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3 ~~~~EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

* INTRODUCTION

This environmental impact statement examines the potential impacts to the natural and human
environment resulting from the disposal and reuse of the U.S. Army Jefferson Proving Ground (JPG)

in Madison, Indiana.

In response to changing global security requirements and mandates of federal law, the Department
of the Army is reducing its force structure, resulting in the need for fewer installations to station theI ~ ~~~smaller force. In 1989, the Secretary of Defense approved the recommendation of the Base
Realignment and Closure Commission to close and dispose of the JPG. Cessation of operations is
to occur not later than September 30, 1995.

BACKGROUND

The JPG consists of 55,264 acres in southeastern Indiana, approximately eight miles north of the
Indiana-Kentucky border. The JPG's assets include 379 buildings, 196 miles of improved roads, and
48 miles of boundary fenceline. The installation occupies parts of Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley
Counties. Its mission has been to perform production and post-production tests of conventionalI ~ ~~~ammunition components and other ordnance items and to conduct tests of propellant
ammunition/weapons systems and components for the U.S. Army. The JPG mission has been
realigned to the Yuma Proving Ground in Arizona.

I PROPOSED ACTION

The proposed action analyzed in this environmental impact statement is the disposal of the JPG
facility. Reuse of the excessed property is analyzed as a secondary and cumulative impact of
disposal. Reuse is a direct action of other federal, state, local, and private entities.

I DISPOSAL PROCESS

Several steps must be taken to prepare the JPG facility for disposal. The property must be screened
to determine potential demand by subsequent users. These include elements of the Department of
Defense, other federal agencies, approved providers of homeless assistance per the McKinney Act,
and state and local entities. Expressions of interest may be consummated by outright transfer to
another federal agency, assignment pursuant to the McKinney Act, public benefit discount
conveyance, or sale to government entities or the public. Interim measures, such as leasing portions
or all of the facility, may also be taken.

3 ~~~~The screening process has resulted in an expression of interest by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
for transfer of approximately 53,000 acres of the installation to that agency for development of a
wildlife refuge. Discussions between Army and Fish & Wildlife Service off icials and local community
leaders and representatives are expected to result in a reduction of the amount of acreage requestedI ~ ~~~~by the Fish & Wildlife Service. The general purpose of these discussions is to reach accord on ways
to accommodate local communities' interests in attaining economic development of portions of the
JPG.
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DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES AND REUSE SCENARIOS3

For analysis purposes, the Army has delineated 12 study areas at the JPG. These are identified as
follows:3

Study Area 1. A 53,000 acre parcel for development of a wildlife refuge by the Fish & Wildlife
Service.

Study Area 2. The 4,320 acres lying in the southernmost portion of the base (Jefferson 
County).

Study Area 3. A 1,500 acre parcel on the eastern border of the base (Jefferson County).3

Study Area 4. A 500 acre parcel on the eastern border of the base (Ripley County).

Study Area 5. A 640 acre parcel at the northeast corner of the base (Ripley County). 

Study Area 6. A 130 acre parcel west of Study Area 5 and dependent upon development of
Study Area 7 (Ripley County).I

Study Area 7. A 240 acre parcel along the northern border of the base for a 500 foot right
of way for highway development (State of Indiana).

Study Area 8. A 400 acre parcel in the northwestern corner (Jennings County).

Study Area 9. Two parcels totaling 75 acres near the western border of the base to permit3
access to existing low water crossings (Jennings County).

Study Areal10. A 1,100 acre parcel on the western border of the base (Jefferson County).I

Study Area 1 1. A 1,033 acre parcel in the north central potion of the base for continued use
as an air gunnery range (Ripley County).

Study Area 12. A 140 acre parcel for a 300 foot right of way for an east-west road
approximately bisecting the base (State of Indiana).

Evaluation of environmental impacts of the disposal alternatives and reuse'scenarios is based on this 

segmentation of the installation.

In analyzing the potentialI environmental impacts of the proposed action, the Army has identified threeU
alternatives to disposal.

No action alternative. Closure of the JPG and realignment of the installation's mission has
been mandated. The Army has begun preparing the property for disposal. Property not sold
or transferred after closure and realignment will be placed in caretaker status, the no action
alternative.

Encumbered disposal. Certain natural and man-made circumstances have potential to causeI
environmental impacts upon disposal. These are identified as encumbrances. The
encumbered disposal alternative has been formulated to consider the effect of the Army's
imposing certain encumbrances on future owners as a condition of transfer. To varyingI
degrees, the Army may be able to control these encumbrances and, accordingly, their
environmental and socioeconomic impacts. Encumbrances relevant to disposal of the JPG
include unexploded ordnance, depleted uranium, measures to protect surface water quality,
an air gunnery range buffer, utilities interdependencies, historical resources, remedial
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activities, reversionary clauses in favor of the Fish & Wildlife Service, wetlands, andI ~ ~~~~~endangered species.

Unencumbered disposal The unencumbered disposal alternative is included in order to
identify and evaluate the potential to remove encumbrances, thereby allowing the property
to be disposed of with fewer or no Army imposed restrictions to future use.

Consideration of the encumbrances helps to identify not only environmental and socioeconomicI ~ ~~~factors but also matters such as cost, temporal requirements, and reuse suitability factors. Upon
evaluation of all of the alternatives and their potential environmental and socioeconomic impacts, the3 ~~~Army's preferred alternative is encumbered disposal of the JPG.

Regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality require evaluation of reasonably foreseeable
*actions, without limitation on the party conducting those future actions, and evaluation of consequent
environmental impacts. In addition to development and evaluation of disposal alternatives, the ArmyI ~ ~~has identified three levels of reuse intensity that may occur. Following disposal, property may be
subject to high intensity reuse, medium intensity reuse, or low intensity reuse. Scenarios involving3 ~~~~each of these intensity levels have been developed for the study areas.

ENVIRONMENTAL & SOCIOECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES

3 ~~~Resource areas selected for evaluation include land use, socioeconomic and community facilities,
public health and safety, utilities and solid waste, visual resources, cultural resources, traffic and
transportation, noise, air quality, geology, soils, and topography, biological resources, water
resources, and hazardous materials and hazardous waste (including unexploded ordnance and

depleted uranium).
Direct and indirect impacts on the resource areas of any of the three disposal alternatives would
include a variety of short and long term adverse and beneficial impacts. There would be no significant
impacts in connection with any of the three disposal alternatives.

Direct and indirect impacts on the resource areas of the three reuse scenarios would generallyI ~ ~~~~include a variety of short and long term adverse and beneficial impacts. High intensity reuse of Study
Areas 2 through 6, 8, and 10 would result in long term signif icant direct adverse impacts on land use.
High intensity reuse of Study Areas 2 through 8, 10, and 12 would result in long term significant direct
adverse impacts on utilities and solid waste and biological resources. Medium intensity reuse of
Study Areas 3 through 6, 8, and 10 would result in long term significant direct adverse impacts on
utilities and solid waste. Medium intensity reuse of Study Area 7 would result in long term significant
direct adverse impacts on public health and safety. High intensity reuse of Study Areas 3 through 6,

8, and 10 would result in long term significant indirect adverse impacts on land use.

Cumulative impacts are those resulting from the incremental impact of the proposed action when
added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions. The proposed action of

disposal would not contribute to significant cumulative impacts. High intensity reuse, especially if in
conjunction with unencumbered disposal, could result in significant impacts to land use.

I MITIGATION

3 ~~~~The Army will seek to avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse impacts.

Adherence to the terms of a memorandum of agreement between the Army, the Indiana SHPO, and
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation will help alleviate potential adverse impacts to
archaeological sites and historic resources. Installation security, emergency services, and3 . ~ ~~~maintenance operations in accordance with Army policies during a caretaker period will minimize
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deterioration and help maintain property values both on and off the installation. Prioritization of
remedial actions and use of leases will help ensure timely disposal and reuse.

With respect to the encumbered and unencumbered disposal alternatives, the Army will continue to
work with the Local Redevelopment Authority to identify buildings not having interdependent utilities
systems and to identify means to effect disposal most consistent with reuse plans. The Army will also
complete cultural resources surveys and related actions.

The Army acknowledges that mitigation of impacts which result from reuse are beyond its control andI
authority. In conducting this analysis of impacts, the Army recognizes that certain actions could help
to avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse impacts. Measures that future owners could take
include exercise of sound discretion in land use planning and infrastructure development. AdherenceI
to deed restrictions and enforcement of zoning, subdivision regulations, and building permits could
help maintain visual resources inherent at the JPG site. Implementation of best management
practices to control stormwater runoff and creation of buffer zones around new development could
enhance biological resources protection, especially for those resources which are dependent on the
environment of the several streams that cross the installation.

Jeffersn Provig Groun Septemer 199
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I 1.0 PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE

This environmental impact statement (EIS) examines the potential impacts to the natural and human
environment resulting from the disposal and reuse of the Jefferson Proving Ground (JPG) nearI ~ ~~~Madison, Indiana. This document has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEO) regulations implementing
NEPA.

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED-

In response to changing global security requirements and the mandates of federal law, theI ~ ~~~~~Department of the Army is reducing its force structure, resulting in the need for fewer
installations to station the smaller force. The Army is implementing this national force
structure initiative by consolidating activities to optimize readiness and cost effectiveness and

by disposing of excess property.
In May 1988, the Secretary of Defense established the Commission on Base Realignment
and Closure (Commission) to examine the issue of military installation realignments and
closures. On October 24, 1988, Congress and the President endorsed the Commission and
its charter by passing the Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1988 (Public Law 100-526). The Commission's report to the SecretaryU ~ ~~~~~of Defense on December 29, 1988, recommended the closure of the JPG. The Secretary
of Defense approved the Commission's recommendations on January 5, 1989, and
announced that the Department of Defense would implement them. The JPG is required to
close not later than September 30, 1995, at which time the excess property and buildings will

become available for reuse pending the completion of remedial actions.

The Army seeks to achieve several purposes, or goals, related to the installation disposal
process. These include compliance with all applicable statutory and regulatory requirements
related to sale or transfer of federal property, compliance with all environmental requirements
(e.g., remediation), and full support of the President's Five Point Plan for Revitalizing Base
Closure Communities, announced on July 2,1993. The Army also seeks to attain an endI ~ ~~~~~~result which supports the best interests of the Army and the community in light of cost,
schedule, feasibility, and potential mitigation. The foregoing factors will determine the
decision reached in the Record of Decision. Section 1.5 provides further discussion of these

* ~~~~~~~decisional factors.

1.2 SCOPE

U ~~~~~The 1988 Base Closure and Realignment Act specifies that the NEPA does not apply to
actions of the President, the Commission, or the Department of Defense, except during the
process of property disposal and during the process of relocating functions from a military
installation being closed or realigned to another military installation after the receiving
installation has been selected but before the functions are relocated.

The 1988 Base Closure and Realignment Act specifies that in applying the provisions ofI ~ ~~~~~~NEPA to the closure process, the Secretary of Defense and the secretaries of the military
departments concerned shall not have to consider the need for closing or realigning the
military installation which has been recommended for closure or realignment by theI ~ ~~~~~~Commission, the need for transferring functions to any military installation which has been
selected as the receiving installation, or military installations alternative to those
recommended or selected.

I ~~~~~NEPA does not apply to the Base Realignment and Closure Commission's deliberations and
decision process nor to the realignment or closing action itself, but it does apply to disposal
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as an Army action and reuse of the property as an indirect effect of disposal. In this EIS,
three disposal alternatives (encumbered, unencumbered, and caretaker) are evaluated.
They are explained in detail in Chapter 3. Reuse alternatives in terms of high, medium, and
low intensity use are also described in Chapter 3. As specific proposals are developed for
reuse, the Army may conduct additional analyses in accordance with NEPA. It is anticipated
that such further impacts analsyes would rely heavily on matters brought to light in this
document. A list of acronyms and abbreviations is provided on a foldout sheet provided as
the last page of this document.

1.3 IMPACT ANALYSIS

This EIS identifies, documents, and evaluates the effects of disposal and reuse of the JPG 
under a variety of scenarios. This EIS analyzes direct impacts (those caused by the
proposed action and occurring at the same time and place) and indirect impacts (those
caused by the proposed action but occurring later in time or farther removed in distance but

still reasonably for'eseeable).

The baseline year for the EIS analysis is 1989, the year of the decision to close the JPG. The
affected environment described in Chapter 4, Affected Environment," is the environment of
the baseline year. Potential effects on the environment of disposal alternatives and reuse
scenarios are compared to the 1989 environment. In light of certain events, such as
progress made in environmental restoration of the facility, limited portions of this EIS refer

to more recent circumstances.
An interdisciplinary team of environmentalists, biologists, planners, economists, engineers,
archaeologists, historians, scientists, and military technicians analyzed the proposed action
against the existing conditions and identified the relevant beneficial and adverse effects
associated with the action. The effects are described in Chapter 5, "Environmental and
Socioeconomic Consequences."3

1.4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

1.4.1 Public Involvement Process3

The EIS process is designed to involve the public in federal decision making. During the
preparation of this EIS, comments from concerned individuals, agencies, and organizationsI
are welcome at any time. Formal opportunities to comment and participate are outlined in
Figure 1-1.

Measures to involve the public in this EIS have included providing names of points of contactI
in the Notice of Intent (see Appendix A), publishing notices in local newspapers of a scoping
meeting, and conducting an open scoping meeting in Madison, Indiana. A hearing was held
to receive comments on this document. Oral comments at that hearing concerning the
Army's proposed action were transcribed for the record. Members of the public could elect
to submit written comments within 45 days of availability to the public of the Draft EIS. Both
oral and written comments will be evaluated and reflected, as appropriate, in the Final EIS.3

1.4.2 Notice of Intent

The public was notified of the Army's intent to prepare this EIS by publication of a Notice of

I ntent (Appendix A) i n the Federal Register on Decembe r 30, 1992.
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Figure 1-1. Public Involvement Opportunities in the EIS Process

1.4.3 Scoping Meeting

The first step in the preparation of an EIS is to scope, or identify, the issues to be addressed
in the analysis and documentation. Often, at the beginning of the analysis, little is known
about the potential impacts of a proposed action, so public and agency participation are
solicited as early as possible to assist in identifying the critical issues to be analyzed in t he

I ~~~~~Two public scoping meetings were held in the afternoon and evening on February 11, 1993,
at the Salvation Army Hall in Madison, Indiana, to gather initial public input on issues and
concerns pertaining to the disposal and reuse of the JPG. Announcements of the public
scoping meeting were published in the Madison Courier on January 28, 1993. At the
meeting, attendees expressed interest and concern over the reuse of the site. Several
interested persons and groups presented their ideas for the reuse of the JPG. These ideas

* ~~~~~~~included:

* Reuse of portions of the JPG property by the Indiana Air and Army National Guard
for maneuvers, which would involve surface and air weapons firing, tank maneuvers,

* ~~~~~~~~~~and helicopter fly-ins,

* Reuse by a private industry/organization supporting a proposed research and
development center for remediation of unexploded ordnance,

* Reuse of the airport facility on the JPG property to promote economic development
in the immediate area,

* ~~Jefferson Proving Ground Pae13September 1995
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Reuse of a portion of JPG for a veterans cemetery,

Recommendations for the development of an on-site recycling center, a trash
incinerator, or a special trash compactor to recycle trash in the form of building
blocks, and
Reuse as a Conservation and Wildlife Refuge.

Other issues included the concern over thq use of the JPG as a waste disposal site for other
states; cleanup concerns and remedies for the JPG's environmental condition, including
cleanup of the cantonment area south of the firing line; and interim uses and availability of
portions of the JPG property.I

1.4.4 Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The public was invited to review and comment on the Draft EIS. A Notice of Availability was
published in the Federal Register, public notices were mailed to those on the mailing list, and
press releases were furnished to the local news media. A public comment period of more
than 45 days followed the Notice of Availability. This period provided an opportunity for theI
public to review the issues addressed in the impact analysis, as well as offer appropriate
comments on any aspect of the process.

1.4.5 Public Meeting

On April 25,1995, during the public comment and review period for the Draft EIS, a public
hearing was held to receive oral and written comments on the document. Approximately 75
people attended the evening meeting, held at the Salvation Army Hall in Madison, Indiana.
A verbatim transcript as well as responses to comments made at that meeting are provided
in Appendices H and .

1.4.6 Final Environmental Impact Statement

A Final EIS has been prepared to incorporate and respond to comments received on the
Draft EIS. Copies of the Final EIS will be furnished to all who commented on the Draft EIS
and to others requesting it. A Notice of Availability of the Final EIS will be published in the
Federal Register, as well as in public notices and press releases. There will be a 30-day
waiting period after the Final EIS is published, after which the Army will prepare a Record of
Decision (ROD). The ROD will state how the disposal of the JPG property will take place
considering the impacts addressed in the EIS, any mitigation measures, and an overview ofI
the impacts associated with various reuse scenarios.

1.4.7 Contaminated Site Remediation Public Review Process3

Remediation or cleanup of contaminated sites under the Army's Installation Restoration
Program (IRP) includes public involvement. This program is separate from, but often
confused with, the EIS process because the actions usually occur simultaneously duringI
installation disposal. Studies and reports for remediation actions are made available at the
public information repositories located in the surrounding communities. Remedial actions
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980I(CERCLA) include formal opportunities for public participation in reviewing documents and
public meetings. This EIS addresses the sites under remediation by describing the nature
and extent of the contamination in an overall environmental context and referring to their
remedial status (Chapter 4). The public will be kept informed about additional studies as theyI
become available and will be invited to participate in public meetings for those actions.
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* ~~1.5 FRAMEWORK FOR DISPOSAL

Numerous factors contribute to Army decisions relating to disposal of installations. The
Defense Authorization Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988 triggers
reference to several other statutes and directives. Besides adherence to the Base Closure
and Realignment Act's requirements, the Army must abide by rules pertaining to transfer of
federal property, as well as Executive Branch policies. There are also practical concerns
such as identifying base assets to allow for disposal in a manner most consistent with

statutory and regulatory guidance. These matters are discussed further below.

1.5.1 Base Closure and Realignment Act Procedural Requirements

1.5.1.1 Statutory Provisions

The disposal process is governed by the Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988 (Public
Law 100-526) and the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as
amended (40 U.S.C. 471 et seq.). The latter is implemented by the Federal Property
Management Regulations at Title 41 Code of Federal Regulations, Part 101 -47. Under the
Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1988, the authority of the Secretary of Defense to carry
out any closure or realignment under that Act shall terminate on October 1, 1995.

1.5.1.2 Screening Process

Upon being designated for closure and disposal, the JPG property is subjected to specific
procedures designed to identify potential subsequent users. That is, the installation must be
offered to a hierarchy of potential takers. This is called the screening process. The
screening process is discussed in depth in Section 2.2.6.

I ~~~1.5.1.3 The President's Five Point Plan

On July 2, 1993, President Clinton announced a major new program to speed the economic
recovery of communities near closing military bases. The President pledged to give top
priority to early reuse of each base's valuable assets. Principal goals of the initiative are to
provide for rapid redevelopment and creation of new jobs. In announcing the program, the

* ~~~~~~~President outlined five parts of his community revitalization plan:

Jobs-centered property disposal that puts local economic redevelopment first,

* * ~~~~~~~~Fast-track environmental cleanup that removes needless delays while protecting
human health and the environment,

* * ~~~~~~~~Appointment of transition coordinators at major bases slated for closure

Easy access to transition and redevelopment help for workers and communities, and

* 0 ~~~~~~~~Larger economic development planning grants to base closure communities.

The Army is fully committed to the President's Five Point Plan. A Base Transition
Coordinator has been appointed for the JPG, and the Army has taken an active role in

providing the local community assistance in every permissible way.
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1.5.1.4 The Pryor Amendment

Congress endorsed the President's plan by enacting Title XXIX of Public Law 103-160, Base
Closure Communities Assistance, popularly known as the "Pryor Amendment" in recognition
of its principal legislative sponsor. Title XXIX provides legal authority to carry out the
President's plan by granting conveyances of real and personal property at or below fairI
market value to local redevelopment authorities and by authorizing the sharing of profits on
subsequent leases and sales. Title XXIX also creates a new category of public benefit
transfer, the economic development conveyance. Exercise of economic developmentI
conveyance authority permits the DoD to convey land and buildings to redevelopment
authorities (initially at no cost) after determining that the base, or significant portions thereof,
cannot be sold in accordance with the rapid job creation concept. Economic development
conveyances may help induce a market for the property and, thereby, enhance economicI
recovery. An interim final rule implementing the Pryor Amendment was published in the
Federal Register on April 6, 1994, and amended on October 26, 1994.

