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Abstract: This Environmental Assessment is intended to meet
NEPA requirements for the proposed demolition of water tower
1706. The no action alternative, Alternative A, and one action
alternative, Alternative B, were examined. Alternative B is the
action proponent’s preferred alternative.
Alternative B would allow Marine Corps Base Quantico to demolish
water tower 1706 but would result in adverse effects to historic
resources. Water tower 1706 is a contributing element to the
National Register of Historic Places listed Marine Corps Base
Quantico Historic District. A Memorandum of Agreement to
mitigate the adverse effect is being developed with the Virginia
State Historic Preservation Officer. With appropriate Best
Management Practices implemented, demolition of the tower will
not result in adverse effects to wildlife/threatened and
endangered species habitat, Waters of the United States
(including wetlands), air and water quality, low-income,
minority groups, or children, military training, noise levels,
infrastructure, or human health/safety. If the stated
avoidance/mitigation measures (Section 4.15 of this EA) are
executed, the proposed alternative would have no significant
impacts on the natural or human environments. The preparation
of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required.
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1.0

PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

This environmental assessment (EA) was prepared to comply with
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969,
regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 40 CFR
parts 1500-1508, and Marine Corps Order P5090.2A which details
the US Marine Corps’ internal operating instructions for
implementing NEPA. This EA, along with associated agency
consultations, meet all NEPA requirements for demolition of
water tower 1706.
Water tower 1706 is no longer part of the Marine Corps Base
Quantico (MCBQ) drinking water system and has been abandoned.
Currently, the tower is being maintained to ensure structural
integrity. Even though the tower is not being actively used, it
must be routinely inspected and maintained which incurs
government cost.
1.1 Background
As depicted in Figure 1, water tower 1706 is located south of
Building 15, Liversedge Hall, and north of the Masters Hill
Family Housing.
The elevated water tank was constructed in 1929 and has a
100,000 gallon capacity. The steel tank is 28 feet in diameter
on top of four steel supports resting on a concrete foundation.
The structure is 152 feet in height. A central standpipe rises
to meet the tank in the bottom center. The tank and support
legs are painted in a white and orange checkerboard pattern.
See tower photographs Figure 2. This structure was part of the
first permanent construction at MCBQ.
Water tower 1706 is a contributing element to the National
Register of Historic Places listed Marine Corps Base Quantico
Historic District under the theme of First Permanent
Construction under Criteria A which is associated with events
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of our history and Criteria C which embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high
artistic values, or that represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction.
The water tower is no longer part of the existing drinking water
system and was taken out of service in the early 2000s.
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Figure 1 Site Location Map
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Figure 2 Tower Photographs (CRM Files)
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2.0

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Alternative A – No Action
Under alternative A, no action would occur. Water tower 1706
would remain in place and the cost to maintain the integrity of
the structure would persist. This is not the preferred
alternative as this water tower is not being utilized and no
longer serves its purpose.
2.2 Alternative B – Demolish Water Tower 1706
Alternative B would allow for the demolition of water tower
1706. Demolition would include the removal of the tower
structure, closure of pipe infrastructure, excavation to remove
the tower and fence footers, regrading, and stabilization of the
site. Alternative B is the lead agency’s preferred alternative
to reduce operating costs.
2.3 Alternatives Dropped from Further Review
In accordance with CEQ guidance, all reasonable alternatives
must be rigorously examined within NEPA documentation. Marine
Corps Order P5090.2A, Chapter 12, section 12103.1d(2) states
that the NEPA process should identify and assess all reasonable
alternatives to proposed actions that would avoid or minimize
adverse environmental effects. Additionally, the reasons for
eliminating alternatives must also be discussed in Environmental
Assessments.
Due the nature of the proposed need for action, no other viable
alternatives were identified/evaluated.

3.0

EXISTING ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR Part 1500)
requires documentation that succinctly describes the environment
of the areas potentially affected by the alternatives being
considered.
Tower 1706 is located within the Mainside area at MCBQ, in
Prince William County, Virginia. The site is accessible via
McCard Road.
3.1 Land Use
MCBQ is divided into two areas; Mainside, 6,000 acres east of
Interstate 95 and U.S. Route 1 and; the Westside or Guadalcanal
area, 53,200 acres west of the same highways.
Current land usage can be seen in Figure 1.
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3.1.1 Geology
The proposed action would occur within the Mainside portion of
the Base, which lies in the Coastal Plain geologic region. The
region consists of Mesozoic and Cenozoic marine sediments, some
consolidated into sandstone and marl. The project area is
specifically within the Patapsco formation, which dates to the
Cretaceous Period at the end of the Mesozoic Era. It is
comprised of sand and clay from shallow aquatic deposits, which
cover Pre-Cambrian crystalline rock with a thickness of
approximately 150 feet. These deposits are generally
unconsolidated.
3.1.2 Soils
The soils found in the Coastal Plain are the result of the soil
formation on the underlying sediments. Many soils within the
project area are disturbed due to past development for buildings
and a swimming pool.
Hydric soils and highly erodible soils can constrain excavation
activities or indicate potential environmental impacts. Hydric
soils are defined as soils that are saturated long enough during
the growing season to develop oxygen deficient conditions in
their upper portions and are typically associated with wetlands,
streams, or open water. Oxygen-deficient conditions within
soils are conducive to the establishment of wetland vegetation.
Hydric soils often contain large amounts of organic material.
Highly erodible soils are classified as having an erosion rating
index of eight or greater. Often, highly erodible soils are
found on steep slopes and can be difficult to work with during
excavation activities.
Two soil units exist at the proposed demolition site:
Caroline-Sassafras complex with fifteen to thirty percent slopes
(map unit CdE), and Kempsville fine sandy loam with 6 to 10
percent slopes, eroded (map unit KfC2).
CdE is a well-drained soil with rapid runoff with a high erosion
potential when exposed. The soil complex is comprised of 35
percent Caroline soils and 35 percent Sassafras. The remainder
of the soil complex consists of gravelly, sandy, and clayey
material. This soil series is common within oak-hickory and
pine associations.
KfC2 is a well-drained soil and is characteristic of a mixed
pine and hardwood forest. This soil series occurs on hilltops
and sideslopes underlain by sandstones. Depth to hard bedrock
5

