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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 

CONSTRUCTION OF A Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center 
 
 

(a) Lead Agency:                                            U.S. Department of the Army 

 

(b) Proposed Action:                                      To construct a Research and Training Complex within the Project Area (former Test Area A of the 3500 Area) of Picatinny Arsenal.  The area will serve as a dual use facility for Armament development and research and training for Homeland Security/Homeland Defense.  The proposed project is comprised of the refurbishment and reutilization of a former research and development facility and the construction of a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory.

 

(c) Locations:                                                  U.S. Army Picatinny Arsenal

Dover, New Jersey.

 

(d) Responsible Official:                                 LTC Ernest George Crone, Jr.

                                                                        Garrison Commander

                                                                        U.S. Department of the Army-Picatinny Arsenal

                                                                        (973) 724-7010

                                                            

This environmental assessment (EA) was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed action and the no action alternatives on the physical and human environment.  The proposed action is comprised of the refurbishment and reutilization of a former research and development facility and the construction of a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory.  The refurbished buildings and new lab would be the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center, which would support dual use capabilities including experimental capabilities for armament development and training capabilities for Homeland Security Forces.  This proposed facility is designated as a key component supporting homeland security initiatives for this country, and is supported by the State of New Jersey, Governor James E. McGreevey, and the United States Department of Defense.  Additionally, Governor McGreevey declared Picatinny Arsenal as the New Jersey Center for Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness as of March 31, 2003; therefore, the construction and operation of the proposed facility would significantly expand the Homeland Security mission for this country.  The EA is one in a series of documents required by the Department of the Army to support the construction of the proposed Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center.  
 

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide for training of military personnel, federal and civilian law enforcement, and federal, state, and local first responders to include police, fire and rescue, emergency medical system (EMS), special weapons and tactics (SWAT), and hazardous material (HAZMAT) personnel that respond to terrorist or other types of catastrophic events that threaten national security.  The underlying need for the proposed action is to enhance Homeland Security Forces by providing a facility capable of armament development and training of first responders. The following alternatives, designed to meet the purpose and underlying need, are evaluated in this EA.  
 

 

         Preferred Alternative:  The preferred alternative is the proposed action – to refurbish and reuse three buildings of a former research and development facility and construct a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory for research and development and training activities on a five-acre tract of land (Project Area) within the 3500 Area of the Arsenal. 

 

         No Action Alternative: The no action alternative is that Picatinny Arsenal would not construct, operate, and maintain the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center within the Project Area for the purpose of a Regional First Responder’s Training and Research Facility.

 
         Alternatives Considered But Rejected: An alternative considered was the construction and operation of the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center within the main Picatinny Arsenal fence-line. The existing infrastructure and potential availability of a large tract of land, as well as locating the facility away from the normal working environment of the Arsenal appeared feasible.
 
 
Analysis of impacts on current air resources; water resources; soil and geologic resources; biological resources; cultural, historical, and aesthetic resources; the socioeconomic environment and environmental justice; and hazardous materials was conducted to determine if the proposed action would adversely impact any of those resources.  This EA concludes that the proposed action would not have any significant adverse impacts on the resources examined herein.  The proposed action would cause a minor direct long-term impact to the land use because small game hunting in the 3500 Area would be prohibited when the project is implemented. The area has been used by the Picatinny Rod & Gun Association to hunt pheasant only, and it has not been used this past season and only minimally in the 2001-2002 small game hunting seasons. The impact is considered minor because other areas currently are and will still be available for hunting. The proposed action would cause minor adverse impacts on several resources of the proposed site, but those impacts would be insignificant and would be reduced through the implementation of a variety of mitigation measures.  Therefore, the preparation of an environmental impact statement (EIS) is not warranted at this time.  This decision will be documented through a finding of no significant impact (FNSI).
 

1.0         PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

 

 

1.1                    Introduction

 

This environmental assessment (EA) was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed action and the no action alternatives on the physical and human environment.  The proposed action is comprised of the refurbishment and reutilization of a former research and development facility and the construction of a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory.  The refurbished buildings and new lab would be the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center, which would support dual use capabilities including experimental capabilities for armament development and training capabilities for Homeland Security Forces.  The proposed action would be undertaken by the United States Department of the Army (U.S. Army), at the U.S. Picatinny Arsenal in Dover, New Jersey (NJ).  This document will aid the U.S. Army in making a decision to build or not to build the proposed facility.

 

This EA was prepared in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), (Title 42 of the United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 through 4347); the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA (Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] parts 1500 through 1508) for Army Actions; Protection of the Environment, Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR, part 280); U.S. Army Regulation (AR) 200-1, Environmental Protection and Enhancement; and AR 200-3, Natural Resources – Land, Forest, and Wildlife Management.

 

The following subsections provide further detail about the Picatinny Arsenal mission, the purpose of and need for the proposed action, the decisions to be made, and the scope of the analysis to be conducted.

 

1.2                    PICATINNY ARSENAL MISSION 

 

Picatinny Arsenal is the residence of the Armament Research, Development, and Engineering Center (ARDEC). .  In addition to ARDEC, Picatinny Arsenal is comprised of several other Department of Defense (DOD) tenant organizations and numerous private contractors.  Picatinny Arsenal is also known as TACOM-ARDEC, and is Program Executive Office for Ground and Combat Support Systems and various related activities.  The mission of Picatinny Arsenal has remained unchanged since 1986 and is outlined by the following objectives:

 

           Conduct development and product improvements to weaponry and weapons systems;

           Maintain a strong technological base in government, industry, and universities in order to evolve improved products and prevent technological mishap;

           Support production and field-testing;

           Provide life-cycle engineering and demilitarization of ammunition; 

                     Provide technical support to U.S. soldiers in the field; and

                     Provide procurement and management of initial production quantities.

 

Currently, buildings and various man-made structures on Picatinny Arsenal are dedicated for mission effectiveness and completeness.  Buildings include administrative offices, housing facilities, ordnance facilities, and laboratories dedicated to research and development. 

 

1.3                    Purpose of and need for the proposed action

 

The purpose of the proposed action is to provide for training of military personnel, federal and civilian law enforcement, and federal, state, and local first responders to include police, fire and rescue, emergency medical system (EMS), special weapons and tactics (SWAT), and hazardous material (HAZMAT) personnel who respond to terrorist or other types of catastrophic events that threaten national security.  The proposed action is to refurbish and reutilize a former research and development facility and construct a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory for research and development.  The proposed new and refurbished facilities would be the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center.  The proposed Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center would be a dual use facility consisting of experimental capabilities for armament development and a training area for personnel supporting Homeland Security efforts.  

 

The underlying need for the proposed action is to improve the readiness and capability of military personnel, federal and civilian law enforcement, and federal, state, and local first responder personnel in responding to national, local, and statewide terrorist or other types of catastrophic events that threaten national security.  The proposed development of a training and research and development facility at Picatinny Arsenal addresses the New Jersey State declaration that Picatinny Arsenal is the New Jersey Center for Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness, and would provide access to military and other local, state, and federal agencies without compromising the security of the operations at the Arsenal.  The proposed facility also would be available to meet national security needs and assists the nation as a whole by providing access to the training and the research and development facilities to federal government agencies and organizations.  Table 1 presents the agencies in need of such a facility to improve their readiness and capability in responding to local and statewide terrorist or other types of catastrophic events that threaten national security.

 

TABLE 1-1
AGENCIES REQUIRING THE PROPOSED FACILITIES
 

	Picatinny Arsenal Police and Fire 
	US Postal Team

	Federal agency research and development teams
	Morris County Sheriff’s Department

	Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS)
	Police Departments

	Internal Revenue Service (IRS)
	Fire departments

	U.S. Secret Service
	Customs officials

	Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI)
	U.S. Sky Marshals

	Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
	Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA)

	Armed Services (Navy, Marines, Army, National Guard)
	HAZMAT Teams


 

The proposed Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center would allow simulated training on survivability and operational effectiveness of technology in responding to terrorist activities, including the use of Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD).  Also, the proposed facility would enhance testing of and training on integration of new national security technology with current response techniques.  Lastly, the proposed action would support the overall strategic homeland defense and homeland security initiatives at Picatinny Arsenal.

  

 

1.4                    Decisions to be made and scope of the analysis to Be conducted

 
This EA supports the U.S. Army decision-making process related to the proposed action.  Specifically, the U.S. Army, Picatinny Arsenal must decide whether or not to build the proposed Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center.  In light of that determination, the U.S. Army will issue either a finding of no significant impact (FNSI) and proceed with the proposed action, issue a notice of intent (NOI) to prepare an environmental impact statement, or the U.S. Army will not issue either a FNSI or an NOI and will not proceed with the proposed action. 
 

In addition to the considerations related to the requirements of NEPA and other applicable regulations, the U.S. Army must consider both the military mission and natural resource management goals of the installation.  The primary goals of the natural resource management activities at the installation are to 

maintain the overall biodiversity of the indigenous species and the surrounding forested and wetlands habitats, including environmental protection for soil, water, flora and fauna (particularly threatened, endangered, and sensitive species) and other resources, in compliance with applicable federal and state regulations.
 

The scope of the analysis set forth in this EA is limited to Picatinny Arsenal, the proposed tract of land (Project Area), and the areas in the immediate vicinity of that tract of land, on which the components of the proposed action would be constructed, operated, and maintained.  When applicable, to facilitate as complete an impact analysis as possible, information about areas outside of the boundaries of Picatinny Arsenal was included in this analysis.

 
The proposed project area was formerly used as a Rocket Test Station, known as Test Stand Area A of the 3500 Area, located along the northeastern boundary of Picatinny Arsenal.  The Rocket Test Station ceased activities in 1968 (see Figure 1).  The majority of the buildings within the 3500 Area were decontaminated and demolished between 1968 and 1986.  In 1986, the 469th Engineer Battalion occupied the property and constructed buildings within the northwestern section of Test Area A.  Former building structures, foundations, and roadways remain; however, none are currently being used or maintained.  
 

2.0         ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

 

The following subsections describe the proposed action and its components and the no action alternative evaluated in the EA.  

The alternatives selected for consideration in this EA are discussed below. 

 

The main criteria used to determine a suitable location for this proposed action included the following:
1.   Site Access; locate the facility such that it would be accessible from a public road.  This would allow outside agency users access without compromising the security of operations in the main portion of the Arsenal.
2.   Land Use; locate the facility on or adjacent to an existing facility where similar training exercises are conducted.
3.   Environmental Impact; given the overall wealth of natural resources at the Arsenal, locate the facility in an area that minimizes the environmental impact.
4.   Beneficial Reuse; locate the facility in an area already developed, preferably not currently in use.  This would allow for beneficial re-use of buildings that are in need of repair and may otherwise be considered for demolition.
5.       Existing Roads/Infrastructure; locate the facility in an area that can maximize use of existing roads and utilities.  This would minimize ground disturbance and associated environmental impacts and also minimize costs associated with constructing new roads and utility lines.
 
 

         Preferred Alternative:  The preferred alternative is the proposed action – to refurbish and reuse three buildings of a former research and development facility and construct a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory for research and development and training activities on a five-acre tract of land (Project Area) within the 3500 Area of the Arsenal. 

 

         No Action Alternative: The no action alternative is that Picatinny Arsenal would not construct, operate, and maintain the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center within the Project Area for the purpose of a Regional First Responder’s Training and Research Facility.

 

         Alternatives Considered But Rejected: An alternative considered was the construction and operation of the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center within the main Picatinny Arsenal fence-line. The existing infrastructure and potential availability of a large tract of land, as well as locating the facility away from the normal working environment of the Arsenal appeared feasible.
 








2.1                    Proposed action

 

The proposed action is to refurbish and reuse three buildings of a former research and development facility and construct a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory for research and development and training activities on a five-acre tract of land (Project Area) within the 3500 Area of the Arsenal.  The 3500 Area was formerly the Naval Air Rocket Test Station (NARTS) and Reaction Motors research and development center, which ceased operations in 1968.  The proposed new and refurbished facilities would comprise the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center and would be used by military personnel, federal and civilian law enforcement, and federal, state, and local first responders.  The proposed 
Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center would be a dual use facility consisting of experimental capabilities for armament development and a simulated training area for personnel supporting Homeland Security efforts.  The proposed facility would provide for training in a simulated setting for personnel that respond to terrorist or other types of catastrophic events that threaten national security.  

 

The proposed facilities would be constructed within the existing fenced perimeter of the 3500 Area, and would include the refurbishment of existing buildings within the property (Building numbers 3500, 3504, 

3518), and the construction of a new building to be used as a Target Behavioral Response Laboratory.  Utilities for the new building will be tied into Building 3518.  The proposed refurbished buildings and the proposed new building would be used for research, development, and training (that is, robot development, target behavioral response to various stimuli, non-lethal munitions development, instruction of new developmental items, and training of first responders). All laboratory activities would be conducted indoors within this new Target Behavioral Response Laboratory.
 

