
 

 

 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

AND  

DRAFT FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

FOR THE  

IMPLEMENTATION OF A 

SOLAR PV FACILITY   

AT  

FORT RUCKER, ALABAMA 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PREPARED BY U.S. ARMY ENVIRONMENTAL COMMAND 

JBSA FORT SAM HOUSTON, TEXAS 

JULY 2015 



 

 

Environmental Assessment and  

Draft Finding of No Significant Impact  

for the  

Implementation of a Solar PV Facility 

at 

Fort Rucker, Alabama 

 

PREPARED BY: U.S. Army Environmental Command 

   JBSA Fort Sam Houston, Texas  

 

REVIEWED BY:  

 

 

LEIGH M. JAHNKE       Date 

Environmental Coordinator 

Fort Rucker, Alabama 

 

 

ALFRED T. TOWNSEND      Date 

Chief, Environmental and Natural Resources Division  

Fort Rucker, Alabama  

 

 

EDWIN P. JANASKY      Date 

Director, Public Works 

Fort Rucker, Alabama 

 

 

YAVONTKA V. BOOSE-MARTIN     Date 

Contract Law Attorney-Advisor 

Fort Rucker, Alabama   

 

 

 

Lisa E. Eichhorn       Date 

Public Affairs Officer 

Fort Rucker, Alabama 



 

 

DRAFT  FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

An Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to identify and evaluate potential 

environmental effects of the implementation of a solar photovoltaic (PV) facility at Fort Rucker.  

In August 2012, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, Energy and Environment) 

established an energy goal attainment policy for all Active Army Installations.  These goals 

relate to energy intensity reduction and implementing renewable energy projects at each Army 

Installation.  Under the Proposed Action, Alabama Power will design, construct, operate, and 

maintain a Solar PV Facility within the boundaries of Fort Rucker.  The EA was prepared in 

accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental 

Quality (CEQ) Regulations at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508, and the 

Army NEPA Regulation at 32 CFR Part 651 (Environmental Analysis of Army Actions). 

2. PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to allow for the design, construction, operation, and 

maintenance of a Solar PV facility within the boundaries of Fort Rucker with a capacity greater 

than 10 megawatts (MWs) of renewable energy.  The need of the Proposed Action is to: (a) 

achieve renewable energy production on Army land in accordance with the Energy Performance 

Goal and Master Plan for the Department of Defense(10 USC 2911(e)), as amended, which 

requires that the Army produce or procure not less than 25 percent (%) of the total quantity of 

facility energy it consumes within its facilities during fiscal year 2025 and each fiscal year 

thereafter from renewable energy sources; (b) contribute to the Armyôs goal of generating 1 

gigawatt (GW) of renewable electrical energy on Army land by 2025; (c) contribute to 

compliance with the Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 2005 requiring the Armyôs consumption of 

not less than 7.5% of the total quantity of facility electrical energy it consumes within its 

facilities during fiscal year 2013 and each fiscal year thereafter from renewable energy sources; 

and (d) supports the Army's Energy, Security and Sustainability (ES2) Strategy, published in 

March, 2015. 

3. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action:  The Army proposes to enter a 30 year Utilities Easement, of approximately 

110 acres to be located within the Fort Rucker installation boundary, with Alabama Power.  

Alabama Power will design, construct, operate, and maintain a solar PV System capable of a 

capacity greater than 10MWs of renewable energy.  A PV System is an arrangement of 

components designed to produce electric power using the sun as a power source.  The power-

producing components of the PV System consist of a series of networked solar arrays, often 

called an array field.  The power conditioning system contains inverters to convert the energy 

produced from Direct Current (DC) to Alternating Current (AC) for use on the electrical grid and 



 

 

one or more transformers to boost voltage for feeding the power into the electrical grid.  The 

Army is expected to consume a minimum of 51% of this power through the existing General 

Services Administration Areawide Contract with Alabama Power. 