is about 3 to 8 feet and rapid weathering is common. Added
topsoil may be needed in shallow areas to provide adequate
rooting depth for replacement vegetation after ground
disturbances.
The site contains no hydric soil and moderately erodible soils
when left exposed.
The soils map is included as Figure 3.
3.1.3 Topography
The terrain of the proposed project area consists of nearly
level to steep slopes. Elevation at water tower 1706 is
approximately 150 feet above sea level. Elevation generally
increases from the tower towards Building 15, Liversedge Hall
located approximately 400 feet northeast of the site. Site
drainage flows northeast to southwest. See Figure 4 for
topographic map.
3.2 Water Resources
The Coastal Plain topography allows for rapid water conveyance
and due to the proximity of various water bodies, activities
conducted on the Base could potentially affect the water
resources of the area.
Activities in surface waters, streams, and wetlands are
regulated under numerous federal laws, regulations, and
policies. The proposed actions would be bound by the following:
 Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, which requires a
permit from the US Army Corps of Engineers for the
discharge of dredged or fill material in to “waters of
the US” a term that includes most streams, wetlands, and
ponds.
 Executive Order (E.O.) 11990, Protection of Wetlands,
requires federal agencies to take action to minimize the
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to
preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of
wetlands.
The Commonwealth of Virginia also regulates streams and wetlands
that are considered “Waters of the State” through a number of
laws and provisions. Any action that requires a federal Section
404 permit may also require a Section 401 water quality
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Figure 3 Soil Map
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Figure 4 Topographic Map
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certification from the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ), and under certain circumstances, the Virginia
Marine Resources Commission (VMRC).
In 1988 Virginia enacted the Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act
(CBPA). This Act established a cooperative program between
state and local governments to improve water quality in the Bay
by requiring resource management practices in the use and
development of environmentally sensitive land features. As
defined by the CBPA, Resource Protection Areas (RPA) are buffer
zones that include all areas within 100 feet of a tidal wetland,
contiguous non-tidal wetlands, or perennial streams. Other
areas are designated as Resource Management Areas (RMA). The
RMA includes the 100-year floodplain, highly erodible soils,
highly permeable soils, and non-tidal wetlands that are not part
of an RPA. The Department of Defense is a signatory to an
agreement supporting the CBPA and its associated regulations and
will comply to the maximum extent possible consistent with the
military mission and budget constraints.
3.2.1 Streams
According to site visits, topographic maps, aerial mapping, and
GIS data, no streams are within the proposed project area. The
nearest streams are located approximately 950 feet southwest and
950 feet southeast of the water tower. See topographic map,
Figure 4.
3.2.2 Wetlands
A two-step process was used to establish the likelihood of
wetlands within the proposed project boundaries. Initially,
National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps were reviewed and then
ground-truthed by the MCBQ NREA, NEPA Program. No wetlands are
located in the project area. See Figure 5 for NWI mapping.
3.2.3 Floodplains
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management requires federal
agencies to eliminate/minimize occupancy and modification of
floodplains. The order specifically prohibits federal agencies
from funding construction in the 100-year floodplain unless no
practicable alternative exists.
The location of Alternative B was identified on Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) numbers 51153C0318E panel 318 of 328. The flood mapping
was revised on August 3, 2015. The site is described as being
completely within Flood Zone X (unshaded) which is outside of
the 500-year floodplain. The FEMA FIRM is included as Figure 6.
9

Figure 5 National Wetland Inventory
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Figure 6 FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map
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3.2.4 Groundwater
Fractured bedrock aquifers underlie most of MCBQ with the
largest being the Potomac Aquifer. Groundwater can typically be
reached at depths between 200 and 350 feet. Within the Coastal
Plain region, the water table generally flows subparallel with
the surface topography and groundwater flows towards the Potomac
River at MCBQ. One of the largest surface recharge areas for
the Potomac Aquifer exists in Stafford County, near Interstate
95 (west of the project site). To date, no comprehensive
studies of groundwater resources have been conducted at MCBQ.
3.2.5 Coastal Zone Management Act
The Coastal Zone Management Act (CZMA) of 1972 (16 USC § 1451,
et seq., as amended) provides guidance to states, in cooperation
with federal and local agencies, for developing land and water
use programs in coastal zones. The CZMA states that “the
boundary of a State’s coastal zone must exclude lands owned,
leased, held in trust or whose use is otherwise by law subject
solely to the discretion of the Federal Government, its
officers, or agents” (16 USC § 1453 [1]). According to this
statute, MCBQ is not within Virginia’s coastal zone.
Section 307 of the CZMA covers coordination and cooperation
issues. Section 307 mandates that federal projects that affect
land uses, water uses, or other coastal resources of a state’s
coastal zone must be consistent to the maximum extent
practicable with the enforceable policies of that state’s
federally-approved coastal management plan. If a proposed
federal project or activity affects coastal resources or uses
beyond the boundaries of the federal property, Section 307 of
the CZMA applies.
The Commonwealth of Virginia has developed and implemented a
federally-approved Coastal Zone Management Program (VCP)
describing current coastal legislation and enforceable policies.
The Virginia VCP has nine enforceable policies which include:
wetlands management, fisheries management, subaqueous lands
management, dune management, non-point source pollution control,
point source pollution control, shoreline sanitation, air
pollution control, and coastal lands management.
3.2.6 Stormwater
The proposed project areas are located upslope from significant
water resources including the Potomac River with associated
tributaries and wetlands. Stormwater runoff from the tower
discharges to the stormwater system within the Masters Hill
housing development. Additionally, stormwater flow can also
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sheet flow directly to an intermittent tributary of the Potomac
River. When this unnamed tributary reaches Little Hall, south
of water tower 1706, the stream is piped under the heavily
developed portion of MCBQ and then discharges to the Potomac
River.
3.3 Biological Resources
3.3.1 Vegetation
Water tower 1706 is within a highly developed area of MCBQ and
is immediately surrounded by turf grasses. Outside of the
immediately maintained tower area is dense mixed-hardwood
forest.
3.3.2 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat
The area surrounding water tower 1706 supports a wide variety of
both game and non-game species and a diversity of wildlife
habitat is available. Game species include white-tailed deer,
wild turkey, eastern gray squirrel, eastern cottontail and
bobwhite quail. Non-game species include resident and migratory
songbirds, raptors, and various reptiles, amphibians, and
invertebrates.
Migratory birds utilize a variety of habitats available
throughout MCBQ including forestland, grassland, wetland, and
riparian corridors.
The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) protects all species
covered by the four migratory bird treaties the United States
signed with Canada, Mexico, Japan, and Russia. The MBTA
prohibits taking, killing, or possessing of migratory
birds (including parts, feathers, nests, and eggs) unless
permitted by the Secretary of the Interior. The United States
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) currently recognizes 832
species of migratory birds.
Per Executive Order 13186, Responsibilities of Federal Agencies
to Migratory Birds DOD and USFWS set forth a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) to promote the conservation of migratory
birds. The MOU pertains to installation support functions such
as the construction and operation of administrative/support
facilities, commissaries, military exchanges, shops, road
construction, and welfare/recreation activities.
Neotropical migratory birds breed in North America and migrate
to Central and South America to overwinter. The wood thrush
(Hylocichla mustelina), scarlet tanager (Piranga olivacea), and
red-eyed vireo (Vireo olivaceus) are common neotropical migrants
13