Construction Activities    
 

The activities that comprise the proposed action include the refurbishment and reutilization of three buildings (building numbers 3500, 3504, and 3518), structural improvements to the existing access roads and parking lots (filling in pot holes, filling in cracks, and resealing), and the construction of the Target Behavior Response Laboratory (a 15,000 square foot building).  A summary of the proposed construction activities is presented in Table 2-1 below (following the Maintenance and Long Term Use Activities section).  With the exception of connecting the new building to the existing utility lines, no new utilities, access roads, parking lots, or other structural or impervious features are associated with the proposed action. 

 

The refurbishment of buildings 3500, 3504, and 3518 would occur within the existing building footprints and when completed, would ensure that each building meets current building codes and ordnances for its designated function (office space, storage, or training activities).  The refurbishment activities would include the following:

 

         Ensuring structural stability and installation of internal structural supports

         Replacement or repairing of damaged dry wall

         Replacement or repair of ceiling tiles

         Upgrading the utilities within the building to meet current building codes and ordnances

         Installation of additional telephone and network lines

         Replacement or repair of bathroom fixtures and tiles

         Replacement or repair of broken or damaged windows

         Replacement or repair of flooring

         Replacement or repair of roofing materials or structures

         Sealing of floor drains in buildings, if encountered
 

Building 3500 and 3504 are within the 150’ wetlands buffer zone.  Therefore, construction activities will be limited to only the building footprint and will not include disruption of soils or vegetation.

 

The proposed Target Behavior Response Laboratory would be a one-story, 100-foot x 150-foot x 16-foot pre-fabricated metal building constructed along the southeastern side of Building 3518.  The structure would be placed on a floating concrete slab foundation, and soil excavation, anticipated to be less than 3’– 4’ would take place during the construction of the foundation.  All excavations associated with the proposed Target Behavior Response Laboratory would be managed in accordance with a soil management plan approved by the Environmental Office of Picatinny Arsenal, as well as in accordance with a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (SESC), required by the Morris County Soil Conservation District.  The building would be equipped with its own propane heating system that will require modification to the existing Title V Air Permit. The building will also be equipped with sprinkler and fire alarm systems.  Utilities to the building would be tied into existing electrical, sewer, and water systems.  The sewer connection will require notification to Rockaway Valley Regional Sewerage Authority (RVRSA). Additionally, the two monitoring wells (T0-MW1 and 2MW-13) located within the footprint of the proposed new structure would be abandoned in accordance with NJDEP standards.  Replacement monitoring wells may be installed if required by the NJDEP.  

 

Maintenance and Long-Term Use Activities   
 
Maintenance activities related to the proposed action would include regular building, equipment, and utility maintenance, exterior lawn maintenance, pruning of overgrown vegetation, and snow removal, as needed.  

 
Once the proposed refurbishment activities are completed, the following long-term use would be implemented:

 

         Building 3518 would be used as administrative office and workspace for the scientists, engineers and technicians running the experiments in the Target Behavioral Response Laboratory.  Additionally, the facility would include classroom and meeting room space for all personnel participating in SWAT training in the project area.

         Buildings 3500 and 3504 would be used for initial entry training.  As a part of the training within these buildings, only non-lethal ammunition would be used, such as paintballs and simulated munitions (hollow plastic bullets with Wisk Soap).

 

The proposed Target Behavioral Response Laboratory would be used to study the behavioral response of human subjects in a group setting who are reacting to different forms of stimuli in a gaming environment.  The studies would involve evaluating how these subjects interact or respond to various mediums, including but not limited to sound, obscurants, and light, during a paint ball or laser tag activity.  All studies would be accomplished with non-toxic, non-hazardous, and non-environmentally sensitive or reactive materials.  It is anticipated that some non-permanent devices such as fences and barricades, would be employed for certain studies inside the interior of the building to create a “real-life” environment.  Video cameras would be mounted in various locations throughout the laboratory to capture the behavioral reactions during the gaming activity and would be observed and downloaded by the engineers and scientists running the scenarios in building 3518.

 
 

TABLE 2-1
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES

 

	Building # /
Proposed
Structure
	Proposed
 Construction
 Activities
	Planned
 Use/Operations
	Utilities:                        
Above or Underground
 New line/connect to existing
	Soil disturbances/
Soil Removal/
 Trenching
	Maintenance Activities

	3500
	Renovation of building -total cleanout and repairs.
	Initial Entry Training. Paintballs and plastic bullets to be used.
	No utilities are required.
	No
	Normal interior cleaning services and utility maintenance. Exterior lawn maintenance, pruning of trees/shrubs, and snow removal.

	3504
	Renovation of building- Flooring replaced. Steps replaced with concrete. Roof panels replaced.
	Initial Entry Training. Paintballs and plastic bullets to be used.
	No utilities are required.
	No
	Normal interior cleaning services and utility maintenance. Exterior lawn maintenance, pruning of trees/shrubs, and snow removal.

	3518
	Renovation of building- Replacing and repairing dry walls, ceiling tiles, electrical wiring, telephone/network lines, bathroom fixtures/tiles, broken windows and floors.
	Occupied-Administration and workspace for scientists, engineers and technicians performing work in Target Behavioral Response Lab. Classroom and meeting rooms.
	Currently has electric, sewer1, and water.
	No
	Normal interior cleaning services and utility maintenance. Exterior lawn maintenance, pruning of trees/shrubs, and snow removal.

	Target Behavioral Response Laboratory Bldg # TBD
	Construction of new one story pre-fabricated metal building on concrete slab, adjacent to Building 3518.
	Occupied- Laboratory. Laboratory functions include behavioral response of humans to stimuli in a gaming environment. Studies evaluate response to sound, obscurants, light, etc., during a paint ball or laser tag activity.
	To be tied into existing electrical, sewer2

 HYPERLINK "" \l "_ftn3" \o "" 1, and water systems in place at Building 3518. Propane heating system3

 HYPERLINK "" \l "_ftn5" \o "" 2 to be installed.
	Yes
	Normal interior cleaning services and utility maintenance. Exterior lawn maintenance, pruning of trees/shrubs, and snow removal.

	Parking Facilities
	Existing paved parking areas will be reutilized, which may require sealing or repaving. Sealing or repairing of roadways within the property may be considered as Phase I activities.
	For accessing the facility and faculty/trainee parking.
	No utilities are required.
	No
	Snow Removal


Footnotes[*]
 

2.2                    The No Action Alternative

 
Under the no action alternative, Picatinny Arsenal would not refurbish and reutilize three buildings of a former research and development facility or construct a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory for research and development and training activities on a five-acre tract of land (Project Area) within the 3500 Area of the Arsenal.  The 3500 Area, formerly the Naval Air Rocket Test Station (NARTS) and Reaction Motors research and development center, would remain vacant.

 
If the No Action alternative was selected, it would impact the Homeland Defense mission because they would be unable to support such training activities. In this regard, the Army could choose to consider construction of the facility at an alternative Army installation.
 

 
2.3                    Alternatives Considered But Rejected

Construction of the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center, to be built within the main fence-line of Picatinny Arsenal, was a consideration. Location of the facility, in close proximity to major roadways and already existing infrastructure was a main consideration, as was the potential for selecting a large tract of land, some distance from the normal working environment of the Arsenal. A suitable site within the fence-line to meet this criteria was not found.
 
Also, Security within Picatinny Arsenal is a major consideration, and providing site access to outside agency users would compromise the overall security of operations within the main Picatinny Arsenal.  This also contributed to the decision to reject construction of this facility within the main fence-line of the Arsenal. 
 




 

3.0         DESCRIPTION OF THE EXISTING ENVIRONMENT

 

The following sections describe the existing conditions of the environmental, social, and economic resources of the Arsenal.  The baseline information was compiled from existing data available for the Arsenal, from site reconnaissance visits, and from interviews conducted with responsible Picatinny officials. Trip Reports describing pertinent information collected from Picatinny relative to the EA are included in Appendix A. In cases in which no data were available for the Arsenal, data on the county of Morris were used to characterize the resources in and around the project area.  This section and Section 4.0, Environmental Consequences of the Alternatives, are based on the best available information.

 

Discussed in this section are:  

 

            Local Setting

            Air resources including air quality and noise

            Water resources including groundwater, surface water, wetlands, and wild and scenic rivers and flood plains

            Surface resources including topography, soils, geology, vegetation, and wildlife

            Threatened, endangered and sensitive species

            Cultural resources, including archaeological and historical resources

            Socioeconomic resources, including land use, emergency and medical services, transportation and traffic, recreational facilities, and environmental justice

            Hazardous Material resources including asbestos and lead, petroleum products and storage tanks, polychlorinated biphenyls, radon, ammunition and UXO, pesticides, herbicides and fertilizers, and other potentially contaminated areas
 

3.1                    local Setting

 

Picatinny Arsenal is located in Rockaway Township, Morris County, New Jersey, with a small portion located within Jefferson Township.   The main portion of Picatinny Arsenal is located along a narrow valley between Green Pond Mountain ridge to the west and by an unnamed ridge to the east.  The facility is approximately 6,100 acres in size and is located 32 miles northwest of Newark, New Jersey, and 42 miles west of New York City, New York.  The Arsenal is located in north central New Jersey, in the New York-New Jersey Highlands physiographic province.  

 

The proposed project area was formerly used as a Rocket Test Station, known as Test Stand Area A of the 3500 Area, located along the northeastern boundary of Picatinny Arsenal.  The Rocket Test Station ceased activities in 1968 (see Figure 1).  The majority of the buildings within the 3500 Area were decontaminated and demolished between 1968 and 1986.  In 1986, the 469th Engineer Battalion occupied the property and constructed buildings within the northwestern section of Test Area A.  Former building structures, foundations, and roadways remain; however, none are currently being used or maintained.  

 

The proposed project area is part of Test Stand Area A (herein after referred to as the 3500 Area).  The approximate boundaries of the project area and the 3500 Area are shown on Figure 2, General Site Plan.The 3500 Area consists of vacant, semi-improved grounds surrounded by a perimeter fence.  The landscape includes semi-impervious asphalt and concrete surfaces, overgrown vegetation, open land, evidence of historical fill and excavated soils, five vacant buildings, the foundations of former structures, abandoned conduit structures, an  above-ground storage tank (currently not in use), an empty above ground tank cradle, and several man-made, isolated wetland habitats. The 3500 Area is a designated hunting area (HA) known as HA 8A. It has been used by the Picatinny Rod and Gun Association to hunt small game (pheasant) only. It has not been used this past season and was minimally used during the 2001-2002 small game seasons. Adjoining properties to the proposed project area consist of a forested area with an existing Red Maple Swamp (G-2 Swamp) to the northeast; Snake Hill Road, a former Rail Gun test facility, and existing military housing to the south-southwest; forested land to the north-northwest; and an Army Aviation Support Facility (Heliport) to the west. Radiation Technology, a Superfund site, is located to the north.              
 

3.2                    Air Resources

 
This subsection has two topic resources:  air quality and noise.  The resources at Picatinny Arsenal, the Project Area, and in the general region are discussed below.

 
3.2.1              Air Quality

 

National and New Jersey Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) for six specific air pollutants (“criteria” pollutants) have been established by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to protect the health and welfare of the public.  Ambient air quality in Morris County, New Jersey meets the National and New Jersey AAQS for sulfur dioxide (SO2), carbon monoxide (CO), total suspended particulates, inhalable particulates with aerodynamic diameter of 10 microns or less (PM10), fine particulates with aerodynamic diameters of 2.5 microns or less (PM2.5), lead (Pb), and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). Therefore, the county is designated by EPA, per 40 CFR 81, as an attainment/unclassifiable area for these pollutants.  However, ambient air quality in the county and statewide does not meet the National and New Jersey AAQS for ozone (O3), and is therefore designated by EPA, per 40 CFR 81, as a severe non-attainment area for ozone.  Nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC) are precursors to ozone formation, and are regulated as non-attainment pollutants.

 

Table 3-1 shows the federal and state primary standards for criteria, as well as exceedances in Morris County pollutants over the last three (3) years.