Alternatives Considered and Evaluated:  The NEPA, CEQ, and the Army NEPA Regulation 

require a range of reasonable alternatives to be considered and evaluated. The Army used 

screening criteria to determine which Alternatives were reasonable. Based on the screening 

criteria discussed in the EA, two proposed action Alternatives were analyzed: 

¶ Alternative 1 (Trailer Park ï Preferred Alternative):  This Alternative allows for a 

capacity of approximately 13MWs of solar PV arrays on approximately 110 acres located 

within a former trailer park designated as Fort Rucker cantonment area and a portion of 

training area A2 that borders the trailer park.  This site is a contiguous parcel of land 

located approximately 0.75 miles to the west of the substation within the Fort Rucker 

cantonment area that will be used for connectivity. 

 

¶ Alternative 2 (Tank Hill Road Site):  This Alternative allows for a capacity of 

approximately 11MWs of solar PV arrays on approximately 65 acres within training 

areas A1.  This is a contiguous parcel with the northern boundary along Old Enterprise 

Road and the remnants of Tank Hill road running through the site.  A closed borrow pit is 

located within the site to the east of Tank Hill road.  This site is approximately 0.72 miles 

from the power substation located within the Fort Rucker Cantonment area. 

In addition to the two proposed action Alternatives, a No Action Alternative was also considered. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would not enter into a utilities easement agreement 

with Alabama Power to design, construct, operate, and maintain a solar PV generation facility on 

Fort Rucker. While the No Action Alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need of the 

proposed action, the No Action Alternative reflects the status quo, and serves as a benchmark 

against which the Action Alternatives were evaluated. 

4. ANTICIPATED ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

The analysis in the EA provides a description of the existing environmental and socioeconomic 

conditions of the Alternatives being considered, and evaluates any individual or cumulative 

environmental and socioeconomic changes likely to result from the implementation of the Action 

Alternatives. Table 1 provides a summation of the anticipated environmental effects of all of the 

Action Alternatives, as well as the No Action Alternative. 

 

The EA analysis demonstrates that adherence to applicable Federal and State environmental 

laws, regulations, and permitting processes that would minimize adverse environmental impacts 

resulting from implementation of any of the Proposed Action Alternatives. As such, potential 

impact do not constitute any significant adverse impact that would preclude the determination of 

a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) for this proposed action. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Table 1 : Comparison of the Potential Effects on the Evaluated Alternatives 

Valued 

Environmental 

Component 

No Action 

Alternative 

(Preferred) 

Alternative 1 

Alternative 2 

Land Use No effects 
Short and Long Term 

Minor effects  

Short and Long Term 

Minor effects  

Air Quality  
Long Term 

Adverse 

Short Term, localized, 

Negligible effect during 

construction.  

Short Term, localized, 

Negligible effect during 

construction.  

Noise No effects 

Short Term, localized, 

Negligible effect during 

construction. No Long-

Term noise effects. 

Short Term, localized, 

Negligible effect during 

construction. No Long-

Term noise effects. 

Soils No effects 

Short Term, Moderate 

adverse soils effects due 

to potential erosion 

during construction. 

Effects would be 

reduced through 

compliance with ADEM 

requirements.   

Short Term, Moderate 

adverse soils effects due 

to potential erosion during 

construction. Effects 

would be reduced through 

compliance with ADEM 

requirements.   

Water Resources  No effects 

Short Term, Minor 

adverse effects during 

construction, operation 

and maintenance. 

Effects would be 

reduced through 

compliance with ADEM 

and Section 404 

requirements.   

Short Term, Minor 

adverse effects during 

construction, operation 

and maintenance. Effects 

would be reduced through 

compliance with ADEM 

and Section 404 

requirements.   

Biological 

Resources 
No effects 

Short and Long Term 

Minor adverse effects  

Short and Long Term 

Minor adverse effects. 



 

 

Cultural 

Resources 
No effects No adverse effects No adverse effects  

Socioeconomics 

(including 

Environmental 

Justice and 

Protection of 

Children)  

No effects 

Short-Term positive 

impact for dollars being 

spent within the 

community. No effects 

to health and safety of 

children. 

Short-Term positive 

impact for dollars being 

spent within the 

community. No effects to 

health and safety of 

children. 

Utilities  

 
No effects 

Short-Term, Negligible 

effect during 

construction and 

maintenance.  Long-

Term, Moderate 

beneficial effects during 

operation. 