found in mature MCBQ forests. Much research is ongoing
nationwide to determine the factors affecting the population
densities and breeding success of these species.
Habitat used by migratory birds is located adjacent to water
tower 1706. The tower site is located within the 143 acre
Forest Compartment 71 and also contains some maintained shrubs
and grasses.
Bald eagles, which are protected under the MBTA, are discussed
within the threatened and endangered species/species of concern
portion (3.3.3) of this EA.
3.3.3 Threatened and Endangered Species/Species of Concern
The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federal agencies to
ensure that their actions will not jeopardize the continued
existence of any threatened or endangered species or result in
the destruction or adverse modification of its critical habitat.
Three plant species on MCBQ are listed as federally threatened
or endangered and include harperella, small whorled pogonia, and
sensitive joint-vetch.
Harperella, Ptilimnium nodosum, is a federally listed endangered
plant species native to riverine habitats. This plant is only
found in 13 areas ranging from Maryland to Georgia. Harperella
has been historically found along Aquia Creek, which is located
along the southern boundary of the installation.
The small whorled pogonia (SWP), Isotria medeoloides, is a
federally listed threatened species. The SWP is a perennial
plant that generally occurs on gentle to moderate slopes with
eastern or northern exposures and prefers acidic sandy loam
soils with low nutrient content. There are approximately 15
known MCBQ colonies.
Sensitive joint-vetch, Aeschynomene virginica, is a federally
listed threatened species. This plant is an annual legume that
prefers slightly brackish tidal river systems and exists along
the Potomac River.
There are two MCBQ animal species listed under the ESA; the
Northern long-eared bat (NLEB) and the Dwarf wedge mussel.
The NLEB, Myotis septentrionalis, is a threatened species of bat
that is found at MCBQ. The NLEB population has been 99%
destroyed by the White-nose syndrome (WNS)and other population
14

pressures such as habitat destruction and communications towers
and wind turbines. MCBQ is within the area of the United States
impacted by WNS. The NLEB is active at MCBQ from approximately
April 15 through September 15. There is no NLEB hibernaculum
aboard MCBQ.
The dwarf wedge mussel (Alasmidonta heterodon) is federally
endangered. This small bivalve lives in freshwater streams and
requires highly oxygenated and silt-free waters. This species
has historically been found within the Aquia Creek watershed.
An updated species survey was conducted during the summer of
2014 and no dwarf wedge mussels were found.
The bald eagle, Haliaeetus leucocephalus, was removed from the
Federal List of Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants in
2007 due to population recovery. The bald eagle is still
afforded federal protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act
(see Section 3.3.2) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Act and
considered a species of concern. The Bald and Golden Eagle Act
requires a buffer of 660 feet around a nesting site. There are
no known nesting sites near water tower 1706. See Figure 7 for
map.
According to Chief of Naval Operations Instruction (OPNAVINST)
5090.1B, it is Navy and Marine Corps policy to cooperate with
states to protect state listed species, if mission compatible.
MCBQ considers project impacts to Virginia-listed rare species
and state listed species during the NEPA process.
The Virginia Piedmont waterboatman, Sigara depressa, and the
brook floater, Alasmidonta varicose, are two listed state
endangered species. Both species are water dependent. The
Virginia Piedmont waterboatman is an insect that inhabits ponds
and extremely slow moving streams. The brook floater is a
bivalve that is found in clean consistently moving streams in
gravel or sand substrates.
3.4 Cultural Resources
Implementation of proposed federal actions must comply with the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended.
Under the NHPA, consideration of historic preservation issues
must be integrated into the early stages of project planning by
federal agencies. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, a federal
agency is required to account for the effects of proposed
actions on any district, site, building, structure, or object
that is included or eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP), prior to the expenditure of
15

Figure 7 Bald Eagle Nest Map
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funds on the action. Section 110 requires the identification
and evaluation of any cultural resources on federal property
that meet the eligibility criteria of the NRHP.
Water tower 1706 is a contributing element to the National
Register of Historic Places listed Marine Corps Base Quantico
Historic District under the theme of “First Permanent
Construction” under Criteria A which is associated with events
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns
of history and Criteria C which embodies the distinctive
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or
that represent the work of a master, or that possess high
artistic values, or that represent a significant and
distinguishable entity whose components may lack individual
distinction.
Archaeological surveys have not been conducted in the vicinity
of the water tower but the area has been extensively disturbed
for construction of the water tower and surrounding base
housing. There are no known archaeological resources that are
eligible or potentially eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places within the project area.
3.5 Air Quality
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) defines ambient air
(40 CFR Part 50) as “that portion of the atmosphere, external to
buildings, to which the general public has access.” In
compliance with the 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA) as amended in 1977
and 1990, the EPA has produced ambient air quality standards and
regulations. The EPA has issued National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide,
sulfur dioxide (SO2), particulate matter (PM) at two levelsparticles with a diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10
micrometers (PM10) and less than or equal to a nominal 2.5
micrometers (PM2.5), ozone, nitrogen dioxide (NOx), and lead.
Areas that do not meet NAAQS are called non-attainment areas.
MCBQ is located in a moderate ozone non-attainment area within
the Ozone Transport Region, and in a PM2.5 non-attainment area.
The General Conformity Rule ensures that the actions taken by
federal agencies in nonattainment and maintenance areas do not
interfere with a state’s plans to meet the NAAQS.
Established under the Clean Air Act (section 176(c)(4)), the
General Conformity Rule plays an important role in helping
states improve air quality in those areas that do not meet the
NAAQS. Under the General Conformity Rule, federal agencies must
work with State, Tribal, and local governments in a
17