 
TABLE 3-1
  NAAQS FOR CRITERIA POLLUTANTS AND EXCEEDANCES 
IN MORRIS COUNTY, NEW JERSEY
 

	 

Pollutant
	 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard
	 
New Jersey Ambient Air Quality
Standard
	 
Averaging Periods
	 
Exceedances in Morris County

	 
Ozone
	0.12 ppm

0.08 ppm
	0.12 ppm

0.08 ppm
	1-hour average

8-hour average
	 

2 exceedances

48 exceedances

(Chester, NJ)

	 

Total suspended particulates
	-
	260 ug/m3
75 ug/m3
	 

24-hour average

Annual average
	None

	 

Inhalable particulate matter (PM10)
	150 ug/m3
50 ug/m3
	-
	 

24-hour average

Annual average
	None

	 

Fine particulate matter (PM2.5)
	65 ug/m3
15 ug/m3
	65 ug/m3
15 ug/m3
	 

24-hour average

Annual average
	None

	 

Nitrogen dioxide
	0.053 ppm
	0.05 ppm
	 

Annual average
	None

	 

Sulfur dioxide
	0.14 ppm

0.03 ppm
	0.14 ppm

0.03 ppm
	 
24-hour average

Annual average
	None

	 

Carbon monoxide
	35 ppm

9 ppm
	35 ppm

9 ppm
	 

1-hour average

8-hour average
	None

	 

Lead
	 

-

1.5 ug/m3
	1.5 ug/m3
-
	 

3-month average

Quarterly mean
	None



Source: New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Bureau of Air Quality Monitoring
ppm        =      Parts per million
ug/m3      =      Micrograms per cubic meter
 

Based on facility-wide potential emission rates, Picatinny Arsenal is classified as a major source of air contaminants pursuant to the New Jersey Administrative Code Title 7, Chapter 27, Subchapter 22 (N.J.A.C. 7:27-22) and is subject to the federal Title V operating permit program requirements specified in this regulation.  Picatinny Arsenal has an approved installation-wide Title V Operating Permit, as of December 16, 1999, issued by the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP).  The boilers at Buildings 3515 and 3518 and the 500-gallon AST located at Building 3518 are included in the Arsenal’s Title V Operating Permit as insignificant sources of emissions.

 

The Clean Air Act (CAA) requires air pollution source owners that are major facilities to submit an annual emission statement to local regulatory authorities.  This emission statement identifies and quantifies air emissions of nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs), precursors for the formation of ground-level ozone, as well as the other criteria pollutants from stationary air pollution 

sources.  As discussed further in Chapter 4, modifications and/or new additions of air emission sources at the Arsenal need to be reviewed in the context of this Title V regulation, the Non-attainment New Source Review (NNSR) regulations codified at N.J.A.C. 7:27-18, and the federal Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations codified at 40 CFR 52.21.  

 

The proposed new building will involve the installation of a fuel combustion source utilizing propane to be used for space heating purposes.  This new source will need to be added to the Title V operating permit as a significant source since the size of the building requires a boiler with a heat rating of greater than 1 million British thermal units (Btu) per hour.  However, if several small units less than 1 million Btu/hr are used, they will be classified as insignificant sources.  In either case, this will require a submittal to the NJDEP to modify the operating permit.

 

Since New Jersey is a severe ozone non-attainment area, the threshold for a “significant” modification is 25 TPY of any ozone precursor (VOC or NOx).  For any modification that could increase emissions, Picatinny must review all of the emission increases and decreases during the five years preceding the project implementation (the “contemporaneous period”).  Therefore, the potential emissions of NOx and VOC from this source will be added to the emissions netting analysis for Picatinny.  If the net contemporaneous increase exceeds 25 TPY for either NOx or VOC, NNSR is triggered.  NNSR is a fairly involved process, but the provisions that would have the most effect at the design stage of a project are the requirements for Lowest Achievable Emission Rate (LAER) and emission offsets.  If LAER is required, the new source must implement the most stringent emission controls that have been achieved in practice, regardless of cost.  

 

Due to various projects implemented during the past five years, Picatinny’s NOx netting status is approximately +20 TPY, leaving little room for new emission increases.  However, because this source is relatively small, emissions will be relatively insignificant.  They will still be added to the total, which should be monitored upon addition of a new source to avoid triggering NNSR.

 

Furthermore, Picatinny is currently at approximately +22 TPY for VOC, leaving very little room for new VOC emission sources.  Although the emissions from this source are estimated to be relatively insignificant, they still are added to the total, which is approaching the 25 TPY threshold.  Although this threshold is not expected to be exceeded due to the addition of this process, VOC reduction projects (for example, installation of controls on storage tank vents) should be identified to generate sufficient credits to avoid NNSR if at all possible in the future.

 

In addition to NNSR for ozone precursors, Picatinny is subject to PSD review for the other criteria pollutants.  However, the other emissions from this process, which will also be insignificant, will not subject Picatinny to PSD review as none of the other pollutants are approaching any of the net significant increase thresholds.

 

3.2.2              Noise

 

Noise is defined as unwanted or objectionable sound.  The effects of noise on people can include general annoyance, interference with speech communication; sleep disturbance; and, in extreme cases, hearing impairment.

 

The standard unit employed for noise measurements is the decibel (dB).  Decibels are measured on a logarithmic scale that quantifies sound intensity in a manner similar to that by which the Richter scale measures the magnitude of earthquakes.  Therefore, an increase from 10 dBs to 20 dBs equates to a noise level that is 10 times greater than that at the 10 dB level.  The human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies within the sound spectrum.  Therefore, the A-weighted noise scale (dBA) is used for measurements that weigh the frequencies that humans are sensitive to.  Table 3-2 lists typical noise levels for various land uses in the project study area.

 

 
TABLE 3-2:  AMBIENT NOISE LEVELS IN AREAS AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSED ACTION
 
	 
Land Use
	 
Typical Noise Level (dBA)
	 
Common Sounds

	 

Rural/undeveloped
	 

20-50
	 

Rustling leaves/birds

	 

Residential
	 

40-70
	 

Vacuum cleaner/two-person conversation

	 

Commercial
	 

50-80
	 

Heavy truck/garbage disposal

	 

Light industrial
	 

70-100
	 

Textile mill


 
Source: Noise Pollution Clearing House 2001
 

The federal guideline for an acceptable 24-hour average level of noise in a residential area is 65 dBA.

 

The three (3) dominant sources of existing noise at Picatinny Arsenal are the 155-mm howitzer range at Building 636, open detonation in the gorge, and the Rail Gun facility at Building 3620 (Stone and Webster Engineering 1997).  In areas subjected to heavy vehicular traffic, ambient noise levels may reach as high as 55 dBA.  In areas near detonation and testing sources, sound exposure levels in excess of 110 dBA can be experienced (Louis Berger, 2000).  Noise levels from ordnance testing are monitored at Picatinny Arsenal, and have been determined to be below the residential land-use threshold.  

 

Ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the project study area are assumed to be an average day-night sound level (Ldn) of 35-45 decibels (dBA).  Sensitive noise environments located near the proposed action include the residential military housing area to the southwest of the proposed study area.

 

Although records for noise have not been documented near the Project Area, and sensitive noise environments do exist, a Heliport Facility for Picatinny Arsenal does reside to the west of the proposed project area, and adjacent to the existing military housing.    Therefore, higher noise levels within the immediate vicinity occasionally exist within the area.  The proposed facility will be in operation on a periodical basis, creating minimal noise levels within the project area; therefore, the military housing to the southwest will not be significantly impacted by the proposed actions.  Also, it has been noted that ambient noise levels were low for the area, specifically associated with the existence of wildlife and minimal vehicle traffic.  Additionally, the 3500 Area and forested unimproved lands nearby are  used periodically  by the Picatinny Arsenal Rod and Gun  Association for occasional seasonal hunting; therefore, weapon discharges are an occasional ambient noise issue within the area, and do not take place directly within the proposed project area.  Hunting practices in this area are further described in Section 3.7.
 

3.3                    Water Resources

 
This subsection has four topic resources:  groundwater; surface water; wetlands; and wild and scenic rivers, and floodplains.  The resources at Picatinny Arsenal, the project area, and in the general region are discussed below.  

 

3.3.1              Groundwater

 
The groundwater located within the confines of Picatinny Arsenal is found in sediments deposited during the Quaternary Period within the last one million years (USGS 1965). At Picatinny Arsenal, there are three major regional water-bearing zones, including a shallow unconfined aquifer, a confined aquifer, and 

a confined bedrock aquifer (Stone and Webster Engineering 1997).  The Arsenal’s groundwater resides in the Upper Rockaway aquifer, which is designated as a “sole source aquifer” per the Roe Amendment of the Clean Water Act.  South of Picatinny Lake, the bedrock and glacial sediments are divided into a sequence of six permeable layers and five intervening, low-permeability layers. The groundwater flow regime is influenced by Green Pond Brook, which flows in a southwesterly direction through the center of the Arsenal.  Groundwater flow is primarily horizontal and upward in both the unconfined and confined glacial aquifers, and discharges into Green Pond Brook (USACE 2000).

 

The Project Area lies on metamorphic geologic units with a shallow unconfined aquifer, a confined aquifer, and a confined bedrock aquifer.  The shallow unconfined groundwater within the Project Area varies between 8.4 and 9.1 feet below ground surface according to water level measurements collected in 1999; however, according to Gerry Maresca of the Shaw Group (formerly IT Corporation), groundwater is approximately 6.0 feet below grade.  Groundwater studies within the Project Area have documented that the groundwater in the unconfined aquifer is contaminated with carbon tetrachloride, at concentrations that exceed 100 micrograms per liter.  In addition, documentation revealed that some bedrock wells within the contaminated groundwater plume are also contaminated with carbon tetrachloride above the levels of concern (LOC) (IT Corporation, 2001). Additional information on site contamination is presented in Section 3.8. The 3500 Area, as well as the whole Arsenal is under a Classification Exception Area (CEA), per NJDEP requirements.  A CEA precludes use of the groundwater as a drinking water source.  Additionally, the requirements of a CEA include periodic monitoring of the groundwater.  As such, groundwater monitoring wells located in the Project Area will be sampled by the Environmental Office in accordance with the CEA.  
 

The drinking water that would be supplied to the proposed Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center would be supplied by existing water lines from the Picatinny water supply system.  Picatinny operates three water supply wells that are located in the area southwest of Picatinny Lake and are screened in the confined aquifer system.  NJDEP designates Picatinny Arsenal (including the Project Area) as a non-transient, non-community water system (NTNCWS), a public water system (PWS) that is not a community water system. 

 

3.3.2              Surface Water 

 

Surface water is a major component of the Picatinny Landscape, evidenced by 2 large lakes (Denmark and Picatinny Lake), 18 ponds, 3 perennial brooks (Green Pond Brook, Burnt Meadow Brook, Ames Brook), several intermittent runs, 3 waterfalls, and a few springs and seeps.  The Arsenal is an important water recharge area within the New Jersey Watershed Management Area #6 comprising the Upper Passaic, Whippany, and Rockaway Watersheds.  Watershed Management Area #6 serves as the primary water supply for northern New Jersey.

 

The surface water runoff from the Project Area drains as sheet flow to existing man-made wetland areas, ultimately discharging into a Red Maple Swamp, also known as the G-2 Swamp/Pond.  No streams or brooks are located in the Project Area.  Surface water features in the vicinity of the Project Area are shown on Figure 3.

 

Two unnamed perennial steams are located south and east of the Project Area.  The southern unnamed perennial stream (aka 1500 Run) flows into Stillwell Pond located immediately east of the Project Area.  The discharge from Stillwell Pond drains through G-2 Swamp, and into G-2 Pond. 
 

The eastern perennial stream, Ames Brook (Hibernia Brook (trib.)(Lake Ames), begins at the spillway of the G2 swamp,  flows for approximately 1 mile and discharges into Lake Ames located outside of Picatinny Arsenal.  The discharge from Lake Ames is regulated by a dam and is a continuation of upper Hibernia Brook, and flows for approximately 1 mile and discharges into Beaver Brook. Beaver Brook in turn flows into the Rockaway River.

 

3.3.3              Wetlands

 

Picatinny Arsenal contains approximately 1,250 acres of wetlands scattered across the installation, which are primarily composed of forested wetlands and shrublands.  Ten (10) recognized cover types within five (5) wetland types in two (2) systems have been identified. There are 36 acres of palustrine 

marsh on the installation.  Wetland types at Picatinny Arsenal include lacustrine (36 percent), deciduous forest (43 percent), shrubland (18 percent), emergent marsh (3 percent), and man-made wetlands (approximately 1 percent).  Most of the wetlands within the Arsenal have been classified as predominant habitat for a majority of the Arsenal’s endangered and threatened flora and fauna populations.  

 

NJDEP Freshwater Wetland Rules 7:7A-2.4(a) divides wetlands by their resource value into three classifications: 

 

         Exceptional resource value wetlands are those, which discharge into trout production waters or tributaries.  They also present habitat for threatened or endangered species either in the present, or in the past.  They are considered to be wetlands of the highest quality.  The standard width of a transition area adjacent to a freshwater wetland of exceptional resource value shall be 150 feet from their boundary.

 

         Ordinary resource value wetlands are considered to have the least favorable wetland qualities, and not exemplifying the above qualities, and are listed below.  No transition area is required for ordinary resource wetlands.