1.5.2 Relevant Statutes and Executive Orders

The following statutes bear on disposal decisions related to the JPG. The discussions note
their relevance to the disposal process.I

Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act. In October 1992, Congress
amended Section 120(h) of CERCLA with the Community Environmental ResponseI
Facilitation Act (CERFA), Public Law 102-426. CERFA establishes new
requirements for contamination assessment, cleanup, and regulatory agency
notification/concurrence for federal facility transfers. CERFA requires federal
agencies to identify uncontaminated parcels, with regulatory concurrence, and itI
allows transfer by deed of remediated parcels at the point when successful operation
of an approved remedy has been demonstrated to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA). CERFA requires that the identification shall consider petroleumI
products as well as CERCLA hazardous substances. For real property which is part
of a facility listed on the National Priorities List, the identification shall not be
considered complete until concurred in by the EPA Administrator. For real property
not on the National Priorities List, the identification shall not be considered completeI
until concurred in by the State. The law requires a transferring agency to provide a
covenant, when transferring parcels identified as uncontaminated, that any response
action or corrective action found to be necessary will be undertaken by the United
States. The deed for such parcels must also provide a right of access to perform
any additional response action, including appropriate investigations. Although
CERFA does not mandate that the Army transfer real property identified as
immediately available, it is the first step in satisfying the objective of identifying realI
property where no CERCLA-regulated hazardous substances or petroleum products
were stored, released or disposed.

Clean Air Act. The Clean Air Act (CAA) controls the emission of pollutants into theU
atmosphere. Under the CAA, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has
established national ambient air standards. These standards, which express
concentrations of designated pollutants, are called the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS). The NAAQS, uniformly applied throughout the nation, are
time-averaged concentrations of the specified pollutants that cannot be exceeded
in the ambient air more than a specified number of times. Standards have been
established for the pollutants sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogenI
oxides, lead, and particulates (matter less than 10 microns in diameter). The
NAAQS are to be achieved by the States through State Implementation Plans which
provide limitations, schedules, and timetables for compliance with NAAQS byI
stationary sources and transportation control plans for mobile sources.
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Amendments to the Clean Air Act in 1990 introduced, at Section 176(c) of the Act,
a requirement that "No department, agency, or instrumentality of the Federal
Govemnment shall engage in, support in any way, or provide financial assistance for,
license or permit, or approve any activity which does not conform to an
implementation plan ... approved or promulgated. The assurance of conformity..
shall be an affirmative responsibility of the head of such department, agency, or
instrumentality." Conformity to an implementation plan means conformity to an
implementation plan's purpose of eliminating or reducing the severity and number
of violations of the NAAQS and achieving expeditious attainment of such standards.I ~ ~~~~~~~~~It further refers to conducting activities so that they will not cause or contribute to any
new violation of any standard in any area, increase the frequency or severity of any
existing violation of any standard in any area, or delay timely attainment of any
standard of any required interim emission reductions or other milestones in any area.
Regulations regarding determining conformity of general federal actions to
implementation plans were published in the Federal Register on March 15, 1993.

I S~ ~~~~~~ Clean Water Act Since major amendments in 1977, the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act has been known as the Clean Water Act (WA). This statute, which
seeks to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the
Nation's waters, identifies certain pollutants and sets required treatment levels for
those pollutants. The CWA addresses both point source and non-point source
discharges. Point sources are distinct entities that discharge wastewater with
pollutants into rivers or lakes through pipes, ditches, canals, etc. or distinct
conveyances. Non-point sources are those that do not discharge wastewater from
a discrete conveyance (e.g., agricultural lands, construction sites, parking lots,
streets, etc).

U ~~~~~~~~~Section 402 of the CWA establishes the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) program. NPDES permits are required for all point source
discharges to waters of the United States, including discharges of stormwater
associated with industrial activities.

0 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act This
statute, better known as Superfund, addresses sites where there are releases orI ~ ~~~~~~threats of releases hazardous substances. The Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) expanded applicability of the law to federal

* ~~~~~~~~~~~~facilities.

Procedures for conducting cleanup are governed by the National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. Major steps in the cleanup process include
preliminary assessment and site investigation of hazardous substances releases,I ~ ~~~~~~~~remedial investigation and preparation of feasibility studies for cleanup, a record of
decision (ROD) for selecting cleanup, and design of remedial measures and
implementation of remedial action. The process includes creation and maintenance
of an administrative record for public review and notices to the public for review and

comment at major junctures.
Army compliance with the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan is via the IRP. The IRP is conducted at locations having past
hazardous waste sites requiring remediation.

Endangered Species Act Under the Endangered Species Act federal agencies areU ~ ~~~~~~~~required to conserve species that have been listed as endangered or threatened.
All federal agencies must consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) to ensure
that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by the agency is not likely toI ~ ~~~~~~~~jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or to
result in destruction or adverse modification of its critical habitat. This mechanism,
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deriving from Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, is often referred to as the
consultation process. While the consultation process is in progress, an agency is
forbidden to make any irretrievable commitment of resources to its project. TheI
consultation typically leads to the FWS's suggestion of alternatives or mitigating
measures that can be incorporated into the project, thereby allowing its completion.

The Endangered Species Act p rohibits the taking of endangered fish and wildlifeI
species. Taking includes harassing, harming, pursuing, hunting, shooting,
wounding, killing, trapping, capturing, collecting, or attempting to do any of these
things. With respect to taking of endangered plants, it is prohibited to remove themI
or reduce them to one's possession. Under the Endangered Species Act, the
Secretary of the Interior issues regulations to conserve threatened species.

Amendments to the Endangered Species Act in 1982 allow the Secretary of theI
Interior to approve "incidental" takings of listed species if, after notice and comment,
he finds that the taking will be incidental, the applicant will exert maximum effort to
minimize and mitigate impacts of takings, the applicant will ensure adequate fundingU
for the plan, and that the taking will not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival
and recovery of the species in the wild.

Executive Orders. Five Executive Orders address topics relevant to the Army'sI
disposal and reuse of the JPG:

Executive Order 11990, "Protection of Wetlands,' establishes a policy to avoid, toI
the extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the
destruction or modification of wetlands, and to avoid direct or indirect support of new
construction in wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative. The term
".wetlands" means those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface orI
groundwater at a frequency and duration sufficient to support and, that under normal
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in
saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and
similar areas.

Executive Order 11988, "Floodplain Management," declares a policy to avoid, to the
extent possible, the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with theI
occupancy and modification of floodplains and to avoid direct or indirect support of
floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. The term
"floodplain" is defined as the low land and relating flat areas adjoining inland and
coastal waters, including at a minimum that area subject to a one percent or greater
chance of flooding in a given year.

Executive Order 12088, "Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards,"
October 13, 1978, provides that federal agencies are to comply with all federal, state,
and local environmental requirements. In the context of the JPG disposal, these
requirements will continue so long as the Army retains any indicia of ownership of
the property, including that period that the installation might be held in caretaker
status (see Section 3.2.3).

Executive Order 12580, "Superfund Implementation," January 23,1987, delegates
to agency heads several decision making authorities under the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act.

Executive Order 12898, "Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice inI
Minority Populations and Low Income Populations," February 11, 1994, requires that
federal agencies conduct their programs, policies, and activities that substantially
affect human health or the environment in a manner that ensures that such
programs, policies, and activities do not have the effect of excluding persons
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(including populations) from participation in, denying persons (including populations)
the benefits of, or subjecting persons (including populations) to discrimination under,
such programs, policies, and activities because of their race, color, or national origin.
On February 11, 1994, the President also issued a memorandum for heads of all
departments and agencies, directing that the EPA, whenever reviewingI ~ ~~~~~~~~environmental effects of proposed actions pursuant to its authority under Section 309
of the CAA, ensure that the involved agency has fully analyzed environmental effects
on minority communities and low income communities, including human health,
social, and economic effects.

National Historic Preservation Act. The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
(NHPA) protects buildings, sites, districts, structures, and objects that haveI ~ ~~~~~~~~significant scientific, historic, or cultural value. The Act establishes affirmative
responsibilities of federal agencies to preserve historic and prehistoric resources.
Effects on properties that are on, or eligible for, the National Register of Historic
Places must be taken into account in planning and operations. Any property thatI ~ ~~~~~~~~may qualify for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places must not be
inadvertently transferred, sold, demolished, substantially altered, or allowed to

* ~~~~~~~~~~deteriorate.

National Register of Historic Places criteria are those qualities of significance in
American history, architecture, engineering, archeology, and culture that are present
in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are of state, local, regional,
or national importance. These properties possess integrity of location, design,
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association.

Fulfillment of the purposes of the NHPA is assisted through coordination with the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and with Indiana State Historic
Preservation Off icer (SHPO).

I ~~~~~~~Resource Conservation and Recovery Act. Under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency defines those
wastes that are hazardous and regulates their generation, treatment, storage,
transportation, and disposal. The EPA also establishes technical and performance
requirements for hazardous waste management units and exercises responsibility
over a permit system for hazardous waste management facilities. The RCRA is also
the source for regulations pertaining to solid waste management and underground

storage tank management.
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I 2.0 PROPOSED ACTION

* ~~2.1 INTRODUCTION

The proposed action analyzed in this EIS is the disposal of the entire JPG facility, consisting
of buildings and property. The JPG, consisting of 55,264 acres, includes 379 buildings, 196
miles of improved roads, and 48 miles of boundary fenceline.

The disposal action requires pre-disposal activities, including cleanup of contaminated sites,
determination of interim uses prior to final property transfer, determination of method ofI ~ ~~~~~disposal, and a screening process to determine whether other DoD, federal, state, orhomeless organizations may reuse the facilities. The property can be disposed of either as
encumbered or unencumbered. Encumbered disposal would identify and incorporate reuse
constraints from natural or human-made features. Unencumbered disposal would not haveI ~ ~~~~~any reuse constraints, or the Army would take action to remove constraints before
transfering the property. Encumbered and unencumbered disposal are discussed more fully

* ~~~~~~~in Chapter 3.

Army disposal of property will enable other federal or non-federal reuse. To facilitate
community reuse planning, the EIS proposes and analyzes high, medium, and low intensity
reuse scenarios. Since reuse of the installation by future occupants is beyond the directI ~ ~~~~~control of the Army, it is considered a secondary action. Because reuse is considered a
secondary action to disposal, potential environmental effects from reuse are analyzed as
indirect impacts of the proposed disposal action.

Both the disposal alternatives and reuse scenarios are further described in the following
section. Methods of disposal and reuse are described in Chapter 3. The reuse plan
developed by the local community provides the basis for estimates of the types and
intensities of land uses that may occur at the JPG in the future.

2.1.1 Location

The JPG is located in southeastern Indiana, approximately eight miles north of the Indiana-
Kentucky border. See Figure 2-1. The installation, occupying parts of Jefferson, Jennings,
and Ripley Counties, is about 17.2 miles in length and ranges from four to six miles in width.
Lands surrounding the JPG are predominantly farmland and woodlands, with there being
some small towns and rural residential land use. See Figure 2-2. The JPG is located within
90 miles of Cincinnati, Ohio, Indianapolis, Indiana, and Louisville, Kentucky.

2.1.2 Mission

Until September 30,1994, date of cessation of active operations at the JPG, the installation's
mission was to perform production and post-production tests of conventional ammunition
components and other ordnance items and to conduct tests of- propellant
ammunition/weapons systems and components for the U.S. Army. This and past similar
missions have been performed at the JPG for more than five decades.

2.2 DISPOSAL PROCESS

Several major actions must be accomplished in order to prepare excess JPG property for
disposal. Figure 2-3 outlines these actions and provides general timelines established for
each of the disposal elements. The following subsections will further detail the action
involved in the disposal process.
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partial realignment by that time to
the Yuma Proving Ground. At the
end of calendar 1994, there were
182 personnel working at the JPG.' Nebra ka
Caretaker functions will be handled
by an outside contractor. The
number of personnel required to -
provide caretaker services has notI ~ ~~~~~been defined. It can be expected
that the caretaker force would
reduce in size as disposal of the3 ~~~~~~~property or parcels proceeds.

2.2.3 Environmental Compliance3 ~~~~and Restoration

The process leading to the disposal
or transfer of excess Army propertyI ~ ~~~~~~~includes certification that properties
are suitable.-for disposal, and that \ nnsCy
environmental cleanup of
contaminated sites is
accomplished to the degree
required by proposed future uses.
The Army has taken several
measures with respect to
environmental compliance and
remediation.

U ~ ~ ~~~~0 Prior to the 1989 base
closure announcement,
there were limited
e nv ir on me ntalI

assessments conducted at
the JPG. A PreliminaryFiue22LoatyfJP
A ss e ss m e n t /Si t e Fgr22 oaiyI ~ ~~~~~~~~~Investigation was
perofmnred in the early
1980's and was updated in
1988. A remedial
investigation was conducted in 1988 on the Gate 19 Landfill and three solvent
disposal pits.

3 ~~ ~~~~0 Upon the JPG's being slated for closure in 1989, additional environmental
assessments were completed. In March 1990, USATHAMVA completed an enhanced
preliminary assessment to address the environmental quality at the JPG. The
enhanced preliminary assessment included visual inspection of the JPG and review
of all available documents and files. As a reuslt of this effort, 53 areas requiring
environmental evaluation were identified. A follow-on Master Environmental Plan
was completed in November 1990. This plan identified additional data needs and
sampling requirements for the areas requiring environmental evaluation.
In February 1992, EPA Region V completed a Draft RCRA Facility Assessment
Report for the JPG. This report identified 86 solid waste management units.
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Figure 2-3. Excess Property Disposal Process

The Army is performing a remedial investigation (RI) in the area south of the firingI
line, which consists of approximately 4,300 acres. The RI was initiated in 1992 to
evaluate 50 sites. A draft report was submitted to the regulatory agencies (state and
EPA) in July 1994. Numerous comments were received from the regulatory
agencies regarding data quality and recommendations for additional sampling.
Subsequently, the data quality concerns have been resolved and workplans for
additional sampling were drafted in September 1995. Additional field work will
proceed in the spring of 1996. The RI report is projected to be completed in late
1997 and the feasibility study would follow thereafter.

Due to setbacks in the RI process, measures are underway to simplify and expedite
other aspects of the cleanup process. Twenty-two sites are being proposed to be
eliminated from the RIor deferred to another study for various reasons via no further
action documents. Approximately 28 sites will remain in the RI. Approximately 9
sites are being proposed for voluntary removal actions to remove contaminant
sources or cleanup the sites.
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* To Facilitate environmental restoration, the installation Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) Environmental Coordinator has formed a BRAG Cleanup Team
composed of the BRAC Environmental Coordinator, a representative of EPA Region
V, and a representative of the Indiana Department of Environmental Management
(IDEM). Based on the findings of the remediation studies, the BRAC Cleanup Team
prepared iRs BRAG Cleanup Plan (Version ) to guide remediation. An installation
Restoration Advisory Board has also been convened. The group, composed of
interested citizens and co-chaired by the BRAC Environmental Coordinator, advises
on formulation of the BRAC Cleanup Plan. All Restoration Advisory Board meetings
are open to the public. The BRAG Cleanup Plan will address regulatory and public
concerns and will plan remnediation based on the priorities established by the
community for reuse of the installation.

* Public participation in the IRP process is separate and distinct from the process for
this EIS. As shown in Figure 2-3, the restoration process will likely extend beyond
the timeline established for the completion of this EIS.

* Before any property transf er, an environmental report will be completed to describe
environmental conditions and to identify any necessary land use restrictions, if

applicable.

It is anticipated that JPG excess property will be disposed of by a number of smaller parcels
versus disposal of the entire installation at one time. Therefore, specif ic remedial actions will
be accomplished over a period of several years based on disposal priorities, the complexity
of proposed remedial actions, and other pertinent factors.

I ~~~2.2.4 Cultural Resources

The JPG property encompasses several potential archaeological sites and historic structures
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. A Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) in July 1992 with the SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation obligates the Army to take affirmative actions in making determinations
regarding the potential presence of archaeological resources at the installation. Studies

supporting the MOA continue.

2.2.5 Biological Surveys

Several statutory and regulatory requirements for the protection and conservation of natural
resources apply to Army actions like the disposal of the JPG property. These include the
Sikes Act (1 6 USC 670a-f), the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act (Public Law 96-366), the
Endangered Species Act (Public Law 93-205), and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (Public Law
99-645). Actions which may adversely affect federally listed threatened or endangered
species requires consultation with the FWS. In January 1994, the JPG and the FWS enteredI ~ ~~~~~~into a memorandum of agreement for preparation of a fish and wildlife management plan to
provide guidelines for managing fish and wildlife resources on the base. The FWS produced
Jefferson Proving Ground Fish and Wildlife Management Plan, September 1994 in support
of the natural resources management function at the JPG.

2.2.6 Real Estate Disposal

U ~~~~~The disposal process for the JPG facility is governed by the Defense Authorization
Amendments and Base Closure and Realignment Act, the Federal Property and
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, the Surplus Property Act of 1944, and the

Federal Property Management Regulations. The Army must also comply with requirements
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of the Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, Title XXIX of the 1994 Defense Authorization Act
(Base Closure Communities Assistance, popularly known as the 'Pryor Amendment"), and other laws andI
regulations such as Title 1 0, U.S. Code and Army Regulations affecting the disposition of federal real property.

Section 2903 of Public Law 103-160 (the Pryor Amendment) established additional authority
for the transfer of excess property at closed installations to affected communities and states.
DoD published implementing guidance in the Federal Register on April 6, 1994 (32 CFR
Parts 90 and 91) and an amendment on October 26, 1994. Pertinent elements of the real

estate screening and disposal process are discussed below.

Disposal Process. The Army is presently involved in the property screening process
pursuant to the Federal Property Management Regulations (41 CFR 101.47).. These
regulations provide for five primary methods for disposal:

a Transfer to Another Federal Agency. The Army would transfer administrative or
jurisdictional control to another federal agency.

* Assignment Pursuant to the McKinney Act The Army would assign the property to
the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, which would convey or lease

the property to homeless providers.

Public Benefit Discount Conveyance. State or local government entities may obtain
property at less than fair market value when sponsored by a federal agency for uses .
that would benefit the public (e.g., aviation, education, health, recreation, wildlife
conservation, historic preservation, public highway, correctional facility). Local
Redevelopment Authorities may submit an Economic Development Conveyance

request to create new jobs.

* Negotiated Sale. The Army would sell the property by negotiation to state or local
agencies at fair market value.

* Competitive Sale. Sale to the public would occur through either an invitation for bids
or an auction.

To ensure that important natural and cultural resources are protected by all future owners,
deed conditions or restrictions would be incorporated into bills of sale or other land transfer
documents. Such conditions or restrictions could include special conservation easements
to protect significant natural resources areas such as critical wildlife habitat areas. As
appropriate, utilities easements will be referenced in or incorporated into property
conveyance documents. Easements would also be required to allow the Army continued

access for disposal and cleanup activities.

The Army may transfer the property as a whole, after all cleanup activities are complete, or
in parcels as cleanup activities are completed or are in progress and approved by the EPA
Regional Administrator. These methods allow environmentally uncontaminated parcels to
be transferred while the cleanup process continues on other portions of the facility.

Screening Process. The method of disposal is determined by a four step screeningI
procedure. This process assesses the demand for the facilities by the DoD, other federal
agencies, homeless providers, state and local agencies, and public sale. The screening
process is discussed below.

* DoD Screening. Screening begins with departments and entities within DoD that
may have uses for the facilities or the property. They can acquire it through an intra-
agency property transfer without reimbursement; however, the Secretary must giveI

priority to any department that agrees to pay fair market value on the basis of the use
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of the property. DoD) screening was completed on October 30. 1989. There wereI ~ ~~~~~~~no requests from other Dol) organizations for use of the JPG property.

Other Federal Agency Screening. The second step in screening involves offering
the property to other federal agencies. If an agency has an interest in acquiring part
or all of the property, it can be transferred, to include transfer of administrative and
jurisdictional control. Federal agencies can also recommend use of the property for
a specific public benefit purpose on behalf of a state or local governmental entity.I ~ ~~~~~~~~If no federal agency expresses interest in the property, the property is declared
surplus to the federal government. Screening for use of JPG by other Federal
agencies is complete, with there being on March 31, 1994, a request by the FWS for
transfer of approximately 53,000 acres.

McKinney Act Screening. The Stewart B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Act, as
amended (42 U.S.C. 11301), permits Health and Human Services (HHS) approvedI ~ ~~~~~~~providers of assistance to the homeless to receive high priority in acquiring
unneeded land and buildings on federal properties. Surplus and excess property
reported to the Department of Housing and Urban Development for a determination
of suitability for use as a facility to assist the homeless is listed in the FederalI ~ ~~~~~~Register. This announcement begins a 60-day holding period during which
homeless providers may express interest in the property. Homeless providers
indicating an interest in a listed property have an additional 90 days to submit a
formal application to Health and Human Services. Upon receipt of a formal
application, HHS has 25 days to review and complete all necessary actions. During
the McKinney Act screening process, the property is not available for any purpose

* ~~~~~~~~~other than to assist the homeless.