nonattainment or maintenance area to ensure that federal actions
conform to the air quality plans established in the applicable
implementation plan.
In order to target federal projects which have the greatest
impact on regional air quality, EPA established de minimis
thresholds. De minimis thresholds are pollutant specific and
specify the maximum allowable emissions from a project before a
formal conformity determination must be prepared. Federal
agencies do not need to prepare conformity determinations for
actions that do not exceed these thresholds.
Additionally, several types of federal actions are automatically
exempt from the general conformity rule without regards to their
emissions. Actions such as routine repair of facilities and
roads, routine transport of materiel and personnel, routine
movement of mobile assets, and others are listed as exempt in 40
CFR 93.153(c)(2). Any equipment that requires a permit to
construct and operate under a state’s New Source Review program
is exempt from General Conformity, as well as any other action
specifically accounted for in the State Implementation Plan
(SIP).
A federal agency must perform a General Conformity applicability
analysis prior to initiating any non-exempt action that will
cause emissions of criteria pollutants for which the area is
designated nonattainment or maintenance. The analysis must
include reasonable estimates of direct emissions (caused by the
action; occur at the same time and place) and indirect emissions
(caused by the action; may occur later in time or in a different
location than the action). The analysis must be performed for
each year of the action and one year of typical operations. If
the analysis indicates that the emission levels are below de
minimis thresholds for all years, then no further action is
necessary.
The pollutant de minimis criterion is 50 tons per year (tpy) for
volatile organic compounds (VOC), 100 tpy for NOx, 100 tpy for
PM2.5, and 100,000 tpy for CO2.
3.5.1 Climate Change
Greenhouse gases (GHG) are atmospheric compounds that contribute
to the greenhouse effect. GHGs include CO2, CH4, and N2O,
fluorinated gases and water vapor. The greenhouse effect is a
natural phenomenon that causes heat to be trapped within the
lowest portion of the earth’s atmosphere creating a wide range
of environmental concerns referred to as climate change.
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Climate change is associated with rising global temperatures,
sea level rise, changing weather patterns, changes to local and
regional ecosystems including the potential loss of species,
longer growing seasons, and shifts in plant and animal ranges.
Most GHGs occur naturally within the atmosphere but scientific
evidence indicates a trend of increasing global temperature over
the past century due to a combination of natural occurrences and
an increase in GHG emissions from anthropogenic causes (IPCC
2007).
According to the Quadrennial Defense Review Report of February
2010, the DoD has recognized that climate change will affect the
DoD operating environment, roles, and missions undertaken;
furthermore, adjustments due to climate change impacts on
facilities and military capabilities will be necessary. The DoD
has made a commitment to foster efforts to assess, adapt to, and
mitigate the impacts of climate change. Specifically, the DoD
has leveraged the Strategic Environmental Research and
Development Program, a joint effort among the DoD, the
Department of Energy, and the Environmental Protection Agency,
to develop climate change assessment tools.
CEQ’s NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate
Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions states that “if a proposed
action would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions
of 27,563 tpy (25,000 metric tons) or more of CO2-equivalent GHG
emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an
indicator that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be
meaningful to decision makers and the public.” These
recommendations are consistent with the EPA’s Mandatory
Reporting of Greenhouse Gases rule (40 CFR Part 98) which
applies to all stationary sources emitting 27,563 tpy or more of
GHG emissions. The rule allows for data collection to help
shape future climate change policies and programs but does not
require control of GHGs. MCBQ adheres to CEQ’s guidance on
evaluating a project’s impact on climate change and GHG
emissions.
3.6 Noise
Noise, defined as unwanted sound, is a prevalent human
environment concern in and around military installations. The
major sources of noise at MCBQ include aircraft, artillery,
small arms, explosives, vehicles, heavy equipment, and
machinery.
Existing noise levels around the water tower are primarily from
air operations at the nearby Marine Corps Air Facility (Turner
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Field) and ranges located west of I-95. Ordnance used in live
and simulated fire exercises, is generally conducted at ranges
on the western side of the Base, approximately four miles from
the proposed project area.
3.7 Infrastructure, Utilities, and Transportation
The site has a well-developed infrastructure; utilities and
services are readily available.
3.7.1 Utilities
Utilities such as water, sewer, electrical, natural gas, and
fiber optic communication cable extend to the facility from from
near the intersection of Neville Road and Lejeune Road. Water
and sewer service is provided by MCBQ, electricity by Dominion
Virginia Power, natural gas from Columbia Gas Company, Inc. and
communications from Verizon and government networks. There are
no known underground storage tanks for fuel near the water tower
1706.
Currently, water tower 1706 is used to support wireless
telecommunications equipment owned by T-Mobile. There are
current lease agreements with the Department of Navy for
placement and operation of the equipment.
3.7.2 Transportation
Access to the site is accomplished via Neville Road or Lejeune
Road on the Mainside of the installation. The tower is situated
within a military housing development.
3.8 Hazardous Materials, Hazardous Waste, and Solid Waste
The tower was constructed in 1929 and it may contain hazardous
materials such as lead and cadmium may be present in the
external coating and asbestos may be present within the
associated piping. These materials may become hazardous waste
upon disposal.
Executive Order 13514, Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and
Economic Performance calls for meeting or exceeding fifty
percent diversion of non-hazardous solid waste and sixty percent
diversion of construction and demolition debris from landfills.
3.9 Recreation
The water tower is not located within a recreation area. Many
recreational trails are present within the Mainside of MCBQ but
do not pass near tower 1706. Additionally, the Medal of Honor
Golf Course lies approximately 1,500 feet northwest of the
project site.
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3.10 Military Training
The water tower area is located within a cantonment area and is
not used as a military range aboard MCBQ.
3.11 Environmental Justice
Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to address
Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-income
Populations, was issued in 1994. This order directs agencies to
address environmental and human health conditions in minority
and low-income communities so as to avoid the disproportionate
placement of any adverse effects from federal policies and
actions on these groups. The proposed action will not involve
effects specific to minority or low-income populations.
EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health and
Safety Risk, was issued in 1997. This order requires agencies,
to the extent permitted by law and mission, to identify and
assess environmental health and safety risks that might
disproportionately affect children. Children are more likely
than adults to be adversely affected by environmental
contaminants. The proposed project will occur immediately
adjacent to public lands maintained by Prince William County,
private residences, public highways, and Marine Corps Base
Quantico.
Population data reveals that census tracts surrounding the
project area have higher percentages of minorities, low-income,
and families with children than Prince William and Stafford
Counties as a whole. See Figure 8.
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Figure 8 Environmental Justice Mapping

Source:

EJSCREEN EPA Environmental Mapper

Minority Population Map

Low Income Population Map
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Children <5 years old mapping
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4.0

