ground (YPG) due to the semi-arid and arid environments associated with
those installations. Additionally, Fort Campbell may need to consider upgrading its
water supply system and wastewater treatment system. The addition of a Full
Sustainment BDE would potentially cause the impairment or further impairment of state
priority waterways through increased sedimentation at Fort Campbell as well.

Facilities. Potential effects from this stationing scenario include those potential impacts
for stationing scenario 1 (CS/CSS). In addition to these considerations, other key
considerations include buildable space challenges at Forts Campbell, Carson, and
Riley. The current footprint of supporting infrastructure and environmental features will
require non-standard construction solutions to allow construction for this level of Army
growth to take place. Fort Irwin’s solid waste facilities would need further upgrading to
support this scenario.

Socioeconomics. Impacts would be potentially significant in relation to
accommodating school aged children’s educational requirements at Forts Bliss, YTC,
WSMR, YPG, Fort Riley, Fort Campbell, and Fort Lewis under this stationing scenario.
Eleven school districts around Fort Lewis are currently over-capacity and are using
modular facilities as additional classroom space. Other locations listed above do not
have the current capacity in their school systems to handle the additional approximately
1,500 school age children that would accompany 3,500 additional sustainment brigade
Soldiers.

Energy Demand. Fort Benning and Fort Campbell expect that this level of Soldier
increase in personnel and equipment will require expansion of existing utilities.

Land Use. Fort Campbell could potentially have difficulties siting new facilities in areas
with compatible land uses to accommodate a Full Sustainment BDE.

Traffic and Transportation. In addition to the anticipated effects from this level of
growth at Fort Bliss, Fort Bragg and Campbell (listed for the CS/CSS), Fort Knox and
YPG expect a significant impact to transportation systems and roadways, on- and off-
post including a decrease in the level of service in the road network leading to the
installation, particularly during peak morning and afternoon travel periods.

Scenario 3

Stationing of an Additional IBCT (3,500 Soldiers). The IBCT consists of
approximately 3,500 Soldiers, and has a range of light and heavy wheeled vehicles.
The IBCT is divided primarily into 2 infantry battalions, a reconnaissance and
surveillance battalion, a fires battalion, support battalion, and a special troops battalion
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consisting of combat support units. The modular IBCT possesses towed M777 155 mm
artillery, light engineer equipment, light tactical and medium/large cargo trucks. All
vehicles are capable of on-road and off-road maneuver; and, dismounted training
occurs in range areas as well. Infantry training involves the use of small arms, heavy
caliber machine gun, and explosives training as individual Soldiers, crews, teams, and
squads practice and qualify with a variety of weapons such as the pistol, rifle, shotgun,
sniper rifle, grenade launchers, light-medium-heavy machine guns, anti-tank weapons,
grenades, demolitions, and mortars. Weapons training occurs more often for the IBCT
than the Full Sustainment BDE. Qualification is a semi-annual requirement and practice
firing is completed as time, ammunition, and other resources permit. This weapons
firing occurs on fixed ranges, as described in Army TC 25-8, Training Ranges. Infantry
units, from squad to task force also participate in Live-Fire Exercises that include all
weapons systems on a large and more complex range.

Anticipated potentially significant impacts would include all impacts discussed and
presented in scenario 2. Additional impacts would be experienced for Air Quality,
Noise, Biological Resources, Facilities, and Traffic and Transportation to a greater
degree at the following installations:

Air Quality. Fort Irwin expects combustion emissions from stationary sources to
increase significantly due to the increase in infrastructure and power generation
equipment.

Noise. Noise associated with additional live-fire activities of the IBCTcould significantly
impact residential communities surrounding Fort Lewis. Recent stationing actions for
two aviation battalions at Fort Lewis have exacerbated noise impacts at the installation.

Biological Resources (T&E Species). The increased foot traffic from dismounted
training, and maneuver with IBCT vehicles could have an adverse affect on the Red-
cockaded Woodpecker (RCW) population at Fort Bragg. In addition, Yuma Proving
Ground expects significant impacts to its special status species.