The JPG facility includes 13 family housing units of possible interest to homeless
assistance providers. The McKinney Act screening concluded in March 1995, with
no expressions of interest.

State and Local Screening. Surplus property not acquired by homeless providers
during the McKinney Act screening then becomes available to state and localI ~ ~~~~~~~~governments. State and local entities may pursue three options for property transfer
public benefit conveyance, competitive sale, or negotiated sale. Public benefit
conveyances include use restrictions and are typically granted for such as public
airports, prisons, public education, recreation facilities, and historic monuments. A
public benefit conveyance must be sponsored by a federal agency to be considered
for transfer. The 1994 Defense Authorization Act also allows conveyance of property
for less than fair market value or even at no cost for economic development and jobI ~ ~~~~~~~creation, as proposed in President Clintons Five Point Plan. To obtain such a
conveyance, the Local Redevelopment Authority must receive approval from the
Secretary of the Army for its Economic Development Conveyance request. The
Economic Development Conveyance should only be used when other federal
property disposal authorities for the intended land use cannot be used to accomplish
the necessary economic redevelopment. The Section 2903 conveyance mechanism
requires that the Army prepare an explanatory statement for its permanent files

indicating why fair market value was not received.
Eligible public entities may also request negotiated sale of the federal property
without the imposition of use restrictions. Unlike public benefit conveyances,I ~ ~~~~~~~~negotiated sales attempt to secure a return for the federal government, which must
obtain fair market value for the property. Surplus properties not claimed by state or
local governments are then offered for public sale at fair market value. Disposal
methods may include sealed bids, public auction, or negotiation. Surplus federal
property disposed through public sale does not contain any federal use restrictions
and is only bound by local zoning and. land use regulations..

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995
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Current Status at JPG. The state and local property screening process concluded with
expressions of interest from (1) Jefferson County for 645 acres in the cantonment area to
create a public park, (2) the Port Authority of Madison, Indiana, for Building 216 and rail
trackage in the cantonment area, and (3) the Southeastern Indiana Solid Waste District for
Buildings 108/108A to serve as a regional processing center for recyclables. The Local
Redevelopment Authority's Economic Development Conveyance application was rejected by
the Army in June 1995.

Interim Uses. Because DoD cannot cdnvey contaminated property until remediation efforts
are in place and operating properly, leasing is often the only means to allow suitable
economic reuse to occur on substantial portions of closing installations. The Military Leasing
Act of 1956 (10 U.S. Code, §2667, as amended) permits the Army to implement interim
leasing of excess facilities if it is in the public interest. Under this provision a lease cannot
exceed one year, but it may be renewed annually by the Army for up to five years. A longer
term lease may be instituted if it would promote national defense or be in the public interest.
Interim uses cannot preclude any future Army options or irrevocably commit resources. PriorI
to any leasing or permitting, the Army must complete a Finding of Suitability to Lease
documenting that the facility is clean and safe to use. Leased properties may be transferred
by deed to future owners when the property is disposed. As circumstances develop, the
Army intends to pursue these options if made available. To speed reuse by non-ArmyI
parties, the Army supports interim leasing of facilities at JPG.

2.2.7 Local Reuse Committee

In September 1993, officials of Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley Counties, pursuant to state
law, entered into a local cooperation agreement to form the Jefferson Proving Ground
Regional Development Board (JPGRDB). The JPGRDB was designed, among other things,
to oversee development of an economic diversification strategy and JPG reuse plan and to
assist with implementation of identified redevelopment strategies. The local cooperation
agreement provides for there being f ive members appointed by each county and staff ing withI
a Redevelopment Coordinator.

In July 1994, the JPGRDB produced the Jefferson Proving Ground Reuse Plan. The reuse
plan envisions initiation of numerous kinds of activities to replace the economic impactsI
caused by departure of the military mission. Types of activities presented in the reuse plan
include agribusiness park, agribusiness/industrial park, wildlife refuge, commercial/public
recreation, like-kind testing of weapons and ammunition, military/national guard training,I
unexploded ordnance research, solid waste management, prison/correctional facility,,
housing, aviation, corporate training, and reserve parcels for future initiatives.

In September 1994, the JPGRDB published an addendum to its reuse plan. The addendumI
provides more specific reuse alternatives for parcels throughout the JPG property. Included
in the addendum were desires for use of the cantonment area for business and other types
of development; a southeastern reserve parcel for roadway improvement, business
development, unexploded ordnance research, or a solid waste management facility; a
northeastern reserve parcel for a solid waste facility or unexploded ordnance research; a
northeast corner parcel for agribusiness and economic development initiatives; a parcel near3
Holton, Indiana for business or economic development initiatives; a 500 foot right of way for
roadway improvement along the base's northern border, northwestern parcels for business
or economic development initiatives; small parcels at Graham and Little Graham Creeks for
low-water crossing use; a southwestern reserve parcel for private party use as a nationalI
training facility; an air gunnery range for use by the Indiana Air National Guard; a 300 foot
east-west bisecting corridor for roadway development; a 1,000 acre parcel for a solid waste
management facility; a wetlands mitigation bank of indeterminate size; and an unexploded

ordnance research facility site of indeterminate size or location.
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Extracts of the July 1994 and September 1994 reuse plans are provided at Appendix B.

In 1995, a Local Redevelopment Authority was formed as the successor to the Jefferson
Proving Ground Regional Development Board. Discussions between Army, FWS, and
community representatives recognize the senior position of the FWS in the disposalI ~ ~~~~~screening process as discussed in the preceding section. Efforts have been made by all
parties to accommodate both the local reuse plan and the FWS's proposal for creation of a

* ~~~~~~~~wildlife refuge.

2.3 CARETAKER STATUS

Department of the Army Public Works Bulletin 420-10-8 (DA 1993) directs that inactive
facilities and areas will be maintained to the extent necessary to insure, as applicable,
weather-tightness, structural soundness, protection against fire and erosion, conservation
of natural resources, and the prevention of major deterioration. These caretakerI ~ ~~~~~maintenance functions are to be accomplished with the minimum required staffing to
maintain an installation in a state of repair that maintains safety, security, and health
standards.

I ~~~~~Upon closure but before its transfer or sale, the JPG facility will require caretaker
management. The JPG property will remain fenced. Security will be provided and the facility
closed to the public. The Army will provide limited maintenance of existing buildings and

grounds maintenance such as mowing and pest control.

2.4 REUSE

Reuse of the JPG facility is viewed as being connected to the Army's disposal of the facility.
Upon the Army's taking its primary action, the community or other entity (e.g., FWS) would
take the secondary action of reuse. The following subsections describe the methodology

used to formulate and evaluate the range of reuse activities that could occur.

2.4.1 Formulation of the Reuse Study Areas

A goal of this EIS is to develop and apply a methodology to analyze the full range of reuse
activities likely to occur on portions of the installation available for disposal and reuse. In
addition, the Army may have opportunities to make provisions for the disposal of portions of
the installation as they are determined to be environmentally safe and available for reuse.

Analysis of potential environmental impacts is facilitated by dividing the JPG into study areas.
Figure 2-4 identifies 12 study areas identified for the JPG. Criteria used to delineate the
areas include consolidation of similar land use types and existing land use intensities, use
of recognizable natural or man-made features, expression of interest by the FWS, proposals
put forth by the JPGRDB, and creation of areas consistent with major reuse limitations
(encumbrances) or management issues. The study areas should not be interpreted as
proposed subdivided or marketable parcels. They have been defined only to facilitate the
reuse impact analysis process. A description of each of the reuse areas is provided below,
to include its proposed reuse as documented in the FWS request and the community reuse

* Study Area 1 (Wildlife Refuge). This study area encompasses 53,000 acres, all
of the JPG except the central part of the cantonment area in the southemnmost part
of the base. It has been requested by the FWS.

I *~~~~~~ Study Area 2 (Cantonment Area). This study area, occupying the southernmost
section of the base, is approximately 4,320 acres. It encompasses most of the
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structures and developed infrastructure, including an off-site pumphouse located on
a small plot in Madison. This study area overlaps part of the FWS request with
respect to the east and west portions of property south of the firing line. Under the
community's reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer, Jefferson County may take
possession of this area.

* Study Area 3 (Southeastern Reserve Parcel). This study area on the east side of
the JPG, extending northward from the firing line to the Jefferson-Ripley County line,
encompasses roughly 1500 acres. It lies entirely'in an area that the JPG hasI
delineated as a safety zone along that edge of the installation. Under the
community's reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer, Jefferson County may take
possession of this area.

* Study Area 4 (Northeastern Reserve Parcel). This study area on the east side of
the JPG extends northward from the Jefferson-Ripley County line to a point just
north of "H" Road. It is estimated to contain approximately 500 acres along the
eastern perimeter of the base in an area the JPG has delineated as a safety zone.
Under the community's reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer, Ripley County may
take possession of this area.

* Study Area 5 (Northeast Corner). This study area is located in the
northeasternmost square mile (640 acres) of the JPG. The perimeter portion of this
area, along the east and north borders of the base, occupies areas delineated by theI
JPG as a safety zone. Under the community's reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer,
Ripley County may take possession of this area.

* Study Area 6 (Holton Parcel). This parcel, consisting of 130 acres along the northI
border of the base, lies one mile south of Holton. It is just west of Study Area 5 and
occupies an area the JPG has delineated as a safety zone. Under the community's
reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer, Ripley County may take possession o f thisI
area. Development of this parcel would not occur unless and until construction of
a four-lane highway across the northern border of the installation (see Study Area
7, below).

* Study Area 7 (Right of Way). This study area consists of a 500 foot right of way
along the entire northern border of the base. In an area the JPG has delineated as
a safety zone, it is estimated that this study area contains about 240 acres. UnderI
the community's reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer, the State of Indiana may take
possession of this area

* Study Area 8 (Northwestern Parcel). This study area comprises about 400 acres'I
in the northernmost tip of the northwest corner of the J PG. It is in an area delineated
as a safety zone. Under the community's reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer
Jennings County may take possession of this area.

* Study Area 9 (Low-water Crossing). This study area encompasses two small
plots, totaling less than 75 acres, where JPG roads cross Graham Creek and Little
Graham Creek near the western border of the base. Under the community's reuseI
plan, upon disposal or transfer, Jennings County may take possession of these
areas.

Study Area 1 0 (Southwestern Reserve Parcel). This study area encompassesI
1,100 acres lying north of the firing line on the western border of the base. The study
area measures about 3.5 miles in length from north to south and about 0.5 mile in

width from west to east; the western one-half of the area is delineated by the JPG
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as a safety zone. Under the community's reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer,I ~ ~~~~~~~Jefferson County may take possession of this area.

* Study Area 11 (Air Gunnery Range). This area comprises 1,033 acres in theI ~ ~~~~~~~~center of the base, about three miles from the northern border of the base. Under
the community's reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer, Ripley County may take
possession of this area.

I ~ ~~~~~0 Study Area 12 (East-West Corridor). This study area is a 300 foot right of way
bisecting north and south sectors of the base. The study area, running east and
west, straddles H" Road and represents approximately 140 acres. Under theI ~ ~~~~~~~community's reuse plan, upon disposal or transfer, the State of Indiana may take
possession of this area.

The parcels shown in Figure 2-4 overlap, mostly with areas requested by the FWS. For
instance, property in the northeast corner of the JPG, denominated as Study Area 5, has
been identified by both the FWS as part of its proposed wildlife refuge and by Ripley County
as an economic development area. It is anticipated that, upon the FWS's amendment of itsI ~ ~~~~~~request from 53,000 to 45,000 acres, the property would be identified solely for developmentunder Ripley County auspices.

Three potential study areas suggested by the JPGRDB are considered within other JPGRDB
proposals. Specifically, the JPGRDB's identification on September 20,1994 (see Appendix
B) of a 1,000 acre solid waste management facility on the eastern perimeter of the base
(between the firing line and NO" Road), unspecified areas to be used for wetlands mitigation
banking, and a site for an unexploded ordnance research facility all fall within existing

I ~~2.4.2 Reuse Development Process

Closure and disposal of DoD installations have demonstrated the difficulty inherent in
predicting impacts of reuse of properties. Local land use planning and zoning decisions,I ~ ~~~~~market and economic forces, legal requirements, and individual developer actions exert
considerable vaiability on reuse. In many cases, land use cannot be known until an owner
actually takes control of property, obtains local zoning approval for his or her intentions, and

* ~~~~~proceeds to execute those plans.

Despite difficulties inherent in making predictions, the Army's requirement to comply with
NEPA must proceed. To address various reuse possibilities, the Army has identified threeI ~ ~~~~~reuse scenarios based on relative levels of development intensity which could reasonably
occur on the JPG property. These reuse intensity scenarios allow identification of the range
of potential environmental impacts that could arise from present and future land use plans
as they evolve. They provide flexibility to accommodate changes in the Reuse Plan so that
additional environmental impacts analyses may not be required regardless of ultimate reuse
actions taken. Information about these potential impacts helps meet the public's and the
Army's needs for informed decision making as envisioned in the NEPA statute. The three
reuse scenarios to be evaluated in this EIS are: High Intensity Reuse Scenario, Medium
Intensity Reuse Scenario, Low Intensity Reuse Scenario.

More detail on the formulation of these reuse options is discussed in Section 3.4. Based onI ~ ~~~~the specific reuse plans developed by other parties, additional environmental documentation
may be necessary. This documentation would be prepared by the future owners of the JPG.
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E 3.0 ALTERNATIVES

3.1 INTRODUCTION

This section explains alternatives to the primary Army action (excess property disposal) and
to the secondary action (property reuse) to be accomplished by other parties.

I ~~~~~Disposal alternatives are developed to help the Army decide whether to dispose of the
property with or without restrictions, or sencumbrances.' Encumbered and unencumbered
disposal alternatives, as well as a No Action Alternative, will be evaluated. Future reuse ofI ~ ~~~~~~excess JPG property is analyzed in the context of high, medium, and low land use intensity
levels as defined in Section 3.4. These land use intensity based scenarios are used to inform
Army decision makers of environmental impacts expected to occur given the range of reuses
future property owners may implement.