 

1.       Considered as isolated wetlands (not a part of a surface water tributary system). They are smaller than 5,000 square feet, and has the uses listed below covering more than 50 percent of the area within 50 feet of the wetland boundary, legally existing prior to July 1, 1988:

a)      Lawns

b)      Maintained landscaping

c)      Graveled or stoned parking/storage areas and roads

2.       A drainage ditch

3.       A swale; or

4.       A detention facility created by humans in an area that was upland at the time the facility was created.

 

         Intermediate resource value wetlands, is any freshwater wetland not defined as exceptional or ordinary.  The standard width of a transition area adjacent to a freshwater wetland of intermediate resource value shall be 50 feet.

                        

Five wetland areas (W-1 through W-5, see Figure 2) are located within the 3500 Area, more or less surrounding the project area on 3 sides.  Wetland areas W-1, W-2, W-3, and W-5, are isolated wetlands that are the result of former site construction and grading activities during the 1950s and 1960s.  Each of the isolated wetlands, drains towards wetland W-4, which is a red maple swamp, know as the G-2 Swamp.  The G-2 Swamp drains to Ames Brook, and then flows into Lake Ames, which is listed as containing suitable habitat for Brook Trout production by the NJDEP.

 

The W1 wetland (approximately 1/8 acres) is located on the southwestern edge of the proposed project area, and extends through an open swale in the direction of the W2 wetlands.  A conveyance pipe appears to covey water to the W3 wetlands from the W2 wetlands.  All three wetlands (W1, W2, and W3) appear to be hydrologically connected through a series of man-made open ditches, culverts, and conveyance pipes.  From the W3 wetland a conveyance pipe extends from a culvert structure and discharges excess 

surface water towards wetlands W4 (G-2 Swamp).  The plant species identified within these wetlands 

include Red Maple (Acer rubrum), Phragmites (Phragmites australis), and Broad-leaved cattails (T. latifolia).

 

Wetland W5 is a wetland independent of the other wetlands in the 3500 Area.  Excess surface water from wetland W5 drains through a culvert towards wetland W4 (G-2 Swamp).  This wetland is located within the central portion of the property, and originates from a groundwater source, within a low-lying depression. 

 

Wetland W4 (G-2 Swamp) is included within the Passaic River Drainage system, and drains to the southeast.  This wetlands habitat drains to Ames Brook, also identified as Hibernia Brook (trib.)(Lake Ames), which is listed in the New Jersey Division of Environmental Protection, Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife Classification of New Jersey Waters for having suitable habitat for Brook Trout production.  This brook exits the wetlands from the southeast and flows into Lake Ames.  An outlet from Lake Ames marks the continuation of upper Hibernia Brook, flowing to the south, eventually joining Beaver Brook and flowing to the Rockaway River. 

 

3.3.4              Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Floodplains

 

The Project Area is not located within close proximity to the floodplain of Green Pond Brook; however, according to the EDR NEPA check, FEMA Flood Plain Panel  # 3403600006B, the proposed site is located within a 500-year floodplain  (See Appendix B).  The proposed construction and operational areas are located in the higher elevation areas of the site. 

 

Also, there are no designated wild or scenic rivers within the boundaries of Picatinny Arsenal; therefore, the regulations under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act are not applicable to the installation and its activities.   

 

3.4                    Soils and Geologic Resources

 
This subsection has three topic resources:  topography, soils, and geology.  The resources at Picatinny Arsenal, the project area, and in the general region are discussed below.

 
3.4.1              Topography

 
The Project Area is located in a small valley that trends from the northwest to the southwest, perpendicular to the direction of the axis of the ridge on which it is located (see Figure 1).  The valley is bounded to the southwest and northeast by two elevated ridges with elevations that exceed 1,000 feet above mean sea level (msl) and 960 msl.  Elevations within this valley range from 800 to greater than 1,000 feet msl.  The valley acts as a collection area for surface water runoff from the surrounding ridges and is characterized by a series of wetlands, streams, and ponds.  Topography of the valley slopes gradually to the southeast off of the installation, and consists of glacial woodlands present on the elevated ridges of the valley while low-lying swampy marshes predominate the valley floor.  Various small streams and drainage ditches traverse the valley floor, along with a pond and reservoir, which serve as collection basins for surface water runoff.  Various industrial structures, activities, and roadways are present in the valley floor and on the ridges, which have disturbed the topography in and natural pattern of surface water flow and drainage. 
 
3.4.2              Soils

 

The Morris County Soil Survey identifies ten (10) soil types present in the Project Area.  The Urban Land (Ua) soil type is the only soil type that is classified as disturbed by human activity in the 3500 Area.  This soil type generally consists of reworked glacial till deposits which are well drained.

 

The remainder of the soil types mapped in the Project Area are all related to the underlying geologic formations and the influence of past glacial activity.  The soil types include Hibernia stony loam (3 to 15 percent slopes, somewhat poorly drained); Hibernia very stony loam (15 to 25 percent slopes, somewhat 

poorly drained); Ridgebury very strong loam (0 to 3 percent slopes, poorly drained); Ridgebury extremely stony loam (3 to 10 percent slopes, poorly drained); Rockaway very stony sandy loam (3 to 15 percent slopes, well drained); Rockaway extremely stony loam (15 percent slope, well drained); and Whitman very stony loam (very poorly drained).

 

In addition, hydric soils mapped at the Project Area include the Adrian Muck and the Carlisle Muck, as well as the Ridgebury and Whitman soils.  The hydric soils present at the Project Area are derived from either organic or mineral deposition.  The Adrian and Carlisle Muck areas are considered organic hydric soils and commonly occupy the position of former depressions, where the deposition of organic or mineral sediments has partially or completely filled in lakes and ponds.  The hydric mineral soils commonly occur in various landscape positions such as outwash plains, kettles, and undrained depressions.  The Hibernia soil types are considered non-hydric with hydric inclusions, indicating that small areas of hydric soils are included in the mapping units.

 

3.4.3              Geology

 
Picatinny Arsenal is located in the New Jersey Highlands physiographic province, which ranges from 12 to 18 miles and is located between the Appalachian Piedmont physiographic province to the southeast and the Valley and Ridge province to the northwest.  The New Jersey Highlands is the southernmost extension of the New England sub-province (Reading Prong) of the Appalachian Highland physiographic province.  The area is characterized by broad, rounded, or flat-topped northeast-southwest trending ridges, and deep and generally narrow valleys that are controlled by the northeast-trending folds and faults of the underlying bedrock.

 

The valley in which Picatinny Arsenal resides has a broad and relatively flat floor, which slopes gently to the southwest.  The valley varies from 1,000 to 4,000 feet in width.  Elevations within the valley floor range from approximately 800 feet above mean sea level at the northeastern boundary to approximately 700 feet at the southwestern boundary.  The main valley of Picatinny Arsenal is bounded to the northwest by Green Pond and Copperas Mountains and to the southeast by unnamed ridges.  Green Pond and Copperas Mountains are rugged and steeply sloped with a maximum elevation of about 1,250 feet msl.  The southeastern ridge where the Project Area is located is less steep with a maximum elevation of about 1,150 feet msl and contains small elevated plateaus.  Marshy areas at the southern end of Picatinny Arsenal and north of Lake Denmark are very flat with minor relief.

 

Based on examination of drill cores and previous studies performed in the region, the Precambrian bedrock consists of metasedimentary fine to coarse-grained, phaneritic, medium hard to hard, dark-gray gneiss with generally parallel mineral orientation, and is primarily composed of quartz, oligoclase, and biotite with intrusions of hornblende granite and alaskite.

 

Glacial till was encountered throughout the Project Area.  Glacial till was commonly identified at the surface, but near the marshes the post-glacial alluvium overlies it.  The till is characterized generally by random, poorly sorted deposits of sub angular to rounded gravels and cobbles in a brown clayey-sand matrix.

 

3.5                    Biological Resources

 

This subsection has three topic resources:  flora; fauna; and threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.  The resources at Picatinny Arsenal, Project Area and in the general region are discussed below.

 

3.5.1              Flora

 

Approximately 70 percent (4,082 acres) of Picatinny Arsenal is forested with typical species of the New Jersey Highlands Region, including mixed oak (65 percent), northern hardwood (13 percent), hemlock (8 percent), red and white pine (< 1 percent), red maple (13 percent), aspen/gray birch (< 1 percent), and hemlock wetland (< 1 percent).  Picatinny Arsenal contains 626 varieties of terrestrial and aquatic macrophytic flowering plants and 90 species non-flowering plants (USACE, 2001).  The forest is a result of ecological succession of land previously farmed or cleared as well as more recent selective logging.  Therefore, most of the forested portion is in second-growth stages.

 

Not including the managed lawns, there are no grasslands located on Picatinny Arsenal.  Shrublands are associated with the wetlands near Lake Denmark.  The principal species of these palustrine shrublands include: smooth alder (Alnus serrulata), swamp azalea (Rhododendron viscosum), maleberry (Lyonia alnifolia), highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum), swamp loosestrife (Decodon verticillatus), buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), meadowsweet (Spiraea latifolia), and swamp rose (Rosa palustris) (USACE 2001).  

 

Vegetation within and surrounding the Project Area contains non-forested and forested land, including vegetation within the developed portions and native vegetation outside of the developed areas.  Native indigenous vegetation that is located within and around the Project Area includes white oak (Quercus alba), white ash (Fraxinus Americana), and white birch (Betula papyrifera).  Vegetation identified in the disturbed areas includes Japanese knotweed (Polygonum cuspidatum), several goldenrod species (Solidago spp.), and multiflora rose (R. multiflora).  Areas identified as wetlands included hydrophytic vegetation, common cattail (T. latifolia), phragmites (P. australis), red maple (Acer rubrum), and various sedge species. 

 

Rare, threatened, and/or endangered plant species are addressed in Section 3.6.3 below.

 

3.5.2              Fauna

 

Fauna present within the Arsenal include a wide variety of terrestrial mammals, birds, reptiles, amphibians, fish, and insects, typical of those found throughout the northeastern United States.  Approximately 315 species of vertebrates have been documented on Picatinny Arsenal, including 26 species of fish, 21 species of amphibians, 19 species of reptiles, 208 species of birds (of which approximately 169 are migrants), and 41 species of mammals (USACE 2001).  

 

A site-specific survey for faunal species at the Project Area has not been completed.  Based on visual observations during site reconnaissance and confirmed sightings of wildlife tracks and scat, typical wildlife species that utilize portions of the Project Area include white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), eastern gray squirrel (Sciurus carolinensis), eastern cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus), beaver (Castor Canadensis), raccoon (Procyon lotor), opossum (Didelphis marsupialis), coyote (Canis latrans), red fox (Vulpes fulva), ring-necked pheasants (Phasianus colchicus), and various bird and rodent species.

 

Rare, threatened, and/or endangered fish and wildlife species are addressed in the following sections.

 
3.5.3              Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species

 

The diversity of habitats at the Arsenal supports a large population of plant and animal species.  The Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP) for Picatinny Arsenal (2001) lists and describes both the state and federally-listed endangered and threatened plant and animal species that occur or may occur at Picatinny Arsenal.  Picatinny Arsenal  is preparing endangered species management plans for the Federally listed Bog turtle (threatened) and the Indiana bat (endangered).  The Indiana bat was documented (1997) in summer roost trees nearby (G-2 Swamp/Pond); however Bog turtle habitat and historical sightings are far removed (nearly 2 miles) and not within the sub-watershed encompassing the 3500 Area. Additional information pertaining to these species is listed in Section 3.5.5 below.
 
 

3.5.4              Plants

 
There are no known federally-listed endangered or threatened plants at Picatinny Arsenal, although two listed species, the small whorled pogonia (Isotria medeoloides) and swamp pink (Helonias bullata) are known to exist in the general area.  Two federal species of concern, trailing tick trefoil (Desmodium humifusum) and butternut tree (Juglans cinerea) may occur at Picatinny Arsenal but have not been documented (ARDEC 1996).  Seven state-listed endangered plants have been documented on Picatinny Arsenal, four of which are aquatic species found in Lake Denmark: featherfoil (Hottonia inflata), Robbin’s pondweed (Potamogeton robbinsii), small bur (Sparganium minimum), and lesser bladderwort (Utricularia minor); the other three species, slender wood reed grass (Cinna latifolia), meadow horsetail (Equisetum pratense), and large-leafed holly (Ilex montana), are associated with wetlands (USACE 2001).  In addition, there are 14 state-listed species of concern that have a recognized need for conservation (USACE 2001).

 

None of the state or federally-listed threatened or endangered plant species have been documented within or adjacent to the Project Area.  None of the state-listed species of concern have been documentedwithin or adjacent to the Project Area. 