Short-Term, Negligible 

effect during construction 

and maintenance.  Long-

Term, Moderate 

beneficial effects during 

operation. 

Transportation 

and Traffic  
No effects 

Short and Long Term, 

localized, Negligible 

effect  

Short and Long Term, 

localized, Negligible 

effect  

 

Airspace 

 

No effects 
Short and Long Term, 

Negligible  

Short and Long Term, 

Negligible effects 

Hazardous and 

Toxic Materials 

Waste (HTMW) 

 

No effects 

Short Term Minor 

adverse effects due to 

the potential for leaks of 

petroleum products 

related to construction.  

Long Term negligible 

effects during operation 

and maintenance.    

Short Term Minor 

adverse effects due to the 

potential for leaks of 

petroleum products 

related to construction.  

Long Term negligible 

effects during operation 

and maintenance.    

Cumulative 

Effects 

 

No effects 
No significant adverse 

cumulative effects. 

No significant adverse 

cumulative effects. 

 

5. PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENTS 

 

The EA and a Draft FNSI were made available to the public for a 30-day public comment period 



 

 

from 13 Aug ï 11 Sept, 2015. The Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Final EA and Draft 

FNSI was published in Fort Rucker Army Flier in accordance with the Army NEPA Regulation 

(32 CFR Part 651.36). The Final EA and Draft FNSI will also be available at the following local 

libraries: 

1. Fort Rucker Center Library 

2. Daleville Library 
 

In addition, the documents are posted on the Sustainable Fort Rucker Websiteôs NEPA Program 

Page at https://www.fortrucker-env.com/programs.aspx?cur=33. The NOA has also been mailed 

to all agencies/individuals/organizations on the Fort Rucker NEPA distribution (mailing) list for 

the Proposed Action. The Army will make revisions, as appropriate, to the EA and FNSI based 

on the comments received. 

6. FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT   

I have considered the results of the analysis in the EA, comments received within the public 

review period, and Fort Ruckerôs needs.  Based on these factors, I have decided to implement 

Proposed Alternative 1(Preferred Alternative) at Fort Rucker by allowing Alabama Power, 

through a utilities easement, to design, construct, operate, and maintain a solar PV facility with 

the capacity of approximately 13MW.  Implementation of the Preferred Alternative will not have 

a significant impact on the quality of human life or natural environment. 

This analysis fulfills the requirements of NEPA, as implemented by the CEQ regulations (40 

CFR 1500-1508), as well as the requirements of the Environmental Analysis of Army Actions 

(32 CFR 651).  Therefore, issuance of a FNSI is warranted and an Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) is not necessary. 

 

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY: 

 

 

 

 

_______________________      _____________________________ 
Date        SHANNON T. MILLER 

        Colonel, US Army 

        Garrison Commander 

        Fort Rucker, Alabama 

https://www.fortrucker-env.com/programs.aspx?cur=33
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1.0  PURPOSE AND NEED 

  

 1.1   INTRODUCTION  

In August 2012, the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Installations, Energy and Environment) 

established an energy goal attainment policy for all Active Army Installations.  These goals 

relate to energy intensity reduction and implementing renewable energy projects at each Army 

Installation.  Renewable energy is defined as energy generated from renewable sources, 

including the following: solar, wind, biomass, landfill gas, ocean (including tidal, wave, current, 

and thermal), geothermal (including electricity and heat pumps), municipal solid waste, new 

hydroelectric generation capacity (placed in service on or after January 1, 1999) achieved from 

increased efficiency or additions of new capacity at an existing hydroelectric project, and thermal 

energy generated by any of the preceding sources.  Additionally, the United States Armyôs 

(Army) Energy Security and Sustainability (ES2) Strategy, published in March, 2015, sets the 

Armyôs vision for a ready and resilient Army, strengthened by secure access to our energy, 

water, and land resources.  The strategic goals set forth in the ES2 Strategy are interrelated with 

existing Army programs and initiatives such as Net Zero, large-scale renewable energy, and 

energy security. 

Renewable energy is not uniformly available or life-cycle cost-effective at all Army Installations; 

thus the Office of Energy Initiatives (OEI) has primary responsibility over large-scale renewable 

projects to help achieve the Armyôs energy security, sustainability, and renewable energy goals.  

