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Federal Register Draft EIS Notice of Availability (NOA) 
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Draft EIS NOA Newspaper Advertisements 

The notice below was published in the Special Notices section of the Baltimore Sun on July 2, 2010. 

The notice below was published on page A2 in the Washington Post on July 2, 2010. 
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Draft EIS Distribution List 

The following agencies and individuals were sent copies of the Draft EIS: 

Federal Agency Contacts

Ms. Debbie Faux 
Department of Public Works 
Residential Communities Initiative 
4463 Leonard Wood Ave 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

Mr. Chad Jones 
Public Affairs Officer (PAO) 
Fort Meade 
Building 4550, Room 120 
Fort Meade, MD 20755-5025 

COL Daniel Thomas 
Installation Commander 
Fort Meade 
Building 4551 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

Mr. Michael Butler 
Chief
Fort Meade DPW-ED 
239 Chisholm Avenue 
Fort Meade, MD 20255 

Mr. Rick Aleshire 
Fort Meade Golf Course 
Building 6800, Taylor Road 
Fort George G. Meade 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

Mr. Peter May 
Associate Regional Director 
National Park Service 
Lands and Resources Division 
1100 Ohio Dr, SW 
Washington, DC 20242 

Mr. Stephen Syphax 
Chief, Resource Mgmt Division 
National Park Service 
National Capital Parks East 
1900 Anacostia Dr, SE 
Washington, DC 20020 

Ms. Loretta Sutton 
Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Main Interior Building (MS 2462) 
1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 

Ms. Dionne Briggs 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
12100 Beech Forest Road 
Laurel, MD 20708 

Ms. Mary Ratnaswamy 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Dr 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Ms. Vaso Karanikolis 
USACE 
CENAB-PL 
PO Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD 21203-1715 

Mr. Mark Wherry 
USACE 
PO Box 548 
Annapolis Junct, MD 20701-0508 

Mr. Jeff Trulick 
CENAB-PL 
USACE, Baltimore District 
Regulatory Branch 
PO Box 1715 
Baltimore, MD 21203 

Mr. William Arguto 
Regional NEPA Coordinator 
USEPA, Region 3 
1650 Arch St (Mail Code EA30) 
Philadelphia, PA 19103-2029 

Mr. Brian Higgins, PhD, PE. 
Washington Headquarters Services 
Department of Defense 
1314 Mayflower Drive 
McLean, VA 22101-3402 
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State and Local Agency Contacts

Mr. George G. Cardwell 
Anne Arundel County 
Office of Planning and Zoning 
Heritage Office Complex 
2664 Riva Rd, MS 6403 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Kent Menser 
Howard County 
Office of the Executive 
6751 Gateway Drive 
Suite 500 
Columbia, MD 21046 

Ms. Lori Byrne 
Environmental Rev. Specialist 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building E-1 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Ms. Linda Janey 
Asst. Secretary, Clearinghouse 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Capital Planning and Review Division 
301 West Preston St, Suite 1104 
Baltimore, MD 21201-2305 

Ms. Karen Irons 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
Air Quality Permits Program 
1800 Washington Boulevard 
Baltimore, MD 21230 

Mr. J. Rodney Little 
SHPO
Maryland Historic Trust 
Division of Historical and Cultural Programs 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, MD 21032-2023  

Stakeholders Groups

Ms. Claire Louder 
Chamber of Commerce 
West Anne Arundel County 
8373 Piney Orchard Pkwy, Suite 200 
Odenton, MD 21113 

Mr. H. Walter Townshend 
President & CEO 
Chamber of Commerce 
Baltimore/Washington Corridor 
312 Marshall Avenue, Suite 104 
Laurel, MD 20707-4824 

Mr. Jean Friedberg 
Fort Meade RGMC 
6751 Columbia Gateway Drive 
Suite 500 
Columbia, MD 21046 

Mr. Daniel Sernovitz 
Reporter
Baltimore Business Journal 
Real Estate/Economic Development 
1 E. Pratt St. Suite 205 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Libraries

Ms. Karen Hayward 
Fort Meade Main Post Library 
4418 Llewellyn Avenue 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

Anne Arundel County Public Library  
North County Area Branch 
1010 Eastway 
Glen Burnie, MD 21060 

Anne Arundel County Public Library  
West County Area Branch 
1325 Annapolis Road 
Odenton, MD 21113 

Private Citizens

K. E. Fleischmann 
Ellicott City, MD  

Ms. Rachel Jacques 
Austin, TX

Mr. John Reese 
Sandy, UT  

Mr. William Trimble 
Chicago, IL  

Mr. Scott Wolford 
Columbia, MD  
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Mr. John Wolford 
New York, NY  

Ms. Melissa Boykins 
Columbia, MD  

Ms. Norine M. Walker 
Alexandria, MD

Mr. Jeff Niesz 
Arlington, VA  

Mr. Josh Gerstein 
Arlington, VA  

Mr. Jim McElhatton 
Washington, DC  

Ms. Lisa Decker 
Baltimore, MD 

Mr. Patrick Walsh 
Alexandria, VA 

Ms. Diane Hartley 
Bethesda, MD 

Mr. John McElree 
Lorton, VA  

Ms. Nancy Reed 
Severn, MD

M. Terry Green 
McClean, VA  

Mr. Bob Priest 
Gaithersburg, MD

Mr. Harry Sinclair, Jr. 
Severn, MD

Mr. John Howley 
Silver Spring, MD

Mr. Bert Rice 
Odenton, MD 

Mr. Eric Stahl 
West Chester, PA
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The following agencies and individuals were sent notice that the Draft EIS was available for review: 

Federal Agency Contacts

Executive Director 
National Cryptologic Museum 
PO Box 1682 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

Mr. Jacob Hoogland 
Chief/NEPA Contact 
National Park Service 
Environmental Quality Branch 
1201 Eye St, NW 
Org 2310 
Washington, DC 20005 

Mr. Michael T. Chezik 
REO, Philadelphia Region 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Office of Environmental Policy & Compliance 
Custom House, Room 244 
200 Chestnut St 
Philadelphia, PA 19106 

Ms. Lisa Goncalves 
REO, Philadelphia Region 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
230 Bald Eagle Drive 
Laurel, MD 20708 

Mr. Brad Knudsen 
Refuge Manager 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Patuxent Research Refuge 
10901 Scarlet Tanager Loop 
Laurel, MD 20708-4027 

State and Local Agency Contacts

Ms. Molly Connolly 
AACPS Board of Education 
2644 Riva Road 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Ms. Ginger Ellis 
Anne Arundel County 
Office of Environmental and Cultural Resource 
2664 Riva Road 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Richard W. Story 
Chief Executive Officer 
Howard County Economic Dev. Authority 
6751 Columbia Gateway Drive 
Suite 500 
Columbia, MD 21046 

Howard County Maryland Public Affairs 
3430 Courthouse Drive 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 

Mr. Roger L. Richardson 
Secretary 
Maryland Department of Agriculture 
50 Harry S. Truman Parkway 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Christian S. Johansson 
Secretary 
Maryland Department of Business & Economic 
Dev.
World Trade Center 
401 East Pratt St. 
Baltimore, MD 21202 

Executive Director 
Maryland Department of Human Resources 
Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs 
311 W. Saratoga St, Room 272 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

Mr. Steven W. Koehn 
Director and State Forester 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
Maryland Forest Service 
Tawes State Office Building E-1 
580 Taylor Ave 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Bob Rosenbush 
Maryland Department of Planning 
301 West Preston St, Suite 1104 
Baltimore, MD 21201 

Mr. Steve Lang 
Air & Radiation Mgmt Admin 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD 21230 
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Ms. Joane Mueller 
PIA
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD 21230 

Ms. Shari Wilson 
Secretary 
Maryland Department of the Environment 
1800 Washington Blvd 
Baltimore, MD 21230 

Ms. Beverley K. Swaim-Staley 
Secretary 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 
P.O. Box 548 
Hanover, MD 21075 

State and Local Elected Officials

The Honorable Jack Johnson 
Prince George’s Co. Executive 
14741 Governor Oden Bowie Dr, Suite 5032 
Upper Marlboro, MD 20772-3050 

The Honorable John R. Leopold 
Anne Arundel County Executive 
44 Calvert St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Martin O’Malley 
Governor of Maryland 
State House 
100 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401-1925 

The Honorable Ken Ulman 
Howard County Executive 
3430 Courthouse Dr 
Ellicott City, MD 21043 

The Honorable G. James Benoit 
Councilman 
Anne Arundel County 
District 4 
44 Calvert St, 1st Floor 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Gail H. Bates 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Howard County, District 9A 
House Office Building, Room 202 
6 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Pam Beidle 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Anne Arundel County, District 32 
House Office Building, Room 161 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Elizabeth Bobo 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Howard County, District 12B 
House Office Building, Room 214 
6 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Steven J. Deboy 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Howard County, District 12A 
House Office Building, Room 306 
6 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Guy Guzzone 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Howard County, District 13 
House Office Building, Room 206 
6 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable James King 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Anne Arundel County, District 33A 
House Office Building, Room 163 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
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The Honorable Mary Ann Love 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Anne Arundel County, District 32 
House Office Building, Room 165 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable James E. Malone 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Howard County, District 12A 
House Office Building, Room 251 
6 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Tony McConkey 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Anne Arundel County, District 33A 
House Office Building, Room 157 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Warren E. Miller 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Howard County, District 9A 
House Office Building, Room 202 
6 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Shane E. Pendergrass 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Howard County, District 13 
House Office Building, Room 241 
6 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Theodore Sophocleus 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Anne Arundel County, District 32 
House Office Building, Room 162 
6 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Frank S. Turner 
Member 
Maryland House of Delegates 
Howard County, District 13 
House Office Building, Room 206 
6 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Jim Rosapepe 
Member 
Maryland Senate 
Prince Georges & Anne Arundel Co. District 
21 
James Senate Office Building, Room 314 
11 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 20470 

The Honorable James E. DeGrange 
Member 
Maryland State Senate 
Anne Arundel County, District 32 
James Senate Office Building, Room 101 
11 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Edward J. Kasemeyer 
Member 
Maryland State Senate 
Howard County, District 12 
Miller Senate Office Building, 3 West Wing 
11 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Allen H. Kittleman 
Member 
Maryland State Senate 
Howard County, District 9 
James Senate Office Building, Room 423 
11 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Edward Reilly 
Member 
Maryland State Senate 
Anne Arundel County, District 33 
James Senate Office Building, Room 321 
11 Bladen St 
Annapolis, MD 21401 
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The Honorable James N. Robey 
Member 
Maryland State Senate 
Howard County, District 13 
James Senate Office Building, Room 120 
11 Bladen St. 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

The Honorable Anthony G. Brown 
Lt. Governor 
State of Maryland Executive Department 
State House 
100 State Circle 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Tribal Contacts

Chief
Cedarville Band of Piscataway Indians 
American Indian Cultural Center 
16816 Country Lane 
Waldorf, MD 20601 

Chief Dee Ketchum 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
Delaware Tribal Headquarters 
220 NW Virginia Ave 
Bartlesville, OK 74003 

Chief
Piscataway Conoy Confederacy and Subtribes 
PO Box 1484 
LaPlata, MD 20646 

Stakeholders Groups

Mr. Robert Hannon 
President/CEO
Anne Arundel Economic Development Corp. 
2660 Riva Road 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Baltimore Metropolitan Council 
2700 Lighthouse Point East, Suite 310 
Baltimore, MD 21224-4774 

BWI Business Partnership 
1302 Concourse Drive 
Suite 105 
Linthicum Heights, MD 21090 

Chamber of Commerce 
Annapolis & Anne Arundel County 
49 Old Solomons Island Rd, Suite 204 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Economic Alliance of Greater Baltimore 
111 S. Calvert St, Suite 2220 
Baltimore, MD 21202-6180 

Ms. Julie Snyder 
Executive Director 
Fort Meade Alliance 
2660 Riva Rd, Suite 200 
Annapolis, MD 21401 

Mr. Frederick Tutman 
Patuxent Riverkeeper 
18600 Queen Anne Road 
Rear Barn 
Upper Marlboro, MD 20774 

Picerne Military Housing 
PO Box 530 
Fort Meade, MD 20755 

Ms. Zoe Draughon 
Restoration Advisory Board 
2108 Brink Court 
Odenton, MD 21113 

Private Citizens

Mr. Jim Troy 
Rockville, MD
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Draft EIS NOA Distribution Letter (Example) 
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Draft EIS Public Meeting Transcript 
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Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 

C-30



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 

C-31

EPA-1: Thank you for the comment.  Responses to the Technical 
Comments are provided below. 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 

C-32

EPA-2: Text added to Section 2.1 to clarify that Phase I development 
meets the immediate need for the Proposed Action.  Text added to 
Section 2.2.1 recognizing that the long-term horizon years for build-out 
of Phases II and III would necessitate additional National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) evaluation at that time for 
expansion beyond the Proposed Action.  