3.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

I ~~~~~Closure of the JPG and realignment of the installation's missions and activities has been
mandated by law. The Army has initiated the process required for preparation of excess JPG
property for disposal as described in Section 2.2. If the property is not transferred or sold to
other parties by the end of this process, the installation Will be maintained in caretaker status,
the no action alternative. Conditions under the no action alternative will be compared to the
1989 baseline, when the JPG was fully operational, as well as to projected conditions

* ~~~~~~~associated with each of the reuse scenarios.

Under the no action alternative, the Army would maintain and preserve the JPG facility in
accordance with Department of the Army Public Works Bulletin 420-10-8 (DA 1993). That
directive provides that installation real property maintenance will include work necessary to
maintain a minimum essential standard for tenant organizations prior to closure, prevent
deterioration of sale value, comply with transfer directives, and avoid unnecessary adverse
impacts on the local community." Actions that are currently planned to implement and
maintain caretaker operations until property disposal include the following:

* Inspect and maintain utility systems, telecommunications, and roads to the extent
necessary to avoid irreparable deterioration, and use the utility systems as necessary

to avoid their deterioration;

* Periodically maintain landscapes around unoccupied structures, as necessary, to

protect the structure from fires or nuisance conditions;
* Maintain access onto the installation to permit the service and maintenance of

publicly- or privately owned utility or infrastructure systems;

* Continue installation security patrols and maintenance of security systems and
maintain perimeter fences;

* Maintain responsibility for fire prevention and protection service (but the Army would
likely seek contracts for these services from others);

I *~~~~~~~ Continue to provide access to people authorized recreation and access privileges
to the installation; and

* ~ ~ ~~~~9 Continue natural resources management programs including land management,
pest control, forest management, and erosion control.
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Two areas of particular concern under the no action alternative relate to installation security
and provision for ongoing hazardous waste remediation efforts to ensure continued safety
of communities surrounding the JPG.

* Security will continue at a level sufficient to preserve safety of personnel from
potential hazards presented by UXO, to maintain the integrity of the perimeterU
fencing, and to otherwise retain at present levels the security of the installation.
Army personnel and caretaker force contractor personnel will utilize written
Emergency Response, Physical Security, Safety, Fire Response, Disaster Control,I
and Severe Weather Plans to support the objectives of safety and preservation of
assets. Prior to closure, the Army expects completion of new fencing along the firing
line to deter potential intrusion by users or occupants of the cantonment area into the
impact areas to the north. Additionally, the Army has awarded a contract for theI
upgrade and repair of the 48 miles of perimeter fencing surrounding the installation.
During caretaker operations, security patrols will regularly tour the perimeter areas
to conduct visual inspections of the fences and locks at the several gates around theI
JPG. In the event security patrols find persons who have breached the fencing or
gates and trespassed in restricted areas, civil law enforcement agencies may be
called upon in light of the recent retrocession of legislative jurisdiction to the State

of Indiana.
* The JPG Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Plan provides an exhaustive

survey of actions taken, in progress, or proposed for the cleanup of hazardous waste
sites. The plan provides for development of a comprehensive restoration site
strategy that is to take into account cleanup requirements and reuse priorities.
Criteria for development of such a strategy include risk to human health and the
environment, effect on property reuse, and scope (time required for cleanup andI
possible use of existing contract vehicles for completion of work elements).
Evaluation of potential risk to human health is a continuing effort. Samples at
present groundwater monitoring wells will continue to be analyzed for the presence
of or potential for migration of contaminants. Such wells currently exist in the vicinity
of the Depleted Uranium Range, the Gate 19 Landfill, and the Open Burning area.
Additional wells may be installed as circumstances dictate, such as information that
may come to light as a result of the Remedial Investigation or possibly other sourcesI
of frainpointing to a need for heightened attention to potential contaminant
migration. The scope of the ongoing RI/FS includes groundwater and surface water
sampling and analyses. Just as in normal base operations, the caretaker function
is designed to retain the Army's attentiveness to potential risks to human health and
to continue to execute the JPG Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Plan.
Where that plan indicates the need for additional sampling regarding potential
contaminant migration, the Army will undertake sampling and analysis efforts toI
target specific analytes, sampling locations, and sampling frequencies.

3.3 FORMULATION AND DESCRIPTION OF DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES

The proposed action for JPG is disposal. Alternatives for disposal are listed below:

* Encumbered disposal,

* Unencumbered disposal, and

* No disposal (no action alternative/caretaker status).I

The following subsections describe the encumbered and unencumbered altemnatives to3
provide the basis for evaluation of potential impacts in Chapter 5.
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3 ~~~3.3.1 Total Installation versus Parcel Disposal

The JPG is not likely to be disposed of as one parcel, principally because of its size and the
time needed to restore various portions to acceptable conditions for reuse. The Army wishesI ~ ~~~~~~to dispose of individual parcels of land as they become available. This EIS discusses excess
property according to the study areas described in Section 2.4. 1. These study areas should
not be interpreted as real estate disposal parcels, but rather as areas delineated to facilitate
the NEPA impact evaluation process.

3.3.2 Explanation of Encumbered versus Unencumbered Disposal

In disposing of the JPG, the Army must take into account those factors having potential
environmental impacts. A useful analytic tool for exposing the causes of impacts is
identification of encumbrances associated with the proposed action. To varying degrees, the
Army may be able to control encumbrances (as defined below) and, accordingly, their
impacts. Consideration of encumbrances also helps in identifying cost, temporal
requirements, and reuse suitability factors. Altogether, these factors influence ultimate
selection of the way in which the Army will dispose of the property. The following discussion

identifies necessary understanding related to encumbered and unencumbered disposal.
Encumbered Disposal. Encumbrances are those circumstances which tend to limit use of
property. Encumbrances can support future Army interests, regulatory and statutory
compliance, hastened availability of property, and mitigation requirements. Creation of
encumbrances must be weighed against loss of land use planning flexibility or market value,
potential increased management burdens on subsequent owners, and potential increasedI ~ ~~~~~~vulnerability of future property owners to liabilities associated with failure to comply with
encumbrance-related restrictions. Creation or removal of encumbrances requires
considerable forethought regarding future benefits and burdens.

I ~~~~~Encumbrances can be natural or result from Army activities or decisions. Natural
encumbrances are those associated with and arising from natural resources such as
wetlands and critical habitat. Army-generated encumbrances appear to be more numerousI ~ ~~~~~and varied. Seven major categories of encumbrances can be identified:

* Special Easements. While much real estate is burdened for maintenance of utility
systems, roadways, or other infrastructure, such easements tend not to adverselyI ~ ~~~~~~~affect the uses to which an owner may put his property. The special easements
category includes, for instance, access to groundwater monitoring wells or
continuation of caretaker maintenance on parcels not yet disposed of.

* Special Use Restrictions. This category of encumbrance relates to development
restrictions or constraints to which subsequent owners would be subject. Special
use restrictions may arise from existing conditions of the property, or they may be
created in recognition of other land uses. The following examples help to illustrate

Existing small arms range. Residue wastes in impact berms or impact
areas could lead to restrictions prohibiting the use of the land for specified
purposes (e.g., agriculture).

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~Prior landfill site. Typical special use restrictions related to a prior landfill
site would include prohibitions against certain surface actions such as
disturbing a clay landfill cap or modifying drainage, ventilation, or3 ~~~~~~~~~~groundwater monitoring systems.
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Restricted access. Portions of conveyed property may support on-going
remedial activities such as a groundwater pumrp-and-treat facility. SpecialI
use restrictions would prohibit entry into or interference* with remedial
operation and maintenance facilities.

Timing considerations. Typically based on hazardous waste rernediationI
requirements, property may be available for interim leasing but unavailable
for sale or transfer until a certain date (i.e., EPA certification of successful
operation of remedial measures).

Buffer zones. Restrictive covenants may be imposed to create or maintain
buffer zones between sensitive areas or adjoining parcels bearing
incompatible uses. Examples of such sensitive areas are gunnery ranges,I
unexploded ordnance areas, and unique plant or wildlife habitats.

* Enhanced Habitat Protection. Mitigation options related to impacts on habitat
occupied by or available for federally or state listed endangered or threatenedI
species of plants or wildlife could include land use encumbrances. Wetlands would
be considered an encumbrance when the proposed or most probable reuse of a

parcel would result in a direct or indirect impact on the resource.
* Enhanced Historic Building Protection. Through use of property sale or transfer

covenants, encumbrances may be created to require a new owner to maintain
significant historic buildings.

* Enhanced Archaeological Site Protection. Through use of property sale or transfer
covenants, encumbrances may be created to require a new owner to protectI
archaeological sites.

* Special Water Rights. Protective covenants or transfer of water rights may be
required to protect existing wellfields or aquifers. .

* Special Resource Dependencies. Utilities operated by the Army as a single system
create dependencies in future owners unless the systems are individualized to
separate parcels or facilities thereof. Wastewater collection and treatment, potable 
water supply and distribution, solid waste, phone, gas, electric, and storm drainage
must be available to each property. An encumbrance would exist wherever a

parcel's use depends on an intermediary provider of these services.

It is Army policy generally to create encumbrances only when required by a specific Army
need or, as a result of formal negotiations, an outside agency. It is also Army policy not toI
expend funds to unencumber property solely to increase its market value.

Encumbrances and their effects on reuse may vary depending on planned reuse. For
example, a former landfill site would be considered unencumbered for passive recreation use
but encumbered for single family housing. Depending on degree of waste contamination or
other hazards, a range impact area might be considered unencumbered for continued use
as a range by another federal agency but encumbered for unlimited development undertakenI

Unencumbered Disposal. The unencumbered disposal alternative is included in order to
identify and evaluate the potential to 'remove encumbrances allowing the property to beI
disposed of with less or no Army imposed restrictions to future use.
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3.3.3 Relationship of Encumbered and Unencumbered Alternatives to Local ReuseI ~~Plan

Army policy states that the local community's recommended reuse plan will be considered
in the development and evaluation of the encumbered and unencumbered disposal
alternatives. In the absence of input from the local community in time to meet the EIS
timeline, or if proposed plans conflict with statutory or regulatory requirements, Army policy
states that the encumbered versus unencumbered alternatives will be developed based on
the most likely reuse. Table 3-1 summarizes proposals for each of the Study Areas.
Potential environmental impacts of these reuse intensity levels are analyzed in Chapter 5.

Table 3-1. Community Reuse Recommendations.

Study Area Acres Reuse Intensity Comments

1. Wildlife Refuge 45,000 Low Conservation and preservation
______ _____ _____ _____ to 53,000 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ of natural resources

2. Cantonment Area 4,2 Low, Medium, High Business development

3. Southeastern Reserve 1,500 Low, Medium, High Business development; waste
________ ________ ______ _ ________ ________ facility; roadway im provem ent

4. Northeastern Reserve 500 Low, Medium, High Business development; waste
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ fa c ility

5. Northeast Corner 640 Low, Medium, High 'Business development

6. Holton Parcel 130 Low, Medium, High Business developmentI ~~~7. Right of Way 240 Medium Roadway improvement

8. Northwestern Parcel 400 Low, Medium, High Business development

9. Low-water Crossings 75 Low Alternate roadway access

10. Southwestern Reserve 1,0 Low, Medium, High Business development

1 1. Air Gunnery Range 1,033 Low Military training

12. East-West Corridor 140 Medium Road construction

Note: ased on continuing discussions with community leaders in the JPG region, the current FVWS request for 53,000 acresI ~~ ~~~~ may be reduced to approximately 45,000 acres to accommodate local economic development opportunities.

3.3.4 Encumbrances Applicable to Study Areas

Based on rationale and factors discussed in the preceding sections, encumbered and
unencumbered disposal alternatives for the 12 study areas have been established. Nine
encumbrances have been formulated for JPG and are listed below:

I S~ ~~~~~ Unexploded ordnance

* ~~ ~~~0 Depleted uranium

* Surface water quality protection
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* Air gunnery range buffer

* Utilities interdependencies

* Historical resources

* Remediation activities

* Reversionary clauses

a Wetlands

* Endangered Species .
Following description of the affected environment, these encumbrances are more fully
identified in Section 4.15.

3.4 FORMULATION AND DESCRIPTION OF REUSE SCENARIOS

Consistent with Congress' mandate, the Army must cease performance of active missionsI
on the JPG property no later than September 30, 1995. This will render the property excess,
leading to disposal and reuse. Depending on numerous factors, including information
brought to light by this El S, disposal may occu r as a si ngle event involving the enti re faci lityI
to one or more subsequent owners. It may also occur over time with multiple transactions
to the same or several new owners. Regardless of the method of disposal, timing, or identity
of the new owners, reuse of the JPG is reasonably foreseeable.

CEO regulations require evaluation of reasonably foreseeable actions, without limitation on
the party conducting them, and evaluation of consequent environmental impacts. This EIS
analyzes JPG facility reuse which is expected to occur. Identification of the nature of the
reuse cannot be achieved precisely-, the community reuse plan provides a starting point. This
EIS focuses on the evaluation of the Army action of disposal. Reuse of the property is
evaluated as a secondary action. The following subsections discuss the methodology used

to define the reuse scenarios to be considered.

3.4.1 Reuse Planning Process

Appendix B provides overview information concerning the JPGRDB's evaluation of reuse
potential for the JPG. Appendix C provides selected documents associated with the FWS's
request for transfer of the property to create a wildlife refuge. The general reuse patternsI
described in Appendix C would not materially change if the FWS's current request for 53,000
acres were reduced to only the acreage north of the firing line in order to accommodate
community interests in economic redevelopment of perimeter areas of the JPG.

3.4.2 Development of Reuse Scenarios

Recognizing the dynamics of the reuse planning process, the Army has identified three levels
of development intensity that represent a full range of reuse activities that could occur at the
JPG. The intensity based reuse scenarios are referenced as the high intensity reuse
scenario (HIR), medium intensity reuse scenario (MIR), and low intensity reuse scenario
(LIR). In the context of this analysis, reuse intensity may be viewed as a continuum in which
high intensity reuse would be characterized by full build-out and a considerable amount of
activity and low intensity reuse would be characterized by there being minimal activity

occurring at the site.
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These land use intensities refer to the ratio of persons, households, or volume of building orI ~ ~~~~~~development to some unit of land area. Intensity parameters typically include floor area
ratios, site coverage, and density of population associated with each type of use (employees,
commercial, or residential). Land use planners use intensity predictions to aid the prevention
of overcrowding and the preservation of environmental amenities.

Land use planning intensity standards vary considerably. No national standards exist to
describe what building size, number of employees, and associated vehicular daily trips
constitutes medium intensity land use for a commercial area, nor is there any standard for

I ______________ ~Table 3-2. Land Use Intensity arameters.

Intensityl1-and I Impervious j Employ fDUs per Acre 3 IVehicle Trips4

Use Types Surface Ratio1, Density2 

LOW INTENSITY ______ ______

Preserve/Passiv 0.05 0.03/acre na 0.50/acre
e Park _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Community Park 0.05 0.04/acre na 10.7/acre

Golf Course 0.05 0.10/acre na 8.33/acre

Residential 0.20 na 2.5 9.55/DU

* ~~MEDIUM INTENSITY_____ __ ________

Off ice/Research 0.70 1/350 sf na 2.67/empl
P a rk _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

College/lnstitutio 0.60 32/acre na 2.4/person
n a l _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Residential 0.30 na 9 6.95/DU

HIGH INTENSITY ______ ______

Office/Business 0.70 1/250 sf na 4/empl
P ark _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Commercial 0.85 1/500 sf na 46.81 /1 000 sf

Light Industrial 0.85 1 1/500 sf I na 3.34/empl

IResidential 0.45 na 15 5.86/DU

what number of dwellings per acre and population constitute low intensity use in a residentialI ~ ~~~~~~area. Table 3-2 represents standards appropriate to the ev aluation of the JPG facility.
Table 3-3 summarizes the allocation of use intensities to each of the 12 Study Areas under
the HIR, MIR, and LIR scenarios. Study Area 1, a wildlife refuge, is evaluated only at lowI ~ ~~~~~~intensity reuse. Medium intensity or high intensity reuse evaluation of the area would be
inconsistent with the proposed use and inappropriate under the special circumstances
created by presence of unexploded ordnance (see Section 4.15). Study Areas 7 and 12,
proposed roadways, are evaluated at only the medium intensity level. Assignment of thisI ~ ~~~~~level is appropriate because of the impacts associated with construction and consequent
effects on the environment of a road would not, in this locale, generally be deemed low or
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high intensity. Study Area 9 reflects the JPGRDB's proposal to gain access to two low water
crossings. Higher intensity use levels would not apply, as these existing sites would bear littleI
traffic because they are in a remote area. Study Area 1 1, the proposed continuation of use
of an air gunnery range, is assigned a low intensity reuse because there is no construction
involved and there would be limited, intermittent use.

Table 3-3. Use Intensity Allocations.

Reuse Alternatives AnalyzedI

Study Area Low Intensity Medium ntensity High ntensity

1. W ildlife Refuge _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

2. Cantonment Area _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

3. Southeastern 
R eserve _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4. Northeastern
R eserve _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

5. Northeastern
C o ner _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

6. H olton Parcel _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

7. Right of W ay__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

8. Northwestern
P arcel__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

9. Low-water
C rossings__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

The HIR scenario assumes that the JPG assets reasonably capable of supporting high
intensity use will utimately be developed to this level. High intensity land use types-are
expected to generate high levels of building mass or density, employment, residential
population, and traffic. The MIR scenario assumes development with land use types thatI
result in moderate impacts with respect to building mass and density, population,
employment, and traffic generation. The LIR scenario assumes that existing low intensity
areas at the JPG would generally remain at this level of land use intensity and that buildingsI
and types of activities that are currently present would not be significantly modified or
expanded. Relative to the HIR and MIR scenarios, the LIR scenario would generate minimal
building mass and density, population, employment, and traffic.

3.4.3 Land Use Intensity Categories

The reuse scenario formulation process begins with the identification and allocation of
specific land uses to the appropriate reuse intensity category. For example, based on land
use intensity criteria, uses such as commercial, office, industrial, and high density residential
are assigned to the HIR scenario, and uses such as open space, parks, golf courses, and
low density residential are assigned to the LIR scenario.

The effects of future reuse actions can be identified and analyzed by the application of
selected land use intensity criteria and associated multipliers (Table 3-2) which can be usedI
to calculate an average intensity and associated impacts for each reuse intensity scenario.
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As indicated in Table 3-2, examples of intensity criteria are floor area ratio, building site
coverage, or dwelling unit density. Associated with the various intensity criteria are multipliers
used to measure and quantify the degree of intensity and related impacts. These multipliers,
generally expressed as ratios which are applicable to certain land use types, form the basis
for the analysis of the absolute and relative impacts of the HIR, MIR, and LIR scenarios.

3.5 COMPARISON OF DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES

Section 4.15 identifies existing and potential encumbrances to disposal of the JPG. Section
5.4 analyzes impacts the presence or absence the encumbrances would have on resource
attributes at the time of disposal. Based on those presentations, Table 3-4 compares the

-positive and negative qualities of the encumbrances. Evaluations of the positive and
negative qualities take into account the likelihood that predicted impacts would occur and
whether they would be direct or indirect.

The Army's complying with requirements to screen excess property, effecting coordination
with local redevelopment authorities, and executing real estate conveyance actions require
substantial time and effort. The President's Five Point Plan guides Army efforts to assist
communities in maximizing land use and economic redevelopment opportunities presentedI ~ ~~~~~~by disposal of Army installations. To accommodate all these factors, it is likely that the Army
will find it necessary to implement caretaker actions for some period of time. Thereafter,
based on Table 3-4, the Army's preferred alternative would be encumbered disposal of theI ~ ~~~~~JPG property.

I ~~~~Table 3-4 Comparison of Encumbered and Unencumbered Disposal Alternatives
Positive Qualities of Positive Qualities of

Encumbered Disposal Alternative Unencumbered Disposal Alternative

Maintains consistency with adjacent land use Permits local market to determine uses

* ~~~Protects human health Allows unfettered economic development

Allows economic development to begin sooner

Preserves visual resources

Preserves archaeological and historic resources

Aids government's remedial actions

Protects biological resources

IProtects surface water quality _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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I 4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

4.1 INTRODUCTION

I ~~~~~This chapter presents the environmental conditions of the JPG and its Region of Influence
(ROI). It provides information to serve as a baseline from which to identify and evaluate

* ~~~~~~~environmental changes resulting from disposal and reuse of the installation.

Natural and cultural resource categories were established to provide a framework of the
identification of baseline conditions and the effects of the proposed actions on these
conditions within each of the 12 EIS study areas. These resource categories were developedI ~ ~~~~~~based on a review of installation resources, related resource protection laws and regulations,
and comments received from the public and resource agencies during the EIS scoping
process. The resource categories are land use; socioeconornics and community facilities;I ~ ~~~~~~public health and safety utilities and solid waste; visual resources; cultural resources; trafficand transportation; noise; air quality; geology, soils, and topography; biological resources;water resources; and hazardous materials and hazardous wastes.

1 ~~4.2 LAND USE

4.2.1 Historical Overview

On October 8, 1940, the War Department established a 55,264-acre tract of land in
southeast Indiana known as the Jefferson Proving Ground. Assigned to the OrdnanceI ~ ~~~~~~Department, Army Services Forces, the installation's principal mission was the production
acceptance and specification testing of all types of ammunition, projectiles, propellants,
cartridge cases, primers, fuses, boosters, bombs, and grenades. The JPG operations began
in May 1941. Peak periods of activity occurred during World War II, the Korean War, and the
Vietnam War. Maximum production testing of 175,000 rounds per month and highest
employment at 1,774 personnel were reached in support of the Korean War in 1953.

Following each period of conflict, activities at the JPG significantly decreased. After World
War II, the JPG became a subinstallation to the Indiana Arsenal and was briefly placed on
standby status. From 1958-1961 it was again placed on standby status and partially
deactivated, with some facilities leased to the private sector. In the early 1980s, increasedI ~ ~~~~~~emphasis on national defense, readiness capability, and conventional warfare brought about
modest increases and diversification in production acceptance testing. Just prior to
notification of closure in 1988, the JPG was in the process of increasing its productivity by 25
percent and planning to modernize its facilities. (USACOE 1991)

In December 1988, the JPG was included on the Secretary of Defense's ad hoc Commission
on Base Realignment and Closure Final Report for Closure of Department of Defense
installations. Upon notification of closure in 1989, the JPG employed approximately 450
personnel. As of late 1994, the installation employed approximately 180 personnel.

4.2.2 Location and Installation Land Use

The JPG facility occupies land in a rural agricultural area in southeastern Indiana,
approximately eight miles from the Indiana-Kentucky border. The installation runs north to
south for approximately 17 miles and varies from four to six miles in width. The perimeter
is completely fenced. The base lies within Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley Counties. The
nearest major interstate highways are 1-75 and 1-65, located approximately 30 miles to theI ~ ~~~~~~south and west, respectively. The installation is centrally located between three major cities:
Indianapolis is about 88 miles northwest of the installation, Louisville, Kentucky, is
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approximately 45 miles to the southwest, and Cincinnati, Ohio, is about 70 miles east of the
JPG. Historic Madison, Indiana, is about six miles south of the cantonment area along theI
banks of the Ohio River

The installation is divded into two areas, the cantonment area and the area north of the firing
line. The firing line demarcates the impact area from the operations and administrative area.
Approximately 1,600 acres, or three percent, of the JPG facility is improved land. The
majority of the land north of the firing line is unimproved and is used primarily as the impact
area for ordnance testing. Nearly all of the 1,600 acres of improved land lies south of theI
firing line in the cantonment area, where operations, operational support, and administrative
support activities occur. Operational uses directly supporting the installations mission
account for more than ninety-seven percent of all land uses on the JPG facility. These
include industrial activities such as maintenance and utilities, the safety zone, and the testI
ranges. The remaining three percent of land use includes training, supply and storage,
recreation, administration, community support, a small medical facility, and 13 family housing
units.While about one tenth of one percent of the JPG's total land area is designated forI
recreational use, installation employees and others with approved privileges take full
advantage of the substantial natural resources which exist within the facility boundaries.
Some 30,000 acres are available on a controlled-access basis for dispersed outdoor
recreational activities such as hunting, fishing, and camping. Hunting and fishingI
opportunities are concentrated in the northeastern portion of JPG. Water recreation and
picnicking are permitted at many of the ponds, lakes, and streams on the JPG property. Old
Timbers Lake, which was built by JPG employees and encompasses 165 acres, is a favorite
fishing and boating location for installation employees and residents. In addition, camping
is available at Krueger Lake and the Old Timbers Lodge area. (USACOE 1991 and
USATHAMA 1992). Figure 4-1 identifies various land uses of the facility.

4.2.3 Adjacent Land Use

Prior to its purchase by the Army, the JPG property was comprised of rural communities andI
agricultural land of Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley Counties. Adjacent land use has
changed very little since establishment of the JPG in 1940. The primary land uses of the tri-
county region are agriculture, forestry, and residential (Figure 4-2). Table 4-1 summarizes
land use for all three counties. The communities just outside of the JPG facility are generallyI
small and unincorporated. The City of Madison, having a population of about 12,000, is the
most highly developed area in the immediate vicinity of the JPG (U.S. Department of
Commerce 1990). In recent years, sparse strips of residential and agricultural development
have developed along major roads and highways around the JPG. Clifty Falls State Park,
along the Ohio River, is south of the JPG and west of Madison. (USACOE 1991 and
USATHAMA 1992).

__________ ~Table 4-1. Ad acent Land Uses In the Vicin~t of the JPG. _____

% % % % %~~~~~
County Square Acres Built-up Agriculture Forest ,JPG Water

__________________________ M iles I____________________

Jefferson 366 2440 4 61 25 9 1

Jennings 377 241,280 3 76 1 6 4 1
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4.3 SOCIOECONOMICS AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES

4.3.1 Jefferson Proving Ground

At the time of the decision to close the JPG, the installation was authorized 14 military and
407 civilian employee positions; 47 military personnel and dependents lived on base.

The JPG family housing area consists of 13 units located in the center of the cantonment
area around Off icers Quarters Road. The units are farmhouses which were relocated on the
JPG in 1941. Most of the units were originally built between 1900 and 1920. Each of the 13
units is a unique floor plan: one has five bedrooms, six have four bedrooms, five have three
bedrooms, and one has two bedrooms. The units, consisting of wood frame construction to
which aluminum siding has been added, are typical of farmhouse style throughout southern
Indiana. Twelve of the units are heated by fuel oil-fired boilers and one set of quarters has
an oil-fired forced air furnace. None have central air conditioning. All the units haveI ~ ~~~~~~individual electric meters. The units are generally in fair condition. -Included in the family
housing area are fourteen detached storage buildings for residential use and ten detached
garages.

There are no DoD Dependent Schools on the installation. Dependents of military and civilian
personnel working at the JPG attend school in one of the school districts in the vicinity of the

* ~~~~~~~~~installation.