Hunting and Outdoor Recreation. Some areas within the PCMS are accessible to the
public for recreational use when training activities do not occur. Restricted access
would result in significant impacts to recreational activities if BCT training were to occur
there.

Facilities. There is currently limited buildable space within the Main Administrative
area of YPG. The facilities requirements and construction required to support an IBCT
may be beyond current carrying capacity of YPG’s existing facilities and would need to
be studied in great detail to determine how to support increased facilities and utilities
requirements.

Traffic and Transportation. Traffic and transportation issues would require more in-
depth analysis to provide solutions to off-post traffic problems with growth of an IBCT at
Fort Bliss, Fort Bragg, and Fort Campbell. Fort Knox and Fort Lewis have identified the
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need to address on-post traffic issues due to the increased amount of Soldiers,
Families, and support staff. The main post area at YTC is currently congested and is
programmed for significant roadway upgrades to support BRAC-related growth. A new
traffic study would be needed to examine growth beyond BRAC at the installation.

Scenario 4

Stationing of an Additional HBCT (3,800 to 4,000 Soldiers). An HBCT consists of
approximately 55 M1 Abrams tanks and 85 Bradley Infantry fighting vehicles. In
addition to these heavily armored tracked combat vehicles, the HBCT also possesses
16 self propelled 155 howitzers, tracked earthmoving vehicles, recovery vehicles, and
an assortment of other tracked vehicles. The HBCT also consists of a large number
and variety of wheeled-vehicles, to include light tactical trucks, medium trucks, and
large cargo and fuel trucks. HBCT training involves training with a full range of small
arms weapons. Additionally, vehicle crews must qualify on vehicle weapons systems of
the Abrams tanks, Bradley, and other combat vehicles. Artillery and explosives training
are needed to achieve combat proficiency. Off-road maneuver training is conducted to
maintain training readiness.

Potential significant impacts would include those impacts presented in scenario 3.
Additional impacts would be experienced by installations for Air Quality, Cultural
Resources, Noise, Soil Erosion Biological Resources, Vegetation, Habitat, Noxious
Weeds, Hunting and Recreation, Wetlands, Facilities, and Traffic and Transportation (to
a greater degree at the installations identified).

Air Quality. Fort Benning and Fort Lewis anticipate fugitive dust emissions from a
HBCT to increase significantly, though it should remain a localized issue and would be
addressed as an opacity issue if activities are close enough to installation boundaries
that visible emissions leave the Installation.

Cultural Resources. Fort Benning would require Phase Il investigations in most areas
that would expected to be impacted by an additional HBCT. Fort Campbell expects the
use of heavier equipment in the maneuver training areas to introduce a much greater
degree of threat to archaeological sites. The weight and mobility characteristics of
heavy tracked vehicles, and the vibration/shock from the firing and discharge of large
caliber weapons would be anticipated to lead to the loss of significant cultural resources
under an HBCT stationing scenario. These additional impacts will probably trigger a
need to terminate and replace Fort Campbell's Programmatic Agreement with two State
Historic Preservation Offices in order to adequately deal with this new range of impacts.
At Fort Lewis and PCMS, off-road heavy and light vehicle maneuver could have
adverse effects on archaeological sites and protected resources that have not yet been
inventoried or are unknown/undiscovered.

Noise. An additional HBCT at Fort Bliss is expected to result in a change to noise
contours impacting off-post properties and residential areas. The additional noise and
level of training will have potentially significant adverse effects to Fort Stewart, Fort
Benning, and Fort Drum.
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Soil Erosion. The HBCT stationing scenario would have significant impacts on soils at
Fort Stewart, Fort Benning, YTC, Fort Polk, Fort Carson and Pinon Canyon Maneuver
Site (PCMS) as a result of the impact from heavy tracked vehicle maneuvers, turns, and
digging. These areas could then be prone to wind and water erosion. In addition, the
relatively dry environments at Forts Hood, Hunter Liggett and YTC would continue to be
compacted, leading to significant rates of erosion of surface soils.