EPA-3: Although impacts on wind turbines are discussed in Sections 
4.1.3 and 4.3.3, the need for separate evaluation of impacts from wind 
turbine construction as planning matures is recognized, as stated in 
Section 4.1.3. 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 

C-33

EPA-4: Text added to Section 4.7.3 stating that several measures 
would be incorporated into the design plan to minimize or avoid 
fragmentation and adverse impacts on species with large home ranges.  
These measures include preservation of large or historic trees (where 
feasible) and additional trees planted around them.  Also, vegetative 
buffers at a minimum of 50 feet, with a preferred arrangement of three 
rows, would be planted in areas along connection corridors and other 
sensitive areas.

EPA-5: The forest stand delineation did not identify any large historic 
trees in the assessment plots.  The assessment plots do not cover the 
entire forested area, but characterize representative plots within forest 
stands.  There might be large or historic trees on Site M, but none were 
identified in the assessment plots.  The specific tree species and sizes 
impacted would depend on the specific design and layout of the 
different structures or facilities, the number of buildings required, the 
size and layout of parking facilities, and the constraints of each of the 
proposed sites, and would be identified as planning progresses. 

EPA-6: Section 4.7.3 states, “native shrub and tree species would be 
planted where possible to provide a higher quality, albeit reduced 
quantity of, habitat.”  Text regarding a best management practice 
(BMP) to this effect has been added to Table ES-5.  The kind and 
quantity of vegetation lost would depend on implementation of the 
measures identified in the response to Comment EPA-5.  Section 4.7.4 
discussed additional reforestation strategies; this text has been added to 
Section 4.7.3. 

EPA-7: There would be no direct impacts on the wetlands under the 
Proposed Action; Section 4.7.3 has been revised to clarify that impacts 
would only be indirect. 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 

C-34

EPA-8: Construction activities represent potential minor indirect 
impacts on wetlands that would be minimized or avoided from 
implementation of BMPs.  Impervious surfaces would increase in the 
immediate area of the development, but efforts would be made to 
minimize the amount, such as adherence to guidelines as outlined in 
the State of Maryland storm water regulations, Leadership in Energy 
and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver requirements, Fort Meade 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan, and Fort Meade 
Green Building Manual.  There would be no grading or vegetation 
removal in a nontidal wetland or its 25-foot buffer.  Wetland-2 and all 
other wetlands on Site M would not be directly impacted by the 
Proposed Action.  Floodplains would be avoided and Wetland-2 is 
entirely within the floodplain for Midway Branch. 

EPA-9: Wetlands have been labeled on the inset on Figure 3.7-1. 

EPA-10: Text of Section 3.10 revised per the 2004 Final 
Environmental Baseline Survey (EBS), Site M, Fort Meade, Maryland,
to indicate that although the soil sampling investigation found levels of 
pesticide contamination in excess of Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) residential soil clean-up standards, because Site 
M is proposed for future use as an administrative complex, no remedial 
action was determined to be required.  The EBS stated but did not 
identify why groundwater or soil and lead sampling was not conducted. 

EPA-11: Remediation of all of Site M is an ongoing program and is 
independent of the development phases presented in the Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).  The site locations for Phases II and III are 
being remediated simultaneously with the site location of the Proposed 
Action.  Section 4.10 is consistent with this approach. 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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EPA-12: Comment noted.  Pending availability of funding (to the 
extent then known), transportation mitigation measures will be 
discussed in the Record of Decision (ROD).  In addition, one-third of 
the 6,500 personnel proposed to consolidate to Site M under the 
Proposed Action are already on-installation.  The remainder would 
come from locations within the Baltimore and Washington metropolitan 
areas.  The Department of Defense (DOD) is committed to continuing 
to work with the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), 
Anne Arundel County, Howard County, Prince George’s County, and 
local stakeholders to conduct further studies to minimize impacts on the 
transportation network as a result of the Proposed Action and to support 
transportation improvement projects as appropriate.  The June 2010 
Interagency Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which identified MDOT as the 
lead agency for regional transportation improvements as a result of the 
Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process on Fort Meade, 
demonstrates this commitment.  Also see response to Comment AAC-7. 

EPA-13: Comment noted.  Traffic analysis has focused on NSA needs 
in relationship to Fort Meade.  While a wider study could have been 
conducted, such is not deemed necessary to the issues at hand.  
Nonetheless, the DOD is willing to contribute to development of a 
regional transportation study with state and local agencies. 

EPA-14: Text clarified in Section 4.11 to state that there are no 
minority or low-income populations in the vicinity of the Proposed 
Action that would be disproportionally affected. 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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EPA-15: The DOD agrees that future NEPA evaluation will provide a 
better perspective on potential direct and cumulative effects.  Planning 
for Phases II and III would be more mature at that time, and impacts can 
be better assessed upon the future baseline conditions at that time. 



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 

C-42



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region III, August 16, 2010 
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U.S. Department of the Interior, August 10, 2010 

C-47

DOI-1: Comment noted.  Thank you for your support. 



Maryland Department of Planning, August 11, 2010 

C-48

MD-1: Comment noted.  Comments on the Draft EIS from Anne 
Arundel County and responses to those comments marked as AAC are 
provided in a separate letter in this EIS Appendix C.  Scoping 
comments from Anne Arundel County are provided in Appendix B. 



Maryland Department of Planning, August 11, 2010 

C-49

MD-2: NSA will continue to consult with the Trust regarding the 
Section 106 process as planning progresses and becomes more refined.  
A report detailing the ground penetrating radar (GPR) survey for two 
undocumented cemeteries on Site M in which the potential cemetery 
locations were not confirmed and a historic resource report evaluating 
the golf course that recommended the resource as not eligible for listing 
in the National Register of Historic Places were provided to the Trust.  
At this time, due to the uncertainty of the findings regarding the 
undocumented cemeteries, the last known locations of the cemeteries 
would be presented to the site design team as areas of nondisturbance.  
In addition, if site surveys and excavation activities locate a potential 
cemetery elsewhere on the Phase I project site, work would 
immediately cease in the vicinity and the Trust would be notified.  If 
detailed site planning for Phases II and III determines that there might 
be impacts on the existing documented Downs Cemetery and associated 
farmhouse site or the Sergeant Major’s house site, appropriate 
archaeological surveys would commence and consultation with the 
Trust would occur. 

MD-3: Comment noted.  It is not anticipated that the Proposed Action 
would exceed criteria pollutant thresholds, as stated in Section 4.4.   

MD-4: Comment noted.  Thank you for your support.  Section 4.10 of 
the EIS discusses management of hazardous materials and waste, and 
coordination with MDE on these issues would occur as appropriate as 
planning progresses. 



Maryland Department of Planning, August 11, 2010 
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MD-5: Comment noted.  Thank you for your support.  Section 3.6.2 
discusses water quality impairment of Midway Branch and Little 
Patuxent River, Total Maximum Daily Loads, and Tier II waters.  
Section 4.6.3 discusses potential impacts on Tier II waters. 

MD-6: Comment noted.  Thank you for your support. 



Maryland Department of Planning, August 11, 2010 
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Maryland Department of Planning, August 11, 2010 
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Maryland Department of Planning, August 11, 2010 
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Maryland Department of Agriculture, July 7, 2010 

C-54



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 

C-55

AAC-1: Increased demand on the Fort Meade Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (WWTP) from a four percent increase in personnel on the 
installation under the Proposed Action (approximately 4,333 people, as 
one-third of the total 6,500 personnel that would be affected by the 
Proposed Action are already on Fort Meade) would likely result in 
greater discharge of total nitrogen and other materials into the Patuxent 
River.  However, discharge from blowdown associated with the 
facility’s proposed 50-megawatt (MW) closed-loop chilled water 
system would be a primary wastewater generator and would have a 
lower nitrogen concentration than sanitary sewage.  A preliminary 
estimate of the amount of water required for operation of the cooling 
tower is approximately 1 million gallons per day (mgd) (based on 
20,000 gallons per day [gpd], per MW).  If the average flow to the 
WWTP were to exceed 3.0 mgd from the Proposed Action and other 
actions ongoing and planned for Fort Meade, Fort Meade would, as 
stated in the conditions of their National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the WWTP, be required to 
notify the MDE and modify their existing permit.  Fort Meade would 
identify technological innovations and BMPs that might be required 
during permit modification process.  Also see response to similar 
Comment AAC-44, which identifies changes to specific sections of the 
EIS.



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 

C-56

AAC-2: Thank you for the summary of storm water topics in this 
comment.  See Comments AAC-11 through AAC-15, for which 
responses to detailed comments for each of these topics are provided. 

AAC-3: Discussion on emergency services updated in Sections 3.11 
and 4.11 to include information from the TriData report and discuss 
mutual aid between Fort Meade and Anne Arundel County.  As 
circumstances dictate, DOD will review its mutual aid agreements with 
local jurisdictions to ensure adherence to acceptable public safety 
standards.

AAC-4: Text added to Section 4.11 regarding the potential for indirect 
and induced job growth, the exact magnitude of which (contractor or 
otherwise) cannot be easily ascertained.  It is believed that, as nearly all 
of the jobs occurring at Fort Meade would relocate from the Baltimore 
and Washington metropolitan areas, there would be a relatively limited 
gross amount of change or impacts on jurisdictions within the 
immediate vicinity of Fort Meade. 