 
3.5.5              Fish and Wildlife

 
One federally-listed (endangered) mammal (Indiana bat) and two federally-listed threatened animals (bald eagle and bog turtle) have been documented on Picatinny Arsenal (USACE 2001).  The Indiana bat (Myotis sodalis) depends upon forested habitat during the spring and fall for foraging and roosting.  The bog turtle (Clemmys muhlenbergii) was sighted and confirmed in 1987 in the wetlands associated with the east branch of Green Pond Brook, but no sightings have occurred recently.  The bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) has been documented at Picatinny Arsenal, as a transient.  Suitable habitat exists in wetlands associated with Green Pond Lake, Lake Denmark, and upland ridges, however, nesting or roosting activities have not been documented at Picatinny Arsenal (USACE, 2001).  

 

Ten New Jersey state-listed endangered species are known to occur on Picatinny Arsenal.  Only four of these actually reside or breed on the installation: Bog turtle (Clemmys muhlenbergii), timber rattlesnake (Crotalus horridus), red-shouldered hawk (Buteo lineatus), and bobcat (Felis rufus).  The remaining six bird species may use the habitats at Picatinny Arsenal as transients.  Twelve state-listed threatened species (one turtle and eleven birds) are known to occur on Picatinny Arsenal.  The wood turtle (Clemmys insculpta) was documented in July 1999.  Only three of the birds (Coopers hawk, barred owl, and northern goshawk) use the installation on a regular basis.  The remaining eight bird species use a variety of habitats at Picatinny Arsenal during seasonal migrations (USACE, 2001).

 

Suitable habitat for the Indiana bat, consisting of closed canopy riparian woodlands or uplands forest, is adjacent to and north-northeast of the Project Area.  However, there are no documented occurrences of the Indiana Bat within the proposed project area.  Suitable habitat for the timber rattlesnake is located near the Project Area south of Snake Hill Road.  However, there are no documented occurrences within the proposed project area for this species.   No suitable habitat for the Bog Turtle and Bald Eagle habitat was identified within the immediate vicinity of the Project Area.

 

3.6                    Cultural, Historical, and Aesthetic Resources

 
According to Picatinny records, the Project Area has been identified as disturbed slope, with a low likeliness of cultural artifacts.  

 

An architectural survey of 500 buildings at Picatinny Arsenal was conducted in 1998 (Nolte et al. 1998a). Of the 500 structures, 442 were determined to be ineligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); the remaining 58 structures were grouped into three historic districts that are eligible for listing on the NRHP.  These were the Administration and Research District, the 600 Ordnance District, and the Test Area E-Naval Air Rocket Test Station.   The New Jersey Historic Preservation Office has concurred that these districts are eligible for listing on the NRHP, although no formal State or National Register listing has occurred (Louis Berger 2000).  The Project Area is not located in or near any of those districts (USACE, 2001). Building 3504 and 3518 in the project area have not been surveyed for their historic significance; however, a statement of work is in progress so that an evaluation can be completed.
 
3.7                    Socioeconomic Environment and Environmental Justice
 
Land Use
 

Picatinny Arsenal is comprised of approximately 6,100 acres and contains approximately 800-900 buildings.  The land use pattern at the Arsenal is mixed, and includes research and development, residential, institutional, industrial, cultural, and recreational uses and facilities.  

 

Land use at the Arsenal includes improved grounds, semi-improved grounds, and unimproved grounds.  Improved grounds and semi-improved grounds are the areas where most of the Arsenal’s human activities occur, such as work (administrative, operational offices, research and development buildings/labs), residency, recreation, and traffic.  Semi-improved grounds include lands with minimal development or developed land that has been vacant for a period of time. Unimproved grounds are those maintained as open space, with no development.  Additionally, the Arsenal is divided into six (6) broad land-use categories, including training areas; research, development, and testing areas; administrative areas; housing and community areas; parking areas; and safety clearance zones (USACE, 2001).  

 

The Project Area is classified as a semi-improved parcel of land that has been developed but vacant for a period of time, with evidence of existing building structures, former building foundations, deteriorating asphalt and concrete roadways, and boundary fencing.  There are no current operations conducted and no personnel occupy any of the facilities located within the Project Area.  Surrounding land uses consist of the heliport facility to the west; wetland and forested habitats to the north, northwest, and northeast; Former NARTS site to the northeast; Test Areas B and C to the east; and Snake Hill Road and military residential housing trailers to the Southwest.  

 
The 3500 Area within the fenced enclosure is a designated Hunting Area, known as HA 8 A. It has been used to hunt pheasant only, although it has not been used this past season and minimally in the 2001-2002 small game hunting seasons. If and when this project is implemented, this hunting area will have to be closed to hunters. 

 

The elements of the proposed action will be situated within the former NARTS and Reaction Motors research and development center, specifically Reaction Motor Test Area A.  Various tests of liquid propellant rocket engines and other rocket components were completed in the area.  Such tests and development were supported by a host of storage and support facilities and activities including: a garage, a maintenance shop, photographic and instrument laboratories, administrative offices, and various fuel and oxidizer facilities.  The majority of the buildings within the property were decontaminated and demolished between 1968 and 1986; however, buildings 3518 and 3500 remained, but were not utilized.  In 1986, the 469th Engineer Battalion occupied the property and constructed Building 3504 within the northwestern section of Test Area A; however, the 469th Engineer Battalion no longer utilizes the site.  The existing buildings proposed for refurbishment under the proposed action were formerly used for the following:

 

         Bldg. 3500 – Photo Laboratory, Office Administration, and Storage

         Bldg. 3504 – Test Stand 4-A - Chemical Processes and Testing (storage by the 469th Engine Battalion)

         Bldg. 3518 – Administrative Offices and Instrument Laboratory, which contains an boiler facility

 

Numerous tanks containing various chemicals formerly existed within the site (further discussed in Section 3.8). However, Picatinny documentation reveals that no soil contamination above established action levels exists within the footprint of the proposed building or buildings that will be renovated.  There is a small area of surface contamination that is located approximately 250’ SE of the proposed new buildings.  However, this area will not be disturbed for this proposed action.  Also, groundwater contamination above established action levels is located outside of the proposed construction and operation locations (See Figure 2 and Section 3.8 for further discussion).  

 

Emergency and Medical Services
 

Picatinny Arsenal maintains an onsite staff of emergency and medical personnel that provide such services for the tenants and onsite personnel.

 

Transportation and Traffic
 

Highway access to Picatinny Arsenal from adjacent areas is provided by Interstate 80 and Route 15 from the south, Interstate 80 and Mount Hope Road/Lake Denmark Road from the east, and Berkshire Valley Road from the west.  Direct access into the installation is limited via a secured entrance located off Route 15. Facilities are also available onsite for air transport via helicopter.  Transportation within Picatinny Arsenal is serviced by a variety of paved roads and gravel tracts for all residents, employees, and personnel. 

 

Direct access to the Project Area is via Lake Denmark Road/Snake Hill Road from the east-southeast, extending from Mount Hope Road.  To the north-northwest of the project area is the existing and operating Heliport facility for Picatinny Arsenal air transportation.        

 

Recreational Facilities
 

The recreational and cultural facilities on Picatinny Arsenal consist of a golf course, a baseball field, jogging areas, a fitness club, a childcare center, an officer’s club, and meeting and seminar buildings.  Recreational hunting and fishing activities occasionally occur within the surrounding area; however, those activities do not occur within the proposed project location.

 
 

Environmental Justice
 

Executive Order 12989, Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, mandates that federal agencies identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of programs on minority population and low-income populations.  A minority population is defined in this document as a group of people or a community experiencing 

common conditions of exposure or impact that consists of persons classified by the U.S. Bureau of the Census as Negro, Black, or African-American; Hispanic; Asian or Pacific Islander; American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut; or other non-white persons.  A low-income population is defined as a group of people or a community that, as a whole, lives below the national poverty level.  The proposed facilities would not be located in or near a residential community or area, including communities of minority or low-income populations (USACE, 2001).

 

3.8                    Hazardous Materials

 
General Information
 

Picatinny Arsenal receives, produces, and stores hazardous materials during the course of daily operations and activities.  The hazardous materials include solvents, cleaning materials, pesticides, herbicides, fuels, oils, lubricants, and explosives.  Picatinny adheres to numerous federal and state laws and regulations designed to protect both workers and the general public from hazardous waste spills or accidents.  Safety training for personnel working with hazardous materials is required, and the installation provides trained spill response teams in the event of accidents.

 

In order to manage and control hazardous materials (HM), Picatinny Arsenal has developed a centralized repository to control hazardous materials and waste.  This facility known as the HAZMART orders, receives, stores, distributes, disposes of and tracks hazardous materials used in the Installations operations.  In operation of the HAZMART, the Hazardous Substance Management System (HSMS) is used as a management tool.  HSMS is an automated hazardous substance tracking system designed not only to provide “cradle-to-grave” tracking of hazardous materials stored at an installation, but also the chemicals constituents of those materials.  The HSMS was selected as the Department of Defense (DoD) standard hazardous material tracking system.  The system provides full functionality and legal reporting requirements to satisfy Executive Order 12856 “Federal Compliance with Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution Prevention Requirements,” and now Executive Order 13148 “Greening the Government through Leadership in the Environment.”   All buildings that will be utilized within the proposed project area will become a HAZMART customer, and all hazardous materials utilized at any utilized building will be entered into the HSMS system for material tracking.  However, it is anticipated that a minimal amount, if any, hazardous materials will be used and stored at this project location.

 

Hazardous wastes are managed by personnel at the Environmental Office and Stock Management Office.  The Safety Office implements the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) training for all Picatinny Arsenal personnel.  The Safety Office assures that OSHA training is current for all workers.  The Environmental Office is responsible for the management of the handling, transport, storage, and disposal of all hazardous wastes generated at the Arsenal.  All hazardous waste handling and storage must conform to Best Management Practices (BMP) for Spill Prevention and Control and include the Spill response and notification procedures.  The wastes are manifested and transported off base and disposed of at federally permitted disposal facilities.  The total amount of hazardous wastes manifested by Picatinny Arsenal is in excess of 100 tons per year. The volume of hazardous waste generated at Picatinny Arsenal is reported bi-annually to the NJDEP, per state regulations.

 

 

Picatinny Arsenal has developed an Installation Spill Contingency (ISC) Plan that was updated in March 2001, and is reviewed on an annual basis.  This Plan provides instructions and protocol for response to hazardous materials spills or releases, and designates emergency contacts, response procedures, reporting requirements, personnel training, and equipment needs in the event of an emergency incident.  The ISC Plan also identifies outside emergency resources, such as local community fire, police, and medical centers, and notification procedures to be used in the event of spill emergencies.   

 
The following subsections briefly describe the hazardous materials identified in the buildings located in the Project Area.

 

3500 Area - Asbestos and Lead Based Paint 
 

Building 3500:
 

The following materials at Building 3500 were determined to contain asbestos:

 

            9”x 9” Floor tile and mastic in Conference Room-Office 2

            9”x 9” Floor tile and mastic in the Receptionist Area

            Asphalt roof shingles

 

The following material surfaces at Building 3500 were determined to contain lead based paint:

 

         Green/Gray Door Trim north end 

         White Bathroom Window Trim

         Black Bathroom Window Trim

 

Building 3504:
 

Building 3504 does not contain any asbestos materials or lead based paint surfaces.  

 

Building 3518:
 

The following materials at Building 3518 were determined to contain asbestos:

 

         9”x 9” Floor tiles and mastic sporadic locations

         12” x 12” Floor tiles throughout

 

The following material surfaces at Building 3518 determined to contain lead based paint:

 

         West Entrance Exterior Door Trim (Color not identified)

         West Entrance Door Red

         Brown and Green Interior Window Trim

 

Petroleum Products, Other Contaminants, and Storage Tanks  
 

Former Test Area A contained a underground storage tank (UST) farm consisting of nine (9) USTs, holding gasoline and No. 2 fuel oil. The tanks ranged in capacity from 1,000 to 5,000 gallons and were more then 20 years old when they were removed from the premises in 1990.  Due to suspected contamination within the area in relation to former UST’s, four (4) monitoring wells were installed.   Other sources of potential contamination within the property consist of a former 6,000-gallon No. 2 fuel 

oil UST formerly located between buildings 3515 and 3525, a 3,000 gallon No. 2 fuel oil UST formerly 

located near building 3518, 300 gallons of spilled diesel fuel from a tanker truck near building 3513, and the leakage of drums containing methyl ethyl ketone and lubricating oil on the Building 3517 concrete storage pad (IT Corporation, 2001).  

 

No petroleum products currently are used or handled at the subject properties, with the exception of one existing AST adjacent to Building 3518 that is currently used for storing No. 2 heating oil.  A second AST is located at the former location of Building 3513 and is not  in use.  Petroleum products that were used or handled during past operations in the Project Area included gasoline or diesel fuel for vehicle fuel and emergency backup generators, and heating oil for buildings. Picatinny documentation reveals that no petroleum soil contamination above regulatory action levels exists within the property.  