Biological Resources. The Red-cockaded Woodpecker would likely be significantly
affected by additional construction and training required for stationing of an additional
HBCT at Fort Benning. At Fort Hunter Liggett, the additional noise from live-fire and
maneuver training may have effects on the installation’s bird species, the California
Condor and the Bald Eagle. Additional HBCT training at Fort Stewart would also make
it difficult for the installation to support conservation efforts for their SAR, and the listing
of SAR species would be more probable. The Western Sage-Grouse, a YTC SAR,
would likely be significantly affected by the reduction of vegetative cover on ranges.

Vegetation, Habitat, Noxious Weeds. Under this stationing scenario, Fort Carson and
PCMS’ vegetative communities could be potentially degraded, and the prevalence of
invasive or noxious weed species would likely increase from training disturbance and
higher rates of unnatural wildfire caused by increased live-fire training.

Hunting and Outdoor Recreation. Certain areas currently designated for recreational
use within the PCMS would likely be restricted under this stationing scenario.

Wetlands. Significant percentages of land at Forts Stewart and Benning are
designated as wetlands, and further analysis will be required to be able to
accommodate additional growth. Construction activities to support required training and
garrison construction projects would likely have significant impacts on wetlands
resources. At Fort Bragg, impact minimization strategies will likely not be able to
support unavoidable impacts to wetlands, and impacts will likely be within the CWA
section 404 regulatory Nationwide permitting process threshold. Some of the impacts
will likely require compensatory wetland mitigation measures.

Water Resources. The increase in motorpool activities and washing of field-driven
heavy-tracked vehicles would produce a major increase on water demand and
associated treatment at Forts Benning and Bragg. Such an increase would likely
require significant upgrades to the Installation’s private water and wastewater treatment
systems. WSMR is considering construction of a desalinization plant to meet its
increasing water demands. YTC expects significant effects to its biological resources
because the addition of a HBCT would result in upland disturbances (e.g. digging and
off-road maneuver) that would negatively impact water quality.

Facilities. The establishment of an HBCT at Forts Hood and Polk may exceed the
capacity of the installation, noted in the installations’ Master Plan, due to the lack of
available space for expansion.
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Land Use. Because of a lack of land compatible for garrison construction to support an
additional HBCT some installations would need to limit or stop use of currently
designated training areas to accommodate a new HBCT. At Fort Benning construction
of new facilities west of the Chattahoochee River would need to be considered, as
current space for construction activities is extremely limited. At Fort Bragg, the training
lands are currently maintained for airborne and light infantry operations; armored
elements would be incompatible with the present training land use. At Fort Polk,
building new facilities to support a HBCT would require the installation to re-zone
existing land uses, or re-use/remodel facilities in areas not compatible with land uses
associated with tactical units.

Traffic and Transportation. At Fort Benning, an additional HBCT with its
approximately 3,800 Soldiers and their Family members are anticipated to significantly
increase traffic congestion and decrease the Level of Service (LOS) to roads and
highways both on-post and in neighboring communities.

Scenario 5

Stationing of an Additional Stryker BCT (4,000 Soldiers). The Stryker BCT is a
highly mobile and agile unit that has augmented digital communications capabilities.
The Stryker BCT requires larger training areas to rehearse doctrinal maneuver tasks
and is only considered at select installations where maneuver land is available for the
unit to accomplish mission essential tasks to maintain training readiness. Installations
considered for the stationing of an SBCT include Fort Bliss; Fort Carson (including use
of PCMS as a maneuver training site); WSMR; Fort Lewis and Yakima Training Center.
While the Stryker BCT has approximately 4,000 Soldiers, roughly the same amount as a
HBCT, the Stryker requires a larger maneuver areas because of its increased mobility.

This BCT consists of approximately 317 Stryker combat vehicles, 588 wheeled support
vehicles, 18 155 mm howitzers, and numerous trailers and other pieces of equipment.
The Stryker vehicle is an 8 wheeled armored combat vehicle. Each major unit of the
Stryker BCT is composed of a number of smaller constituent units; about half of the
4,000 Soldiers would be assigned to Infantry Battalions within the unit. The rest are
distributed among the other battalions, companies, and platoons that comprise a Stryker
BCT. All vehicles are capable of on-road and off-road maneuver, but will often conduct
training on designated roads and trail networks.