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 

C-57

AAC-5: The DOD would not be responsible for mitigating current vacancy 
rates.  Like any other lessee, the DOD is without authority to financially 
mitigate the economic effects of private-sector office space vacancies that 
occur as a result of consolidation actions.  The DOD has adhered to its lease 
obligations; risks affecting loss or gain must be borne by the property owners.  
Office space vacated as a result of the Proposed Action would likely be vacated 
gradually over several years, rather than all at once, and would eventually be 
re-occupied in the long term, resulting in lesser impacts, particularly if the 
economy continues to recover.  Vacated space could also be re-occupied by 
indirect jobs created or moving into the area as a result of development on Fort 
Meade.  In addition, the presence of increased personnel would have a positive 
effect on private real estate and commercial real estate (service providers).  
Therefore, open office space would be offset by filling or building residential 
houses and commercial properties.   
AAC-6: The impact assessment identifies recommended mitigation measures 
for the Proposed Action starting on Page 4-41 of the Draft EIS.  The data used 
to conduct the transportation analysis have been provided to local stakeholders.  
The DOD is committed to continuing to work with MDOT, Anne Arundel 
County, Howard County, Prince George’s County, and local stakeholders to 
conduct further studies to minimize impacts on the transportation network as a 
result of the Proposed Action and to support transportation improvement 
projects as appropriate.   
AAC-7: The EIS acknowledges the existing deficiencies and constraints 
associated with the public transit facility serving Fort Meade.  Ridership is 
limited due to the inadequate service availability during peak hours and lack of 
service for the internal circulation within the installation.  Considering the 
planned future transit improvements in Fort Meade area and the MOU between 
the DOD and local stakeholders to develop a TDM program to discourage the 
single-occupant vehicle use, a 5 percent transit share is assumed in the EIS 
analysis.  The TDM program would offer choices to NSA and Fort Meade 
commuters to use alternative modes of transportation.  On June 3, 2010, NSA 
and other agencies at Fort Meade signed the MDOT Interagency MOU to (1) 
support TDM program practices in support of growth at Fort Meade, (2) work 
to establish services from and to regional transit facilities, (3) develop 
commuting options, (4) support the Fort Meade Transportation Management 
Plan (TMP), and (5) participate in the Fort Meade Regional Ridesharing 
Coordination Center Advisory Board.  Text has been added to EIS Section 
4.2.5 regarding the MOU.  The DOD is committed to continuing to work with 
MDOT, Anne Arundel County, Howard County, Prince George’s County, and 
local stakeholders to conduct further studies to minimize impacts on the 
transportation network as a result of the Proposed Action and to support 
transportation improvement projects as appropriate. 



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 

C-58

AAC-8: Comment noted.  These recommendations are the early steps 
in the planning process.  It is acknowledged that additional planning 
studies for these recommendations would be required, and these 
planning studies would identify alternatives for these recommendations.  
Such studies and subsequent improvements would be pending 
availability of funding from DOD and state and local sources.  The 
DOD is committed to continuing to work with MDOT, Anne Arundel 
County, Howard County, Prince George’s County, and local 
stakeholders to conduct further studies to minimize impacts on the 
transportation network as a result of the Proposed Action and to support 
transportation improvement projects as appropriate. 

AAC-9: Comment noted.  As a result of the analysis in the EIS, Section 
4.2.5.2 recommends continued development of the Fort Meade TMP in 
coordination with local stakeholders.  The TMP would identify 
management strategies, such as ride sharing, staggered work shifts, and 
enhancement of mass transit.  In addition, a TMP has been developed 
for the proposed NSA development at Site M.  The DOD is committed 
to continuing to work with MDOT, Anne Arundel County, Howard 
County, Prince George’s County, and local stakeholders to conduct 
further studies to minimize impacts on the transportation network as a 
result of the Proposed Action and to support transportation 
improvement projects as appropriate.  The June 2010 Interagency TDM 
MOU demonstrates this commitment. 



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 
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Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 
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AAC-10: Comment noted.  Increased demand on the Fort Meade 
WWTP from the increase in personnel under the Proposed Action 
(approximately 4,333 people, as one-third of the total 6,500 personnel 
that would be affected by the Proposed Action are already on Fort 
Meade) would likely result in greater discharge of total nitrogen and 
other materials into the Patuxent River.  However, discharge from 
blowdown associated with the facility’s proposed 50-MW closed-loop 
chilled water system would be the primary wastewater generator and 
would have a lower nitrogen concentration than sanitary sewage.  If the 
average flow to the WWTP were to exceed 3.0 mgd, Fort Meade would, 
as stated in the conditions of their NPDES permit for the WWTP, be 
required to notify the MDE and modify their existing permit.  Also see 
response to Comment AAC-44.
AAC-11: Comment noted.  Thank you for your support. 
AAC-12: Added text to Section 4.6.3 regarding the Draft 2010 
Maryland Standards and Specifications for Soil Erosion and Sediment 
Control  and the Draft Erosion and Sediment Control Regulations 
Proposed Changes (Code of Maryland Regulations [COMAR] 
26.17.01.00, October 15, 2009) and that DOD would comply with the 
current regulations affecting development of the site.  Also added text 
regarding new 2010 MDE technical guidance on Environmental Site 
Design (ESD) (July 2010) and additional Clean Water Act Final Rule 
requirements. 
AAC-13: A 100-foot forested buffer would be installed between 
Midway Branch and site development as stated in Section 4.6.3.  
Vegetation plantings would serve to improve habitat value along the 
stream. 
AAC-14: As a Federal installation, activities on Fort Meade will 
comply with State of Maryland storm water management regulations in 
effect at the time of project initiation as stated in Section 4.6.3.  
Mitigation measures to reduce downstream impacts are identified in 
Table ES-5 and Section 4.6.3 and such will be considered for adoption 
in the ROD.  New infrastructure would meet ESD and LEED Silver 
requirements and would be incorporated into project design as planning 
progresses.



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 
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AAC-15: Comment noted.  Thank you for your support. 

AAC-16: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-3.



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 
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AAC-17: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-4. 

AAC-18: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-5. 



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 
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AAC-19: The data used to conduct the transportation analysis have 
been provided to local stakeholders.  Also see response to Comment 
AAC-32.

AAC-20: The number of personnel involved in the Navy Cyber 
Command relocation action to Fort Meade is within the margin of error 
generated by the transportation analysis.  The transportation analysis 
considered the major foreseeable development planned on Fort Meade 
to date.  This action has been added to the list of projects considered for 
cumulative impacts in Section 5. 

AAC-21: Citations added to Table 4.2-3 to identify the sources of trip 
distribution. 

AAC-22: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-7. 

AAC-23: Text revised per comment.  

AAC-24: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-8. 



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 
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AAC-25: Text added to Section 4.2.5.1 identifying that access control 
point improvements would likely be required to accommodate increased 
traffic levels. 

AAC-26: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-9.

AAC-27: Comment noted.  This will be considered as planning 
progresses and evaluated as part of continued development of the Fort 
Meade TMP and the Site M TMP in coordination with local 
stakeholders.

AAC-28: The EIS acknowledges that these improvements are planned.  
Text added to Section 2.5 to clarify that construction activities 
associated with these transportation projects remain unfunded. 

AAC-29: Text revised in Section 2.5 per the latest proposed project 
information publicly provided by the Anne Arundel County Office of 
Planning and Zoning. 

AAC-30: The 2005 Comprehensive Expansion Master Plan (CEMP), 
which was developed as a tool to estimate the carrying capacity on the 
installation, continued to identify a threshold of 33 people per acre as an 
overall starting point.  The threshold can be higher on a local level.  
Fort Meade is currently revising its Master Plan to include ongoing and 
future actions, including BRAC and use of Site M. 



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 
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AAC-31: Section 3.2.2.2 revised per comment. 

AAC-32: Synchro is industry-wide standard software used to model the 
transportation network for corridor traffic impact analysis at 
microscopic level.  It is generally concurred that Synchro provides 
quality traffic impact analyses for signalized intersections in isolation 
and in the network in terms of Measures of Effectiveness such as delay, 
level of service (LOS), and back of queue.   

AAC-33: Where appropriate, text revised in Sections 3.9.3 and 4.9.3 to 
state that the current flow to the WWTP is 2.5 mgd.  The maximum 
permitted flow capacity for the WWTP without NPDES permit 
modification is 3.0 mgd. 

AAC-34:�Table and discussion in Section 3.11 regarding the number of 
high schools in Anne Arundel County updated per comment. 

AAC-35: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-20.

AAC-36: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-21.

AAC-37: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-7.  Existing transit options are identified in Section 3.2.2.2. 

AAC-38: See responses to Comments AAC-19 and AAC-32. 

AAC-39: Text revised in Section 4.2.5 to include Prince George’s 
County per comment.  The DOD is committed to continuing to work 
with MDOT, Anne Arundel County, Howard County, Prince George’s 
County, and local stakeholders to conduct further studies to minimize 
impacts on the transportation network as a result of the Proposed Action 
and to support transportation improvement projects as appropriate. 

AAC-40: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-8. 



Anne Arundel County, August 11, 2010 
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AAC-41: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
AAC-25.

AAC-42: The distinction between planning and programming of 
funding is appreciated.  DOD continues to ensure adequate traffic 
capacity through good analysis, engineering, and physical 
improvements.  Coordination with local authorities to plan 
improvements and identify funding sources is a necessity. 

AAC-43: The Transit Oriented Development assumptions at Odenton 
in Section 4.2.5.2 were revised following consultation with the Anne 
Arundel County Office of Planning and Zoning.  Due to inadequate 
sewer and water facilities in the area, completion by 2015 will not be 
accomplished.  Considering the infrastructure constraints and on-going 
economic fluctuation, the development is not anticipated to be 
completed before 2020. 

AAC-44: Text regarding this issue has been added to the Infrastructure 
paragraph in Section 5.1 Cumulative Impacts.  Determining the 
economic impact on WWTPs and permitted discharges from increased 
development throughout the Patuxent River watershed would require 
additional and separate study. 

AAC-45: The parking demand presented in the Draft EIS was 
incorporated from the NSA Real Property Master Plan.  The amount of 
parking will be considered as planning progresses and evaluated as part 
of continued development of the Fort Meade TMP and the Site M TMP 
in coordination with local stakeholders.



Fort Meade Regional Growth Management Committee, August 13, 2010 
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Fort Meade Regional Growth Management Committee, August 13, 2010 

C-68

RGMC-1: The EIS evaluates the Proposed Action, alternatives, 
cumulative impacts, and mitigation.  The recommended regional 
transportation study does not appear to be practical or necessary 
towards understanding of the mitigations that might be directly 
appropriate for the Proposed Action at Site M.  Nonetheless, the DOD 
is willing to contribute to development of a regional transportation 
study with the Regional Growth Management Committee (RGMC) and 
state and local agencies, and will continue to offer stakeholder input for 
the NSA Real Property Master Plan development process.  



Fort Meade Regional Growth Management Committee, August 13, 2010 

C-69

RGMC-2: Traffic analysis has focused on NSA needs in relationship to 
Fort Meade.  Projected development not only considered development 
presented in the 2005 CEMP, but also the 2007 Fort Meade BRAC EIS, 
2009 Fort Meade Installation-Wide Traffic and Safety Engineering 
Study, and other recent sources.  While a wider on-installation study 
could have been conducted, such is not deemed necessary to the issues 
at hand.  Nonetheless, the DOD is willing to contribute to development 
of a regional transportation study with state and local agencies. 



Fort Meade Regional Growth Management Committee, August 13, 2010 
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RGMC-3: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
RGMC-2.

RGMC-4: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
RGMC-1.

RGMC-5: Thank you for the comment.  See response to Comment 
RGMC-1.