The Army has partnered with the OEI and Alabama Power to develop renewable energy on 

United States Army Garrison Fort Rucker (Fort Rucker).  The OEI focuses on solar, wind, 

geothermal, and biomass projects that are 10 megawatts (MW) or greater and located on Army 

installations in the U.S.   

This Environmental Assessment (EA) examines the proposal to grant use, under a 30 year 

Utilities Easement (ñeasementò), of Army land on Fort Rucker for the purpose of generating 

greater than 10MWs of renewable energy through a Solar Photovoltaic (PV) facility that is 

designed, built, owned and operated by Alabama Power. Alabama Power is an operating utility 

of Southern Company and the regulated utility in Alabama.   

Fort Rucker has identified a total of approximately 110 acres of land for potential solar PV 

renewable energy development.  The proposed project would grant an easement to Alabama 

Power under the authority of 10 U.S. Code (USC) 2668 at Fort Rucker.  Alabama Power would 

use the easement for the sole purpose of constructing, owning, operating, and/or maintaining of a 

solar PV renewable energy generation system. 

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA; 42 US Code [USC] 4321 

et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations Implementing the Procedural 
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Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 1500-1508), and the Army 

NEPA Regulation (Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, Final Rule; 32 CFR Part 651, 1 

January 2007), the potential environmental and socioeconomic effects of this Proposed Action 

are analyzed in this EA.  

The solar PV technology uses semiconducting material that converts light into an electric charge. 

This semiconducting material is usually composed of crystalline silicon wafers, either 

monocrystalline or polycrystalline, or thin film amorphous silicon. When photovoltaic 

semiconducting materials are exposed to light, they absorb some of the sunôs energy in the form 

of photons and emit electrons in the form of electricity.  The electricity produced is Direct 

Current (DC).  The basic PV cell produces only a small amount of power.  To produce more 

power, PV cells are wired in a series to form modules that can range in output from 10 to 300 

watts.  PV modules are commonly installed on racks and can be mounted to the ground, rooftops, 

poles, or carports.  Several PV modules are installed in a rack to form a PV array.  Arrays can be 

mounted at a fixed angle facing south or they can be mounted on a tracking system that follows 

the sunôs path to optimize and increase power production.  The power-producing components of 

a PV facility consist of the solar array field (the PV modules), the power conditioning system, 

which contains inverters to convert the energy produced from DC to Alternating Current (AC) 

for use on the electrical grid, and one or more transformers to boost voltage for feeding the 

power into the electrical grid.  The power conditioning system also contains devices that can 

sense grid destabilization and automatically disconnect the PV facility from the grid, if needed. 

Fort Rucker is approximately 20 miles northwest of Dothan, Alabama, between the cities of 

Daleville, Enterprise, and Ozark. Fort Rucker is on the East Gulf Coastal Plain in southeastern 

Coffee and southwestern Dale Counties (Fort Rucker, 2009). The Fort Rucker reservation 

encompasses approximately 62,914 acres or 98 square miles. The Fort Rucker property 

boundary, the active Impact Area, and the location of two airfields (Cairns Army Airfield [AAF] 

and Shell Field) are depicted on Figure 1.  Fort Rucker serves as the headquarters for Army 

Aviation and is the United States Army Aviation Center of Excellence. 
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Figure 1 : Fort Rucker 
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1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to allow for the design, construction, operation, and 

maintenance of a Solar PV facility within the boundaries of Fort Rucker capable of a capacity 

greater than 10MWs of renewable energy.  The need of the Proposed Action is to: (a) achieve 

renewable energy production on Army land in accordance with the Energy Performance Goal 

and Master Plan for the Department of Defense(10 USC 2911(e)), as amended, which requires 

that the Army produce or procure not less than 25 percent (%) of the total quantity of facility 

energy it consumes within its facilities during fiscal year 2025 and each fiscal year thereafter 

from renewable energy sources; (b) contribute to the Armyôs goal of generating 1 gigawatt (GW) 

of renewable electrical energy on Army land by 2025; (c) contribute to compliance with the 

Energy Policy Act (EPAct) of 2005 requiring the Armyôs consumption of not less than 7.5% of 

the total quantity of facility electrical energy it consumes within its facilities during fiscal year 

2013 and each fiscal year thereafter from renewable energy sources; and (d) supports the Army's 

ES2 Strategy, published in March, 2015. 