The stationing of the Stryker BCT would include all impacts discussed for the IBCT in
the new growth stationing Scenario 3. The addition of a Stryker BCT would be
anticipated to have greater impacts to air quality and soil compaction due to the greater
weight and speeds at which the vehicles would travel. In addition to those impacts
discussed as part of stationing Scenario 4, potentially significant impacts resulting from
the stationing of a Stryker BCT as part of Army growth are:

Air Quality. Potentially significant impacts to air quality are anticipated at Fort Carson,
PCMS, and Fort Lewis under this potential stationing scenario. Fort Carson is already a
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Title V permit holder for mobile and stationary sources, and an addition of a Stryker
BCT is expected to elevate the associated impacts. Fugitive dust and opacity is
expected to worsen with the addition of a Stryker BCT at PCMS. Fort Lewis currently
maintains a “Synthetic Minor” operating permit which means that any increase in
stationary source emission could require the transition to a major source status.

Soil Erosion. Although the Stryker BCT maneuvers mainly on roads at the installation,
some off-road maneuver does occur. In these areas soils are highly erodible and are
more prone to wind and water erosion.

Biological Resources (T&E Species). PCMS has two special status species, the
Dwarf Milkweed and Bald Eagle. This action could significantly impact these species.

Scenario 6

Stationing of Additional Multiple BCTs (7,000 Soldiers). The Multiple BCT
stationing scenario assumes a combination of two additional BCTs, totaling 7,000 or
more Soldiers being stationed at a given installation. These BCTs could include any
combination of BCT stationing scenario above.. Such a stationing action would likely
involve up to 4,000 spouses and 3,000 to 3,500 military dependents.

The stationing of multiple BCTs would include all impacts to installations that have been
discussed previously. Additional potentially significant environmental and socio-
economic impacts that could potentially occur at installations under this stationing
scenario are:

Air Quality. Fort Bragg, Fort Campbell, and Fort Hunter-Liggett anticipate fugitive dust
emissions from multiple BCTs to significantly increase, though it should remain a
localized issue. Combustion emissions from stationary sources are expected to
significantly increase due to infrastructure improvements required to support the influx
of new Soldiers and their Families.

Cultural. Fort Stewart could experience significant impacts to cultural resources to
accomodate the stationing of multiple BCT units. Currently about 60% of the installation
has been surveyed for cultural resources.

Noise. Noise is anticipated to have significant impacts at installations where there has
been significant growth of residential communities around military installations. In
addition, noise could represent a significant issue for Forts Bragg and Carson.

Biological Resources. Significant impacts discussed as part of previous alternatives
could be expected to be intensified under this stationing scenario. Construction and
training of multiple BCTs at Fort Benning, Bragg, Polk and Stewart would have
significant adverse impacts to the RCW and biological communities.
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Wetlands. Significant wetlands impacts from construction and training would be
anticipated at installations across the Southeastern United states under this stationing
scenario in addition to those impacts discussed in previous stationing scenarios.

Water Resources. Forts Carson, Irwin, and Polk would need to upgrade their current
water utility systems. The addition of multiple BCTs will increase the sediment and
erosion issues at these installations. Motorpool activities and washing of field-driven
heavy-tracked vehicles would significantly increase water demand and associated
treatment.

Socioeconomics. For all locations, over-crowding of school systems would represent
a potentially significant impact. This is particularly true for installations such as YTC,
YPG, and WSMR. Installations crossing this threshold of significance in the ability to
accommodate schooling requirements for DoD dependents under this scenario would
include Forts Benning, Bragg, Carson, Knox, Polk, and Stewart.

Energy Demand. Forts Bragg and Carson do not currently have the utility
infrastructure to support 7,000 additional Soldiers. However, there is an adequate
amount of energy available. These installations would require significant upgrades to
their utility systems to accommodate this level of growth.