Fort Meade Regional Growth Management Committee, August 13, 2010 
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RGMC-6: The EIS identifies that baseline traffic levels are 
significantly adverse, and would continue to deteriorate under the 
Proposed Action.  The EIS recommends mitigation measures to reduce 
these impacts.  The DOD is committed to working with RGMC, Anne 
Arundel County, and local stakeholders to enable study and 
implementation of these measures, and to development of a regional 
transportation study.  See response to Comment AAC-19 regarding 
waiting times. 

RGMC-7: See response to Comment RGMC-6.  The DOD is 
committed to continuing to work with the RGMC and local 
stakeholders to enable further study and implementation of these transit 
and TDM programs recommended in the EIS or otherwise. 



Fort Meade Regional Growth Management Committee, August 13, 2010 
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RGMC-8: Comment noted.  The DOD looks forward to continuing to 
work with the RGMC on the TDM program. 



John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 
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John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 
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JH-1: Comment noted.  The EIS clearly acknowledges the 
governmentwide and DOD-specific initiatives on energy and climate in 
Section 3.4.  The EIS focuses on the current state of greenhouse gas 
(GHG) planning at the Federal level.  Inventorying GHG emissions at 
all Federal agencies, including NSA, is the current stage of the process 
outlined in Executive Order (EO)15314.  NSA is committed to continue 
to act in accordance with EO 13514 within the framework of the DOD-
wide efforts to reduce GHG emissions. 

JH-2: For the purposes of simplicity in the EIS, text added to Section 
3.4.2 to clarify that Scope 1 and 2 GHG emissions were deemed 
“direct” and scope 3 GHG emissions were considered “indirect.”  NSA 
is in the process of developing, and will continue to maintain, a GHG 
inventory as required by EO15314.  It is expected that there would be a 
net decrease in GHG emissions associated with the Proposed Action.  
The new facilities would be more energy-efficient than those previously 
use by NSA for the same purposes. 



John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 
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JH-3: Comment noted.  Thank you for your interest.  See response to 
Comment JH-2. 



John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 
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JH-4: The GHG emissions analysis in the EIS recognized that one-third 
of the 6,500 personnel proposed to consolidate to Site M under the 
Proposed Action are already on-installation, and the remainder would 
come from locations within the Baltimore and Washington metropolitan 
areas.  New hires would constitute less than 10 percent of the workforce 
consolidating at Fort Meade.  Because the labor force would largely 
come from already existing positions in the region, regional GHG 
emissions would not be expected to be significant.  In addition, the 
Proposed Action would contribute to DOD’s overall GHG emissions 
reduction goal through use of energy efficient technology. 

JH-5: It is not technologically and economically feasible to do a zero-
net-energy data center at this time. 



John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 
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JH-6: Although the Proposed Action is on a Federal installation and not 
subject to the EmPOWER Maryland initiative, sustainability measures 
(e.g., green roofs, water-use reduction, green power, energy-efficient 
building systems) are being considered for the project that can be 
cost-effectively integrated to meet LEED Silver requirements.  BMPs 
and sustainable design techniques are adequately discussed in 
Section 4.9.6. 



John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 

C-78

JH-7: It is speculative at best that the Proposed Action would be a 
significant contributor to the need for PATH.  PATH will serve the 
needs of many, many customers, both private and public sector, and 
will occur independently of whether or not development on Site M 
occurs.



John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 
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John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 
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JH-8: Comment noted.  Thank you for your interest.



John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 
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John Howley (MarylandEnergyReport.org), August 16, 2010 
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JP-1: Comment noted.  Thank you for your interest. 



 
 

APPENDIX D

NOISE ANALYSIS CALCULATIONS





Construction and Pile Driving Noise Distance Calculations
dB2=dB1-10*(a)LOG(R2/R1)
a=conventional drop-off rate coefficient, 2.0 for point source, no ground or atmospheric absorption
R1= distance of 50 feet
R2= distance to source

Cumulative noise level from grading, paving, and building construction (dB1) = 88.7 dB

Phase I

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(350/50)

71.8 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(750/50)

65.2 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(800/50)

64.6 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(1110/50)

61.8 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(1850/50)

57.3 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(2640/50)

54.2 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(3100/50)

52.9 dBA

EIS Addressing Campus Development at Fort Meade, Maryland

Residents of the Military Family Housing (MFH), approximately 350 feet north of construction

Persons accessing the Argonne Hills Chapel Center, approximately 750 feet northwest of construction

Persons accessing the Pershing Hills Elementary School, approximately 1,110 feet north of construction

Persons accessing the MFH, approximately 800 feet east of construction

Persons accessing MacArthur Middle School, approximately 1,850 feet northeast of construction

Persons accessing Manor View Elementary School, approximately 2,640 feet east of construction

Persons accessing the NSA Campus off Canine Rd, approximatet 3,100 feet west of construction



dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(4760/50)

49.1 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(7175/50)

45.6 dBA

Phase II

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(1730/50)

57.9 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(3420/50)

52.0 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(6770/50)

46.1 dBA

Phase III

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(1780/50)

57.7 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(3850/50)

51.0 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(5630/50)

47.7 dBA

Persons at the installation boundary, approximately 4,760 feet west of construction

Persons accessing the Patuxent Research Refuge, approximately 7,175 feet south of construction

Persons accessing the NSA Campus off Canine Rd, approximately1,730 feet west of construction

Persons at the installation boundary, approximately 3,420 feet west of construction

Persons accessing the Patuxent Research Refuge, approximately 6,770 feet south of construction

Persons accessing the [black building] south of Mapes Road, approximately 1,780 feet south of 
construction

Persons at the installation boundary, approximately 3,850 feet west of construction

Persons accessing the Patuxent Research Refuge, approximately 5,630 feet south of construction



Noise level from pile driving (dB1) = 98.0 dB

Phase I

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(350/50)

81.1 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(750/50)

74.5 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(800/50)

73.9 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(1110/50)

71.1 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(1850/50)

66.6 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(2640/50)

63.5 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(3100/50)

62.2 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(4760/50)

58.4 dBA

Residents of the MFH, approximately 350 feet north of pile driving activities

Persons accessing the Argonne Hills Chapel Center, approximately 750 feet northwest of pile driving 
activities

Persons accessing the MFH, approximately 800 feet east of pile driving activities

Persons accessing the Pershing Hills Elementary School, approximately 1,110 feet north of pile driving 
activities

Persons accessing MacArthur Middle School, approximately 1,850 feet northeast of pile driving activities

Persons accessing Manor View Elementary School, approximately 2,640 feet east of pile driving activities

Persons accessing the NSA Campus off Canine Rd, approximately 3,100 feet west of pile driving activities

Persons at the installation boundary, approximately 4,760 feet west of pile driving activities



dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(7175/50)

54.9 dBA

Phase II

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(1730/50)

67.2 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(3420/50)

61.3 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(6770/50)

55.4 dBA

Phase III

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(1780/50)

67.0 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(3850/50)

60.3 dBA

dB2=dB1-10*(2)LOG(5630/50)

57.0 dBA

Persons accessing the NSA Campus off Canine Rd, approximately 1,730 feet west of pile driving activities

Persons at the installation boundary, approximately 3,420 feet west of pile driving activities

Persons accessing the Patuxent Research Refuge, approximately 5,630 feet south of pile driving activities

Persons accessing the Patuxent Research Refuge, approximately 6,770 feet south of construction

Persons accessing the Defense Information School (Building 6500) approximately 1,780 feet south of pile 
driving activities

Persons at the installation boundary, approximately 3,850 feet west of pile driving activities

Persons accessing the Patuxent Research Refuge, approximately 7,175 feet south of pile driving activities



  Project Ft. Meade Campus Development EIS Computed ED Date 9/2/2009
  Subject Noise Analysis - Diesel Generators Checked TGC Date 9/2/2009
  Task Summary Table Sheet 1 Of 3

Predicted Noise Level
SPL (dBA)

1 - Residential (MFH) 74
2 - School (Pershing Hill Elementary) 68

3 - Residential (MFH) 67
4 - Church (Argonne Hills Chapel Center) 65

5 - School (MacArthur Middle) 63
6 - Installation Boundary 55

Outdoor Noise Levels

Receptor

Computation



  Project Ft. Meade Campus Development EIS Computed ED Date 9/2/2009
  Subject Noise Analysis - Diesel Generators Checked TGC Date 9/2/2009
  Task Source Information Sheet 2 Of 3

Generator data from Caterpillar, Inc.

Bldg. 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
Generators (at 23.0 feet)

Mechanical 107 116 107 98 91 90 88 92 117
TOTAL FOR ALL 24 121 130 121 112 105 104 102 106 dBs

A-weighting correction -26.2 -16.1 -8.6 -3.2 0.0 1.2 1.0 -1.1
TOTAL FOR ALL 24 95 114 112 109 105 105 103 105 118 dBA
Exhaust w/o Silencer 97 113 108 99 97 98 98 95

Silencer -7 -15 -25 -25 -17 -15 -15 -20
Exhaust - with silencer 90 98 83 74 80 83 83 75 dBs

TOTAL FOR ALL 24 104 112 97 88 94 97 97 89 dBs
A-weighting correction -26.2 -16.1 -8.6 -3.2 0.0 1.2 1.0 -1.1

TOTAL FOR ALL 24 78 96 88 85 94 98 98 88 103 dBA

1.  Outdoor Sources
SOUND Pressure  Frequency (Hz)

2.  Distance to Property-line Receptors

Computation

Measure straight-line distance from equipment location to property-line receptors

Property-line Receptor N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Generators N/A
1 - Residential (MFH) 665

2 - School (Pershing Hill Elementary) 1415
3 - Residential (MFH) 1600

4 - Church (Argonne Hills Chapel Center) 1980
5 - School (MacArthur Middle) 2450

6 - Installation Boundary 5860

Distance to Receptor (in feet)



Measure height of roof-tops where equipment located

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Generators N/A
8

Calculate distance to property-line receptors using pythagorean theorem

Property-line Receptor N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Generators N/A
1 - Residential (MFH) 665

2 - School (Pershing Hill Elementary) 1415
3 - Residential (MFH) 1600

4 - Church (Argonne Hills Chapel Center) 1980
5 - School (MacArthur Middle) 2450

6 - Installation Boundary 5860

Distance to Receptor (in feet)

Equipment Height (in feet)



  Project Ft. Meade Campus Development EIS Computed ED Date 9/2/2009
  Subject Noise Analysis - Diesel Generators Checked TGC Date 9/2/2009
  Task Noise Level @ Outdoor Receptors Sheet 3 Of 3

Propagate Outdoor Source's SPL to SPL at Property Line using the following equation:
SPL2 = SPL1 - 20log(D2/D1)

Receptor 1 Residential (MFH)

Source 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
Generators
mechanical 65 84 83 79 76 76 74 75 88 25 63 dBA

Exhaust - with silencer 48 66 59 55 65 69 69 58 74 0 74 dBA
TOTAL ALL SOURCES 65 85 83 79 76 77 75 76 74 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (dBA)

Receptor 2 School (Pershing Hill Elementary)

Source 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
Generators
mechanical 59 78 76 73 69 69 67 69 82 25 57 dBA

Exhaust - with silencer 42 60 52 49 58 62 62 52 67 0 67 dBA
TOTAL ALL SOURCES 59 78 76 73 69 70 68 69 68 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (dBA)

1.  Propagate Outdoor Noise Sources to Property Line Receptors

SOUND Pressure  Frequency (Hz)

SOUND Pressure  Frequency (Hz)

Computation

TOTAL ALL SOURCES 59 78 76 73 69 70 68 69 68 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (dBA)