 

Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs)
 

Available documents and interviews conducted with responsible Picatinny environmental officials reveal that there were no known releases or disposal of PCBs in the Project Area.  

 

Radon
 

The EPA National Radon Database lists Morris County in EPA Radon Zone 1, which indicates an indoor average level of greater than (>) 4 picoCuries per liter (pCi/L). However radon measurements previously taken in the 3500 Area are below 4.0 picoCuries/liter, and existing structures did not require radon mitigation measures. Additionally, radon testing will be required for the refurbished as well as new structure, if the preferred alternative were implemented.
 

Ammunition and UXO
 

Due to the nature of ordnance development activities at Picatinny Arsenal and an historic 1926 explosion at the Naval Powder Depot (near what is now the 3500 Area) which destroyed a majority of the structures at Picatinny, the data reviewed and personnel interviews conducted suggests there is a possibility of UXO in unpaved areas of the Project Area.  

 

Pesticides, Herbicides, and Fertilizers
 

The implementation of the pesticide management plan at Picatinny Arsenal took place in the late 1980’s or early 1990’s and included the application of chlordane during routine ground maintenance.  No reported spills or disposal of pesticides, herbicides, or fertilizers at the Project Area have been recorded.  Pesticides have been detected in sediment samples collected from the Project Area. Pesticides detected were attributed to routine application of pesticides in accordance with the pesticide management plan. 

 
Potentially Contaminated Areas
 

Picatinny Arsenal has been designated a National Priority List (NPL) site by the USEPA per the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980.   To date, 175 Defense Site Environmental Restoration Tracking System sites have been identified at the installation (USACE 2000). The most widespread contaminants of concern at Picatinny Arsenal include volatile organic compounds (including trichloroethylene), semi-volatile organics (including benzo(a)pyrene), metals, polychlorinated biphenyl, nitroaromatics, explosives, unexploded ordnance, propellants, radiological material, and pesticides.  Media of concern at Picatinny Arsenal include groundwater, soil, and sediment. 

 

Due to past operations, including the storage and removal of underground and aboveground tanks, and rocket testing procedures within the Project Area, contamination of soil and groundwater has been documented (Picatinny Arsenal Installation Action Plan, October 2002). The Project Area is located within the contaminated site identified as Test Area A of the 3500 Area, which is also known as Group 3 Site 2. Groundwater monitoring wells are located throughout the 3500 Area and Project Area, as well as in the surrounding properties and are used for periodic monitoring of groundwater quality. In 1996, a Phase II Remedial Investigation of the 3500 Area concluded that the following were areas of concern (IT Corporation, 2001):

 

         VOC contaminated groundwater and surface water 

         Multi-media SVOC, metals and explosives contamination   

 

On March 3, 2003, The Shaw Group (Shaw) presented an RI Concept Plan to the Regulatory Partnering Team.  The RI Concept Plan included identification of remediation feasibility studies to be conducted in 2003-2004 for contaminants of concern identified for Test Area A and other sites at Picatinny Arsenal.  During this meeting, Shaw indicated that additional sampling has been conducted at Test Area A since issuance of the Remedial Investigation Report.  Although the results of this sampling have not been issued as of the date of this report, the samples were collected mainly to support data gaps identified for feasibility study purposes and no new areas of concern or contaminants of concern were identified. A list of contaminants of concern identified during the Phase II Group 3 RI report at Test Area A are included in Appendix C. The relevance of the contaminants present in the Project Area to this proposed action is discussed in the following paragraph.
 
Picatinny documentation reveals that no soil contamination above established action levels exists within the footprint of the proposed building or buildings that will be renovated.  There is a small area of surface contamination that is located approximately 250’ SE of the proposed new buildings.  However, this area will not be disturbed for this proposed action.  Also, groundwater contamination above established action levels is located outside of the proposed construction and operation locations (See Figure 2).  Because the proposed occupied building is located outside this VOC groundwater contaminated plume and the proposed construction will not extend to the groundwater, analyzing the impacts of the proposed facility construction and operation activities is not required.  Groundwater contaminated sources will not be disturbed for the proposed activities (IT Corporation, 2001).  

 
During the March 3, 2003 Regulatory Partnering Team, Tetra Tech presented the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center concept.  The objective of the presentation was to identify if the construction of this facility would impede or conflict with remediation activities in Test Area A required by the NJDEP and/or EPA.  While Test Area A is early in the feasibility study stage and therefore remedial actions have not yet been approved, based on the known site conditions and contaminants of concern, the were no specific conflicts presented regarding the proposed action.  However, the following stipulation was rendered by the EPA: “According to EPA, if site 2 is developed, then a soil management plan should be prepared to properly manage contaminated soils at the site (to prevent what happened at building 3133).  Otherwise, as a CERCLA site, EPA and DEP should be notified before any major change in land use.”
 
 

 

 

4.0         ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE ALTERNATIVES

 

This section presents a detailed evaluation of the anticipated environmental impacts that would result from implementation of the proposed action or the no action alternative.  Potential impacts associated with the refurbishment and reuse of three buildings and construction of a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory for research and development and training activities, as well as the no action alternative, are analyzed.  Potential impacts are presented in the order in which the alternatives were discussed in Section 2, are described for the specific resource areas that were discussed in Section 3, and are summarized in Table 4-2, at the end of this section.  Table 4-2 presents the potential impacts associated with the proposed action.  Mitigation measures, when applicable, also are discussed.  Potential unavoidable adverse impacts, the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources, the relationship between short-term uses and long-term productivity, and potential cumulative impacts also are analyzed.

 

Direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are defined at 40 CFR 1508.7 and 1508.8, and these definitions are presented below.  These categories are used to describe the timing and proximity of potential impacts on the affected area only.  They do not have any bearing on the significance of the potential impacts, as previously described, and are only used to describe or characterize the nature of the potential impacts.  

 

                     Direct Impact:  Represents a potential impact caused by the proposed action or project that occurs at the time and place of the action.

                     Indirect Impact:  Represents a potential impact caused or induced by the proposed action or project that occurs later in time than the action or is removed in distance from it, but are still reasonable foreseeable.

                     Cumulative Impact:  The impacts on the environment that result from the incremental effect of the proposed action added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions.

 

The duration of the potential impact can be defined as either temporary (short-term) or permanent (long-term) and indicates the period of time during which the environmental resource would be impacted.  In general, the impacts of construction activities undertaken to implement a proposed project would be short-term in nature, while the impacts of the structures constructed would be long-term in nature.  The duration of each potential impact is denoted according to the following codes and their respective definitions:

 

                     Short-term Impact:  Represents a potential impact of short duration, relative to the proposed project and the environmental resource.

                     Long-term Impact:  Represents a potential impact of long duration, relative to the proposed project and the environmental resource.

 

The significance of the potential impacts is a qualitative assessment of the degree that the alternatives would impact a particular resource.  This qualitative assessment is the primary criteria used to determine if there are any significant impacts.  The significance of a potential impact is defined on a spectrum ranging from no impacts to significant impacts.  The potential impacts could be either beneficial or adverse for a particular resource.

 

The qualitative assessment is based on a review of the available and relevant reference material and is based on professional judgment and standards that include consideration of the permanence of an impact or the potential for natural attenuation of an impact; the uniqueness or replaceability of the resource; the abundance or scarcity of the resource; and the potential that mitigation measures can offset the anticipated impact.  A quantitative assessment is included when sufficient data are available to conduct such an analysis.  Table 4-1 displays the development of the potential impacts in relation to their significance.  The type of impact is defined, the duration is identified, and the qualitative assessment is performed to determine the level of significance and assign a qualifier.
 
TABLE 4-1
DEVELOPMENTAL FLOW OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS
	Type
of Environmental Impact
	Duration of Environmental Impact
	Level of Significance
	Qualifier for Level of Significance

	Direct
Indirect
Cumulative
	Short-term
or
Long-term
	Not Significant
	Minor
Moderate

	
	
	Significant
	Major
Severe


 
4.1                    The Preferred Alternative

 

The following subsections describe the potential impacts of the preferred and no action alternatives, and associated mitigation measures for: air resources; water resources; soil and geologic resources; biological resources; cultural, historical, and aesthetic resources; the socioeconomic environment and environmental justice; and hazardous materials.  Potential unavoidable adverse impacts, the irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources, the relationship between short-term uses and long-term productivity, and potential cumulative impacts associated with the preferred alternative also are analyzed.  A summary of mitigation measures associated with the preferred alternative also is presented.

 

4.1.1              Potential Impacts on Air Resources

 
This section has two topic resources:  air quality and noise.  The potential impacts resulting from the preferred and no action alternatives on each of these resources are discussed below.

 
4.1.1.1        Potential Impacts on Air Quality

 
The proposed construction would cause minor adverse, direct, temporary impacts on air quality in the areas immediately adjacent to the proposed sites.  During construction, exhaust and possibly dust, dispersed by construction vehicles, would impact the air quality periodically in the immediate area of the proposed sites. Also, during operations of the site, a potential increase in vehicle traffic in the immediate area would cause minor adverse, direct, permanent impacts due to a potential rise in vehicle exhaust levels.  This potential impact would be localized and would not affect the region’s status as an attainment area under the CAA; therefore, the impacts would be insignificant to the site.  

 

The proposed new building will involve the installation of a fuel combustion source utilizing propane for  heating purposes.  Based on the size of the building, a boiler with a heat rating of approximately 3 million Btu/hour will be required.  The emissions from this source will generally consist of nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide (CO), volatile organic compounds (VOC), total suspended particulates (TSP), inhalable particulates (PM-10), fine particulates (PM-2.5), and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  The emissions are tabulated below and are based on AP-42 emission factors:

 

TABLE 4-2
EMISSIONS WITHIN 3500 Area
 
	Pollutant
	Emission Rate (ton/yr)

	NOx
	0.7

	CO
	0.12

	VOC
	0.018

	TSP, PM-10, PM-2.5
	0.015

	SO2
	0.001


 

The operation of the new source in the proposed new building would cause minor, adverse, direct, temporary impacts to the immediate vicinity of the proposed facility due to the exhaust of the fuel combustion source  (the existing Title V permit will be modified to reflect the addition of this equipment as “significant” equipment since it will have a heat rating of greater than 1 million Btu/hour).  In the event that several smaller units of less than 1 million Btu/hr are used, a modification to the Title V permit will still be required; however, the units will be classified as insignificant sources.  In either case, the amount of fuel consumed and thus, the emissions, will be more or less the same.

 

The addition of these emissions will add to the netting emission increase for NOx and VOC for the Arsenal, but will not cause it to exceed the 25-ton/year NNSR threshold.  The potential impact from these emissions would most likely be localized and would not adversely impact the ambient air quality beyond the property line, which could be confirmed by performing air dispersion modeling.  Because these emissions will be exhausted directly to the outside atmosphere, they should not adversely affect any employees working within the building.  

 

Additionally, although the existing boilers at Buildings 3515 and 3518 and the 500-gallon AST located at Building 3518 are included in the arsenal’s Title V Operating Permit, the boilers and AST at those buildings are considered to be insignificant sources of emissions.  

 

This analysis conforms to the applicable federal and state implementation plans for attainment of air quality goals for the region.

 
 

No Action Alternative
 
The no action alternative would not have any impact on air quality in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area or in the region because the proposed action would not be implemented.  The current levels of attainment for criteria pollutants would be maintained and region’s status as an attainment or non-attainment area under the CAA would not be impacted by the no action alternative.  

 
4.1.1.2        Potential Impacts on Noise

 
Noise related to the proposed construction would cause adverse direct short-term minor impacts on the areas in the immediate vicinity of the proposed site.  The use of construction machinery and the increase in vehicle traffic at the site during construction would cause an increase in noise to a level slightly above the current level of noise at the site.  The impacts would affect the site only during construction.  The impacts related to noise would not be significant due to the localized nature and temporary duration of the noise.  The impacts would be mitigated by minimizing the number of vehicles used during construction, minimizing the number of days during which construction would take place, adhering to local noise ordinances related to the times of day construction activities are allowed, and minimizing the number of trips the vehicles would make to and from the site.  

 

The proposed action would result in adverse direct and indirect short-term minor impacts on noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the proposed facility during regular operation and maintenance.  The proposed training and simulation activities would include the firing of weapons indoors during training exercises, which would slightly increase the ambient noise levels around the proposed facility.  These direct impacts would be short-term because they would be characterized by brief, intense periods of training involving discharges of weapons.  The indirect impacts to noise levels would result from increased vehicle traffic in the vicinity of the Project Area.  The ambient noise levels around the facility would increase proportionally to the increased level of vehicle traffic, and would be focused around brief, intense periods of time (including commuting and meal times).   

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on ambient noise levels in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area because the proposed action would not be implemented.