Land Use. The amount of buildable space or lack of adequate facilities would present
considerable challenges to the stationing of multiple at those installations discussed in
scenarios 4 and 5 and in addition at Forts Carson, Riley, and Stewart.

Hazardous Materials. The amount of hazardous material generated by this level of
growth would generate significant issues for hazardous waste storage sites/facilities and
collection. In addition to POL products, solvents and cleaning materials, there would
also be an increase in the generation of range materials considered hazardous such as
unexploded ordnance (UXO). Impacts would be projected to be significant at Forts
Benning, Bragg, Campbell, and Stewart in addition to those impacts discussed under
previous stationing scenarios.

Traffic and Transportation. In addition to those installations experiencing significant
impacts under scenario 4 and 5 significant degradation in levels of service of roads on
the installation and for the surrounding communities would be projected at Forts
Carson, Irwin, Riley and Stewart unless upgrades to the transportation systems on- and
off-post at those locations were improved.

VEC Impact Summary Tables

A consolidated table of significant impacts is illustrated by stationing scenario in table
ES-1 through ES-6 below. These tables exclude those impacts that are less than
significant. Tables 4-1 through 4-6 in Section 4 of this PEIS provide a comparison of all
of the anticipated effects from each of the six stationing scenarios across each of the
installations.
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The symbols below indicate the intensity of impact on Valued Environmental
Components (VEC). Tables (found in Section 4) and the environmental consequences
or “analysis of impacts” also found in Section 4. Unique or sensitive VEC issues at
specific installation locations are also identified in the summary tables below, and are
analyzed in the environmental consequences section for each relevant installation.

Description of VEC Impact Ratings
Impact Symbol  VEC Impact Intensity Rating

No impact or minimal impacts are anticipated
Minor impact anticipated

Moderate impact anticipated (less than
significant)

Significant impact anticipated (likely mitigable
to less than significant)

Significant adverse impact anticipated
Beneficial Impact

Unique Issues Identified by the installation

x+@®@ ® 0 00

These ratings assess the composite intensity of impacts to the installation by individual
VEC resulting from i) garrison construction, ii) training infrastructure construction, iii)
live-fire training, and iv) maneuver training associated with each of the stationing
scenario.

While there are variations in the impacts from each of the unit stationing scenarios to
the installations identified, generally, the broad comparison of these impacts
demonstrate patterns of expected impacts from each of the stationing scenarios.
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Table ES-1. Summary of Significant Impacts by the Combat Service and Combat Service Support Units Stationing Scenario

Fort Fort Fort Fort Fort PCMS Fort Drum Fort Fort Fort Fort Fort Fort Fort Fort White Yakima Yuma
Benning Bliss Bragg Campbell Carson (Stationing Hood| Hunter Irwin Knox Lewis Polk Riley = Stewart Sands Training  Proving
at Fort Liggett Missile Center  Grounds
Carson) Range
Air Quality ®
Water Resources ®

Facilities ® ® ® ®

Socioeconomics

Traffic and
Transportation
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Table ES-2. Summary of Significant Impacts by the Full Sustainment Brigade Stationing Scenario
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Table ES-3. Summary of Significant Impacts by the IBCT Stationing Scenario
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Table ES-4. Summary of Significant Impacts by the HBCT Stationing Scenario
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Table ES-5. Summary of Significant Impacts by the Stryker BCT Stationing Scenario
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1.0 PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE

1.1 Introduction

This Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) conducts an analysis of the
proposed action and alternatives to realign the Army’s force structure in accordance
with Army Transformation objectives and field a force that is of sufficient size and
configuration to meet the nation’s current and projected future security and defense
requirements. The PEIS will provide a top-tier perspective that will provide decision
makers, regulatory agencies, and the public with information on the potential
environmental and socioeconomic effects resulting from the implementation of different
types of stationing decisions. This information will allow decision makers to compare
alternatives and assess environmental and socio-economic impacts for implementing
Army growth initiatives and enable them to make informed decisions when choosing
locations at which to station new units.