In the past, JPG provided a contractor operated cafeteria in Building 149. The cafeteria was
closed in 1993 due to the reduction in force accompanying the JPG's realignment of
functions and personnel. The are no other retail shops or services such as commissary, post
exchange, service station, or drycleaner available on the base. A variety of shops and
services are available in the surrounding communities.

Recreational areas on the installation include a developed picnic, ballfield, and tennis court
area, as well as Krueger Lake and Old Timbers Lake. Krueger Lake, located in the
southeastern portion of the JPG facility, provides picnic facilities and camping sites. Old
Timbers Lodge, located in the northeastern portion of the installation, is used by the JPG
personnel and their families as a weekend retreat during the warm weather months. Old
Timbers Lake is located in the northern section of the JPG facility above "K" Road and
provides camp sites, boat ramps, and boat rentals. Fishing and hunting are majorI ~ ~~~~~~~recreational activities at the JPG facility. Hunting is allowed on the installation by employees,
family members, guests, and retired employees. During the 1992 hunting season,
approximately 600 deer and 50 turkey were taken on the installation. Squirrels, rabbits, and
small gamebirds are also harvested. Access to recreational facilities on the JPG is limited

and strictly controlled (USACOE I1991).

4.3.2 Socioeconomic Region of Influence

The socioeconomic ROI of this EIS comprises Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley Counties.
The three county ROI was selected for the determination of socioeconomic impacts since the
JPG facility is located in these three counties and, historically, the majority of JPG's work
force has resided within these three counties. Relevant ROI factors for analysis include
income, employment, economic activity, population, housing, school, and recreational

* ~~~~~~~resources.

4.3.3 Region of Influence Description

The per capita income in each of the counties making up the ROI has steadily risen since

1989, and has actually approached the national average per capita income. These figures
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are presented in Table 4-2 (Bureau of Economic Analysis, May 5, 1994). This reflects a
strong regional economy with healthy growth.

_________ Table 4-2. Per Capita Income and National Average Comparison.3

1989 1990 1991 1992

County Percent of Percent ol Percent of Percent of
Per Capita National Per Capita National Per Capita National Per Capita National

________I Income Average Income Average Income Averag Income Average

Jefferson 12,697 72 13,352 F 72 13,858 72 114,938 74

Jenninas 12j650 . 72 13Ji216L 71 13,465.. 70 14.±Z§766.. 73

Economic performance in the ROI improved significantly in the period between 1985-1990.
Total employment in the ROI increased by 4.4 percent in the period between 1985 and 1990,

while the unemployment rate declined from 9.9 percent to 5.9 percent in the same period.I
Table 4-3 depicts the labor force profiles in the ROL.

Table 4-3. Labor Force Profile 1985 and 1990.

Employment _ __ ___ Unemployment ___3

County 1985 Rate 1990 Rate 1985 Rate 1990 Rate

Jefferso 13,625 88.4% 13,550 94.4% 1,575 11.6% 800 5.6%

Jenning 9,700 90.6% 11,780 94.5% 1,000 9.4% 690 5.5%

Ripley 10,725 91.3% 12,650 94.2% 1,025 8.7% 770 5.7%

ROI 34,050 90.0% 37,980 94.4% 3,600 9.9% 2,260 56

Sources: Indiana University, Bloomington; Industrial Research Liaison Program, Indiana Infonet, 1992.

Economic activities in the ROI are based mainly on manufacturing, government, retail trade,
and services. A breakdown of regional economic activity by sector is provided in Table 4-4.
The manufacturing sector provided 33.5 percent of the jobs for the ROI in 1989. TheI
greatest number of jobs were from the manufacturing sector. The government sector
provided 6,199 jobs, or 20 percent of the jobs in the ROl in 1989 with the highest increase
in government jobs created in Ripley County. The wholesale trade sector experienced the
most rapid growth in the ROI in the period 1985-1989. Employment in wholesale tradeI
increased by 124.2 percent in Jennings County and 87.4 percent in Ripley County. However,
employment in wholesale trade declined in Jefferson County by 20.5 percent in the period
between 1965-1989.
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U ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Table 4-4 Regional Economic Activity

Economic EmlyetRegional

Activity Jefferson County JenninaCout Ripley County Total

Change Change Change
1985 -1989 1985 -1989 1985- 1989

1989 1989 1989 ______ 1989

Agricultural 51 41 51 45.7 185 45.3 288

Services I__ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _

Minino NA NA NA NA 27 68.8 28

Construction 499 25.7 NA NA 590 45.0 1,089

Manufacturin 3,956 34.0 1,795 31.2 4,563 23.1 10,314

Transportatio NA NA 339 11.1 697 6.7 1,036I~~~~~~~~ 
Wholesale 209 (20.5) 148 124.2 448 87.4 805
Trade

Retail Trade 217 24.0 1j19 21.5 2,123 36.2589

Finance, 610 6.8 451 34.2 466 5.0 1,527
Reai Estate,

IInsurance __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _

Services NA NA 1269.0 25720.9 381

Government 2,1 3.9 2, 10.2 15.3 6,9I ~ ~~~~~ ~~~Note: Decreases are shown in ~
Source: Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana; ndustrial Research Liaison Program, Indiana Intonet, 1992,

National Bureau of Economics, 1992.

Jennings County expericed the most rapid growth in employment in the agricultural
services sector which grew by 41 percent in the period between 1985-1989. During the same
period the manufacturing and construction sectors reported an increase in employment of
34 percent and 25.7 percent, respectively.

Improved performance in the economy also is reflected in the business volume which rose
from $489,222 in 1985 to $712,288 in 1990, representing a 68 percent increase in the five-
year period. Personal income for the same period increased from $775,603 to over $1
million (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1991). Per capita income for the region averaged
approximately $13,288 in 1989 with Ripley County reporting the highest income ($14,462)

* ~~~~~~~and Jefferson County the lowest ($12,022) in the three county region.

Population in the ROI increased from 77,681 people in 1980 to 78,074 people in 1990, a 1.0
percent change. During this period, Jennings County experienced the highest population
growth rate (3.5 percent), and Jefferson County reported a 2.0 percent decline. During theI ~ ~~~~~~same period, the ROI experienced a net emigration of 3,1 00 people with the highest outflow
from Jefferson County. Table 4-5 depicts the ROI population for 1980 and 1990 and
projections for the year 2000.
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____ ____ ____ ____ ____ ___Table 4-5. Population. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

County 1980 1990 2000 (Projected)

Jefferson 30,419 29,797 29,580

Jennings 22,864 23,661 23,570

Ripley 24,398 24,616 26,730 

ROI1 77,681 78,074 79,880 

SW,=c. B.u DO Ecanoftc Aahl I M.0 U.S. N.p.&r~n t DO Commnrca, 1950 Cecc of Po-rrkdo and How"m: Indiana Aeguletlons Plan"1m Conimtt.

The ROI had 30,637 housing units in 1990, both owner-occupied and rental units. A total ofI
28,026 housing units were occupied, with an average vacancy rate of approximately 8.5
percent. As shown in Table 4-6, Jefferson county had the most housing units (111,921).
Vacancy rate of owner-occupied and rental units was consistent throughout the ROI,I
averaging 8.5%1/. In 1990 the median value of an owner-occupied home was $45,866 and the
median contract rent was $217. Median values of owner-occupied homes were highest in
Ripley County ($49,000) and lowest in Jennings County ($43,700). There was no significant

difference in the median contract rent in the three counties.

__________Table 4-5. Housing In the ROI, 1990.I

Occupied Median
County Housing Housing Vacancy Rate Median Value Contract Rent

Units Units__ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _

Jefferson 11,921 10,897 8.6% $44,900 $215

Jennings 9,129 8,351 8.5% $43,700 $221I

Ripley 9,587 8,778 8.4% $49,000 $215

Total 30,637 1 28,026 8.5% $45,866 $217

Thirty schools are located within the JPG ROL. These include 19 elementary schools, 3 junior
high schools, and 8 senior high schools. Total student enrollment in the ROI for the 1993-94
school year was 14,170. 

Jefferson County has two public school districts, the Madison Consolidated School
Corporation and the Southwestern Jefferson County School Corporation, and one parochial
high school and elementary school. Jennings County has one school system, the Jennings
County School Corporation. Ripley County has four school districts, South Ripley Community
School Corporation, Jac-Cen-Del Community School Corporation, Batesville CommunityI
School Corporation, and Milan Community School Corporation. Table 4-7 provides
information on distribution of the schools among the R01 counties and student enrollment.
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H ____________ ~~~~~Table 4-7. Schools. _ _ _ _ _ _

School Elementary Junior High Senior High 1993-1994

County Districts Schools Schools Schools Enrollment

Jefferson 2 10 1 3 4,828

Jennings 1 5 1 1 4,374

Ripley 4 4 1 4 4,968

ROI 7 1 19 3 8 14,170

U ~~~~~~~Institutions of higher learning located in the t-county region include Hanover College in
Hanover; Purdue University-Southeastern in Versailles; and Indiana Vocational Technical
College located in Madison.

There are several recreational facilities available within ROL. Clifty Falls State Park
encompasses over 1,300 acres in Jefferson County. The park offers a variety of services
and activities including a motel, camping, hiking, swimming and tennis courts. In Madison,
city-owned recreational facilities, totalling over 220 acres, include an 18-hole golf course,
eight tennis courts, two swimming pools, picnic facilities, and the Madison Sports complex
(PSI Energy 1991). The Jennings County Muscatatuck Park extends to 230 acres andI ~ ~~~~~~~provides camping areas, picnic facilities, baseball fields, soccer fields, and volleyball courts.
Other parks in Jennings County include the Crosley State Fish and Wildlife area, Brush
Creek State Fish and Wildlife Park, the Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge, and the
Selmier State Forest. In Ripley County, the Versailles State Park, the second largest park
in Indiana, provides camping, hiking, horseback riding, swimming, fishing and boating on a
230-acre lake. The park is located approximately two miles from the City of Versailles
(Indiana Division of State Parks 1992).

4.4 PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY

I ~~~4.4.1 Law Enforcement

The JPG maintains a security force of twenty-two persons, guarding the installation twenty-
four hours a day, seven days a week on a rotation cycle. The security function is provided
for under the Directorate of Law Enforcement and Security. All security and law enforcement
functions are provided on-site. While off -site law enforcement or security personnel are not
utilized by the installation, the JPG facility does have a mutual aid agreement with the City
of Madison, the surrounding municipalities, and the Indiana State Police (Hoskins, October

Local law enforcement for the City of Madison is provided by a 29 member police force,
headed by the Chief of Police. Law enforcement for Jefferson County is provided by the
County Sheriff and nine police officers (PSI Energy 1991). The City of North Vernon,
approximately 35 miles from the J PG facility, has a police force consisting of 18 officers. LawI ~ ~~~~~~enforcement for the County of Jennings is provided by the County Sheriff and nine off icers
(Jennings County Economic Development 1992). Ripley County has one Sheriff and five
deputy law enforcement off icers. The City of Versailles Police Department, in Ripley County,
has one full time and three reserve law enforcement officers (Versailles Chamber of

Commerce 1992).
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Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley County State Conservation Officers, designated as Deputy
Federal Game Wardens, have authority to enforce wildlife statutes on the JPG.I

4.4.2 Fire Protection

Fire protection services in support of the mission are administered within the Fire Protection 
Division of The Directorate of Engineering, Housing, and Logistics. The Fire Protection
Division has afire station in Building B-125 staffed by thirteen full time personnel. In addition,
the JPG maintains a 500,000 gallon water tank to provide water in the event of on-site fireI
emergencies. A system of 89 fire hydrants throughout the cantonment area provide water
for site-specific fire fighting (Wolfschlag, October 1993).

Volunteer organizations provide fire protection throughout the t-county region. A staff of 210 
volunteer firefighters supports the City of Madison and Jefferson County (PSI Energy 1991).
One hundred eighty volunteers serve North Vernon and Jennings County, and 20 volunteer
firefighters serve the City of Versailles and southern Ripley County (Versailles Chamber ofI
Commerce, April 1992). The Fire Protection Division at the JPG interacts with these local
fire protection services through several mutual aid agreements.

The JPG fire department ceased operations on June 30, 1995. Equ ipment and personnelI
have been relocated to other government installations. On July 1, 1995, the government
entered into an agreement with two local fire departments for the provision of fire protection

services for the JPG until the time of final disposal of the installation.

4.4.3 Medical Services

Limited medical services are provided by the JPG to installation personnel and their
dependents, retired military personnel, and DoD authorized personnel. Medical care at the
small on-post clinic is provided by the Occupational Health Nursing Office which operates as
a tenant under the command of the U.S. Army Health Services Command MedicalI
Department. Limited out-patient or emergency medical care is available through the
Occupational Health Nursing Office. The clinic has only minor medical care and diagnostic
capabilities and is supported by a staff of one nurse and one administrative employee.
Patients requiring further medical assistance are referred to civilian facilities in the City of
Madison. The Occupational Health Nursing Office provides ambulance services duning
testing operations and installation emergencies.

The City of Madison medical support services include the King's Daughter's Hospital, with
a 144 bed capacity, and the Madison State Hospital, with a full staff of general practitioners,
psychiatrists, and consultants. Other medical facilities serving the City of Madison and
Jeff erson County include two medical clinics, four nursing homes, and a 24-hour ambulance
service (PSI Energy 1991).

Medical services for Jennings County are provided by Jennings Community Hospital in North
Vernon. This hospital has a 48-bed capacity and maintains a 24-hour, physician-staffed
emergency room. Other medical facilities for the county include two nursing homes, several
private medical clinics, and services provided by the Visiting Nurses Association (Jennings

County Economic Development 1992).

The Margaret Mary Community Hospital, with a 94-bed capacity, is located in Batesville,
approximately 45 miles from the JPG. The hospital provides medical services for RipleyI
County and has a 24-hour emergency facility. The King's Daughters Clinic, a branch of the
City of Madison's King's Daughter's Hospital, is located in the City of Versailles,
approximately 20 miles from the JPG (Versailles Chamber of Commerce, 1992).
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* 4.5 UTILITIES AND SOLID WASTE

4.5.1 Potable Water

I ~~~~~~~The JPG obtains its water from the City of Madison via suppiy wells located along the Ohio
River. While the service area demand averages 2.85 million gallons per day, the Madison
Water Authority is capable of providing up to 8.0 million gallons per day. The bulk of theI ~ ~~~~~JPG's water demand comes from the domestic needs of installation residents and the
industrial needs of the steam heat generation plant (ISACOE 1991).

Water is supplied to the facility through an eight-inch polyvinyl chloride pipe from a 500,000
gallon water tank located on the JPG facility. The Cannan Water Company furnishes potable
water to both Gate 1 and the Old Timbers Lodge. A waterline entering through Gate 9
follows K Road. The installation's distribution system consists of over 20.5 miles of water
lines. The system lacks cathodic protection, and its primary maintenance problems result
from its 50-plus years of use (SACOE 1991).

4.5.2 Wastewater Treatment

The JPG maintains and operates its own wastewater collection system and wastewater
treatment plant. The wastewater collection system, brought on-line in 1941, is predominantly
maintained by gravity flow. Low-lying areas are serviced by four lift stations. The system has
a total throughput capacity of 270,000 gallons per day with an average flow from 1991 to
1993 of 41,000 gallons per day (McKittrick, April 1993).

I ~~~~~Domestic sewage accounts for more than 97% of wastewater generated by the JPG.
Industrial wastewater accounts for a minimal amount of total wastewater production. The two
principal sources contributing to the industrial wastewater flow are photographic wastesI ~ ~~~~~~(averaging 170 gallons per day) and boiler blowdown (800 to 1,000 gallons per day during
winter months). These amounts have remained essentially constant for the past several
years (McKittrick, April 1993), though the photographic wastestream ended September 30,
1994, with cessation of operations. Due to the age of the collection system there have beenI ~ ~~~~~~excessive infiltration and inflow problems during heavy rainfall and wet weather periods.
Approximately 28,000 linear feet of leaking vitrified clay pipes and lines were replaced in

* *~~~~~~1988-89.

The JPG holds a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for its
wastewater treatment plant which is effective through June 30, 1995. The plant is in
compliance with the permit's total suspended solid levels of 15 mg/I weekly average and 10I ~ ~~~~~mg/I monthly average (McKittrick, April 1993). Requirements include monitoring for
ammonia-nitrogen, dissolved oxygen, and residual chlorine. However, residual chlorine
monitoring was discontinued in mid-i 993 because the chlorine disinfection system has beenI ~ ~~~~~~replaced with an ultraviolet disinfection system (McKittrick, October 1993).

Sanitary sewer service is unavailable north of the firing line. Septic tanks are utilized at
Buildings 510, 708, 485 (Old Timbers Lodge), 194, and 269 (USACOE 1991).

4.5.3 Storm Drainage

I ~~~~~~~Storm water from the JPG is collected within the cantonment area through a deteriorated
system of 120,704 linear feet of vitrified clay pipe. Numerous outfalls empty into the Middle
Fork and Harberts Creek drainage system. The largest outfall measures 42 inches. Actual
discharge quantities are unknown. The storm water system north of the firing line consists
primarily of culverts and drainage ditches (Fritsche, October, 1993). On July 1, 1993, the
Indiana Department of Environmental Management issued National Pollutant Discharge
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Elimination system permit No. INR 00J002 to the JPG. On June 15, 1994, the facility
requested an extension for implementation of the Stormwater. Pollution Prevention Plan until
January 1995, at which time responsibility for execution of actions related to stormwater
pollution prevention will become part of the caretaker contractor's statement of work.

4.5.4 Heating and Fuel Systems 

Heat is supplied to JPG facilities through a No. 2 fuel oil-fired central heating system. The
existing system consists of two high-pressure steam generating stations, each having its ownI
network of steam and condensate retumn lines. The central heating plant serves most of the
occupied on-post buildings, and the Building 600 plant serves the complex where ammunition
assembly occurs. Both operational plants are well maintained and in good operating
condition. The plant serving the Building 600 complex was closed in 1994 after cessation ofI
the testing mission. Two additional nonoperating steam generating plants at the JPG are in
mothball status. Twelve of the 13 family housing units are equipped with individual No. 2 fuel
oil-fired boilers (McKittrick, April 1993), and one set of family housing quarters has an oil-firedI
forced air furnace (Cloud, November 94). During Fiscal year 1994, base-wide heating oil
consumption was 279,420 gallons (Cloud, November 1994). The JPG is not supplied with
natural gas, and there is no coal consumption.

4.5.5, Electrical Systems

Public Service Indiana provides electricity to the JPG substation through five separate
overhead transmission points from its North Madison substation. The largest feed circuit has
a potential of 34.5 kilovolts. Two of the main feeder lines have three transformers each. One
of these two lines has three 667-kilovolt amp transformers and the other has three 333-
kilovolt amp transformers. Electricity is distributed from the substation through five radial
feeds and a system of pad and pole mounted transformers to the firing line and cantonment
area of the installation (McKittrick, April 1993). The on-post distribution system consists of
5,124 kilowatts of transformer capacity and 265,142 linear feet of overhead line and 65,725I
linear feet of underground line. Public Service Indiana provides electricity to facilities in the
northern portion of the installation along K Road via a 12-mile long feed from the North
Madison Substation.

The JPG's electrical distribution system suffers from breakdowns, current fault areas, circuit
overload, and increasing maintenance costs. It is in need of modernization to rectify its
inadequacies and obsolescence. The JPG was in the process of gradually upgrading theI
system when it was notified of the base closure (USACOE 1991). A substation for the 12.4
kilovolt standby electrical system has been upgraded with new switching gear (McKittrick,
October 1993). PSI has considerable reserve capacity and does not anticipate any near-term

shortages (USACOE 1991).