 

4.1.2              Potential Impacts on Water Resources

 
This section has four topic resources:  groundwater; surface water; wetlands; and wild and scenic rivers and floodplains.  The potential impacts resulting from the preferred and no action alternatives on each of these resources are discussed below.

 

4.1.2.1        Potential Impacts on Groundwater

 

The proposed action would result in adverse indirect short-term minor impacts on groundwater during the proposed construction activities.  Two existing groundwater monitoring wells known as T01-MW1 and 2MW-13 are located within the proposed footprint of the new structure.  These wells would be abandoned prior to construction.  The well abandonment would be an unavoidable impact during the construction.  However, this impact would be mitigated by relocating the wells, if required by the NJDEP and/or the USEPA.  The refurbishment of existing buildings would not involve excavation of any kind and therefore would not have any impact on groundwater resources.  The construction of the new Target Behavioral Response Laboratory would involve slab on grade construction and would not impact the groundwater at the site because the planned excavation is well above the groundwater surface.  Lastly, the proposed construction would not impact the VOC-contaminated groundwater plume found centered on Building 3515 within the Project Area.  Building 3515 would not be included in the proposed project and all other proposed construction activities would occur outside the identified contaminated area.    

 

The proposed action would result in adverse indirect long-term minor impacts on groundwater during the operation and maintenance of the proposed facility.  The facility would be tied into existing water supply infrastructure, which would cause an increase in overall installation water consumption.  This impact would be long-term because increased water consumption levels above current levels would occur throughout the sustained life-cycle of the proposed facility.  This impact would be minor, however, because there are a relatively small number of potential users in comparison to Picatinny Arsenal population and the large capacity of the well system.  

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on the groundwater resources of Picatinny Arsenal or the region.  Under the no action alternative, existing monitoring wells would remain in their current location and there would be no increase of the overall installation water consumption levels or rates. 

 

4.1.2.2        Potential Impacts on Surface Water

 

There would be no direct impacts on surface water related to the proposed action because no permanent or intermittent streams or lakes are located within the Project Area. The nearby streams are well removed from the construction and operation area to be developed and implemented. The proposed action would result in adverse indirect short-term minor impacts on surface water because of the proposed construction activities.  Indirect impacts would affect nearby surface water resources during construction because of increased storm water runoff and erosion associated with the removal of vegetation from the construction site, including a possible increase in runoff sediment levels.  The impacts would be short-term because of the short duration of construction activities.  The impacts would be mitigated through the use of erosion barriers during construction, the use of construction best management practices, adherence to a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (SESC), minimization of vegetation removal, and re-vegetation of the disturbed areas in accordance with applicable landscaping plans.  

 

The proposed action would result in adverse indirect long-term minor impacts on surface water because the proposed construction would create conditions that would offer less absorption capacity than the current conditions.  Therefore, less storm water would be absorbed into the ground, creating a slight increase in runoff from the Project Area.  This runoff would primarily flow into the G-2 Swamp/Pond  due to the nature of the topography of the area and the location of the proposed action, and may cause a slight increase in sediment load.  However due to the small amount of increased runoff flow, this presents a minor impact on the overall water quality in the region.  Minimizing vegetation removal and maximizing re-vegetation of the disturbed areas after construction, in accordance with applicable landscaping plans, would mitigate these impacts.  The overall water quality in the region would not be impacted in any manner regulated under the Clean Water Act, the Federal Water Protection Act, or the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on the surface water resources of Picatinny Arsenal or the region in general.  Under the no action alternative, the Project Area would be maintained in it’s current condition with no decrease in absorption capacity that would not, in turn, cause increased runoff and water quality issues.    

 

4.1.2.3        Potential Impacts on Wetlands

 






There would be no direct impacts on wetlands related to the proposed action, because no wetlands would be filled, relocated, or otherwise impacted by the proposed activities.  The proposed new construction activities will occur outside the 150-foot transition areas from the existing wetlands. Additionally, the only activities planned within the 150 foot transition area is the refurbishment (renovations and upgrades) of  Buildings 3500 and 3504, which will not impact the wetlands.  The proposed action would result in adverse indirect short-term minor impacts on wetlands in the vicinity of the Project Area.  Indirect impacts would affect nearby wetland resources during construction because of increased storm water runoff and erosion associated with the removal of vegetation from the construction site, including a possible increase in runoff sediment levels.  The impacts would be short-term because of the short duration of construction activities.  The impacts would be mitigated through the use of erosion barriers during construction, the use of construction best management practices, adherence to a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (SESC), minimization of vegetation removal, and re-vegetation of the disturbed areas in accordance with applicable landscaping plans.  Additionally, potential impacts will be mitigated by not disturbing the soils or vegetation while renovating buildings inside the 150 foot transition area.
 
The proposed action would result in adverse indirect long-term minor impacts on wetlands because the proposed construction would create conditions that would offer less absorption capacity than the current conditions.  Therefore, less storm water would be absorbed into the ground, creating increased runoff from the Project Area.  This runoff would primarily flow into the G-2 Swamp/Pond  due to the nature of the topography of the area and the location of the proposed action, causing increased erosion and sediment load.  Depending upon the amount of runoff flow, this has the potential to present a minor impact on the overall water quality in the region, including the water quality of nearby wetlands.  Minimizing vegetation removal and maximizing re-vegetation of the site after construction, in accordance with applicable landscaping plans, would mitigate these impacts.  The overall water quality in the region would not be impacted in any manner regulated under the Clean Water Act, NJ Freshwater Wetland Protection Act Rules, the Federal Water Protection Act, or the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.
 
No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on the wetland resources of Picatinny Arsenal.  Under the no action alternative, the Project Area would be maintained in it’s current condition with no decrease in absorption capacity that would not, in turn, cause increased runoff and water quality issues.

 

4.1.2.4        Potential Impacts Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Floodplains

 
According to the EDR NEPA Check, the proposed site is located within a 500-year floodplain (See Appendix B); however, because the proposed construction and operations do not include grading and drainage alteration, the proposed action will not impact the identified floodplains. 

 

Also, no impacts on any wild and scenic rivers would result from the proposed action, because there are no wild and scenic rivers on or near the project area. This analysis complies with the requirements of the Rivers and Harbors Act; the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act; Executive Order 11998, Floodplain Management; and the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act.

 

No Action Alternative
 

No impacts on any wild and scenic rivers or floodplains would result from the no action alternative, because there are no wild and scenic rivers on or near the Project Area.  Additionally there would be no impacts on identified flood plains. This analysis complies with the requirements of the Rivers and Harbors Act; the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act; Executive Order 11998, Floodplain Management; and the Watershed Protection and Flood Prevention Act.

 

4.1.3              Potential Impacts on Soil and Geologic Resources

 
This section has three topic resources:  topography, soils, and geology.  The potential impacts resulting from the preferred and no action alternatives on each of these resources are discussed below.

 

4.1.3.1        Potential Impacts on Topography

 
The proposed action would have no impacts on the physical topography of the Project Area, as the area requiring grading for this project is limited to the area immediately adjacent to the new Target Behavioral Response Laboratory for building construction and minor landscaping.

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on the physical topography of the Project Area.

 
4.1.3.2        Potential Impacts on Soils

 
The proposed action would cause adverse direct long-term minor impacts on the soil of the Project Area during construction activities.  Impacts would include possible erosion resulting from removal of vegetation, compaction caused by the use of construction vehicles,  mixing and removal of soil layers during construction of the new Target Behavioral Response Laboratory and connection of the sanitary sewer line. Soil removal will take place during the construction of the new building foundation, and will be managed in accordance with the Picatinny Soil Management Standard Operating Procedure (SOP) being developed by the Environmental Office of Picatinny Arsenal, as well as in accordance with the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (SESC), required by the Morris County Soil Conservation District.  The impacts would be mitigated by following the SESC,  through the use of engineering controls and BMP’s such as silt fences and straw bails during construction, to protect wetland areas and minimize sediment loads in storm water runoff. The impacts also will be mitigated by following the Picatinny Soil Management SOP to prevent exposure to potentially contaminated soils and ensure that soil disposal is conducted in accordance with NJDEP and/or USEPA requirements1.  Additional mitigation measures include minimizing the number of construction vehicles used and re-vegetating disturbed areas.  These mitigation measures would help minimize soil disturbance and stabilize the soils after construction activities are completed.  

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on the soil resources of the Project Area.     

 
4.1.3.3        Potential Impacts on Geology

 
The proposed action would result in adverse direct long-term minor impacts associated with the construction activities.  Impacts would include the removal of the top layer of soils, which may include glacial till and glacial boulders during construction of the proposed Target Behavioral Response Laboratory.  The impacts would be mitigated through the re-use of boulders at the site for erosion control or landscaping, rather than offsite disposal.  The geology of the Project Area would not be impacted by the operational phase of the proposed action.

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on the geology of the Project Area.

 
4.1.4              Potential Impacts on Biological Resources

 
This section has three topic resources:  flora; fauna; and threatened, endangered, and sensitive species.  The potential impacts on each of these resources are discussed below.

 

4.1.4.1        Potential Impacts on Flora

 

The proposed action would result in a direct short-term minor impact on vegetation.  The vegetation affected by the proposed action is located in previously disturbed areas and does not represent a flora resource of notable quality. Only trees with a diameter breast height (dbh) less than 4 inches would be removed. Therefore, restrictions on tree cutting issued by USFWS would not apply. No proposed construction or ground disturbing activates are located in areas that support native vegetation of notable quality (Red Maple Swamp). The proposed action would not result in direct or indirect long-term impacts on vegetation.  Mitigation measures that would be implemented to protect the native vegetation surrounding the Project Area include:

 

            Implement BMPs (silt fences, hay bales, sediment traps) to minimize and control storm water runoff

            Segregate and store topsoil and replace it in areas disturbed during construction after construction has been completed

            Remove only the minimum amount of vegetation necessary to accommodate the Target Behavior Response Laboratory

            Actively revegetate disturbed areas with native vegetation 

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on the vegetation because the proposed action would not be implemented.

 
4.1.4.2        Potential Impacts on Fauna

 

The proposed action would result in a direct short-term minor impact on wildlife that would use the vegetative communities within and adjacent to the location of the proposed action.  The impact would be short-term because it would occur only during the construction phase of the proposed action.  The impact would be considered minor because the wildlife that currently utilize the vegetative communities are tolerant of human disturbances and would be displaced only temporarily during the construction phase.  The locations of the proposed action would be re-vegetated with native species.  Other mitigation measures would include those listed in Potential Impacts on Flora.

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on wildlife because the proposed action would not be implemented.

 

4.1.4.3        Potential Impacts on State and Federally-listed Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species

 
The proposed action would have no impact on state-listed or sensitive species as none have been documented within the Project Area. The federally endangered Indiana bat has been documented as roosting in several dying trees at the west edge of the G-2 Swamp/Pond, which is within a few hundred yards of the 3500 proposed project site. Although the Indiana bat may forage within the 3500 Area, as well as in most of the surrounding Picatinny and nearby municipal and private property, the proposed construction and operations are not likely to adversely affect this species since only small and living trees will be impacted and planned activities are indoors. The Bog turtle habitat and historical sightings are far removed (nearly 2 miles), and not within the sub-watershed encompassing the 3500 area.
 

Implementation of the proposed action may result in adverse long-term impacts on state and federally-listed threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife species.  Suitable habitat for both the Indiana bat and the timber rattlesnake are located near the Project Area.  As a mitigation measure, a pre-construction survey would be conducted and if state or federally listed threatened, endangered, or sensitive wildlife species are encountered, proper consultation with USFWS and/or New Jersey Division of Fish, Game and Wildlife (NJDFW) Endangered and Non-Game Species office would be performed.

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on threatened and endangered species because the proposed action would not be implemented.

 
4.1.5              Potential Impacts on Cultural, Historical, and Aesthetic Resources

 
The proposed action would have no impact on cultural or historical resources because there are no documented cultural or historical resources on or in the immediate vicinity of the Project Area. However, SOP #2 and #3 of the INCRMP should be followed during construction activities.  As a mitigation measure, should any artifacts or remains be encountered during implementation of the proposed action, all ground disturbing activities would cease, Ms. Kelly Rigdel, Cultural Resource Manager, would be advised, and the New Jersey SHPO would be notified and consulted with as necessary.  

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on cultural or historical resources because the proposed action would not be implemented.

 
4.1.6              Potential Impacts on the Socioeconomic Environment and Environmental Justice

 

The proposed action would result in beneficial short and long-term minor impacts on the socioeconomic environment by providing jobs for the construction and implementation of the proposed action.  Up to 5 full time personnel would be assigned to the proposed facility.  Implementation of the proposed action would result in adverse long-term minor impacts on traffic that would result from temporary increases in traffic volumes during training events.  

 

The proposed action would not be located in or near any residential community or area, including communities of minority or low-income populations.  Therefore, under the provisions of Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, no impacts on environmental justice concerns in the region would result from the proposed action.