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR Part 1500)
requires impacts discussion, in proportion to their
significance, within NEPA documentation. The affected
environment under the proposed action alternative ranges from
site-specific physical and natural resources to broader regional
concerns (i.e., air quality variables, noise, infrastructure,
socioeconomic conditions, community facilities and services,
transportation and traffic).
This section describes the anticipated direct, indirect, and
cumulative environmental impacts of the no action alternative
and the action alternative for the demolition of water tower
1706.
Alternative A is no action and Alternative B is the proposed
action. As discussed in Section 2.3 of this EA, no other viable
alternatives were identified. Best management practices and
measures to mitigate potential impacts are covered in section
4.15.
4.1 Land Use
Impact of Alternative A: Under the no action alternative, the
water tower would remain in place and unused. There would be no
impacts to land use under alternative A.
Impact of Alternative B: Extensive vegetation clearing will not
be required to demolish the water tower. Grading and
stabilization through seeding would occur after the demolition
of the water tower. Invasive species must not be planted as a
component of this project.
Soils will be disturbed as a part of this project and potential
impacts and mitigations to minimize soil movement are included
in Sections 4.2 and 4.15 of this EA.
The current land is use military housing. Alternative B would
not change the use of the land. Alternative B would not result
in significant land use changes.
4.2 Water Resources
Potential impacts to water resources were assessed based on
water quality, hydrology, surface water and wetlands,
groundwater, and flooding potential in the project area.
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Impact of Alternative A: This alternative does not involve
alteration of wetlands, surface waters, or associated hydrology.
Alternative A would not result in impacts to water resources.
Impact of Alternative B: No Waters of the United States are
within the project boundaries and, as such, demolition of the
water tower will not adversely impact water resources.
The proposed action alternative would not require fill within
the 100-year or 500-year floodplains. The 100-year floodplain
is considered a RMA under the CBPA. There are no Waters of the
United States at the project site.
The project will disturb less than one acre of land so the
project will require an Erosion and Sediment Control plan short
form (see Appendix A). The erosion and sediment control plan
must be submitted to the NREA Branch’s Water Programs Manager
for review and approval at least 70 days prior to land
disturbing activities (see Section 8.0 for contact information).
The project must be compliant with the new VSMP regulations,
9VAC25-870. The NREA Erosion and Sediment Control, Stormwater
Pollution Prevention and Low Impact Development (LID) on MCB
Quantico (2013) application and design guidance document should
be followed to eliminate approval delays.
Storwater flows into the conveyance system within the housing
area and then is piped under Barnett Avenue to the Potomac
River.
The proposed action alternative is consistent to the maximum
extent practicable with the enforceable policies of Virginia’s
Coastal Zone Management Program (VCP). The proposed project is
not expected to have adverse effects on fisheries, shorelines,
subaqueous lands, dunes, or coastal lands.
4.3 Biological Resources
Impact of Alternative A: Implementation of the no action
alternative, would not have a significant impact on vegetation,
wildlife (including migratory birds), or threatened/endangered
species.
Impact of Alternative B: The action alternative is compliant
with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Bald and Golden Eagle
Act. The nearest nest is approximately 2,200 feet south of the
project area which is well outside of the 660 foot buffer
required under the Bald and Golden Eagle Act. Demolition noise
at this distance will not have an adverse effect on Bald Eagles.
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Some minor tree clearing may occur to facilitate site access and
laydown areas for the structure demolition. Less than one acre
of total disturbance is expected. Significant habitat will not
be permanently disturbed.
In the event tree clearing needs to occur for site access, a
time of year restriction will apply to the project. To avoid
potential impacts to the Northern long-eared bat, tree clearance
must occur between September 16th and April 14th of any given
year. If this is not feasible, further coordination and
possible surveys will be required. Survey cost may need to
incurred by the project.
Water resources that support the dwarf wedge mussel, Harparella,
Sensitive joint-vetch, waterboatman, and brook floater will not
be affected. Best management practices to avoid downslope water
quality degradation during ground disturbance activities will be
followed to avoid downstream sediments (see Section 4.2 and
4.15.1).
While forest segmentation reduces the amount of contiguous
habitat that is available for migratory birds, site clearing
associated with any potential laydown areas would not
significantly affect the available forestland available. The
majority of migratory birds listed under the MBTA on MCBQ are
waterfowl species. No wetlands or open water will be
significantly affected by the proposed construction activities.
Additionally, MCBQ is committed to supporting migratory bird
data collection and monitoring. In 1995, MCBQ enrolled three
bird-banding stations in the Monitoring Avian Productivity and
Survival (MAPS) program and has been operating these stations
annually. In 2000, a two-year study involving the feeding
ecology of neotropical birds during the fall migration was
initiated. Additionally, the Marine Corps continues to be an
active participant with the Partners in Flight program which a
nationwide program to study and manage neotropical migratory
birds that breed in North America and migrate to Central and
South America to overwinter and habitat conservation efforts
integrated into installation management are detailed within the
MCBQ Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan.
Construction noise can affect wildlife and influence behavior
and movement patterns. A forested buffer will remain in place
on three sides of the demolition project which will lessen the
amount of transmitted noise. Noise associated with demolition
is unavoidable but temporary.
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The proposed action will not have significant impacts on
threatened and endangered species, migratory birds, or habitats
used by these species.
4.4 Cultural Resources
Under Section 106 of the NHPA, a federal agency is required to
account for the effects of the proposed action on any historic
district, site, building, structure, or object that is included
or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP), prior to the expenditure of funds on the action.
Section 110 requires the identification and evaluation of any
cultural resources (including archaeological sites) on federal
property that meets the eligibility criteria of the NRHP.
Impact of Alternative A: This alternative does not include land
disturbance or development so cultural resources would not be
affected.
Impact of Alternative B: Water Tower 1706 is considered a
contributing element of the National Register of Historic Places
listed MCBQ Historic District. Demolition of this structure is
considered an adverse effect to the Historic District. The SHPO
has concurred with the finding of adverse effect. A Memorandum
of Agreement (MOA) is being developed to mitigate the adverse
effect. Proposed mitigation includes intensive documentation of
the historic structure to include photographs and architectural
history and description. See Appendix B for SHPO consultation
and the draft MOA.
Public notices were placed on the MCBQ website for 30 days and
invitations to be a consulting and/or concurring party in the
MOA process were sent to Prince William, Stafford, and Fauquier
Counties. Stafford County requested copies of reports
associated with the demolition and SHPO process. No other
comments were received.
Although the site has been previously disturbed and covered by
past archaeological surveys, there is always the potential for
unexpected discoveries. In the event potential human remains
(e.g. bones, bone fragments) are discovered, work must be halted
or diverted to other areas until appropriate measures are taken.
Contract Project Managers must be informed that any human
remains encountered are protected by state and federal law. The
following procedures must be followed:
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Halt work at the location leaving remains in place and any
associated features and objects
Notify Base Cultural Resources Manager/NEPA Program per
Section 8.0 of this EA
Redesign project to avoid remains, if possible
Base Cultural Resources Manager/NEPA Program will contact
SHPO, and if remains are Native American will contacts
tribe(s)
Removal of remains requires a permit from the SHPO,
including the participation of a skeletal biologist or
physical anthropologist, and plans to make appropriate
notifications to possible descendents/relatives and other
measures in accordance with state law and Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation guidelines