4.5.6 Solid Waste

The JPG closed its Gate 19 landfill in October 1993. The 12 acre site, located adjacent to
the West Perimeter Road near the firing line, received nonhazardous wastes, construction
debris, and asbestos (McKittrick, August 1993). Analyses of samples from monitoring wells
around the landfill in June 1992 showed elevated levels of mercury. A subsequent U.S. Army
Environmental Hygiene Agency confirmation study established that the analyses were
inaccurate. The operation of the solid fill site complied with applicable Federal and Indiana
disposal regulations (Herring, April 1993). The State of Indiana has approved the JPG'sI
closure plan for the landfill. As part of the closure, a contract to cap the landfill has been
awarded and work is scheduled to begin in the spring 1995 and be completed by summer
1995.
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There are six other closed landfills and one open dump for construction debris only on theI ~ ~~~~~~JPG. All of the landfills except one at Engineers Road are north of the firing line. These
landfills were used for the disposal of solid wastes and construction debris. Base off icials
believe there is a remote possibility that stray rounds could have landed in the landfills north
of the firing line. Based on an ordnance explosive waste archives search, there is no reason
to believe there is any unexploded ordnance in landfills south of the firing line.

The JPG maintains a contract with a private contractor for general pick-up, transport, and
disposal of sanitary refuse. Annual quantities of municipal solid waste collected from the
installation were 8,862 cubic yards and 9,720 cubic yards for fiscal years 1991 and 1992,
respectively. Waste is transported to a transfer station managed by the City of Madison for
off-site disposal in a landfill (Ehlert, April 1993). Ammunition crates contaminated with
pentachlorophenol are collected in a 30 cubic yard bin, which is then hauled from the base
to a certified landfill in Uniontown, Indiana.

Franklin, Jefferson, Jennings, Ohio, Ripley, Scott, and Switzerland Counties make up theI ~ ~~~~~~~Southeastern Indiana Solid Waste District. Landfill capacity in the ROI relies on two principal
sites. The solid waste landfill in Ripley County has submitted a court appeal to a denial of
a rezoning request to allow continuation of use through 1995. This landfill accepts 400 tonsI ~ ~~~~~~of waste per day (75 trucks). The Jennings County solid waste landfill, with a five year life
expectancy, is seeking approval for an 18 acre expansion. This landfill accepts 200 to 250
tons of waste per day.

There are two incinerators in the cantonment area at the J PG. The older incinerator, located
in Building 185, was used from the time the installation opened until 1978. The unit burned
small ammunition, debris, and waste paper products. t is believed that the ash from the unitI ~ ~~~~~~was placed in the landfill at Engineers Road. The newer unit is a multichambered incinerator.
Located in Building 333, it is used primarily for the burning of waste paper products. This
incinerator, unlike the older unit in Building 185, is equipped with an afterburner to reduce air
emissions. Permitting for the incinerator is discussed in detail in Section 4.1 0.

The JPG operates a recycling program for computer paper, white off ice paper, aluminum
cans, and used oil. These materials are collected by private contractors. Annual recyclingI ~ ~~~~~~quantities are estimated to be 800 to 1,000 cubic yards of solid wastes and less than 1,000
gallons of oil (Ehlert, April 1993).

* ~~4.6 VISUAL RESOURCES

The JPG can be divided visually into the areas north and south of the firing line. The area
south of the firing line, or cantonment area, is a well maintained area with buildings to supportI ~ ~~~~~~the installation staff. The Main Gate entrance to this area is flanked by manicured grounds
and tree lined open spaces that provide a visually attractive entrance to the facility. The road
leading to the administrative area is lined with maple trees 40-50 feet tall; in recent years,
these have been subject to blowdown, disease, and insect damage. The buildings in the
administrative area are predominantly wood structures and are surrounded by well
maintained grounds, and parking lots. The operations and maintenance buildings are
predominantly red brick and are heated by steam through an above ground piping systemI ~ ~~~~~~located along Woodfield Road. Grass in large open areas on the facility is maintained at a
height of approximately two feet. The thirteen housing units are arranged along a tree lined
elongated horseshoe-shaped drive. Other visual resources south of the firing line include
Krueger Lake, approximately 1,200 feet long and 250 feet wide. A closed airfield occupies
the southwestern area of the base. The airfield has four runways, of which two are 5,000 feet
in length and two are 4,500 feet in length. The remainder of this area consists of woodlands
and grassy areas. One of the dominant visual features in this area is a 500,000 gallon water

tower.
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Areas north of the firing line consist primarily of heavily vegetated rolling hills, with some open
spaces. The JPG manages over 22,000 acres of hardwood timber. Ranges impact areasI
are interspersed throughout the portion north of the firing line. In the northeast corner of the
base is a 165-acre lake used for small nonmotorized boats and fishing. Streams and
associated deep gullies are interspersed throughout the site. Large flood gates were
installed for security purposes at stream exit locations along the base's western fenceline.I
Interceptor piers, which catch debris, are located upstream of the flood gates. More than 48
miles of chain link fence topped with barbed wire surrounds the JPG facility. The view of the
facility from the fenceline is primarily obscured by trees approximately 30 to 50 feet tall with
a thin undergrowth. Occasional open spaces around the fenceline permit views of up to
several hundred yards.

4.7 CULTURAL RESOURCES

Base realignment and closure actions that may have an effect on significant historic places,
including buildings, structures, sites, districts, and objects that meet the criteria of theI
National Register of Historic Places, must be evaluated in light of the NHPA and regulations
issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. The JPG has executed a MOA with
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and the Indiana SHPO. This MOA, discussed
below, commits the Army to specific measures for identification, evaluation, treatment, andI
management of historic properties.

4.7.1 Archaeological Resources

Two modestly-scoped Phase I surveys for prehistoric archaeological sites at JPG have been
conducted, resulting in discovery of limited evidence of prehistoric occupation. A Phase I
survey is designed to examine all or part of an area in sufficient detail to draw general
conclusions regarding the type and distribution of archaeological or historic properties that
may be present; a Phase 1I survey includes a systematic, detailed examination of an area
which is sufficient to determine if a site is significant and therefore eligible for nomination toI
the National Register of Historic Places.

In 1975, the Glenn A. Black Laboratory conducted a Phase I survey of 150 acres in the north
central part of the JPG, immediately north of Graham Creek. The survey unearthed a singleI
fragmentary projectile point diagnostic of the Late Woodland/Mississippian time period (1000
to 1650 A.D.).

In late 1992, the Archaeology Service Center at Murray State University performed a Phase
I Survey of three parcels encompassing 78 acres in Timber Area I and five parcels
encompassing 138 acres in Timber Area II. The survey resulted in recording of 10 sites
(12Jn257 through 12Jn266) in Timber Area I in the extreme northwest part of the JPG,
predominantly in the vicinity of Otter Creek. Five more sites were recorded (12Ril53 through
l2Ril 57) in Timber Area II in the extreme north central part of the JPG, predominantly along
Falling Timber Branch.
* Four of the sites were prehistoric isolated finds. One site was an isolated find of a

Terminal Archaic projectile point (4000 to 1 000 B.C.). The other three sites were of

indeterminate cultural affiliation.

* Nine of the sites were small lithic scatters of indeterminate prehistoric cultural-
temporal affiliation. The sites probably represent processing stations or short-termI
habitation sites. Only a limited number and diversity of artifacts was found at each
site.

* One site was an early to mid-twentieth century residential site. It revealed only a low
number of artifacts.
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One site was multi-component, with an indeterminate prehistoric occupation and a
late nineteenth to early twentieth century farmstead present. The prehistoric
component consisted of a lithic scatter from which no diagnostic artifacts were
recovered. Previous timbering and military operations and construction of the
historic farmstead appear to have destroyed the integrity of the prehistoric site

component.

All of the sites recorded in this survey were considered to be ineligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. No additional archaeological work was recommended for any

The topography of the JPG, along with the presence of large numbers of local archaeological
sites on similar topographic settings, indicates a high probability that many other prehistoric
archaeological sites could be located within unsurveyed areas of the JPG's boundaries
(USACOE, 1991). That topography similar to the JPG's is conducive to prehistoric activity
is illustrated in the findings of other cultural resources surveys undertaken in the vicinity of
the JPG. Major archaeological research projects in south-central Indiana have located large
numbers of prehistoric sites. An archaeological resources survey in conjunction with
installation of the Texas Gas Pipeline resulted in locating over 200 sites, mostly of theI ~ ~~~~~~Archaic Period (8000 to 1 000 B.C.), in a 1 00 mile corridor. Most of these sites were situated
in areas similar to the JPG topography, i.e., near or overlooking a water source or on an area
of good drainage.

No organized archaeological surveys or projects have been conducted to search for historical
cultural remains at the JPG. There has been, however, a compilation of possible historic
sites, prepared by Stafford et al in 1985, based on research of historical atlases, plat books,I ~ ~~~~~and other maps published between 187'6 and 1921. Most of these sites are within areas
north of the firing line; no organized surveys have been conducted to confirm or deny the
current condition or existence of these sites.

* ~~~~~Despite limited access for more than 50 years to the majority of areas of the base and
virtually no development north of the firing line, there has been some loss of potential historic
sites. Construction of the JPG in the 1940s leveled some potential historic sites. Numerous
impact areas north of the firing line have probably resulted in limited damage to or destruction
of some potential historic sites. Creation of Old Timbers Lake in the northeast portion of the
base and resultant inundation of part of Little Otter Creek may have affected potential historic
sites in the past. These circumstances notwithstanding,
the size of the installation renders probable there being substantial areas of undetermined
status throughout the JPG.

3 ~~~~~Three stone markers, generally along "D" Road, identify the route- taken in 1863 when
Confederate General John H. Morgan and 2,500 cavalrymen conducted a raid through
southern Indiana.

I ~~~4.7.2 Historic Architectural Resources

Locations of the JPG's known historic architectural resources are shown in Figure 4-3. TheI ~ ~~~~~~significance of these sites is discussed below:

The Oakdale School, built in the 1860s and one of the few remaining one-roomI ~ ~~~~~~~~schoolhouses in the local area, is located just north of the firing line. Constructed
of limestone masonry, it is a good example of an intact architectural type. The
Oakdale School was placed on the National Register of Historic Places in May 1993.

I ~~ ~~~0 Four stone arch bridges are known to exist within the JPG boundaries: Bridges
Number 17, 25, 27, and 28. Locations of these structures are shown in Figure 4-3.
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/Bnidge #28, 2 Stone ArchesI
Constructed Late 18005S/

Bridge #1 7, 3 Stone Arches > C71 I< ( al 10
Constructed Late 1800'S!

Early 1900'S

7~~~~~~~~~
Old imbers Lodge

Bridge #27, 3 Stone Arches /Cosrce19093
Constructed Late 1800'S! 

Bridge #25, Single Stone Arch Ib"
Constructed Late 1800'S!/I

Eligible v Oakdale School:
Historic District One Room SchoolhouseI

/ - ~~~~~~~Constructed in Late 1860'S

Figure 4-3. Known Historic SitesU

Bridge Number 17, constructed in 1910-1912, is listed as a Historic Inventory site by
the Historic Landmark Foundation of Indiana. The other three bridges, of similar
construction, exist as excellent examples of local masonry bridge design and
construction. In March 1989, the Indiana SHPO determined that all four bridgesI
were eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. Nomination
forms on all four bridges have been completed and sent to the Indiana SHPO for
certification.

The Old Timbers Lodge, built as a country house by Cincinnati industrialist
Alexander Thompson in the early 1930s, represents the arts and crafts tradition of
the early twentieth century and features a "great hall" flanked by massive stoneI
fireplaces. Located in Offer Creek Township of Ripley County (see Figure 4-3), the
facility is presently used as a recreational lodge for JPG staff. Evaluation of the
structure found it to be Category 1II, designating its minor significance. Concurring
in that assessment, the Indiana SHPO determined in January 1956 that the Old
Timbers Lodge was not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic
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Places. However, based on a site visit in May 1992, by letter of June 23, 1992, the
Indiana SHPO agreed that Old Timbers Lodge is eligible for the National Register.

The majority of the cantonment area is eligible for inclusion in the National Register
of Historic Places as one large historic district. By etter dated May 12, 1994, theI ~ ~~~~~~~~Indiana SHPO informed the JPG that the historic district would encompass, at a
minimum, all of the World War II era permanent and semi-permanent buildings and
structures and the pre-war houses that were relocated to Officers Quarters Road
during the war. This district is significant for its role in U.S. military history and also
for its role in the social and economic history of southeastern Indiana. The Indiana
SHPO has recommended that a historic preservation consultant be retained to
investigate further the significance of the district and to define more precisely which
buildings and structures contribute to the district's significance. Additional research
could also lead to a finding that the Korean War era buildings contribute to the
significance of the district as well.

I ~~~~~~~Other potential historic architectural resources exist. For example, some of the metal and
wooden truss bridges at the JPG may be significant because of their being good examples
of an intact historic engineering type. In March 1989, the Indiana SHPO indicated theI ~ ~~~~~~usefulness of inventorying the spans standing within the JPG.

4.7.3 Consultation and Preservation Activities

On.July 17, 1992, the Army entered into a Memorandum of Agreement with the Indiana
SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. A copy of the MOA appears at
Appendix D. The MOA commits the Army to measures designed to achieve goals consistent

with the National Historic Preservation Act:
* The Army is to prepare, in consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic

Preservation and the Indiana SHPO, a Cultural Resource Management Plan. The
Plan will address the full range of historic properties that may exist at the JPG,
including but not limited to buildings and structures, archaeological sites, and
traditional cultural properties. The purpose of the Plan will be to establish processesI ~ ~~~~~~~~for integrating the preservation and use of historic properties with Army mission and
programs. This Plan is to contain a database of surveys and property descriptions
in terms of National Register of Historic Places criteria, as well as procedures for
management of historic properties, including their use, preservation, maintenance,
mitigation measures, a nd consultation. Finally, the Plan is to address compliance
requirements related to the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act.

3 *~~~~~~~ The Army is committed to providing interim protection of historic properties.
Specified sites include the Old Timbers Lodge, the Oakdale School, and four Stone
Bridges (Numbers 17, 25, 27, and 28). Timber management actions will include
inventory and assessment of archaeological sites. Soil-disturbing activities orI ~ ~~~~~~~~projects involving construction disturbance of previously undisturbed surfaces, or
tillage of previously unplowed ground remain subject to coordination requirements3 ~~~~~~~~~with the Indiana SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

* Upon disposal of JPG to any other federal agency for conservation purposes, historic
preservation obligations shall be deemed to pass to that other agency. If JPG is
disposed to another federal agency for purposes other than conservation, then theI ~ ~~~~~~~Army shall determine what, if any, additional measures are needed to achieve
compliance with historic preservation regulations at Title 36 Code of Federal
Regulations Section 800.
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* Upon disposal to any non-federal entity of archaeological properties eligible for entry
in the National Register of Historic Places, the Army must include in the conveyance
document a restrictive clause prohibiting ground disturbing activities without the prior
written consent of the Indiana SHPO.

* Upon disposal to any non-federal entity of historic stutrseligible for entry in the
National Register of Historic Places, the Army must include in the conveyance
document a restrictive clause prohibiting construction, alteration, remodeling, or
action affecting the integrity or appearance of the property without the prior written

consent of the Indiana SHPO.

* The Army shall ensure that personnel conducting remedial investigation and
hitrcpoet opinerqieet.Ti hl nld osligwtfeasibility study tasks related to the Installation Restoration Program are familiar withI

professional archaeologist prior to field work and having access to such expertise
in the event of discovery of archaeological resources.3

4.8 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

JPG's installation road net consists of 196 miles of improved roads, 22 bridges, and 10 low
water crossings (see Figure 4-4). Improved roadways of concrete or asphalt surface total
34 miles, and gravel surfaced roads constitute the remainder of the road network. There are
also some unimproved roads on the installation. Most of the roads are in good condition.
All of the roads in the cantonment area are paved. Sections at low water crossings of the
West Perimeter Road, East Perimeter Road, and a section of "K" Road east of Machine Gun
Road are the only paved roads in the test range area. The majority of the bridges are in good

condition and require only routine maintenance (USACCE 1991).
Three interstate highways are near the JPG. Interstate 65, running north-south, is 30 miles
to the west. Interstate 74, running east-west, is 40 miles north of the JPG. Interstate 71,
running north-south, is 30 miles southeast of the JPG. Access to the installation is via U.S.I
Route 421, a two lane road following the southeastern border of the base. Due to its rural
location and relative isolation, the JPG does not have any significant traffic congestion or
access problems. Indiana Department of Transportation annual average daily traffic figures
reveal a daily rate of 3,750 vehicles on U.S. Route 421 at the JPG's Main Gate (USACOE
1 991).

The JPG's rail service is owned and operated by the City of Madison Port Authority, a 24-mile3
sole source spur from Madison to North Vernon in Jennings County. Until cessation of the
firing mission in September 1994, railways provided a transportation mode for ammunition
and test components for the JPG. Through gradual deterioration of the installation's 16 miles
of standard gauge track, 10 miles were condemned (USACOE 1991). In 1993, the JPG
upgraded 2.6 miles of the rail to Class 1, Active Standard for rail service of materials and
heavy equipment (Eaglin, September 1993).

The JPG airfield was constructed in 1941 to handle bombers and large cargo aircraft. It
consists of four concrete runways, two approximately 5,000 feet long and two measuring
4,500 feet in length. There are 507,000 square feet of taxiways and 349,000 square feet of
apron area. The hangar (Building 301) has 24,084 square feet of floor space. During the
early 1960s the airfield was closed to fixed wing aircraft. Due to deteriorating runway
conditions and outdated equipment for airspace control the airport has remained closed to
all air traff ic. Runways currently show signs of concrete spalling, and reinforcing steel barsI
in the runway are visible in a few places. In the past, helicopters have used the closed
facility, but that use has been infrequent in recent years.
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4.9 NOISE

As required by Army regulation, the JPG has conducted operations in light of an Installation
Compatible Use Zone program. The program is based on a 1983 environmental noise
assessment, prepared by the U.S. Army Environmental Health Agency, to quantify major
noise sources.

Niecan be defined as unwanted sound. Sound is characterized by various parameters
that include the rate of oscillation of sound waves (frequency), the speed of propagation,. and
the pressure level of energy content (amplitude). The sound pressure level has become the
most common descriptor used to characterize the'loudness of an ambient sound level, The
decibel (dB) scale is used to quantify sound intensity. Because sound pressure can vary byI
over one trillion times within the range of human hearing, a logarithmic loudness scale is
used to keep sound intensity numbers at a convenient and manageable level. Since the
human ear is not equally sensitive to all frequencies within the entire spectrum, noise
measurements are weighted more heavily within those frequencies of maximum humanI
sensitivity in a process call "A-weighting" (expressed as dBA). Additionally, sudden, short
duration infrasonic and lower frequency noise such as cannon fire is measured on a "C-
weighted" scale (dBC) and is considered more disturbing than A-weighted noise.

Time variation in noise exposure is typically expressed in terms of a steady-state energy level
equal to the energy content of the time varying period (called Leq), or, alternatively, as a
statistical description of the sound level that is exceeded over some fraction of a givenI
observation period. A day/night noise level, which penalizes noise created between 1 0:00
pm and 7:00 am, adds 10 dBA to measured noise values when a 24 hour logarithmic
average is calculated.

Under the Installation Compatible Use Zone program, three noise zones are defined for the
A-weighted day-night level for continuous noise such as aircraft or traffic noise and C-
weighted day-night level for impulsive noise from weapons other than small arms. TheseI
noise zones help identify compatible land uses in the vicinity of noise generators. Table 4-8
shows these zones. Zone I is that one closest to the noise source, and Zone I is farthest
from the noise source.

Table 4-8. Noise Zone Values.__________

A-Weighted C-Weighted Noise Sensitive Land
Zone Day-Night Level Day-Night Level Use

(housing, schools,
____ ____ ____ ____ _ __ ____ ____ ____ ___ h o sp itals)

I ~~less than 65 dBA less than 62 dBC acceptable

II ~~~65-75 dBA 62-70 dBC normally unacceptable
Ill ~~more than 75 dBA more than 70 dBC I unacceptable I

Major noise sources contributing to the Installation Compatible Use Zone program at the JPGI
include impulse sounds of 90 to 140 decibels caused by the testing of large weapons and
blast detonations, 1 00 to 1 15 decibels caused by tracked vehicles, and 90 to 120 decibels
caused by Indiana Air National Guard use of the air-to-ground gunnery range.

Noise zones for the Installation Compatible Use Zone program for tank, artillery, mortar, and
gun events were generated on the BNOISE computer program developed by the Army
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Construction Engineering Research Laboratory based on operational data over a two-yearI ~ ~~~~~~period. In limited instances, noise contours for Zone 11 exceeded the installation's boundaries
by as much as 1500 feet in the southern area of the. base and noise contours for Zone III
extended beyond the installation's boundaries by up to 500 feet. The cessation of the JPG'sI ~ ~~~~~firing mission in September 1994, eliminated that source of impulse noise impacts beyond
the base's boundaries. Limited demilitarization and disposal operations for remaining
propellants at the Shunk Farm facility (see Figure 4-1 la for location) continue to generate

* ~~~~~~~noise beyond the installation fence.