Receptor 3 Residential (MFH)

Source 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
Generators
mechanical 58 77 75 72 68 68 66 68 81 25 56 dBA

Exhaust - with silencer 41 59 51 48 57 61 61 51 66 0 66 dBA
TOTAL ALL SOURCES 58 77 75 72 68 69 67 68 67 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (dBA)

SOUND Pressure  Frequency (Hz)



Receptor 4 Church (Argonne Hills Chapel Center)

Source 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
Generators
mechanical 56 75 74 70 66 66 64 66 79 25 54 dBA

Exhaust - with silencer 39 57 50 46 55 59 59 49 64 0 64 dBA
TOTAL ALL SOURCES 56 75 74 70 66 67 65 66 65 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (dBA)

Receptor 5 School (MacArthur Middle)

Source 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
Generators
mechanical 54 73 72 68 64 64 62 64 77 25 52 dBA

Exhaust - with silencer 37 55 48 44 53 57 57 47 62 0 62 dBA
TOTAL ALL SOURCES 54 73 72 68 65 65 63 64 63 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (dBA)

Receptor 6 Installation Boundary

Source 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
Generators
mechanical 46 66 64 60 57 57 55 57 70 25 45 dBA

Exhaust - with silencer 29 48 40 36 46 50 50 40 55 0 55 dBA
TOTAL ALL SOURCES 47 66 64 60 57 58 56 57 55 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (dBA)

SOUND Pressure  Frequency (Hz)

SOUND Pressure  Frequency (Hz)

SOUND Pressure  Frequency (Hz)



  Project Ft. Meade Campus Development EIS Computed TGC Date 8/28/2009
  Subject Noise Analysis - Combustion Turbine
  Task Summary Table

Predicted Noise Level
SPL (dBA)

1 - Residential (MFH) 42
2 - School (Pershing Hill Elementary) 36

3 - Residential (MFH) 35
4 - Church (Argonne Hills Chapel Center) 33

5 - School (MacArthur Middle) 31
6 - Installation Boundary 23

Outdoor Noise Levels

Receptor

Computation



  Project Ft. Meade Campus Development EIS Computed TGC Date 8/28/2009
  Subject Noise Analysis - Combustion Turbine
  Task Source Information

Based on volume 1 of the Electric Power Plant Environmental Noise Guide, Edison Electric Institute (prepared by BBN), 1978

Sound power level of turbine, generator, exiciter assembly can be estimated as:  Lw = 113 + 4 log (MWe) in unweighted decibels

MWe = 85
Lw 121 dB (unweighted)

Octave band center frequencies can be estimated by subtracting the following values (in dB) from the overall sound power level for the nine standard 
octave bands.

Hz 31 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000
value in dB to be subtracted 9 3 5 10 14 18 21 29 35

SWL in dB 112 118 116 111 107 103 100 92 86
A-weighting correction -39 -26 -16 -9 -3 0 1 1 -1 Sum

1.  Outdoor Sources

SOUND POWER  Frequency (Hz)

Computation

SWL in dBA 73 92 100 102 104 103 101 93 85 109

Measure straight-line distance from equipment location to property-line receptors

Property-line Receptor N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Turbines N/A
1 - Residential (MFH) 665

2 - School (Pershing Hill Elementary) 1415
3 - Residential (MFH) 1600

4 - Church (Argonne Hills Chapel Center) 1980
5 - School (MacArthur Middle) 2450

6 - Installation Boundary 5860

Distance to Receptor (in feet)

2.  Distance to Property-line Receptors



Measure height of roof-tops where equipment located

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Turbines N/A
8

Calculate distance to property-line receptors using pythagorean theorem

Property-line Receptor N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Turbines N/A
1 - Residential (MFH) 665

2 - School (Pershing Hill Elementary) 1415
3 - Residential (MFH) 1600

4 - Church (Argonne Hills Chapel Center) 1980
5 - School (MacArthur Middle) 2450

6 - Installation Boundary 5860

Distance to Receptor (in feet)

Equipment Height (in feet)



  Project Ft. Meade Campus Development EIS Computed TGC Date 8/28/2009
  Subject
  Task Noise Level @ Outdoor Receptors

Propagate Outdoor Source's SWL to SPL at Property Line using the following equation:
SPL = SWL - 20log(r) - 0.6    Equation 2.7b  Handboook of Noise Control, Harris (1979)

Receptor 1 Residential (MFH)

Source 31 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
85 MW combustion turbine 16 34 43 45 46 46 44 36 28 52 10 42 dBA

TOTAL ALL SOURCES 17 34 43 45 46 46 44 36 28 42 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (d

Receptor 2 School (Pershing Hill Elementary)

Source 31 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
85 MW combustion turbine 9 28 36 39 40 39 37 29 21 46 10 36 dBA

TOTAL ALL SOURCES 13 28 36 39 40 39 37 29 21 36 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (d

Noise Analysis - Combustion Turbine

1.  Propagate Outdoor Noise Sources to Property Line Receptors

SOUND POWER  Frequency (Hz)

SOUND POWER  Frequency (Hz)

Computation

Receptor 3 Residential (MFH)

Source 31 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
85 MW combustion turbine 8 27 35 37 39 38 36 28 20 44 10 34 dBA

TOTAL ALL SOURCES 12 27 35 37 39 38 36 28 20 35 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (d

Receptor 4 Church (Argonne Hills Chapel Center)

Source 31 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
85 MW combustion turbine 6 25 33 36 37 36 34 26 18 43 10 33 dBA

TOTAL ALL SOURCES 12 25 33 36 37 36 34 26 19 33 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (d

SOUND POWER  Frequency (Hz)

SOUND POWER  Frequency (Hz)



Receptor 5 School (MacArthur Middle)

Source 31 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
85 MW combustion turbine 4 23 31 34 35 34 33 24 16 41 10 31 dBA

TOTAL ALL SOURCES 11 23 31 34 35 34 33 24 17 31 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (d

Receptor 6 Installation Boundary

Source 31 63 125 250 500 1000 2000 4000 8000 Sum ABarrier TOTAL
85 MW combustion turbine -3 16 24 26 28 27 25 17 9 33 10 23 dBA

TOTAL ALL SOURCES 10 17 24 26 28 27 25 18 12 23 OVERALL TOTAL SPL (d

SOUND POWER  Frequency (Hz)

SOUND POWER  Frequency (Hz)
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E.1 Emissions Estimations and Methodology 

The Department of Defense (DOD) has considered net emissions generated from all direct and indirect 
sources of air emission that are reasonably foreseeable.  Direct emissions are emissions that are caused or 
initiated by a Federal action and occur at the same time and place as the action.  Indirect emissions are 
defined as reasonably foreseeable emissions that are caused by the action but might occur later in time 
and/or be farther removed in distance from the action itself, and that the Federal agency can practicably 
control.  More specifically, project-related direct emissions would result from the following:  

� Demolition and construction activities:  The use of non-road equipment (e.g., bulldozers, 
backhoes), worker vehicles, the use of volatile organic compound (VOC) paints, paving off-
gasses, and fugitive particles from surface disturbances 

� Operational activities:  Emergency generators and heating boilers not subject to major new 
source review, and the use of private motor vehicles 

E.1.1 Demolition and Construction Emissions 

Regardless of the sites ultimately chosen, estimated actual construction emissions would be similar.  All 
direct and indirect emissions associated with the three phases of construction were estimated.  The 
construction emissions were generated by estimating equipment use for utilities, site preparation, 
construction, and landscaping for the proposed facilities and storage tanks, including the following: 

� Office Modules and Operations Center 
� Module Interconnections 
� Server Centers 
� Electrical substation  
� Generator plant (providing 60 MW of service) 
� Chiller plant 
� Boiler plant 
� Ancillary parking 
� Water storage tank 
� Utility upgrades (water, gas, and communications services) 
� Infrastructure upgrades (paving, walks, curbs, and gutters, storm water management).  

Demolition and construction emissions associated with the use of construction equipment 
(e.g., bulldozers, backhoes), worker vehicles, the use of VOC paints, paving off-gasses, and fugitive 
particles from surface disturbances are presented in Tables E-1 through E-3 for all the years of 
construction.  This section also outlines all the calculations and assumptions made to derive these 
construction emission estimations.  Construction activities during Phase I would be slightly more intense 
than the other two phases.  Therefore, the highest annual level of construction emissions would take place 
in Phase I. 

E.1.1.1 Heavy Construction Equipment 

Pollutant emissions resulting from activities associated with constructing the proposed buildings, parking 
facilities, and roadways were estimated.  The typical demolition and construction would involve such 
activities as demolition of existing buildings or structures, utility installation, road construction, site 
clearing and grading, building construction, and asphalt paving. 
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Table E-1.  Estimated Construction Emissions - Phase I 

Construction Emissions (tpy) 
Year NOx VOC 

1 26.8 1.9 
2 14.5 1.1 
3 51.2 7.6 
4 34.2 5.4 
5 44.9 7.5 
6 13.1 2.3 
7 8.3 1.3 

Construction Emissions – Year 1 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 26.7 1.8 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.1 0.1 

Total 26.8 1.9 
Construction Emissions – Year 2 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 14.4 1.0 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.1 0.1 

Total 14.5 1.1 
Construction Emissions – Year 3 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 49.7 4.5 
Worker Trip Emissions 1.5 1.4 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.8 

Total 51.2 7.6 
Construction Emissions – Year 4 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 33.2 3.1 
Worker Trip Emissions 1.1 1.0 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.3 

Total 34.3 5.4 
Construction Emissions – Year 5 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 43.4 4.3 
Worker Trip Emissions 1.5 1.4 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.8 

Total 44.9 7.5 
Construction Emissions – Year 6 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 12.6 1.3 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.5 0.4 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 0.6 

Total 13.1 2.3 
Construction Emissions – Year 7 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 8.0 0.8 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.3 0.2 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 0.3 

Total 8.3 1.3 
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Table E-2.  Estimated Construction Emissions - Phase II 

Construction Emissions (tpy) 
Year NOx VOC 

1 19.8 1.4 
2 5.3 0.4 
3 36.9 5.5 
4 24.5 3.8 
5 29.0 4.7 

Construction Emissions – Year 1 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 19.7 1.3 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.1 0.1 

Total 19.8 1.4 
Construction Emissions – Year 2 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 5.3 0.4 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.0 0.0 

Total 5.3 0.4 
Construction Emissions – Year 3 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 35.8 3.2 
Worker Trip Emissions 1.1 1.0 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.3 

Total 36.9 5.5 
Construction Emissions – Year 4 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 23.7 2.2 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.8 0.7 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 0.9 

Total 24.5 3.8 
Construction Emissions – Year 5 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 28.1 2.8 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.9 0.9 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.1 

Total 29.0 4.8 

Demolition and construction would involve the use of various non-road equipment, power generators, and 
trucks.  Pieces of equipment to be used for building construction include, but are not limited to, backhoes, 
loaders, excavators, air compressors, chain saws, chipping machines, dozers, cranes, pavers, graders, 
rollers, and heavy trucks.  Information regarding the number of pieces and types of construction 
equipment to be used on the project, the schedule for deployment of equipment (monthly and annually), 
and the approximate daily operating time (including power level or usage factor) were estimated for each 
individual construction project based on a schedule of construction activity. 