4.5 Air Quality
MCBQ is located in a moderate ozone non-attainment area within
the Ozone Transport Region, and in a PM2.5 non-attainment area.
The General Conformity Rule ensures that the actions taken by
federal agencies in nonattainment and maintenance areas do not
interfere with a state’s plans to meet the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS).
Impact of Alternative A: Alternative A will not have an effect
on air quality as no new construction would occur and no new
emissions sources added.
Impact of Alternative B: The expected potential air pollutants
associated with alternative B would include emissions from
demolition activities/equipment, crew commuting vehicles,
fugitive dust, and from use of other fuel-burning equipment.
The direct and indirect emissions associated with alternative B
are not expected to exceed de minimus emissions levels based on
concept plans. A Record of Non-applicability for General
Conformity has been completed for this project. See Appendix C.
The contractor in charge of construction will be responsible for
ensuring compliance with the Fugitive Dust Standard. As stated
in the Title V Operating Permit for MCBQ, Section XV.N, Fugitive
Dust Emission Standard:
“During the operation of a stationary source or any other
building, structure, facility or installation, no owner or other
person shall cause or permit any materials or property to be
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handled, transported, stored, used, constructed, altered,
repaired, or demolished without taking reasonable precautions to
prevent particulate matter from becoming airborne. Such
precautions may include, but are not limited, to the following:
 Use, where possible, of water or chemicals for control of
dust in demolition activities (including road surfaces),
from use of quicklime, construction operations, the
grading of roads, or the clearing of land;
 Application of asphalt, water, or suitable chemicals on
dirt roads, materials stockpiles, and other surfaces
which may create airborne dust; the paving of roadways
and the maintaining of them in a clean condition;
 Installation and use of hoods, fans, and fabric filters
to enclose and vent the handling of dusty material.
Adequate containment methods shall be employed during
sandblasting or other similar operations;
 Open equipment for conveying or transporting material
likely to create objectionable air pollution when
airborne shall be covered or treated in an equally
effective manner at all times when in motion;
 The prompt removal of spilled or traced dirt or other
materials from paved streets and of dried sediments
resulting from soil erosion.”
The proposed action would produce a temporary minor change in
air emissions from the use of demolition equipment.
The action alternative would not significantly impact the
current air quality conditions at MCBQ or the Metropolitan
Washington non-attainment area.
4.5.1 Climate Change
CEQ’s NEPA Guidance on Consideration of the Effects of Climate
Change and Greenhouse Gas Emissions states that “if a proposed
action would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions
of 27,563 tpy (25,000 metric tons) or more of CO2-equivalent GHG
emissions on an annual basis, agencies should consider this an
indicator that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be
meaningful to decision makers and the public.”
Impact of Alternative A: The no action alternative would not
cause an increase in greenhouse gas emissions and would not have
new effects on climate change. A detailed quantitative and
qualitative assessment is not required.
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Impact of Alternative B: Demolition emissions are short in
duration and are not covered by the Mandatory Reporting of
Greenhouse Gases rule as the intent is to track and regulate
stationary sources. This project would not have any significant
changes in stationary or mobile emission sources or landfill
operations.
MCBQ address GHG emissions by meeting demands of laws, Executive
Orders, and policies relating to air quality, GHGs, and climate
change. The proposed project will be compliant with Executive
Order 13514, Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and
Economic Performance which establishes GHGs as the integrating
metric for tracking progress in federal sustainability, requires
a deliberative planning process, and links to budget allocations
to ensure goal achievement. Executive Order 13514 calls for a
34 percent reduction of GHG by 2020. The Marine Corps Base
Quantico Sustainability Plan was developed in 2013 and
implementation will be the primary method MCBQ will reach the
GHG reduction goal by 2020.
Best management practices (BMPs) would be required and
implemented for activities associated with the proposed action.
Demolition/ground disturbing activities will be accomplished in
full compliance with current Virginia regulatory requirements,
with compliant practices and/or products.
By directly inventorying all emissions in a nonattainment region
and monitoring concentrations of criteria pollutants in
attainment regions, the Commonwealth of Virginia takes into
account the effects of all past and present emissions in the
state. This is done by putting a regulatory structure in place
designed to prevent air quality deterioration for areas that are
in attainment with the NAAQS and to reduce common or criteria
pollutants emitted in nonattainment areas to levels that will
achieve compliance with the NAAQS. This structure of rules and
regulations applies either specifically or indirectly to all
activities in the region and all activities associated with the
proposed action alternative. MCBQ operates under a Title V
Operating Permit. Annual reports demonstrating compliance are
required under the permit will continue to be submitted. No
other large-scale projects or proposals have been identified
that, when combined with the proposed action, would threaten the
attainment status of the region, would have substantial GHG
emissions, or would lead to a violation of any Federal, state,
or local air regulation. In compliance with CEQ’s and the EPA’s
guidance, a detailed qualitative and quantitative analysis of CO2
equivalents is not required for the proposed action.
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The proposed action would not significantly contribute to
cumulative impacts to air quality, GHGs, or climate change.
4.6 Noise
Impact of Alternative A: There would be no new noise impacts
with the no action alternative. Noise levels would remain the
same.
Impact of Alternative B: Implementation of the proposed action
would generate short-term, temporary noise from demolition
operations (i.e., noise from demolition equipment, supply
trucks, and worker vehicles). The potential for noise impacts
from the proposed construction could be temporarily substantial
in the immediate area. It is recommended that Lincoln Military
Housing be made aware of the construction schedule so housing
residents are made aware of potential noise impacts. Demolition
activities should occur during normal business hours to avoid
unnecessary noise for residents.
Due to the nature of the project, no long-term noise impacts are
associated with this alternative.
4.7 Infrastructure, Utilities, and Transportation
Impact of Alternative A: The no construction alternative would
not have an impact on existing infrastructure.
Impact of Alternative B: Demolition of water tower 1706 will
result in decreased government costs due to the removal of the
abandoned water tower. Maintenance costs include general
maintenance of the structure and inspections.
Wireless telecommunications equipment is located on and around
water tower 1706. Current agreements with the providing
companies will either be allowed to expire or be renewed with
the approval of new equipment locations. A cumulative impact of
this action may be the installation of separate monopole or
lattice towers to support existing wireless telecommunications
equipment. The detailed evaluation of such towers is outside
the scope of this EA but will be evaluated both individually and
cumulatively based on potential locations which are not
currently available.
4.8 Hazardous Materials/Waste/Solid Waste
Impact of Alternative A: The proposed no action would have no
effect on general procedures for hazardous materials and
hazardous waste management at MCBQ.
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Impact of Alternative B: Industrial hygiene programs address
exposure to hazardous materials, use of personal protective
equipment, and availability of Material Safety Data Sheets
(MSDSs). Industrial hygiene is the responsibility of
contractors, as applicable. Contractor responsibilities are to
review potentially hazardous workplace operations; monitor
exposure to workplace chemical (e.g., asbestos, lead, hazardous
material), physical (e.g., noise propagation), and biological
(e.g., infectious waste) agents; recommend and evaluate controls
(e.g., ventilation, respirators) for the protection of
personnel; and ensure a medical surveillance program is in place
to perform occupational health physicals for those workers
subject to any accidental chemical exposures.
In order to detail and evaluated the potential on-site hazards,
the contractor will be required to complete an Environmental
Protection Plan (EPP).
The water tower was constructed in 1929 and there are likely
heavy metals (lead and cadmium) within the paint coating. The
paint shall be tested prior to disposal of the structure. A
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) for Heavy
Metals (RCRA-8) shall be conducted by the contractor. The
contractor shall submit an Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)
to NREA for approval prior to the start of work. The EPP must
detail hazardous materials and hazardous waste management.
It is expected that hazardous materials such as lead-based paint
will be encountered during tower demolition. Additionally,
transite pipe (asbestos-containing) may be present in the water
distribution system associated with the tower. Hazardous
materials can become hazardous waste when disposal occurs.
Hazardous waste will be removed in accordance to all state and
federal regulations. The contractor may not dispose of
hazardous materials/waste on MCBQ property. Disposal of
hazardous waste off the demolition site must follow the MCBQ
Standard Operating Procedure for Waste Disposal (See Appendix
D).
All solid waste activities will be covered in the project solid
waste management plan. This plan can be part of the
Environmental Protection Plan and must be submitted to NREA for
review prior to receipt of the Notice to Proceed. The plan must
be submitted to the Contracting Officer and/or designated
representative, and to NREA (see Section 8.0 for the solid waste
program contact information).
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The contractor is responsible for coordinating all solid waste
disposals at a landfill that meets all Federal, State, and local
regulatory standards. Hazardous waste and universal waste will
be disposed of in compliance with all applicable regulations.
The contractor will support the solid waste diversion philosophy
outlined in Executive Order 13514 by recovering/recycling
materials.
Alternative B will result in construction waste. Reports of
waste generated (including recycling) including material type
(CDD, concrete, scrap metal, used oil, etc), tons, disposal
destination, and disposal cost shall be reported via the
Construction Waste Management Report (see Appendix E) to NREA
within 30 days of the close of the project, and no later than
October 15 to be included in annual report submissions.
4.9 Health/Safety
Impact of Alternative A: This alternative would maintain the
status quo. Alternative A would not have an impact on
health/safety.
Impact of Alternative B: Work site safety is largely a matter
of adherence to regulatory requirements imposed for
the benefit of employees and implementation of operational
practices that reduce risks of illness, injury, death, and
property damage. The health and safety of onsite military and
civilian workers are safeguarded by DoD regulations designed to
comply with standards issued by the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration (OSHA) and the United States Environmental
Protection Agency. These standards specify the amount and type
of training required for industrial workers, the use of
protective equipment and clothing, engineering controls, and
maximum exposure limits for workplace stressors. All Material
Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all chemicals shall be kept on
site and all storage containers labeled. Demolition crews would
not be exposed to greater safety risks from the inherent dangers
at construction sites. Contractors would be required to
establish and maintain safety. Therefore, the proposed
demolition would not introduce new or unusual safety risks,
assuming construction protocols are followed.
This site does not occur within a known Military Munitions
Response Site (MMRP) but there is always the potential to
encounter unexploded ordnance (UXO)at MCBQ. Contractors should