The Army is preparing this EA to identify, evaluate, and compare the potential environmental 

effects of implementing the Proposed Action. This EA is prepared in accordance with NEPA (40 

CFR 1500-1508); the CEQ regulations that implement NEPA; and Army NEPA Regulations at 32 

CFR Part 651 (Army Regulation 200-1, Environmental Effects of Army Actions). In general, the 

CEQ regulations require that prior to implementing any major action, the Federal agency must 

evaluate the proposalôs potential environmental effect as well as notify and involve the public in 

the agencyôs decision-making process. 

This EA identifies the potential environmental effects of the Proposed Action Alternatives (Figure 

2), and contains discussions of any mitigation and permit requirements, findings, and conclusions 

in accordance with NEPA. Such information provides the basis for Fort Rucker to determine which 

alternative to select and/or whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a 

Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI). 
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Figure 2 : Location of Proposed Action Alternatives 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION  

2.1 INTRODUCTION  

 

The Army utilized a collaborative interdisciplinary team process to evaluate site alternatives in 

order to meet the purpose and need of the proposed action. This collaborative process involved 

personnel from Army OEI, Alabama Power, the Fort Rucker Range Operations, Airfield 

Division, Master Planning Division, Environmental Division, Engineering Division, and Staff 

Judge Advocateôs Office. The team collected and evaluated project-specific information and 

mission requirements to develop alternatives that meet the purpose and need of the proposed 

action.  

2.2   PROPOSED ACTION  

 

The Army proposes to enter a 30 year easement within the Fort Rucker installation boundary, 

with Alabama Power.  Alabama Power will design, construct, operate, and maintain a solar PV 

System capable of capacity greater than 10MWs of renewable energy.  A PV System is an 

arrangement of components designed to produce electric power using the sun as a power source.  

The power-producing components of the PV System consist of a series of networked solar 

arrays, often called an array field.  The power conducting system contains inverters to convert 

the energy produced from DC to AC for use on the electrical grid and one or more transformers 

to boost voltage for feeding the power into the electrical grid.  The Army is expected to consume 

a minimum of 51% of this power through the existing General Services Administration 

Areawide Contract with Alabama Power. 

 

Two locations on Fort Rucker have been identified that are considered feasible, Alternative 1 

consisting of approximately 110 acres (Figure 3), and Alternative 2 consisting of approximately 

65 acres (Figure 4).  

  

Construction of the PV Systems will involve ground disturbing activities, including vegetation 

removal, grubbing, and grading necessary to establish a level surface for the placement of the 

solar PV arrays, followed by the construction of security fencing, equipment shelter(s), and an 

access road.  A site-specific Alabama Department of Environmental Management (ADEM) 

Construction Best Management Practices Plan (CBMPP) will be required.   Routine 

maintenance, equipment monitoring, and as-needed repairs will follow, including vegetation 

control, solar panel washing, and periodic panel/other equipment replacement.  The system 

operator will ensure that a vegetation cover is maintained under and around the solar array 

systems as much as possible to reduce any run-off related to panel washing.  Also panel washing 

will be scheduled to ensure that water does not build up and cause excessive run-off.  Monitoring 

of the systems and site will also check for soil erosion due to system maintenance or natural 

processes, and soil erosion or sediment reaching streams will be investigated and remedied as 

appropriate.  Construction of the new utility corridor(s) and its associated utilities easement for 



Environmental Assessment               August 2015 

OEI/AP Solar PV Facility        

Fort Rucker, Alabama 

 

Section 2.0   Description of the Proposed Action   7 

 

this action will be along existing road disturbance limits and within existing utilities easements, 

to the greatest extent possible, to minimize ground disturbance; however, an exact route is 

pending initiation of the site-specific design process. 
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Figure 3 : Proposed Action Alternative 1 (Preferred Alt) 
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Figure 4 : Proposed Action Alternative 2 






























































