The Army is in a period of critical transition. On 12 October, 1999, the Secretary of the
Army and the Army’s Chief of Staff presented a vision for the Transformation of the
Army to ensure it remained an effective and relevant operational force in the 21
Century. The leadership of the Army recognized the emerging need to shift away from
a Cold War focus to meet new unconventional threats to national security. A decision
was made to begin the 30 year process of transforming the Army, this was described in
the 2002 Record of Decision for the PEIS for Army Transformation. Since this decision,
the Army has completed the initial phases of this Transformation effort and is continuing
to implement those actions that are needed to field a force that is best configured to
meet the evolving national security and defense requirements of the 21 century.

The Army continues to conduct detailed planning to effectively carry out Transformation
in a way that addresses capability shortfalls of the cold war force and implements the
guiding recommendations of the Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR). The Army’s
guiding document for the implementation of this plan is the Army Campaign Plan (ACP).
The ACP directs the detailed planning, preparation, and execution of a full range of
Transformation tasks that are underway to ensure the synchronization of
Transformation activities across all facets of the organization.

As part of the overall Army Transformation effort, the Army has almost completed the
transition to a modular, or standardized force structure. This has meant a transition of
the Army from large Division-level organizations (10,000 to 12,000 personnel) to an
Army designed around smaller, standardized, self-contained, rapidly deployable Brigade
Combat Teams (BCTSs) (3,500 to 4,000 personnel). There are three types of BCTs with
differing equipment, training, maneuver, and support needs. These include Heavy,
Infantry, and Stryker BCTs. Subsequent phases of Transformation analyze the
realignment of Combat Support (CS) and Combat Service Support (CSS) units to
ensure the Army is fielding the proper force to support its modular BCTs and operational
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mission requirements. Realignment of CS/CSS units required to support the Army’s
operational needs is discussed in the subsequent chapters of this document and
evaluated along with those programs that further implement modular forces concepts.

In order to further Army Transformation, meet the increased national security and
defense requirements of the 21 century, maintain training and operational readiness
levels of the force, and preserve a high quality of life for U.S. Army Soldiers and
Families, the Army has identified the need to increase its overall size while continuing to
restructure its forces in accordance with modular Transformation decisions. This
increase in the numbers and configurations of units will enhance operational readiness
by allowing Soldiers more time to train and maintain their equipment, and will provide
Soldiers and Families more time together at home station while providing the nation with
greater capability to respond to increased national defense and security challenges.

The Army’s Proposed Action is to realign existing forces and increase its end strength
permanently in accordance with expected Congressional authorizations to a size and
configuration that is capable of meeting national security and defense objectives,
implements Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR) recommendations, sustains unit
equipment and training readiness, and eases the deployment burden on its Soldiers and
Families. The growth of the Army would allow for the adjustment of the composition of
its forces to continue to accommodate Transformation objectives and create additional
unit capabilities in high demand areas where mission requirements exceed current
manning authorizations. These units, such as military police and explosive ordnance
are not currently available in enough numbers to sustain on-going mission requirements
and Soldier and Family quality of life. The implementation of Army growth will allow the
Army to field a sustainable force that matches mission requirements of the current
security environment.

1.2 Need for the Proposed Action

This section of the document presents and discusses the Army’s need for growth and
realignment of its current forces. This discussion references several underlying source
documents that must be discussed in order to place the full need and purpose for the
Army growth in its proper context. Source documents referenced in this section include
the National Security Strategy (NSS), the National Defense Strategy (NDS), the
Quadrennial Defense Review (2006), and the ACP. Army growth and realignment of
the force must meet the requirements defined in these guiding national security and
defense policy documents, which lay the framework for the Army mission and how the
United States will utilize its military to deter conflict and shape the global security
environment. In addition to discussing the Army’s requirements to take action from an
organizational perspective this section also discusses the needs of individual units as
well. The implementation of Army growth and restructuring must be considered in the
context of several major ongoing initiatives including Army modular Transformation,
those moves recommended by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment
Commission in 2005 and Global Defense Posture Realignment (GDPR).
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1.2.1 Need for Army Growth and Realignment