Emissions from construction activities were estimated based on the projected construction activity 
schedule, the number of vehicles/pieces of equipment, and vehicle/equipment utilization rates.  Emission 
factors for heavy-duty diesel equipment were obtained from EPA’s NONROAD2005 Emissions Model
(USEPA 2005).  The equipment and vehicle operation hours were estimated based on R.S.Means’
Building Cost Construction Data, 64th annual edition (Waier 2006), and field experience from similar 
projects.
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Table E-3.  Estimated Construction Emissions - Phase III 

Construction Emissions (tpy) 
Year NOx VOC 

1 22.4 1.6 
2 22.4 1.7 
3 34.9 5.2 
4 28.2 4.4 
5 29.8 5.0 
6 29.3 5.2 
7 27.4 4.9 
8 29.8 5.1 

Construction Emissions – Year 1 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 22.3 1.5 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.1 0.1 
Fugitive Dust Emissions 0.0 0.0 

Total 22.4 1.6 
Construction Emissions – Year 2 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 22.3 1.6 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.1 0.1 
Fugitive Dust Emissions 0.0 0.0 

Total 22.4 1.7 
Construction Emissions – Year 3 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 33.9 3.0 
Worker Trip Emissions 1.0 0.9 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.2 

Total 34.9 5.1 
Construction Emissions – Year 4 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 27.3 2.6 
Worker Trip Emissions 0.9 0.8 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.1 

Total 28.2 4.5 
Construction Emissions – Year 5 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 28.8 2.9 
Worker Trip Emissions 1.0 0.9 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.2 

Total 29.8 5.0 
Construction Emissions – Year 6 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 28.3 2.9 
Worker Trip Emissions 1.1 1.0 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.3 

Total 29.4 5.2 
Construction Emissions – Year 7 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 26.4 2.7 
Worker Trip Emissions 1.0 0.9 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.2 

Total 27.4 4.8 
Construction Emissions – Year 8 
Heavy Equipment Emissions 28.8 2.9 
Worker Trip Emissions 1.0 1.0 
Architectural Coating Emissions 0.0 1.2 

Total 29.8 5.1 
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Emission factors in grams of pollutant per hour were multiplied by the estimated running time to calculate 
total grams of pollutant from each piece of equipment.  Finally, total grams of pollutant were converted to 
tons of pollutant.  The following formula was used to calculate hourly emissions from non-road engine 
sources, including cranes, backhoes, and the like: 

Mi  = (N x EFi)

where: Mi =  mass of emissions of ith pollutant during inventory period 

  N  =  source population (units) 

  EFi  = average emissions of ith pollutant per unit of use (e.g., grams per hour) 

The total annual emissions levels are summarized in Table E-4.

Table E-4.  Annual Emissions from Construction and Demolition Equipment 

Year*

Annual emissions (tpy) 

Phase I Phase II Phase III 

NOx VOC NOx VOC NOx VOC 

1 26.7 1.8 19.7 1.3 22.3 1.5 

2 14.4 1.0 5.3 0.4 22.3 1.6 

3 49.7 4.5 35.8 3.2 33.9 3.1 

4 33.2 3.1 23.7 2.2 27.3 2.6 

5 43.4 4.3 28.1 2.8 28.8 2.9 

6 12.6 1.3 - - 28.3 2.9 

7 8.0 0.8 - - 26.4 2.7 

8 - - - - 28.8 2.9 

Sources:  SCAQMD 1993, USEPA 1995 
Note: * Represents years from the beginning of each phase. 

E.1.1.2 Construction Worker Vehicle Operations 

Emissions due to construction worker vehicle use were included in the analysis.  Emission factors for 
motor vehicles were conservatively calculated using the EPA MOBILE6.2.  These emission factors were 
then multiplied by the vehicle operational hours to determine motor vehicle emissions.  The analysis 
assumed conservatively that the worker’s vehicle would drive 30 miles per day at an average speed of 35 
miles per hour.  The total annual emissions levels are summarized in Table E-5.



E-6

Table E-5.  Estimated Annual Emissions from Construction Worker Vehicles  

Year*
Annual Emissions (tpy) 

Phase I Phase II Phase III 
NOx VOC NOx VOC NOx VOC 

1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 
2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 
3 1.5 1.4 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.9 
4 1.1 1.0 0.8 0.7 0.9 0.8 
5 1.5 1.4 0.9 0.9 1.0 0.9 
6 0.5 0.4 - - 1.1 1.0 
7 0.3 0.2 - - 1.0 0.9 
8 - - - - 1.0 1.0 

Sources: SCAQMD 1993, USEPA 2003 
Note: * Represents years from the beginning of each phase. 

E.1.1.3 Emissions from Architectural Coatings 

Emission factors relating emissions to total square footage to be built were used to estimate VOC 
emissions from architectural coating activities— primarily painting activities.  For office space, the area 
to be painted was assumed to be approximately twice the heated area of the facility, and the dry film 
thickness was assumed to be 3 millimeters (mm).  The following formula was used to calculate emissions 
from the painting of the facilities: 

E  = [(F x G) / 1000] x H

where: E =  emissions of VOCs from architectural coatings 

 F  =  pounds of VOC emissions per gallon  

 G  =  total area to be coated (floor area x 2) 

 H =  paint coverage.  

A sample calculation for architectural coating VOC emissions during construction of an example facility 
is provided as follows: 

Floor area  = 100,000 ft2

E = [(0.83 [lb/gallon] / 400 [ft2/gallon] x [(100,000 [ft2] x 2) ] ]/2,000 [lb/ton] 

    = 0.208 tons 

The total annual emissions levels are summarized in Table E-6.  In addition, estimated emissions from 
the potential demolition and construction are presented in Appendix E.2.
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Table E-6.  Annual VOC Emissions from Architectural Coatings 

Year*
Annual VOC Emissions (tpy) 

Phase I Phase III Phase III 

3 1.8 1.3 1.2 
4 1.3 0.9 1.1 
5 1.8 1.1 1.2 
6 0.6 - 1.3 
7 0.3 - 1.2 
8 - - 1.2 

Sources: SCAQMD 1993, COMAR 26.11.35 
Note: * Represents years from the beginning of each phase. 

E.1.1.4 Asphalt Curing Emissions 

Asphalt paving would generate emissions from (1) asphalt curing, (2) operation of onsite paving 
equipment, and (3) operation of motor vehicles, including paving material delivery trucks and worker 
commuting vehicles.  Because the emissions resulting from the operation of onsite paving equipment, 
trucks, and vehicles were included in the previous section, only asphalt curing-related emissions are 
discussed in this section.  Asphalt curing-related VOC emissions were calculated based on the amount of 
paving for the onsite parking lot and proposed roadways.  The following assumption was used in VOC 
emission calculations for asphalt curing (SCAQMD 1993): 

E = area paved x 2.62 lb VOC/acre 

A sample calculation is provided as follows: 

Paved area = 100 acres 
E = 100 acres x 2.62 lb VOC/acre/2,000 lb/ton 
    = 0.131 ton 

Due to the minimal paving anticipated for all alternatives, negligible off gas emissions are anticipated. 

E.1.2 Operational Emissions 

Operational emissions occur as a result of the operation (heating boilers and emergency generators) of the 
proposed facilities.  The total annual operational emissions levels are summarized in Table E-7.  It is 
expected that these emissions would occur immediately after the completion of each Phase.  Notably, the 
fuel usage for the proposed boilers was based on the existing campus, and emissions due to heating of 
facilities were broken down by phase based on the heated floor area.  It is expected that the new buildings 
will make more efficient use of the heat than existing buildings, and emissions would be somewhat less 
than those described herein.  In addition, emissions due to new commuters were calculated using the same 
procedure for construction workers.  The vast majority of personnel that would occupy the new facilities 
currently work at Fort Meade or NSA, or live within the Baltimore region.  It is expected that 250 new 
employees for Phase I, 200 new employees for Phase II, and 200 new employees for Phase III, would 
come from outside the Baltimore AQCR.  Conservatively, emission factors for the current year were used 
for all phases.  It is expected that the total commuter emissions would be somewhat less than those 
described herein. 



E-8

Table E-7.  Roll-up of Operational Emissions 

NOx VOC 

Boiler Emissions 
Phase I (33%) 3.3 0.4 
Phase I+II (54%) 5.3 0.6 
All Phases (100%) 9.9 1.2 

Generator Emissions 
Phase I 5.4 0.7 

Worker Commuting Emissions 
Phase I 0.6 0.7 
Phase I+II 1.1 1.2 

All Phases 1.6 1.8 

Total Operational Emissions 
Phase I 9.3 1.8 
Phase I+II 11.8 2.6 
All Phases 16.9 3.7 
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E.2  Emission Calculations 

Table E-8.  Project Areas and Durations – Phase I 

Project Name Year 
Clearing

Area 
(Acres) 

Building
Area 
(ft2)

Paving
(Acres) 

Days of 
Clearing

Days of 
Building

Days
of

Paving 

Demolition  1 0.74 0 0 230 0 0 
Road Improvements, Grading  1 4.82 0 0 230 0 0 
Office Modules, Grading  1 39.74 0 0 230 0 0 
Module Interconnections, Grading  1 0.92 0 0 230 0 0 
Demolition  2 0.74 0 0 230 0 0 
Road Improvements, Paving  2 0 0 4.82 0 0 230 
Server Center, Clearing and 
Grading 2 7.48 0 0 230 0 0 
Substations, Clearing and Grading  2 3.2 0 0 230 0 0 
Chiller Plant, Clearing and 
Grading 2 3.2 0 0 230 0 0 
Boiler Plant, Clearing and 
Grading 2 3.2 0 0 230 0 0 
Water Tank, Clearing and Grading  2 0.23 0 0 230 0 0 
Parking Garage, Clearing and 
Grading 2 5.34 0 0 230 0 0 
Utility Upgrades, Clearing and 
Grading 2 1.22 0 0 230 0 0 
Office Modules, Construction  3 0 576,000 0 0 230 0 
Chiller Plant, Construction 3 0 139,000 0 0 230 0 
Boiler Plant, Construction 3 0 139,000 0 0 230 0 
Office Modules, Construction 4 0 576,000 0 0 230 0 
Module Interconnections, 
Construction 4 0 40,000 0 0 230 0 
Office Modules, Construction 5 0 576,000 0 0 230 0 
Substations, Construction  5 0.46 0 0 113.42 0 0 
Server Center, Construction 5 0 0 1.15 0 0 18.9 
Parking Garage, Construction 6 0.83 0 0 230 0 0 
Server Center, Construction 6 0 12,000 0 0 230 0 
Parking Garage, Construction 7 0 6,000 0 0 113.42 0 
Water Tank, Construction  7 0.46 0 0 113.42 0 0 
Surface Parking, Paving 7 0 0 1.15 0 0 18.9 
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Table E-9.  Heavy Equipment Emissions – Phase I 

Project NOx
(tons)

VOC
(tons)