Noise zones for bombing and strafing activities at the air-to-ground gunnery range were
generated by use of the NOISEMVAP computer program. The aerial track used by aircraft at
the air-to-ground gunnery range lies in the northwest section of the base. Noise contours
associated with the flight track result in a noise Zone 11 and Zone I extending as much as
500 feet beyond the northwest boundary of the base. Figure 4-5 shows these noise

* ~~~~~~~contours.

LEGEND

U ~ ~~~~~~~~~F1Noise Zone~

DNoise Zone I

Noise Zone it

* ~~~~~~~~~~~~~N

Map Not to Scale

Figure 4-5. Noise Zones for INANG Leased Range
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4.10 AIR QUALITY

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has established National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) pursuant to Sections 109 and 301 (a) of the CAA. These standards,
expressed in micrograms per cubic meter, establish safe concentration levels for each
criteria pollutant. NAAQS have been set for six pollutants: particulate matter, sulfur dioxide,
carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, and lead. Appendix E provides a listing of federal
air quality standards as established by the EPA.

The United States is divided into attainment and nonattainment areas, usually by county or
Metropolitan Statistical Area. Areas not meeting NAAQS are designated nonattainment for
the specific pollutant.

The State of Indiana has established ambient air quality standards identical to the NAAQS.I
Air quality monitoring for the state is the responsibility of the Office of Air Management,
Indiana Department of Environmental Management. Air monitoring stations throughout the
state are grouped into air quality control regions. The JPG lies entirely within air qualityI
control region number 083. Air quality control region number 083 is in full compliance with
Indiana and federal ambient air quality standards.

Four air monitoring stations within Jefferson County monitor compliance with ambient air 
standards. These monitoring stations are primarily used to monitor pollutant concentrations
associated with the coal-fired Clifty Creek power generating station. In relation to JPG
Headquarters, the monitoring sites are located at:

* Wilson Avenue, North Madison, 3.8 miles to the southeast,

* K Road (not the uK"~ Road at JPG), 5.2 miles to the southeast,

Graham Road, 2.4 miles to the northeast, and

Bacon Ridge Road, 5.0 miles to the northeast.I

These sites measure concentrations of total suspended particulates and sulfur oxides. At
Wilson Avenue, analyses are also made of fine particulates, and at Bacon Ridge Road
continuous measurements are also made of nitrogen oxides. These measurements are
monitored by the Indiana Office of Air Management and are filed with the EPA Aerometric
Information Retrieval System (USACOE 1991).

The Indiana Off ice of Air Management does not consider the JPG to be a major source of
air pollution. Several emissions sources exist on the facility, but cumulatively they do not
impact regional air quality. Primary air emission sources at the JPG include three boilersI
which use fuel oil, the sewage treatment plant, and a single chamber with afterburner
incinerator in Building 333. Open bumning of excess propellants, detonation of explosives,
and firefighter training are considered secondary air emission sources. Ordnance testing
activities and normal vehicle use are considered minor mobile sources of air emissionsI

The Air Compliance Section of the Office of Air Management currently holds two letters of 
registration, one letter of exemption, and a variance permit for the JPG. On April 26, 1978,
the JPG was issued a letter of registration for a Plibrico, Model 489 multichambered
incinerator. The incinerator did not require permitting because its throughput rate was below
the state cut-off limit. However, the registration was amended and a permit for the incineratorU
was issued after its initial registration with the state. On February 25, 1982, the state issued
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an exempt operation status letter which superseded the permit. The current status remains
in a letter of exemption. The state also has a letter of exemption issued February 25, 1982,

ii ~~~~~~~for three No. 2 fuel oil-powered boilers located in Building 103. The JPG received a letter of
registration for a wood-fired boiler on August 1, 1991. The registration was amended on
January 25, 1993, to modify the terms of the air quality conditions in the original registration
(Foyst, July 1993). The wood-fired boiler is not currently being utilized (McAlister, January

4.1 1 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY

4.1 1.1 Geology

The JPG lies on the western limb of the plunging anticline known as Cincinnati Arch. The
installation is located in the Till Plains section of the Central Lowlands Province. The region
is characterized by till deposits capping a rolling limestone plateau dissected by deep
drainage cuts (USACOE 1991). The site is immediately underlain by deposits of wind-blown
nonstratified silts and clays (ess). Underlying the loess is a glacial till of Illinoisan and
Wisconsinan Age.

Bedrock at the JPG, illustrated in Figure 4-6, consists of thick sequences of interbedded
carbonate units of Silurian, Ordovician, and Devonian Age. These include the Louisville
Limestone, Salamonie Dolomite, and Brassfield Limestone (Silurian); Maquoketa Group,
Trenton and Black River Limestones, and Knox Dolomite (Ordovician); and Muscatatuck
Group (Devonian). The majority of rock outcrops at the JPG are associated with the
Salamonie Dolomite. Other outcrops of thinly bedded limestones and shales located in some
stream drainages are associated with the Maquoketa Group. The Maquoketa Formation is
composed of gray calcareous shale with thinly bedded limestone comprising up to 50 percent
of the formation (USATHAMA 1992).

Silurian and Devonian limestones are quarried in southeastemn Indiana for aggregate and
high purity chemical-stone, products. Ordovician rocks are generally too shaly to be of
commercial value (USACOE 1991). The economic potential of the bedrock units is describedI ~ ~~~~~as excellent for Trenton Limestone, poor for the Maquoketa Group, fair for Salamonie
Dolomite, poor for Louisville Limestone, and good for the Muscatatuck Group (Shaffer 1981).

4.11.2 Topography

The JPG is located on the Till Plains-Section of the Central Lowlands Physiographic
Province. The region is characterized by till deposits capping a rolling limestone plateauI ~ ~~~~~~dissected by deep rocky valleys. The northern half of the installation is gently rolling, while
the southern half is generally flat. Several stream corridors traverse JPG, flowing generally
to the west and southwest. Drainage for each of the creeks is well developed, consisting of
numerous tributaries. Two man-made bodies of water also exist within the boundaries of
JPG. Old Timbers Lake, an impoundment of Little Otter Creek, runs generally north-south
in the northeastern portion of the installation. Krueger Lake, a smaller recreation lakeU ~~~~~~~created by impounding Harbert's Creek, lies in the southeastern corner of the JPG.

4.11.3 Soils

The two major soil associations present at the JPG are the Cincinnati-Rossmoyne-Hickory
and the Cobbsfork-Avonburg (Figure 4-7). A combination of different soil types occur on or
adjacent to stream beds. These soils include Ryker silt loam, Grayford silt loam, Holton
loam, Eden silty clay loam, Elkinsville silt loam, and Wirt silt loam soil types. The Elkinsville,
Ryker, and Wirt soils are considered prime farmland and Holton soils are prime farmland in
areas that are drained (USATHAMA 1992).

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995

Page 4-23



Final Environmental Impact Statement

Muscat atuck
GroupI

liii liii liii Louisville0

IzN1111 iii 1111 Imetn 

Li~~~ '... ... ... Salamonie
O,~G~WQ Dolomite

Brass field
- ~~~~Limestone

Tr MaquoketaI
Group
(shaley
limestone)

U U Trenton
and
BlackI
Limestones

Knox
Dolomite

A . 1 Eau
,~Claire

4 ~~ Formation

Mount
Simon

Sandstone

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~NI

Crystalline
Basement

A ~~~~~~~~~~Map Not to Scale 

Figure 4-6. Bedrock Geology
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The Cincinnati-Rossmoyne-Hickory soils are generally deep and moderately well drained,I ~ ~~~~~~with slopes of 0 to 35 percent. These soils are found mainly on ridge tops, breaks, and hill
sides at the JPG. Erosion and slope are the primary limitations in use and management of
soils in this association. The silt loarns are severely limited as sites for roadways or septic

tank absorption fields (USACQE 1991, USDA 1985).

* ~~~~~LEGEND

F]Cobbsfork-Avonburg

U D ~~~~~~~~~~~~Cincinnati-

I E ~~~~~~~~~CombinedSoits

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~N

I - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Map Not to Scale

I ~~~~~~~~~~Figure 4-7. Major Soil Associations Present at JPG

H ~~~~~~~The Cobbsfork-Avonburg soils are nearly level to gently sloping and somewhat poorly drained
soils (generally less than 6 percent) located on broad tabular divides. High moisture content
and erosion are the primary limitations in use and management of soils in this association.
Extensive drainage systems are necessary in this type of soil for urban or agricultural

acreage (USACOE 1991).
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Both soil associations contain low permeability confining layers which restrict downward
movement of water. The Cincinnati-Rossmoyne-Hickory soils are less desirable forI
development than the Cobbsfork-Avonburg soils due to wetness, poor porosity, and steep
slopes. Occasional flooding and erosion are hazards that frequently occur with this
association (USATHAMVA 1992).
The underlying unconsolidated glacial tills are typically 25 to 35 feet in thickness and reachI
50 feet in thickness in the uplands areas. The tills have been eroded and are generally
absent in and near stream valleys (USATHAMA 1992).

Erosion is evident throughout the JPG facility, particularly north of the firing line where the
numerous streams and their branches have cut deep gullies through the soil. Steeper
hillsides show signs of erosion in clearings where ground cover is sparse. Erosion is not as

prevalent south of the firing line in the cantonment area.

4.11.4 Prime and Unique Farmland

Prime farmland, as defined by the United States Department of Agriculture's Soil
Conservation Service, is land that is best suited to food, feed forage, fiber, and oilseed
production. It does not include urban or build-up land or water areas. The soil qualities,
growing season, and moisture supply are those needed for a well-managed soil to produce
a sustained high yield of crops in an economic manner. Prime farmland has an adequate
and dependable supply of moisture from precipitation or irrigation, and the areas temperature
and growing season are favorable. Prime farmland soils have acceptable levels of acidityI
or alkalinity. Prime farmland also has few or no rocks and is permeable to water and air. It
is not excessively erodible or saturated with water for long periods and is not frequently
flooded during the growing season. The slope ranges mainly from 0 to 6%.3

Unique farmland is land that can be used for the sustained production of specific, high-value
food and fiber crops. The moisture, regardless if supplied by irrigation or precipitation, is
adequate for the high yielding crop. Elevation, length of growing season, drainage, and non-I
natural elements such as the distance to the market are also factored into unique farmland
determinations. As the State of Indiana does not have an established "unique farmland'
program, there are no criteria established that can be used to determine if the soils on and

around the JPG qualify as unique farmland.

Soil types in the area of the JPG which can be considered prime farmland based on general
soil properties include the following silt oarns: Cincinnati, Deputy, Elkinsville, Haymond,I
Huntington, Jennings, Negley, Nicholoson, Pekin, Rossmoyne, Rlyker, and Wirt. A listing of
soil types and potential classifications is provided at Table 4-9. Approximately 30% of the
soils at the JPG have the potential to be classified as primefarrnland. Disturbances of these
soils through military activities such as air-to-ground munitions testing and ordnanceI
detonation decrease the likelihood that th e soils would be classified as prime farmland.

4.12 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

During the spring and summer of 1993 and 1994, the Bloomington Field Off ice of the FWS
pe rformed biological surveys of the J PG. These su rveys included plant su rveys, stream f is h
collection, breeding bird surveys, and bat surveys. The following subsections include
information collected from these surveys. The information is contained in the Jefferson Fish

and Wildlife Management Plan September 1994.
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Table 4-9. Potential Farmland Classifications at the JPG.

Soil Type Slope Classification

Cincinnatic silt loam (eroded) 2______6____Prime___

Cincinnatic silt loam (eroded) 6% - 12% _____________I ~~~~Cincinnatic silt loam (severally 6% - 12%
erod ed)__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Cincinnatic silt loam (eroded) 12% - 18% _____________

Elkinsville silt loam 2% - 6% Prime
Elkinsville silt loam (eroded) 6% - 12% _____________

Haymond silt loam (frequently Prime*
flooded )__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Pekin silt loam (eroded) 2% - 6% Prime
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __m_ _ __siltloam_ _ _ __-_2_ _Prim e

Rossmore silt loam (eoed0% -% Prime

Rvker silt loam 6% - 12% 77:______________

I ~~~4.12.1 Wildlife Resources

The JPG's lands provide habitat for a variety of wildlife. The nature of the mission and
activities at the JPG prevents a systematic survey from being conducted. Examples of
wildlife species native to the JPG are listed in Appendix F.

From May 28, 1993, through June 17, 1993, 11 areas at the base were surveyed for theI ~ ~~~~~~~presence of breeding birds. The initial study identified 103 species of birds as breeding pairs
on the JPG. Of those, approximately 48 percent are neotropical migrants, species that nest

* ~~~~~~~in the U.S. and Canada but winter in the tropics of Central and South America.

The three major habitats used by the avian community include the wet woodlands, dry-upland
forests, and grass/shrubland areas. The wet woodlands include three of the surveyed sites.
The most common birds observed in this habitat were those which prefer forest interior. TheI ~ ~~~~~~dry-upland habitat had three sites surveyed and included areas consisting of mature forested
uplands changing to bottomland forest. This community, as with the wet-woodland
community, was dominated by those species preferring the forested interior. TheI ~ ~~~~~grass/shrubland community was dominated by grassland and shrubland species, as
expected. Due to the scattered areas of these two habitats throughout the facility, woodland
and generalists species were also present. Appendix F lists birds surveyed on the JPG.

I ~~~~~~~One of the largest great blue heron nesting colonies (rookeries) found in Indiana is located
within JPG boundaries. This rookery is located in the northeast portion of the property. The
rookery has demonstrated steady growth, most likely due to low levels of human activities
in the area.
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No extensive survey for mammals was performed during the study. Appendix F lists
mammals known to inhabit or potentially inhabit the JPG.

Bats were collected at Little Otter Creek, Otter Creek, Graham Creek, and Harbert's Creek
between June 21 1993 through June 28, 1993. Seven species of bats were captured and

included the species in Appendix F.
These seven species of bats represent a majority of the species that would be expected in
the vicinity of the JPG. Only a small fraction of the facility was sampled to collect them. The
diversity and extent of habitat types and undisturbed forested stream corridors and karst
conditions make it likely that the JPG harbors an abundant bat community.

The region in which the JPG lies is considered herpetologically rich, with herpetiles (reptiles
and amphibians) resembling southern and eastern species rather than northern species.
Appendix F lists the reptiles and amphibians positively identified on JPG (Kams, 1994).

4.12.2 Aquatic ResourcesI

During the period June 1, 1993, through June 9, 1993, the FWS conducted a fish survey of
the JPG's streams. The JPG is located in the Muscatatuck Regional Slope, and the three
major streams in this area drain into the Muscatatuck River system. Bottom substrates
consist of rock shelf and bedrock in many streams, with rubble/boulder substrates common
in some areas. Channel configurations are mostly natural and instrearn habitat varies from
abundant to insufficient in shallow, bedrock areas. Riparian forests along the stream
corridors are generally well suited for aquatic habitat protecting the areas from erosion and
providing aquatic stability. Erosion is limited to areas of disturbances by construction of
roads and barriers. Silt load is found at some levels in some streams and is probably theI
result of agricultural activities upstream from the base. The larger streams on the JPG are
discussed individually.

* Otter Creek is in the northern portion of the facility. All direct watersheds of theI
creek and most of its tributaries within the JPG boundary are forested. Otter Creek
has the most varied and least degraded riparian habitat on the facility. Common
features on this creek include gravelI/rock riffles, boulders, deep pools, rock ledges,I
and stands of aquatic vegetation, chiefly water willow (Salix americana). Water is
generally clear except after heavy rains, when it becomes very turbid. This is a third
order stream and its size ranges from 36 feet to 61 feet with a mean gradient of 1 1
feet per mile.II

* Little Otter Creek is the major tributary to Otter Creek on the JPG. It is abundant
with rock/riff le habitat, although much bedrock is present and the creek is tooI
shallow to contain much pool habitat. The mean channel width is 29 feet with a
gradient of 26 feet per mile. The banks of this creek are stable with abundant cover
of woody vegetation.

* Graham Creek is smaller than Otter Creek with less pool habitat, less instreamn
structural habitat, and a higher silt load. Undercut rootwads on the channel banks
yields an abundance of predators and other large fish; however, this habitat type isI
above water much of the year. Riparian forest varies along this creek f rom abundant
to narrow and restricted along some interior reaches. Erosion is presented along
isolated sites where construction of roads, barriers, and other disturbances have

occurred.
* Little Graham Creek has a profound change in habitat quality below the confluence

of Horse and Poplar Branch. Upstream of this area, the creek is small, shallow, and

silty with moderate habitat quality. Directly upstream of the confluent is abundant
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filamentous surface algae. The only spotted sucker (Minytrena melanops) caughtI ~ ~~~~~~~~during the survey was in this stream.

Big Creek is chiefly a shallow run with sand, silt, and/or gravel substrate. Good
gravel riffles, small pools, and rock rubble are present. Structural instreamn habitat
is sparse and sift load is relatively high. Riparian forest is ample in some areas and
sparse in other areas, especially the interior reaches. Fauna observed along this
creek include mink, muskrat, deer, and watersnakes.

The 1993 survey resufted in the collection of 6,703 fish of 41 species and 10 families. Fish
were collected from 17 collecting stations along various creeks. Otter Creek was the most
productive creek with a total of 39 species from 4 stations collected. The least productive
creek was Marble Creek, whose only collecting station collected 31 fish from 8 species. No
endangered, threatened, or rare species were found in any of the creeks on the facility. The
most common fish type was minnows, making more than one half of the total fish population.I ~ ~~~~~~A list of fish species is found in Appendix F. Benthic fishes were common in portions in other
streams also but were generally not as diverse as in Otter Creek. Game fish (black bass and
panfish) are present in all streams of sufficient size, and are common in some reaches.

I ~~~~~The FWS observed mussel shells and live mussels in all of the major streams. The FWS
did not perform a comprehensive mussel survey, but a survey was conducted on a section
of Otter Creek crossing the JPG during June 1994. Species identified (live or recently dead)I ~ ~~~~~from that survey are listed in Appendix F. In addition, FWS is currently collecting
macroinvertabrate samples which will aid further in quantifying the aquatic resources at the
JPG.

I ~~~4.12.3 Plant Resources

The JPG is diverse with vegetation resources and contains a large variety of community
types, from frequently burned meadows to mature hardwood forests. It supports unique
vegetation associations that include numerous federal and state-listed plants (endangered,
threatened, candidate, and special concern). In the past, the JPG's lands consisted mostly
of forests which were predominantly flatwoods. Flatwoods are forested areas that occur on
level or nearly level soils which are poorly drained, having a shallow, perched water table.
Many of the former flatwoods were cleared and used as cropland prior to purchase of the
area in 1940 by the U.S. Army. They have since reverted to successional woodlands or have

been maintained as meadows through regular prescribed bumings.

More than 75 percent of the JPG land area is forested. Dominant tree species are presentedI ~ ~~~~~~in Appendix F.
Approximately 43 acres of white pine can be found near Old Timbers Lodge. Stands of
conifers are scattered throughout the facility. A vegetation cover map is presented in Figure

4-8.
Spicebrush and flowering dogwood are dominant understory species. Herbaceous
groundcover include a variety of ferns, sedges, groundpine, and numerous wildflowers such
as orchids, asters, and goldenrods. The meadowlands support a variety of both uplands and
wetlands species. Natives such as green-fringed orchids, rose-pink, flax, butterflyweed, early
goldenrod, narrow-leaved mountain mint, hardhack, and sedges occur along with non-native

Japanese lespedza and white sweet clover.
Approximate acreage, board-foot volumes, and value of harvestable hardwood timber as of
July 1994 located on the JPG are shown in Table 4-10. The 22,378 acres are primarily
located along the perimeter fence of the installation and throughout the cantonment area.
A Forest Management Plan was developed in 1989. Timber harvesting is based on timber
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stand improvement, whereby the most mature trees are removed. The Corps of Engineers
has conducted sales of timber every 15 to 18 months. A Corps representative escorts the
timber firm duning cutting. Each sale results in the removal of 300-400,000 board feet of
timber.

______ _____ _____ Table 4-10. Hardwood Stands on JPG. _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

County Acres Volume (Board-feet) Value($

Jennings 7,204 9,948,000 2,305,000

Jefferson 5,763 8,030,000 j 1,423,000

Ripley 9,411 21.445,0 4,895,000

4.12.4 Wetlands

There are approximately 6,000 acres of wetlands on the JPG. Linear riverine wetlands
associated with the base's streams extend approximately 69 miles along stream banks.I ~ ~~~~~~Palustrine forested and palustrine scrub-shrub wetlands are common on the JPG and are
characterized by slightly mature, broad-leaved deciduous trees varying in height from 10 to
20 feet.

I ~~~~~The FWS National Wetlands Inventory maps indicate three major wetlands regions on the
JPG. The first wetland area covers about 175 acres of the Bigcreek headwater area along
the eastern boundary of the facility in an area 6.5 miles north of the firing line. The secondI ~ ~~~~~~region, about 525 acres, is located near the headwaters of Marble Creek, along the western
boundary of the JPG five miles north of the firing line. The third wetland region is located
near the headwater area of Little Graham Creek. This area encompasses approximately 475'
acres near the eastern boundary of the facility and is 1 1.5 miles north of the firing line (Mason

& Hanger, 1992). Wetlands areas are shown in Figure 4-9.

3 ~~~4.12.5 Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species

The JPG provides roosting and foraging areas for the federally endangered Indiana bat
(Mytois sodalis). The unfragmented acres of forested streams provide corridors for these
bats. Based on the habitat available and the preliminary data collected during the FWS
surveys, it is likely that the JPG facility supports a large population of the Indiana bats. In
addition, although federally endangered gray bats (Myosis grisescens) were not captured,

the area contains suitable habitat to support the species (FWS, 1993).

The Indiana bat uses woodland during the summer when maternity colonies utilize trees with
loose barking for nesting. These bats forge primarily over wooded stream corridors, although
they have been collected in grazed woodlots, mature deciduous forests, and pastures with
trees. Ideal foraging habitat consists of wooded riparian corridors with adjacent wooded

* ~~~~~~~uplands.