The need for the Proposed Action is best described by the Chief of Staff of the Army’s
(CSA) 2007 assessment of the disposition of the Army that states the following:

“The need for Army growth is driven by the fact that the current operational demand is
greater than the Army’s sustainable supply of forces. Because of shortages in people,
equipment and time to train, the non-deployed force does not meet readiness goals. As
a result, the Army lacks strategic depth to respond to new contingencies, and

generating forces to meet demands, which results in short term stress and long term
institutional risk. These are symptoms of a larger strategic problem: the Army’s
strategic requirements and resources are not in balance.” (General Casey, Chief of Staff
of the Army [Army Initiative Charter, April 2007])

As a result of the imbalance between current mission requirements and available
forces, the Army has defined the growth and restructuring to meet the greater demands
of the current security environment as its top priority (CSA, 2007).

The need for the Proposed Action focuses on three primary areas. These areas of
need include:

e Matching Army Force Capabilities with mission requirements. The NSS and
NDS provide a framework which directs Army mission requirements and
contingency planning. The Army must be able to meet the nation’s security and
defense policy objectives as defined in these documents while continuing to
implement recommendations for Army Transformation as defined in the QDR in
2001 and 2006. The ACP is the Army’s guiding document for managing the
force and carrying out recommendations put forth in the QDR.

e Sustaining Force Readiness. Sustaining the force entails ensuring that the
Army consists of enough Soldiers to support both operational deployment
requirements and home station training and equipment maintenance activities.
Striking the proper balance of deployments with these activities is critical to
ensure a professional, well-trained, and well-equipped force can consistently
meet unit readiness standards and successfully accomplish the national security
and defense missions of the nation.

e Preserving Soldier and Family Quality of Life and the All Volunteer Force.
Keeping a long-term sustainable balance between the operational activities is
required to support U.S.sSecurity and quality of life for Soldiers and their
Families. A larger pool of available forces will allow the Army to set more
sustainable ratios of home-station time versus time spent deployed to support
mission requirements abroad. This reduces stresses placed on individual
Soldiers and their Families and allows Soldiers to maintain a higher quality of life
at home station. Taking care of Soldiers and their Families is a critical element of
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need and will help to ensure the Army is capable of maintaining an all-volunteer
force by encouraging Soldier retention and attracting new recruits.

1.2.2 Supporting Increased Security and Defense Mission Requirements

The Army is established as a land-based military force, and its forces are to be
organized, trained, and equipped to protect the nation’s global security interests provide
for national defense. The Army does this primarily through prompt intervention and
sustained combat, peacekeeping, and support and stability operations in key regions of
interest defined by national strategic policies and objectives. Key policy documents for
national security and national defense include the NSS (March 2006), the NDS (March
2005), and the QDR (February 2006). As Commander in Chief of the Armed Forces,
the President of the United States, in conjunction with his security advisors,
promulgates and defines national security and defense policy. Using these defense
policy documents for strategic guidance, military commanders conduct contingency
planning to ensure that their forces are able to respond to crises, shape the global
security environment, and implement security and defense policies in their regions of
interest. The Army is responsible for the implementation of national security and
defense policy as outlined in these over-arching security and defense policy documents.

1.2.2.1 National Security Strategy
The President of the United States establishes the nation’s goals and objectives for
promoting secure global conditions and for shaping of the global security environment.
The NSS establishes the policy goals and objectives that begin to shape mission
requirements for the Department of Defense (DoD) and Department of the Army (DA).
NSS goals include:

1) Disrupting and destroying terrorist organizations with global reach.

2) Denying terrorist groups the support and sanctuary provided by rogue states.

3) Preventing and resolving regional conflicts.

4) Intervening in regional conflict to promote stability where necessary.

5) Assisting in post-conflict stabilization when necessary.

6) Preventing Nuclear Proliferation.

7) Preventing tyranny, oppression, and genocide.

These goals provide direction and guidance to inform DoD and DA Commanders and
strategic planners to establish the NDS and plan for strategic mission requirements.