Demolition (Year 1)  0.43 0.03 
Road Improvements, C&G (Year 1)  2.78 0.19 
Office Modules, C&G (Year 1) 22.93 1.55 
Module Interconnections, C&G (Year 1)  0.53 0.04 
Demolition (Year 2)  0.39 0.03 
Road Improvements, Paving (Year 2)  1.44 0.10 
Server Center, C&G (Year 2)  3.94 0.28 
Substations, C&G (Year 2)  1.68 0.12 
Chiller Plant, C&G (Year 2)  1.68 0.12 
Boiler Plant, C&G (Year 2) 1.68 0.12 
Water Tank, C&G (Year 2) 0.12 0.01 
Parking Garage, C&G (Year 2)  2.81 0.20 
Utility Upgrades, C&G (Year 2)  0.64 0.04 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 3) 33.51 3.01 
Chiller Plant, Construction (Year 3)  8.09 0.73 
Boiler Plant, Construction (Year 3)  8.09 0.73 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 4)  31.01 2.92 
Module Interconnections, Construction (Year 4) 2.15 0.20 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 5)  28.45 2.84 
Substations, Construction (Year 5)  6.87 0.69 
Server Center, Construction (Year 5) 8.03 0.80 
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 6) 5.26 0.55 
Server Center, Construction (Year 6) 7.38 0.77 
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 7) 5.26 0.55 
Water Tank, Construction (Year 7) 0.45 0.05 
Surface Parking, Paving (Year 7) 2.32 0.20 
Sources:  SCAQMD 1993, USEPA 1995 
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Table E-10.  Construction Worker Trip Emissions (tons) – Phase I 

Project VMT EFNOx
(g/mile)

NOx
(tons)

EFVOC
(g/mile)

VOC
(tons)

Year 1 
Demolition   6,412 0.32 0 0.29 0
Road Improvements  41,575 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.01
Office Modules, C&G  342,792 0.32 0.12 0.29 0.11
Module Interconnections  7,935 0.32 0 0.29 0

Year 2 
Demolition   6,412 0.32 0 0.29 0
Road Improvements, Paving  41,575 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.01
Server Center, C&G  64,512 0.32 0.02 0.29 0.02
Substations, C&G  27,574 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.01
Chiller Plant, C&G  27,574 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.01
Boiler Plant, C&G  27,574 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.01
Water Tank, C&G  1,984 0.32 0 0.29 0
Parking Garage, C&G  46,023 0.32 0.02 0.29 0.01
Utility Upgrades, C&G  10,524 0.32 0 0.29 0

Year 3 
Office Modules, Construction  2,861,568 0.32 0.99 0.29 0.91
Chiller Plant, Construction  690,552 0.32 0.24 0.29 0.22
Boiler Plant, Construction  690,552 0.32 0.24 0.29 0.22

Year 4 
Office Modules, Construction  2,861,568 0.32 0.99 0.29 0.91
Module Interconnections, 
Construction  198,720 0.32 0.07 0.29 0.06

Year 5 
Office Modules, Construction  2,861,568 0.32 0.99 0.29 0.91
Substations, Construction  690,552 0.32 0.24 0.29 0.22
Server Center, Construction  807,797 0.32 0.28 0.29 0.26

Year 6 
Parking Garage, Construction  576,288 0.32 0.2 0.29 0.18
Server Center, Construction  807,797 0.32 0.28 0.29 0.26

Year 7 
Parking Garage, Construction  576,288 0.32 0.2 0.29 0.18
Water Tank, Construction  49,680 0.32 0.02 0.29 0.02
Surface Parking, Paving  99,188 0.32 0.03 0.29 0.03
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Table E-11.  Architectural Coating Emissions (Paint) – Phase I 

Project Floor
Area 

Wall
Surface

EFVOC
(lbs/1,000 ft2)

VOC
(tons)

Office Modules, Construction (Year 3) 576,000 1,152,000 55.5 1.2
Chiller Plant, Construction (Year 3)  139,000 278,000 55.5 0.29
Boiler Plant, Construction (Year 3) 139,000 278,000 55.5 0.29
Office Modules, Construction (Year 4) 576,000 1,152,000 55.5 1.2
Module Interconnections, Construction (Year 4) 40,000 80,000 55.5 0.08
Office Modules, Construction (Year 5) 576,000 1,152,000 55.5 1.2
Substations, Construction (Year 5) 139,000 278,000 55.5 0.29
Server Center, Construction (Year 5) 162,600 325,200 55.5 0.34
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 6)  116,000 232,000 55.5 0.24
Server Center, Construction (Year 6) 162,600 325,200 55.5 0.34
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 7) 116,000 232,000 55.5 0.24
Water Tank, Construction (Year 7) 10,000 20,000 55.5 0.02
Sources: SCAQMD 1993, COMAR 26.11.35 

Table E-12.  Project Areas and Durations – Phase II 

Project Name Year 
Clearing

Area 
(Acres) 

Building
Area 
(ft2)

Paving
(Acres) 

Days of 
Clearing

Days of 
Building

Days
of

Paving 
Demolition  1 0.74 0 0 230 0 0
Road Improvements, Clearing and 
Grading  1 4.82 0 0 230 0 0
Office Modules, Clearing and 
Grading  1 27.6 0 0 230 0 0
Module Interconnections, Clearing 
and Grading  1 0.92 0 0 230 0 0
Demolition  2 0.74 0 0 230 0 0
Road Improvements, Paving  2 0 0 4.82 0 0 230
Parking Garage, Clearing and Grading  2 5.34 0 0 230 0 0
Utility Upgrades, Clearing and 
Grading  2 1.22 0 0 230 0 0
Office Modules, Construction   3 0 400,000 0 0 230 0
CDC, Construction  3 0 100,000 0 0 230 0
Parking Garage, Construction  3 0 116,000 0 0 230 0
Office Modules, Construction   4 0 400,000 0 0 230 0
Module Interconnections, 
Construction 4 0 40,000 0 0 230 0
Office Modules, Construction   5 0 400,000 0 0 230 0
Parking Garage, Construction   5 0 116,000 0 0 230 0
Surface Parking, Paving  5 0 0 11.5 0 0 230
CDC, Construction  3 0 100,000 0 0 230 0
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Table E-13.  Heavy Equipment Emissions – Phase II 

Project NOx
(tons)

VOC
(tons)

Demolition (Year 1)  0.43 0.03 
Road Improvements, Clearing and Grading (Year 1) 2.78 0.19 
Office Modules, Clearing and Grading (Year 1) 15.92 1.08 
Module Interconnections, Clearing and Grading (Year 1) 0.53 0.04 
Demolition (Year 2)  0.39 0.03 
Road Improvements, Paving (Year 2) 1.44 0.10 
Parking Garage, Clearing and Grading (Year 2) 2.81 0.20 
Utility Upgrades, Clearing and Grading (Year 2) 0.64 0.04 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 3) 23.27 2.09 
CDC, Construction (Year 3)  5.82 0.52 
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 3) 6.75 0.61 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 4) 21.54 2.02 
Module Interconnections, Construction (Year 4) 2.15 0.20 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 5) 19.76 1.97 
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 5)  5.73 0.57 
Surface Parking, Paving (Year 5)  2.58 0.21 
Sources:  SCAQMD 1993, USEPA 1995 

Table E-14.  Architectural Coating Emissions (Paint) – Phase II 

Project Floor
Area 

Wall
Surface

EFVOC
(lbs/1,000 ft2)

VOC
(tons)

Office Modules, Construction(Year 3) 400,000 800,000 55.5 0.83
CDC, Construction(Year 3)  100,000 200,000 55.5 0.21
Parking Garage, Construction(Year 3)  116,000 232,000 55.5 0.24
Office Modules, Construction(Year 4) 400,000 800,000 55.5 0.83
Module Interconnections, Construction(Year 4) 40,000 80,000 55.5 0.08
Office Modules, Construction(Year 5)  400,000 800000 55.5 0.83
Parking Garage, Construction(Year 5)  116,000 232,000 55.5 0.24
Sources: SCAQMD 1993, COMAR 26.11.35 
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Table E-15.  Construction Worker Trip Emissions (tons) – Phase II 

Project VMT 
EFNOx
(g/mile)

NOx
(tons)

EFVOC
(g/mile)

VOC
(tons)

Year 1 
Demolition   6,412 0.32 0 0.29 0 
Road Improvements  41,575 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.01 
Office Modules, C&G  238,050 0.32 0.08 0.29 0.08 
Module Interconnections  7,935 0.32 0 0.29 0 

Year 2 
Demolition  6,412 0.32 0 0.29 0 
Road Improvements, Paving  41,575 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.01 
Parking Garage, Clearing 
and Grading  46,023 0.32 0.02 0.29 0.01 
Utility Upgrades, Clearing 
and Grading  10,524 0.32 0 0.29 0 

Year 3 
Office Modules, 
Construction 1,987,200 0.32 0.69 0.29 0.64 
CDC, Construction  496,800 0.32 0.17 0.29 0.16 
Parking Garage, 
Construction  576,288 0.32 0.2 0.29 0.18 

Year 4 
Office Modules, 
Construction  1,987,200 0.32 0.69 0.29 0.64 
Module Interconnections, 
Construction 198,720 0.32 0.07 0.29 0.06 

Year 5 
Office Modules, 
Construction 1,987,200 0.32 0.69 0.29 0.64 
Parking Garage, 
Construction  576,288 0.32 0.2 0.29 0.18 
Surface Parking, Paving  99,188 0.32 0.03 0.29 0.03 
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Table E-16.  Project Areas and Durations – Phase III 

Project Name Year 
Clearing

Area 
(Acres) 

Building
Area 
(ft2)

Paving
(Acres) 

Days of 
Clearing

Days of 
Building

Days
of

Paving 

Demolition  1 0.74 0 0 230 0 0
Road Improvements, Clearing and 
Grading 1 4.82 0 0 230 0 0
Office Modules, Clearing and 
Grading  1 32.2 0 0 230 0 0
Module Interconnections, Clearing 
and Grading) 1 0.92 0 0 230 0 0
Demolition  2 0.74 0 0 230 0 0
Office Modules, Clearing and 
Grading  2 32.2 0 0 230 0 0
Road Improvements, Paving  2 0 0 4.82 0 0 230
Parking Garage, Clearing and Grading  2 5.34 0 0 230 0 0
Utility Upgrades, Clearing and 
Grading 2 1.22 0 0 230 0 0
Office Modules, Construction  3 0 466,666 0 0 230 0
Parking Garage, Construction  3 0 116,000 0 0 230 0
Office Modules, Construction  4 0 466,666 0 0 230 0
Module Interconnections, 
Construction 4 0 40,000 0 0 230 0
Office Modules, Construction  5 0 466,666 0 0 230 0
Parking Garage, Construction  5 0 116,000 0 0 230 0
Office Modules, Construction  6 0 466,666 0 0 230 0
Parking Garage, Construction  6 0 116,000 0 0 230 0
Module Interconnections, 
Construction  6 0 40,000 0 0 230 0
Office Modules, Construction  7 0 466,666 0 0 230 0
Parking Garage, Construction  7 0 116,000 0 0 230 0
Office Modules, Construction  8 0 466,666 0 0 230 0
Parking Garage, Construction  8 0 116,000 0 0 230 0
Surface Parking, Paving  8 0 0 11.5 0 0 230
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Table E-17.  Heavy Equipment Emissions – Phase III 

Project NOx
(tons)

VOC
(tons)

Demolition (Year 1)   0.43 0.03 
Road Improvements, Clearing and Grading (Year 1) 2.78 0.19 
Office Modules, Clearing and Grading (Year 1)  18.58 1.26 
Module Interconnections, Clearing and Grading 
(Year 1) 0.53 0.04 