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on socioeconomic or environmental justice issues because the proposed action would not be implemented.

 

Land Use
 
The proposed action would result in adverse direct long-term minor impacts to land use in the 3500 Area because the 3500 Area is currently available to the Picatinny Rod and Gun Association, and is used for small game hunting. This impact would be considered minor, as other areas including the forested and unimproved land nearby the 3500 Area currently are and will still be available for hunting.  The adverse direct long-term impact would result from closing or excluding hunting within the 3500 Area (HA 8 A), as this area is currently available for small game hunting.
 
The proposed action would also result in adverse direct short-term minor impacts on the land use of the Project Area.  The adverse direct minor impacts on land use would result from proposed, short-term construction, such as designating small areas of land to temporarily store materials used for refurbishing the existing buildings and constructing the new facility.  No equipment or materials shall be staged in the wetlands or unpaved portions of the wetland transition areas during construction. Such materials could include, but would not be limited to, dry wall, lumber, foundation materials, and steel beams.  Debris and disposal areas would also have to be established during construction to collect both materials removed from existing buildings during refurbishing activities and excess materials from construction of the new facility.  It is expected that such debris would be disposed of in temporary, mobile dumpsters, which would be located on the site on paved areas for the duration of the proposed construction and then removed for proper disposal of the materials.  Additionally, construction machinery would likely be used and temporarily stored at the construction site while not in use.  Such machinery could include, but is not limited to, cranes, excavation machinery, small loaders, and dump trucks.  The land use would be temporarily impacted while such machinery, and construction activities, were undertaken.  

 

The proposed action also would result in beneficial indirect long-term minor impacts on the land use because the proposed construction would support long-term changes in land use at the Project Area. The land use would be converted from a vacant, unused parcel of land to a fully operating research and training facility for Homeland Security and First Responder’s Training.  Construction of the proposed project would upgrade the property by refurbishing and reusing existing buildings and adding an additional building structure, creating a facility to be used on a permanent basis by many agencies.  The land use designation would be changed from semi-improved grounds to improved grounds.  No federal or special use areas (for example, wilderness areas) would be impacted by the proposed action because the proposed facilities are not located within such areas.  

 

One adverse indirect long-term minor impact to the site and surrounding areas, is that there will be a slight increase in traffic on Snake Hill Road.  However, impacts would be minor due to training exercises and traffic occurring on a periodical basis; therefore, impacts would be insignificant.

 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would not have any impact on the land use of the Project Area because the proposed action would not be implemented.  The adverse short-term impacts on the site would not occur, as the proposed construction activities would not be undertaken.  Also, the beneficial indirect long-term minor impacts on land use would not be realized; the Project Area would remain a vacant, unused parcel of land designated as semi-improved grounds.  

 

4.1.7              Potential Impacts on Hazardous Materials

 

Implementation of the proposed action would result in adverse direct short-term and long-term significant impacts and beneficial in-direct long-term minor impacts.  The potential short-term and long-term adverse impacts would be associated with the potential exposure of construction workers, full time staff, and trainees to the hazardous materials present in the Project Area.  Such hazardous materials include asbestos, lead based paint, potentially contaminated soil, sediment, groundwater and surface water, and potential UXO within the Project Area.  In addition, small quantities of hazardous materials may be used for cleaning and maintenance activities, once the facility is operational. The potential beneficial indirect long-term impact would be the proper disposal of the hazardous material present in the buildings that will be refurbished.  The hazardous material that would be removed and properly disposed of includes asbestos and lead based paint. 

 

Mitigation measures would include:

 

         Perform UXO surveys in areas where soil disturbance would occur

         Remove all asbestos containing materials in accordance with 40 CFR 61 and lead based paint in compliance with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) construction standards (29 CFR1926).  Procedures to comply with the standards identified in 1926.1101 (Asbestos) and 1926.62 (Lead Paint) should be followed, as well as the New Jersey Department of Community Affairs (NJDCA). The National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) regulations are followed for environmental protection.
         Demarcate the area where surface water contamination exists and restrict access to the demarcated area.

         Demarcate the small area where surface soil contamination exists and restrict access to the demarcated area.

         Maintain existing locks on groundwater monitoring wells to prohibit unauthorized access to contaminated groundwater.

         Manage excavated soils in accordance with Picatinny Soil Management SOP, including approval of the disposal facility by the Picatinny Environmental Affairs Office, for any excess soils requiring disposal.
 

No Action Alternative
 

The no action alternative would result in an adverse long-term moderate impact on hazardous waste, as the hazardous materials would remain in the 3500 Area.

 
         Conform to BMP for spill prevention and control during material delivery, use and storage. Also, follow Picatinny Spill Response Plan and notification procedures specified by the Environmental Affairs Office.
         All procurement of chemicals and hazardous material that require a Material Safety Data Sheet (MSDS) must be closely coordinated with the HAZMART for container tracking purposes and EPCRA compliance.
 

4.1.8              Potential Cumulative Impacts
 

Cumulative impacts result from the incremental impact of the proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions within the project area and adjacent properties.  Potential cumulative impacts resulting from the proposed facility could be created by any other training activities that have not yet been defined in the proposed action. Also, potential future activities for the subject property or adjacent properties, which may require the construction of supporting facilities and an increase in operating and training personnel, could create a future cumulative impact. However, future plans for the construction of additional facilities, whether within the 3500 Area or elsewhere on the Base, have not been formulated.  Therefore, the cumulative impacts from future facilities, cannot be reasonably evaluated at this time.
  

4.1.9              Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

 

The proposed action would result primarily in adverse direct short-term impacts during the construction phase and positive long-term major impacts from the operation of the system to be developed under the proposed action.  Table 4-3 summarizes those impacts, presenting the impacts, the mitigation measures, and the level of significance for each resource.
 
 
 
TABLE 4-3
SUMMARY EVALUATION OF THE IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION
 
	Resource
	Potential Impacts
	Mitigation Measures
	Level of Significance

	Air quality
	•       Direct short-term minor impacts would result from exhaust fumes of construction vehicles and potential fugitive dust generated by construction equipment
•       Direct and in-direct long-term impacts from  operation of boilers and an AST
	•      Use BMPs to minimize dust
•      Operate in accordance with Title V Operating Permit
	
•      Not significant

	Noise
	•      Direct short-term minor impacts would result from the use of heavy equipment during construction
•      Direct and indirect long-term moderate impact from operation and training
	•      Limit construction to daylight hours and adhering to local noise ordinances
	•      Mitigation measures would reduce impacts
•      Not significant

	Groundwater
	•      Indirect short and long-term minor impacts from abandonment of monitoring wells and increased groundwater usage during operation
	•      Replace monitoring wells if required by NJDEP and/or the USEPA
	•      Mitigation measures would reduce impacts
•      Not significant

	Surface water
	•      Indirect short-term and long-term impacts on surface water from construction and increasing the amount of impervious surface in the 3500 Area
	•      Use BMPs to minimize erosion and control storm water run-off
	•      Mitigation measures would reduce impacts
•      Not significant

	Wetlands
	•      Indirect short-term minor impacts during construction
	•      Use BMPs to minimize erosion and control storm water run-off
•      Not disturbing the soils or vegetation while renovating buildings within the 150-foot transition area
	•      Mitigation measures would reduce impacts
•      Not significant

	Flood plains
	•      No
	•      No mitigation measures would be necessary
	
•      Not significant

	Topography
	•      No Impact
	•      No mitigation measures would be necessary
	•      Not significant

	Soils
	•      Direct long-term minor impacts on soil.  The impacts would include impaction, displacement, and erosion during construction and excavation activities.
	•      Use BMPs (Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan) to limit impacts on soil
•      Manage excavated soils in accordance with the Picatinny Soil Management SOP
	•      Mitigation measures would reduce impacts
•      Not significant

	Geologic Resources
	•      Direct long-term minor impacts from the displacement of glacial till and boulders
	•      Re-use of boulders on site for landscaping and erosion control
	•      Mitigation measures would reduce impacts
•      Not significant

	Flora
	•      Direct short-term minor impact from removal of vegetation
	•      Implement BMPs to minimize and control storm water run-off
•      Segregate and store topsoil and replace it on areas disturbed during construction after construction has been completed
•      Remove the minimum amount of vegetation necessary
•      Actively revegetate disturbed areas with native vegetation
	•      Mitigation measures would reduce impacts
•      Not significant

	Fauna
	•      Direct short-term minor impact on wildlife because of the loss of habitat and temporary displacement of wildlife during construction
	•      Adhere to the flora mitigation measures
	•      Mitigation measures would reduce impacts
•      Not significant

	Threatened and endangered species
	•      No impact
	
•      No mitigation measures would be necessary. Should  T & E species be encountered, then consulting with USFWS  and/or NJDFW Endangered and Non-Game species office, would be required
	
•      Not significant

	Cultural resources
	•      The proposed action would not impact cultural resources. Follow SOP #2 and #3 of the INCRMP during construction
	•      No mitigation measures would be necessary
	•      Not significant

	Socioeconomic conditions and Environmental Justice
	•      Beneficial direct short-term and long-term minor impacts by creating jobs both during construction and during operation
•      No impact on environmental justice issues
	•      No mitigation measures would be anticipated for impacts on socioeconomic conditions
	•       No significant adverse impact
•        Positive impacts

	Land use
	•      Adverse direct long-term minor impact because this area is currently available to the Rod and Gun Association for small-game hunting and would be closed to hunting when the project is implemented
•      Adverse direct short-term minor impact on land use from disrupting existing land uses during construction
•      Beneficial indirect long-term from the reuse of vacant property
	•      No mitigation measures would be necessary
	•       Not significant
• 

	Hazardous materials
	•      Direct short-term and long-term major impacts related to potential exposure to hazardous materials.
	•      Perform UXO surveys in areas where soil disturbance would occur
•      Remove all asbestos containing materials following 40 CFR 61 and lead based paint in compliance with the OSHA construction standards (29 CFR1926).  Procedures to comply with the standards identified in 1926.1101 (Asbestos) and 1926.62 (Lead Paint) should be followed, as well as the NJ DCA and/or NESHAP.
•      Remediate the contaminated soil, sediment, groundwater and surface water, or prevent exposure to such materials to the construction workers, full time staff, and trainees.
•      Chemicals utilized during operation and maintenance require an MSDS and shall be coordinated through the HAZMART
•      Follow Spill Prevention and Control BMP during material delivery, storage and use.
•      Manage excavated soils in accordance with Picatinny Soil Management SOP, including approval of waste disposal facility for excess soil
 
	•      Mitigation measures would reduce significant impacts
•      Not significant


5.0         CONCLUSIONS

 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) was prepared to evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed action and the no action alternatives on the physical and human environment.  The proposed action is comprised of the refurbishment and reutilization of a former research and development facility and the construction of a new Target Behavior Response Laboratory.  The refurbished buildings and new lab would be the Homeland Defense Technologies and Security Readiness Center, which would support dual use capabilities including experimental capabilities for armament development and training capabilities for Homeland Security Forces.  After analysis presented in previous sections, this EA concludes that the proposed activities would not have any significant adverse impacts on the resources examined herein.  
 
The proposed action would cause a minor direct long-term impact to the land use because small game hunting in the 3500 Area would be prohibited when the project is implemented . The area has been used by the Picatinny Rod & Gun Association to hunt pheasant only, and it has not been used this past season and only minimally in the 2001-2002 small game hunting seasons. The impact is considered minor because other areas currently are and will still be available for hunting.
 

The proposed action would also cause minor adverse impacts on several other resources of the installation, but those impacts would be insignificant and would be reduced through the use of a variety of mitigation measures.  Therefore, the preparation of an EIS is not warranted at this time.  This decision will be documented through a finding of no significant impact (FNSI).
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FIGURE 1
 
USGS SITE LOCATION MAP
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FIGURE 2
 
GENERAL SITE PLAN – 3500 AREA
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
FIGURE 3
 
SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE MAP – 3500 AREA
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
APPENDIX A
 
3500 AREA -TRIP REPORTS
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX B
 
EDR NEPA CHECK - FLOODPLAIN MAP
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
APPENDIX C
 
CONTAMINANTS OF CONCERN
 
(Sources: Picatinny Arsenal “Installation Action Plan”, dated October 2002, and “Picatinny Arsenal, Task Order 5, Phase II, Group 3 Sites, Remedial Investigation Report,” by IT Corporation, dated January 2001.)

 





1 If floor drains are encountered in any building, they will be sealed.
2 Sewer connection requires notification to the Rockaway Valley Regional Sewerage Authority (permit DACA 51-85-c-0134).
3 Requires modification to existing Title V Air Permit for the addition of a heating system.

 



1 Because the project area is part of a CERCLA site, the USEPA offsite policy must be complied with. This requires prior approval of the disposal facility by the Picatinny Environmental Office for any soil removed from the site.