1.2.2.2 National Defense Strategy
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The NDS outlines how DoD will support broader U.S. efforts to create conditions
conducive to a secure international system as outlined in the President’'s NDS. The
NDS strives to maintain international sovereignty, representative governance, peaceful
resolution of regional disputes, and open and competitive markets. Specifically, the
NDS and the National Military Strategy, a policy document that supports it, seek to
ensure the U.S. focuses its efforts on four strategic objectives. These objectives are:

1) Secure the U.S. from Direct Attack. This military objective includes the
dissuasion, deterrence, and defeat of organizations and states that seek to harm the
U.S. and its citizens directly.

(2) Secure and Retain Strategic Access for Global Freedom of Action.
Strategic access ensures the U.S. can access key regions of interest, access lines of
communication and is able to promote and influence the global security environment
and the goals outlined in the NSS for itself and its allies.

(3) Strengthen Alliances and Partnerships. A secure international system
requires collective action. The U.S. has an interest in broad-based and capable
partnerships with like-minded states. This objective seeks to strengthen security
relationships with traditional allies and friends, developing new international
partnerships, while working to increase the capabilities of our partners to contend with
common challenges.

(4) Establish Favorable Security Conditions. The objective directs the DoD
counter aggression or coercion targeted at U.S. partners and interests. Further, where
dangerous political instability, aggression, or extremism threatens fundamental security
interests, the U.S. will act with others to strengthen peace. Specifically, the U.S. military
will conduct planning to create favorable international conditions and broad, secure, and
lasting peace.

1.2.2.3 The Quadrennial Defense Review (2001, 2006)

The QDR sets forth a specific series of recommendations for implementing the goals
and objectives of the NSS and NDS. These recommendations are specific capabilities-
based recommendations for each service of the DoD that take into account current
capabilities and future projected military requirements that will be needed to implement
the NSS, NDS, and provide for global security and the nation’s strategic interests. The
QDR is required by 10 USC 118, which directs the Secretary of Defense to assess
defense strategy and force structure every four years on a 20-year planning horizon.
Based on this assessment, the DoD reorients its capabilities better to meet national
security demands. The QDR in 2001 prescribed recommendations for the Army to
transform its forces to become more relevant to shaping the 21 Century global security
environment. These recommendations provided a framework for Army
units/organizations to become a more transportable, agile, maneuverable force with
more firepower, technology, and logistical sustainability than the forces that existed.
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The net effect is to Transform the Army into a more joint and expeditionary force. The
DoD and DA, informed by experiences in Afghanistan and Iraq, revised the QDR and
submitted it to Congress in 2006. The recommendations continue to emphasize the
need for Transformation and growth of U.S. ground forces. These recommendations
put forth in the QDR follow two major DoD imperatives:

1) Continue to reorient the Department’s capabilities and forces to be more agile
in current international conflicts while preparing for broader asymmetric threats from
unconventional enemies.

2) Implement enterprise-wide changes to ensure that organization structures,
processes, and procedures effectively support DoDs strategic direction.

Specific QDR decisions direct DA to accelerate the Transformation of joint ground
forces capabilities. QDR decisions and directives that specifically relate to Army growth
and restructure include:

o Transform Army units and headquarters to modular designs.

o Continue to standardize brigades through Army Modularity in all three Army
components (Active, Reserve, and National Guard).

o0 Incorporate technology improvements and Future Combat Systems (FCS)
improvements through a spiraled development and fielding process to introduce
new technologies as they develop.

0 Expand joint tactical air/ground operations and double the coverage capability of
unmanned aerial vehicles to include the Predator and Global Hawk.

o Further increase the capability, capacity, and numbers of special operations force
personnel and increase active duty special forces battalions by one-third.

o Improve intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance technologies, information
sharing capabilities, and joint command and control.

0 Achieve Net-Centricity and information connectivity on the battlefield by
improving tactical satellite communications, strengthening network capability, and
increasing communications capability and bandwidth.

These decisions and directives establish the strategic nat