undergo UXO awareness training given at MCBQ. In the event UXO
is discovered at the demolition site, work shall stop
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immediately and the contracting officer notified so the
appropriate notifications can be completed.
If appropriate Best Management Practices and appropriate
handling of hazardous materials/waste, as required by state and
federal regulations are followed, implementation of Alternative
B would not have an adverse effect on health and safety.
4.10 Environmental Justice/Socioeconomics
Impact of Alternative A or B: Population data reveals that
census tracts surrounding the project area have higher
percentages of minorities, low-income, and families with
children than Prince William and Stafford Counties as a whole.
While the proposed project would occur near populations
containing these groups, it will not significantly affect the
health of these groups. Temporary minor impacts such as noise
created by construction activities would occur but these impacts
will not disproportionately affect minorities, low-income
residents, or children. Best management practices such as dust
management would also be employed to eliminate or keep temporary
environmental nuisances to a minimum.
Implementing any of the proposed alternatives would not be
expected to significantly impact the socioeconomics or create
disproportionately high and adverse human health or
environmental effects to minority, low-income, or children at
MCBQ or in the surrounding area.
In the event any heavy metal containing paint is removed prior
to demolition through blasting (water, sand, etc), the tower
must be encapsulated to avoid impact to the surrounding housing
community. Additionally, if blasting occurs, the ground
surrounding the tower must be analyzed for heavy metals and
remediated, if applicable.
The demolition process will result in as proposed in temporary
employment opportunities and while this will result in a minor
positive impact to the community, the impact is negligible.
This project will not create new pressures on community
infrastructure and school districts.
4.11 Recreation
Impact of Alternative A: There would be no site work with this
alternative and there would be no impact to recreation aboard
MCBQ.
Impact of Alternative B: The site is located within a no
hunting zone. No hunting, fishing, or hiking/biking/running
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paths exist within the vicinity of the tower. Alternative B is
not likely to result in loss of recreation opportunities at
MCBQ.
4.12 Military Training
Impact of Alternative A: This alternative does not involve any
construction and would not have any effects on military
training.
Impact of Alternative B: The water tower area is not used as a
military training area. Alternative B will not cause impacts to
military training.
4.13 Cumulative Impacts
For NEPA analysis, a cumulative impact is defined as the impact
on the environment, which results from the incremental impact of
the action when added to other past, present, or reasonably
foreseeable future action. Impacts can result from individually
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a
period of time.
The proposed action was evaluated for cumulative impacts
relating to the following actions:
▪Several contributing elements to the Base Historic District
have been recently demolished or are slated for demolition:
Building 3074, 2101, 2102, 2103, 2106, 2205, and 2112. All but
3074 are considered air obstructions and demolition will improve
the safety of the Marine Corps Air Facility. Impacts to the
historic district have/are being mitigated according to various
Memorandum of Agreements.
▪Construction of the Heritage Center Parkway and scenic
overlook. This project has recently been completed. An
Environmental Assessment was completed for this project in 2011
resulting in a Finding of No Significant Impact. This project
will have minor (under 0.1 acre) wetland impacts that will be
properly permitted by the appropriate state and federal agencies
having jurisdiction. It is expected that the project will
qualify for a Nationwide Permit 3 for culvert maintenance. The
subject project will not have potential impacts to Waters of the
United States so cumulative impacts will not occur.
▪Phase I of the National Museum of the Marine Corps and Memorial
Park was completed in 2006 and the Memorial Chapel was completed
in 2009. An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was completed
for this project.
▪Actualization of erosion control measures along Little Creek.
There are a variety of USACE proposed remediation projects to be
completed as Base funding allows. The demolition project will
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not have impacts that will affect execution of these repair
projects.
▪Phases 2 and 3 of the Russell Road Widening from the MFCU
towards Dunlap Circle under design and is expected to be
complete in 2015. An EA was completed for Phase 2 in 2011. An
EA was completed for Phase 3 in 2012. Mitigations for these
phases include purchasing of mitigation banking credits for less
than 0.1 acre of wetland impacts, purchasing of stream credits,
a Phase III archaeological data recovery, and implementation of
sediment and erosion controls. Depending on the scheduling of
this project, there is potential for construction along this
road to impact access to the tower 1706 site.
▪Widening of Fuller Road from the front gate to Mason Drive. An
EA was completed for this project in 2012. Mitigation measures
include a stabilization study by USACE and subsequent erosion
control projects. Widening of Fuller Road beyond Mason Drive
may occur in the future but any completion timeframes and
impacts would be speculative. A Civil War camp site (Camp
French) could be adversely impacted if the project limits extend
to the southeastern portion of Fuller Road. Proposed projects
within Little Creek will occur just upstream of the confluence
at Purvis Road/Fuller Road. This project will affect access
routes within the Base and could affect the route of demolition
equipment and crews moving into the tower 1706 area.
▪Realignment of Purvis Road. This project qualified for a
categorical exclusion in 2010. This project was evaluated
within the Purvis Road Improvement Report and no cumulative
impacts will occur.
▪The construction of a Consolidated Elementary School. This
project was completed in 2015. There will be no cumulative
impacts.
▪The construction of a Child Development Center along Purvis
Road was completed in 2013.
▪The redevelopment of the Lyman Park housing area was completed
in 2005. Stream and wetland mitigation were required in the
form of on-site mitigation. The mitigation site is located
along Little Creek.
Projects by others:
▪Widening of U.S. Route 1 by the Virginia Department of
Transportation (VDOT) and Prince William County (PWC). NEPA
documents will be completed by VDOT/PWC. Wetland and stream
impacts are expected for this project. Any required mitigation
measures will be completed by VDOT/PWC.
▪Realignment of Fuller Heights Road by VDOT and PWC. The
project qualified for a Federal Highway Administration
Categorical Exclusion in 2010. Minor wetland impacts and
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adverse effects regarding potential erosion to Little Creek are
expected. A Little Creek stabilization study has been completed
by USACE. Recommended stabilization projects will be carried
out by MCBQ as funding allows. There is no expected start of
construction date for this project.
The proposed action alternative (Alternative B) will not have
significant cumulative impacts when considered with past,
present, and foreseeable future projects. Appropriate avoidance
and mitigation measures will occur throughout project
implementation to ensure potential impacts remain below
significant levels.
4.14 Unavoidable Impacts
It is not expected that there will be unavoidable permanent
impacts associated with the implementation of Alternative A or
B. Alternative B will result in permanent impacts to the MCBQ
historic district as detailed in 3.4 and 4.4 of this EA.
Section 4.15 outlines Best Management Practices/Mitigations that
will ensure potential impacts remain below significant levels.
4.15 Mitigation/Further Actions Required by Project Proponent
4.15.1 Cultural Resources
Permanent adverse effects to the MCBQ Historic District will
occur with Alternative B. The adverse effect will be mitigated
through the MOA process with the SHPO. All mitigations must be
completed and approved by SHPO prior to the demolition of the
tower. The project must incur the cost of the mitigation
measures.
In the event potential human remains (e.g. bones, bone
fragments) are discovered, work must be halted or diverted to
other areas until appropriate measures are taken. Contract
Project Managers must be informed that any human remains
encountered are protected by state and federal law. The
following procedures must be followed:
 Halt work at the location leaving remains in place and any
associated features and objects
 Notify Base Archaeologist/NEPA Section per Section 8.0 of
this EA
 Redesign project to avoid remains, if possible
 Base Archaeologist/NEPA Section will contact State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO), and if remains are Native
American will contacts tribe(s)
 Removal of remains requires a permit from the SHPO,
including the participation of a skeletal biologist or
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physical anthropologist, and plans to make appropriate
notifications to possible descendents/relatives and other
measures in accordance with state law and Advisory Council
on Historic Preservation guidelines
4.15.2 Mitigation of Affects to Water Quality
The implementation of basic erosion and sediment control
practices would be required during construction as specified in
the Virginia Erosion and Sediment Control Handbook (VDCR 1992).
The proper installation and maintenance of erosion and sediment
controls would minimize the movement of disturbed soils off-site
and into the Potomac River watershed. The project will require
an erosion and sediment (E&S) control plan (short form) and a be
submitted to the NREA Water Program at least 70 days prior to
the start of land disturbance. The project must adhere to the
new VSMP regulations per 9VAC25-870 which went into effect 1
July 2014, EISA 438 and the Navy’s LID Policy. The E&S control
plan must be approved by NREA before demolition can begin. The
NREA Erosion and Sediment Control, Stormwater Pollution
Prevention and Low Impact Development (LID) on MCB Quantico
(2013) application and design guidance document should be
followed to eliminate approval delays.
4.15.3 Minimization of Dust
The contractor must follow BMPs outlined in Section 4.5 of this
EA for dust reduction. The proposed project will occur adjacent
residential/community areas.
4.15.4 Waste Management Plan/Construction Waste Management
Report
The water tower was constructed in 1929 and there are likely
heavy metals (lead and cadmium) within the paint coating. The
paint shall be tested prior to disposal of the structure. A
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) for Heavy
Metals (RCRA-8) shall be conducted by the contractor. The
contractor shall submit an Environmental Protection Plan (EPP)
to NREA for approval prior to the start of work. The EPP must
detail hazardous materials and hazardous waste management.
It is expected that hazardous materials such as lead-based paint
will be encountered during tower demolition. Additionally,
transite pipe (asbestos-containing) may be present in the water
distribution system associated with the tower. Hazardous
materials can become hazardous waste when disposal occurs.
Hazardous waste will be removed in accordance to all state and
federal regulations. The contractor may not dispose of
hazardous materials/waste on MCBQ property. Disposal of
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hazardous waste off the demolition site must follow the MCBQ
Standard Operating Procedure for Waste Disposal (See Appendix
D).
The contractor must submit a Construction Waste Management Plan
to the NREA, Solid Waste Program Manager (See Section 8.0 of
this EA) prior to starting construction. The contractor must
submit the Construction Waste Management Report included in
Appendix E by October 15 or within 30 days of the project close.
4.15.5 Safety and UXO
This site does not occur within a known Military Munitions
Response Site (MMRP) but there is always the potential to
encounter unexploded ordnance (UXO)at MCBQ. Contractors should
undergo UXO awareness training given at MCBQ. In the event UXO
is discovered at the demolition site, work shall stop
immediately and the contracting officer notified so the
appropriate notifications can be completed.
All Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all chemicals shall
be kept on site and all storage containers labeled.
4.15.6 Threatened and Endangered Species
Tree clearance shall occur between September 16th and April 14th
to avoid potential adverse impacts to the ESA listed Northern
long-eared bat.
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5.0 CONCLUSION
Table 1.