Demolition (Year 2) 0.39 0.03 
Office Modules, Clearing and Grading (Year 2)  16.96 1.19 
Road Improvements, Paving (Year 2) 1.44 0.10 
Parking Garage, Clearing and Grading (Year 2) 2.81 0.20 
Utility Upgrades, Clearing and Grading (Year 2) 0.64 0.04 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 3)  27.15 2.44 
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 3) 6.75 0.61 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 4) 25.13 2.36 
Module Interconnections, Construction (Year 4) 2.15 0.20 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 5) 23.05 2.30 
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 5)  5.73 0.57 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 6) 21.17 2.20 
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 6)  5.26 0.55 
Module Interconnections, Construction (Year 6) 1.81 0.19 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 7) 21.17 2.20 
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 7) 5.26 0.55 
Office Modules, Construction (Year 8)  21.17 2.20 
Parking Garage, Construction (Year 8) 5.26 0.55 
Surface Parking, Paving (Year 8) 2.32 0.20 
Sources:  SCAQMD 1993, USEPA 1995 
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Table E-18.  Construction Worker Trip Emissions (tons) – Phase III 

Project VMT 
EFNOx
(g/mile)

NOx
(tons)

EFVOC
(g/mile)

VOC
(tons)

Year 1 
Demolition   6,412 0.32 0 0.29 0
Road Improvements  41,575 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.01
Office Modules, C&G  277,725 0.32 0.1 0.29 0.09
Module Interconnections  7,935 0.32 0 0.29 0

Year 2 
Demolition   6,412 0.32 0 0.29 0
Office Modules, C&G 277,725 0.32 0.1 0.29 0.09
Road Improvements 41,575 0.32 0.01 0.29 0.01
Parking Garage, C&G  46,023 0.32 0.02 0.29 0.01
Utility Upgrades, C&G 10,524 0.32 0 0.29 0

Year 3 
Office Modules, Construction  2,318,397 0.32 0.81 0.29 0.74
Parking Garage, Construction  576,288 0.32 0.2 0.29 0.18

Year 4 
Office Modules, Construction  2,318,397 0.32 0.81 0.29 0.74
Module Interconnections, Construction 198,720 0.32 0.07 0.29 0.06

Year 5 
Office Modules, Construction  2,318,397 0.32 0.81 0.29 0.74
Parking Garage, Construction  576,288 0.32 0.2 0.29 0.18

Year 6 
Office Modules, Construction 2,318,397 0.32 0.81 0.29 0.74
Parking Garage, Construction  576,288 0.32 0.2 0.29 0.18
Module Interconnections, Construction 198,720 0.32 0.07 0.29 0.06

Year 7 
Office Modules, Construction  2,318,397 0.32 0.81 0.29 0.74
Parking Garage, Construction  576,288 0.32 0.2 0.29 0.18

Year 8 
Office Modules, Construction  2,318,397 0.32 0.81 0.29 0.74
Parking Garage, Construction  576,288 0.32 0.2 0.29 0.18
Surface Parking, Paving  99,188 0.32 0.03 0.29 0.03
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Table E-19.  Architectural Coating Emissions (Paint) – Phase III 

Project Floor
Area 

Wall
Surface

EFVOC
(lbs/

1,000 ft2)

VOC
(tons)

Office Modules, Construction(Year 3)  466,666 933,332 55.5 0.97 
Parking Garage, Construction(Year 3)  116,000 232,000 55.5 0.24 
Office Modules, Construction(Year 4)  466,666 933,332 55.5 0.97 
Module Interconnections, Construction(Year 4) 40,000 80,000 55.5 0.08 
Office Modules, Construction(Year 5)  466,666 933,332 55.5 0.97 
Parking Garage, Construction(Year 5) 116,000 232,000 55.5 0.24 
Office Modules, Construction(Year 6) 466,666 933,332 55.5 0.97 
Parking Garage, Construction(Year 6)  116,000 232,000 55.5 0.24 
Module Interconnections, Construction(Year 6) 40,000 80,000 55.5 0.08 
Office Modules, Construction(Year 7)  466,666 933,332 55.5 0.97 
Parking Garage, Construction(Year 7) 116,000 232,000 55.5 0.24 
Office Modules, Construction(Year 8) 466,666 933,332 55.5 0.97 
Parking Garage, Construction(Year 8) 116,000 232,000 55.5 0.24 
Sources:  SCAQMD 1993, COMAR 26.11.35 

Table E-20.  Generator Information – Phase I 

Generator Size  2,500 kW 
Generator Size  3,353 hp 
Maximum Hours of Operation (PTE) 100 Hours 
Actual Hours of Operation (PTE) 80 Hours 

Table E-21.  Manufacturer Nominal Emission Rates

CAT2500 Tier 2 (g/hpxhr)

NOx 5.05 
CO 0.41 

VOC 0.1 
PM 0.036 

SOx
a 0.2 

HAP b 0.0121 
Notes:
a. Source: USAF 1999, Assumes sulfur content (S) = 0.05 wt% 
b. Source:  USEPA 1995 
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Table E-22.  Generator Potential to Emit and Estimated Actual Emissions – Phase I

Source
Total

Capacity
Number of 
Generators Potential to Emit (tpy)* 

(kW) (units) NOx CO VOC PM SOx

Potential to Emit - No Controls
Proposed Generator Plant 60,000 24 44.8 3.6 0.9 0.3 1.8

Potential to Emit – Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR Efficiency:  85%) 
Proposed Generator Plant 6.7 3.6 0.9 0.3 1.8

Estimated Actual Emissions – Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR Efficiency:  85%) 
Proposed Generator Plant 5.4 2.9 0.7 0.3 1.4
Note: * Estimated actual HAP emissions = 0.09 tpy 

Table E-23.  General Boiler Information 

Number of Boilers 4 Units 
Boiler Capacity 98,000,000 Btu/hr 
Total Heat Input 392,000,000 Btu/hr 
Heat Content for Natural Gas  1,020 Btu/cf 
Heat Content for No. 2 Fuel Oil  140,000 Btu/gal 
Day Using Oil 30 days 
Natural Gas Consumption

Total Hours 8,040 hours 
Total Heat 3.15E+12 Btu
Total Volume 3,089,882,353 cf

Fuel Oil Consumption
Total Hours 720 hours 
Total Heat 2.82E+11 Btu 
Total Volume 2,016,000 gallons 
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Table E-24.  Boiler Emission Factors

Low NOx Emission Factors 
Low NOx Boilers 

(30 ppm) (20 ppm) 
Natural Gas NOx (ppm) 30 20 
Emission Factor (lb/106 cf) 36 24 

AP-42 Emission Factors 

NOx CO VOC PM10 PM2.5 SOx

Natural Gas (lb/106 cf) a 190 84 5.5 7.6 7.6 0.6 
Number 2 Fuel Oil (lb/103 gal) b 20 5 0.556 1 0.25 7.05 
Source: USEPA 1995  
Notes:
a. Natural gas emission factors for all pollutants except NOx were obtained from U.S. EPA's AP-42, Section 1.4.  

For low NOx burners assumed lb/MMBtu = ppm / 850. 
b. No. 2 fuel oil emission factors for all pollutants were obtained from U.S. EPA's AP-42, Section 1.3.  

Sulfur content = 0.05 wt%.   

Table E-25.  Boiler Potential to Emit 

Potential to Emit (tpy) 
NOx  CO VOC  PM10  PM2.5 SOx

Natural Gas
Potential Consumption:  3,089,882,353 (cf/yr)
Boilers - Uncontrolled 293.54 129.78 8.50 11.74 11.74 0.93
Boilers - Low NOx (30ppm) 55.62 129.78 8.50 11.74 11.74 0.93
Boilers - Low NOx (20ppm) 37.08 129.78 8.50 11.74 11.74 0.93

No. 2 Fuel Oil
Potential Consumption:  2,016,000 (gal/yr)
Boilers - Uncontrolled 20.16 5.04 0.56 1.01 0.25 7.11

Potential to Emit - No Controls
Boilers - Uncontrolled 313.70 134.82 9.06 12.75 11.99 8.03
Boilers - Low NOx (30ppm) 75.78 134.82 9.06 12.75 11.99 8.03
Boilers - Low NOx (20ppm) 57.24 134.82 9.06 12.75 11.99 8.03

Potential to Emit - Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR)
SCR Efficiency:  85%
Boilers - Uncontrolled 47.05 134.82 9.06 12.75 11.99 8.03
Boilers - Low NOx (30ppm) 11.37 134.82 9.06 12.75 11.99 8.03
Boilers - Low NOx (20ppm) 8.59 134.82 9.06 12.75 11.99 8.03
Sources: USEPA 1995, USAF 1999 
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Table E-26.  Boiler Estimated Actual Emissions 

Estimated Actual Emissions (tpy) 

NOx  CO VOC  PM10  PM2.5 SOx

Natural Gas
Estimated Consumption:  393,366,353 (cf/yr)
Boilers - Uncontrolled 37.37 16.52 1.08 1.49 1.49 0.12
Boilers - Low NOx (30ppm) 7.08 16.52 1.08 1.49 1.49 0.12
Boilers - Low NOx (20ppm) 4.72 16.52 1.08 1.49 1.49 0.12

No. 2 Fuel Oil
Estimated Consumption:  284,353 (gal/yr)
Boilers - Uncontrolled 2.84 0.71 0.08 0.14 0.04 1.00

Estimated Actual Emissions - No Additional Controls
Boilers - Uncontrolled 40.21 17.23 1.16 1.64 1.53 1.12
Boilers - Low NOx (30ppm) 9.92 17.23 1.16 1.64 1.53 1.12
Boilers - Low NOx (20ppm) 7.56 17.23 1.16 1.64 1.53 1.12

Estimated Actual Emissions - Selective Catalytic Reduction (SCR)
SCR Efficiency:  85%
Boilers - Uncontrolled 6.03 2.58 0.17 0.25 0.23 0.17
Boilers - Low NOx (30ppm) 1.49 2.58 0.17 0.25 0.23 0.17
Boilers - Low NOx (20ppm) 1.13 2.58 0.17 0.25 0.23 0.17
Sources: USEPA 1995, USAF 1999 

Table E-27.  Worker Commuting Emissions – New From Outside Baltimore Region 

Phase I Phase II Phase III
Number of Workers 250 200 200
Total Miles * 960,000 768,000 768,000
Pollutant NOx VOC 
Emission Factor (g/mile) 0.59 0.65 
Cumulative Emissions (tons) – Phase I 0.6 0.7 
Cumulative Emissions (tons) – Phase II 1.1 1.2 
Cumulative Emissions (tons) – Phase III 1.6 1.8 
Sources: USEPA 2003, USACE Mobile District 2007 
Note: * Assumes 16 miles per trip, two trips per day, 240 days of work, 50% relocated from outside AQCR 
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Table E-28.  Roll-up of Operational Emissions 

Current Space 6,200,000 ft2

Additional Space - Phase I 2,046,000 ft2

Additional Space - Phase I+II 3,286,000 ft2

Additional Space - All Phases 6,126,000 ft2

Estimated Actual Emissions (tpy) 

NOx VOC 

Boilers 
Phase I (33%) 3.3 0.4 
Phase I+II (54%) 5.3 0.6 
All Phases (100%) 9.9 1.2 

Generators 
Phase I 5.4 0.7 

Worker Commutes – Full time Staff 
Phase I 0.6 0.7 
Phase I+II 1.1 1.2 

All Phases 1.6 1.8 

Total Operational Emissions 
Phase I 9.3 1.8 
Phase I+II 11.8 2.6 
All Phases 16.9 3.7 
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