Summary of Impacts Alternatives A and B
Alternative
A (No
Action)

Alternative B
(Proposed
Action)

Geology
Soils
Topography

0
0
0

0
1/N
0

Surface Waters
Wetlands
Floodplains
Groundwater
Stormwater

0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
1/N

Vegetation
Wildlife/Habitat
T&E Species

0
0
0
0
0
0

1/N
1/N
1/N
2/N
1/N/T
1/N/T

Utilities
Transportation

0
0

1/T
0

Demographics
Environmental Justice
Employment/Income

0
0
0
0

0
0
1/P/T
0

Resources
Land Use

Water Resources

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources
Air Quality/Climate Change
Noise
Infrastructure

Socioeconomics

Health/Safety/Munitions
Hazardous
Materials/Waste and Solid
Waste
0
1/N/T
Recreation
0
0
Military Training
0
0
3= High Impact, 2=Moderate Impact, 1=Low Impact, 0=Negligible/No Impact
P=Positive Impact, N=Negative Impact, T=Temporary (generally during construction)

Two alternatives regarding the demolition of water tower 1706
been evaluated. Alternative A would have no adverse effect on
the natural environment but the abandoned water tower would
remain in place. The potential adverse effects of Alternative B
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to wetlands, streams, and overall water quality would be
mitigated through measures mentioned in section 4.15.1 and
4.15.2 of this EA. With avoidance and mitigation measures,
Alternative B would not have significant impacts on the natural
or human environments and the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement is not required.

6.0 DOCUMENT PREPARER
Christa Nye
NEPA Coordination Section
Natural Resources and Environmental Affairs Branch
Installation and Environment Division (G-5)
Marine Corps Base, Quantico, VA 22134
(703) 432-6770

7.0 LIST OF AGENCIES AND PERSONS CONTACTED
The following were contacted to review or during preparation of
this Environmental Assessment:
Natural Resources and Environmental Affairs Branch, Facilities
Division, Marine Corps Base, Quantico, VA 22134
Amy Denn, Head
Major Peter Baker, Deputy
Robert Stamps, Head, Natural Resources Section
Frank Duncan, Head, Environmental Planning Section
Dave Grose, Head, Environmental Compliance Section
Heather McDuff, Head, NEPA Program
Ron Moyer, Head, Forestry Program
John Rohm, Fish, Head, Wildlife, and Agronomy Program
Wayne Hagwood, Hazardous Waste Program Manager
Kate Roberts, Cultural Resources Program Manager
Andy McClelland, Air Program Manager
Brian Ventura, Remediation Program Manager
Jonmark Sullivan, Water Program Manager
Ronald King, Solid Waste Program Manager
Office of Counsel (C 050), Marine Corps Base, Quantico, VA 22134
Nathan Stokes, Associate Counsel

8.0 CONTACT INFORMATION
Contact regarding this EA:
Christa Nye at Christa.Nye@usmc.mil, 703-432-6770
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Contact regarding archaeological resources:
Kate Roberts at Catherine.Roberts@usmc.mil, 703-432-6781
Contact regarding stormwater and erosion and sediemtn control
plans: Jonmark Sullivan at Jonmark.Sullivan@usmc.mil, 703-4320528
Contact regarding air quality, ozone depleting substances:
Dave Grose john.d.grose@usmc.mil, 703-432-1335
Contact regarding solid waste and reporting requirements:
Ronald King at Ronald.King@usmc.mil, 703-432-0524
Contact regarding forestry:
Ron Moyer at Ronald.Moyer@usmc.mil, 703-432-6775
Contact regarding endangered species:
John Rohm at john.rohm@usmc.mil, 703-432-6782
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