A pregnant female Indiana bat was captured on June 25, 1993, at Graham Creek. A male
Indiana bat was captured and radio-tagged at the same site on June 28, 1993. The following
morning, the male's day roosting area was identified. Later that evening, the bat again was

locatedr and his foraging locations were mapped.
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The bald eagle (Halliaeetus Ieucocphalus), until recently a federally endangered species, andI ~ ~~~~~the short-eared owl (Asio flammeus), a State of Indiana endangered species, have been
observed on the base duning the winter but do not currently breed on the base. Running
buffalo clover (Trifolium stoloniferum), a federally endangered plant, has not been found at
the JPG, but suitable habitat may exist. Running buffalo clover is found in Switzerland

County, which lies east and south of Jefferson and Ripley Counties.

The salamander mussel (Simpsonaias ambigua), a Federal candidate species, and the
Henslow's sparrow (Ammodramus henslowi), a state of Indiana and Federal candidate
species, are also known to exist on the JPG.

1 ~~4.12.6 State Endangered, Threatened, and Special Concern Species

The size and variety of habitats found on the JPG allow a number of state endangered,
threatened, species of special concemn, and candidate species to inhabit the area. These

species are listed in Appendix F.
In addition to the species above, various plant species found on the JPG property are state3 ~~~~~~~listed. These plants are listed in Appendix F.

4.13 WATER RESOURCES

U ~~~4.13.1 Surface Water

The JPG sustains an extensive network of surface water bodies, including intermittent and
permanent streams, rivers, and 1 0 ponds/lakes ranging in size f rom one to 165 acres. These
are shown in Figure 4-10. The FWS stocks many of these surface water bodies with game
fish. The streams have no segments listed in the Nationwide Rivers Inventory, nor are they
a part of the National Wild and Scenic River System (Mason & Hanger 1992). All surface
water bodies at the JPG are classif ied as warm-water aquatic and f ull-body contact" by the
State of Indiana Water Quality Standards (Clark 1993).

3 ~~~~~~~The JPG lies within the White River Drainage Basin (a sub-basin of the Wabash River Basin,
which is a sub-basin of the Ohio River Basin) (USACOE 1991). Seven permanent streams
flow across the JPG, generally moving in a northeast to southwest direction. The streams
include Otter Creek, Graham Creek, Little Graham Creek, Marble Creek, Big Creek, Middle
Fork Creek, and Harberts Creek.
Otter Creek is the northernmost stream at the JPG, draining approximately 10,690 acres asI ~ ~~~~~~it flows 5.2 stream miles across the facility. Little Otter Creek is located south of Otter Creek
and flows 4.0 stream miles (draining Old Timbers Lake) before converging with Otter Creek.
Old Timbers Lake is approximately 165 acres (Mason & Hanger 1992). Otter Creek and its
tributaries cut into the underlying limestone. Little Graham and Graham Creeks originate off-I ~ ~~~~site and flow independently across the JPG. Graham Creek flows 7.6 stream miles across
the JPG property and drains approximately 5,870 acres. Utile Graham Creek flows 7.8
stream miles across JPG property and drains approximately 7,760 acres. Little GrahamI ~ ~~~~Creek converges with Graham Creek 2.4 stream miles from the JPG boundary. Both Little
Graham and Graham Creeks have gravelly substrates.

Big Creek originates off-site and flows 9.2 stream miles across the JPG. It is fed by
numerous unnamed intermittent tributaries and has a sandy/gravelly substrate. Marble
Creek originates on the JPG property, flowing 2.6 stream miles as a permanent stream to
the installation boundary. It flows another stream mile before joining Big Creek. Marble
Creek has a rock substrate and is cut into the underlying limestone. Together, Big Creek and

Marble Creek drain approximately 11,460 acres of the JPG.
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Middle Fork Creek originates on the JPG and is subsequently fed by several unnamed
intermittent tributaries. It has a gravel substrate and meanders 2.6 stream miles across theI
facility, draining 6,520 acres.

The Harberts Creek headwaters are fed by two intermittent tributaries which originate on the
installation. One of the tributaries originates in Krueger Lake ( acres). Harberts Creek flows
1.8 stream miles across the JPG and drains approximately 6,110 acres. The JPG's
wastewater treatment plant is located on this creek at the base's western boundary. An
average discharge of 13.0 cubic feet per second has been recorded for Harberts Creek atI
a United States Geological Survey gaging station near Madison, Indiana.

Monitoring programs to protect and assess surface water quality at the JPG include NationalI
Pollution Discharge Elimination System permit measurements at the wastewater treatment
plant and the Depleted Uranium monitoring program. The U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene
Agency and the Department of the Interior occasionally perform studies on the surface water.
With the exception of lead, contaminants potentially attributable to JPG's operations have notI

been found in the analyses.
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4.13.2 Groundwater

Two hydrostratigraphic units underlie the JPG. They are unconsolidated glacial deposits and
Silurian and Devonian Limestones. Low hydraulic conductvt and small hydraulic gradients
result in slow groundwater movement in the unconsolidated glacial deposits. Groundwater
flow in these deposits roughly imitates the surface topographic flow (Mason & Hanger 1992).
The capacity of groundwater in the glacial deposits is not capable of sustaining constant
recharge and is not considered as a domestic water supply. This is due to the intermittent
nature of water bearing zones and the low permeability of the ill units. The water is generally
hard, with potentially high sulfur content.

Groundwater in the vicinity of the JPG is primarily stored in Silurian and Devonian LimestoneI ~ ~~~~~~aquifers. The Brassfield Limestone is the principal water producing aquifer of the Silurian
and Devonian Limestones in the JPG area. The Brassfield Limestone has low primary
porosity and poorly developed secondary porosity that provides for the majority of
groundwater recharge. The limestone aquifers in this region are confined by the overlying
fine-grained glacial material. Well depths range from 50 to 250 feet and yields range from
1 0 to 1 00 gallons per minute (SACOE 1991).

The JPG has no comprehensive, basewide groundwater monitoring program. Monitoring
wells were installed around the Gate 19 landfill in 1982. Samples collected in 1982 and 1983
contained low levels of volatile organic compounds; samples collected in 1984 did not.
Based on the probable groundwater contamination at this landfill and other locations on the
installation, a Remedial Investigation was initiated and several monitoning wells were installed
south of the firing line. Analyses suggest that any groundwater contamination south of the
f iring line is localized due to slow groundwater movement, estimated to be 1 5 feet per year

at the landfill and 2.92 feet year at Building 279.

Possible sources of groundwater contamination include landfills other than the Gate 19
landfill, solvent disposal areas, red lead disposal areas, yellow sulfur disposal areas,
underground storage tanks, burn areas, and ordnance impact areas. Pending completion
of the Remedial Investigation / Feasibility Study being prepared as part of the Installation
Restoration Program, the extent and causes of groundwater contamination cannot be fully
determined (USACOE 1991). Groundwater at JPG is not utilized as a potable water source
(Mason and Hanger 1992).

4.14 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND HAZARDOUS WASTES

* ~~4.14.1 Regulation of Hazardous Materials and Waste

Numerous regulations govemn the generation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous
materials and hazardous wastes. Regulations pursuant to Subtitle C of the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act pertain to the treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous
wastes. The EPA or an authorized state issues RCRA Part B permits for treatment, storage,
and disposal of hazardous wastes. Hazardous materials regulations of the Department of
Transportation govern transportation of hazardous materials. Occupational Health andI ~ ~~~~~~Safety Administration regulations pertain to site worker health and safety. Other regulations
derived from federal statutes that are applicable to JPG operations include those associated
with the Toxic Substances Control Act, the Nuclear Regulatory Commission, and the Clean
Air Act.

The JPG has submitted a Part A RCRA permit application and thereby attained interim status
and authorization for the thermal treatment of propellants and explosives at open burning andI ~ ~~~~~~detonation facilities. While the JPG also has submitted a Part B RCRA permit application for
open burning and detonation units, the Part B application has no legal effect until a RCRA
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permit is issued. A closure plan for the open burning facilities is scheduled for completion
in September 1995 and for open detonation facilities at a later time. The JPG also uses a
temporary storage facility for hazardous waste (Building 305); the State has approved the
closure plan for that site.

Programs to remedy past, present, or threatened uncontrolled releases of contaminants fromI
hazardous site were established by the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act. CERCLA requires that all federal property transfers specify
any release, storage or disposal of hazardous materials at the site along with a descriptionI
of the circumstances and any response taken. Covenants are required for property transfers
from the federal govemnment to private nonfederal government entities that involve property
which has been the site of storage, release or disposal of hazardous materials. These
covenants must warrant that necessary remedial action has been taken and, that if additionalI
remediation is needed, it will be conducted by the federal government.

In October 1992, the CERFA amended CERCLA to establish new procedures with respect
to contamination assessment, cleanup, and regulatory agency notification and concurrence
for federal facility closures. The objective of CERFA is to readily identify real property that
has. potential for immediate reuse.

4.14.2 Investigations and Source Areas of Hazardous and Toxic
Materials

The JPG's operations throughout the base's history have involved used of a wide variety of
hazardous materials and petroleum products. Several studies have been performed to
support DoD environmental restoration program initiatives and BRAC activities to identifyI
where these materials were used, stored, or released. The more important of these studies
are briefly described below. The CERFA Report for Jefferson Proving Ground (December
1993) contains additional references to information on environmental restoration studies that

have been completed.

A Draft RCRA Facility Assessment Report completed by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency's Region V off ice identified 85 solid waste management units at JPG. In addition,I
JPG officials have identified another 31 sites.

An Enhanced Preliminary Assessment was conducted by the USATHAMA to assess
environmental quality at the JPG in March 1990. The Enhanced Preliminary Assessment
was performed through visual inspection of the JPG and review of all available documents
and files. Fifty-three areas requiring environmental evaluation were identified. In addition to
focusing on hazardous waste sites, the study addressed the JPG's regulatory compliance
status, PCBs, asbestos, lead-based paint, radon, underground storage tanks, environmental
issues requiring resolution, and current or potential restraints on utilization of the JPG.

In April 1994, the U.S. Army Environmental Center (USAEC) published the Version I of the
Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Plan, Jefferson Proving Ground. The document
contains the status, management and response strategy, and action items related to the
JPG's ongoing environmental restoration and associated compliance programs. Appendix
F of that document ("Other Ancillary BCP Materials") contains a thorough listing of JPG's
known and pptential hazardous waste sites. It is included in this EIS at Appendix G to
provide general information on the location, status, and potential or intended actions

respecting those hazardous waste sites.
A draft report pursuant to the CERFA was prepared on December 1, 1993. This document
identified four CERFA parcel types: 
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1. CERFA Parcel - real property that had no history of hazardous materials or, havingI ~ ~~~~~~been contaminated by non-CERCLA hazards (e.g., asbestos, UXO), is fully
remediated; this type of property is available for immediate reuse.

2. CERFA Parcel with Qualifier - those parcels that contain non-CERCLA and
petroleum/petroleum derivative hazards such as radon, asbestos, unexploded
ordnance, lead-based paint, radionuclides or inactive equipment containing PCBs.

3. CERFA Disqualified Parcel - real property where there is evidence of storage,I ~ ~~~~~~~release, or disposal of a CERCLA hazardous substance, petroleum, or petroleum
derivative, or evidence that the parcel is threatened by such release or disposal.
CERFA Disqualified Parcels also include any portion of the installation containingI ~ ~~~~~~~PCB release or disposal, any explosive ordnance dumping locations, any storage
sites of chemical ordnance, and any areas in which CERCLA-hazardous substances
or petroleum products have been released or disposed and subsequently fully
rernediated.

4. CERFA Excluded Parcel - those areas that are either to be retained by DoD (and
therefore not explicitly investigated under CERFA) or previously transferred by deed

to another agency or party outside the federal government.
According to the draft CERFA Report (ETC, 1993), three of the four parcel types were
applicable at the JPG: CERFA Parcels, CERFA Disqualified Parcels and CERFA Parcels
with Qualifiers. As of the close of 1994, the draft report was under review by State of Indiana
environmental officials. Figures 4-1 la and 4-.1 l b show the location of each parcel; Table 4-
1 1 describes each CERFA parcel and its parcel type.

Table 4-1 1. CERFA Acres by Study Area.

__________________________________(Areas south of thfirnajlie

Study Area Total Acres DI____ 02 _ E3__ PI

~IX/HR 36__ 

5D-/A1LJPR/PS(P)/HRJ/HS 30______

6D-/AMJXIRD/PRJ/R 10 V / V___

7D-/AMJP/X/RD/PR/PS/HR/HS 450// ____

8D-/AAIJXIPR 10// ____

1 0D-ILAPS/HS 10 / _____

13D-/ATLIPSJHS 10 // _____

15D-/X(P)1HR(P) 10 / V___

19D-/PR(P) 1 0 /____

23D-IlHR(P)/HS 10 /_____

28D-/A1i/X(P)/PS/HR(P) 100 V1/ ____

29D-flX(P)flHR(P) 120// ____

30D-/A/UPS(PV/HR1HS 38/ _____

31 D-/X(P)1HR(P) 10 / _____

32D-/HR 20/ ____

33D-/HR(P) 30 /____

20-/AIUJX(RD 1679/ _____

1204AMJRD 20 ____

140-/A/L 30__ _ _ _/_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

160-/AJL 10/ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

170-/AlL 30__ _ _ _/_ _ _ _

180 /IA/L 10 _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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Table 4-1 1. CERFA Acab hd Ara

220JAi 9_ _ _ _ _/_ _ _ _ _ _ _

2404Ai 10__ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _

2604/AA 1 0 __ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

270-ILI 10 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

P 307 6 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

9P 8 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1ip 10 V__ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

25P 10 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ .

_______ ______ ______ _______ ______ ______ (A reas north of thi firnQ line) _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

2D-XIPS/HR(P)/HS 130 // ____

3D-/XIHR(P) 50 // ____

41)-MHI-R(P) 40/ ____

SD-/"I-R(P) 160// ____

6D-IXJHR(P) 40// ____

7D-HR(P) 60/ _ __I

9D-/RD(P)/X/HR 1620 ____ ____

1OD-/XIHR(P) 210 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1 I D-/X,'HR(P) s0o/ ____ ___

12D-IXIPR 20 //____

l0-/X 47696 _ _ _ _ _ _/_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

1 CERFA Disqualified Parcel (see text for definition)
2 CERFA Parcel vith Qualifier (see text for definition)
3 CERFA Excluded Parcel (see text for definition)

4 CERFA Parcel (see text for definition)
Source Earth Technology corporation, 1993

The CERFA process addresses potentially contaminated areas in terms of acres. Specific
remedial actions are accomplished at smaller, more precisely defined project sites.
Corrective actions are, or will be, occurring at numerous sites throughout the installation as
part of the Installation Restoration Program. Individual projects are developed and funded

according to various regulatory requirements and funding accounts.

In September 1992, a Draft Technical Plan was prepared to perform an RI/FS for 22 solid
waste management units and three additional sites south of the firing line at the JPG. TheI
Army conducted field work in two phases in order to maximize placement of monitoring wells.
Field work was conducted in 1992 and 1993. The Final Draft RI Report was provided for
review in July 1994. The Army plans to perform cleanup activities as required; however, the
schedule for cleanup activities is not known. The overall objective of the Army is to provide,
wherever possible, parcels that are environmentally suitable for disposal and that can be
readily disposed and made available for reuse.

4.14.3 Unexploded Ordnance
Due to historical practices at the JPG, unexploded ordnance (UXO) may be found anywhere
north of the firing line. South of the firing line, UXO may be found in specific places; theseI
are being investigated either because of known ordnance activities at a site or because there
is some evidence of possible ordnance activities at a site. JPG officials estimate that
approximately 23 million rounds have been fired into impacts areas north of the firing line
since 1941. The types of munitions tested vary from 20 millimeter small caliber cannon to
2,000 pound bombs. It is estimated that as many as 1.5 million UXO items may exist within
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the boundaries of the installation. In addition, another 7.0 million inert projectiles having liveI

fuses or spotting charges may be present. Figure 4-12 provides information on the probable
locations of UXO. The majority of these UXO items have not been recovered and remain a
safety hazard in circumstances of unrestricted access (USACOE 1991).3

A 1992 study analyzed methods and levels of UXO remnediation, to include best,
conservative, and worst case estimates. Cost per acre to clear UXO was calculated using
parameters of low, medium, high, and very high UXO density, assuming clear, grassy, and
tree covered lands. Additional adjustment factors took into account land area, density of
UXO, and vegetation differences. Cleanup costs of UXO to soil depths of four feet and 1 0
feet were calculated. At four feet in bare ground terrain, the estimate ranged from

$8,509/acre (best case) to $1 6,850/acre (worst case). Under the same

HK~~~~~~~~~~~

Map Not to Scale

Figure 4-11b. Identification of CERFA Parcels (South of Firing Line)

conditions for depths of 10 feet, costs range from $29,782 to $58,977/acre. In terrain with
tree growth, costs to clear soil to four feet ranged from $11,062 (best case) to $21,906 (worst
case) per acre. Clearing soil to 1 0 feet in tree growth was estimated at $44,248 (best case)I
to $87,624 (worst case) per acre (Cleanup and Reuse Options, 1992). These costs are
displayed in Table 4-12.

Table 4-12. UXO Cleanup Cost Estimates

Clearance Depth Scenario Bare Land Forested Land
Cost per Acre Cost per Acre

4' Best Case $8,509 $11,062

41 Worst Case $16,850 $21,906I

1 0' Best Case $29,782 $44,248
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Table 4-12. UXO Cleanup Cost Estimates

Clearance Depth Scenario Bare Land Forested Land
Cost per Acre Cost per Acre

10' Worst Case $58,977 $87,624

I ~~~4.14.4 Depleted Uranium

Since March 1984, more than 1 00,000 kilograms of depleted uranium (DU) projectiles have
been fired into a three square mile DU impact area. Figure 4-13 identifies the location of the
DU impact area. The presence of the DU gives rise to an encumbrance on disposal or
transfer of the DU impact area portion of the JPG.Depleted uranium testing was conducted
in accordance with Nuclear Regulatory Commission license number SUB 1435, approved in
December 1983. This license permits testing of up to 250,000 kilograms in the DU testing
area (105 millimeter and 120 millimeter tank ammunition), storage of DU in Buildings 610,
611, and MI, and storage of up to.50 kilograms of DU for use as a collimator for aI ~ ~~~~~photographic x-ray machine. Semiannual cleanup activities have resulted in recovery of
about 25 percent of the DU in the impact area. Although not required by license number SUB
1435, the JPG has taken actions to recover and dispose of spent DU rounds in order to
extend the usef ul life of the impact area. A decommissioning plan is required to be submitted
to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to identify methodology for cleanup of DU
contamination and closing out of the license.

In 1994, the Army's Test and Evaluation Command commissioned Los Alamos National
Laboratory to study human health risks posed by DU at the JPG. The Laboratory's report,
Depleted Uranium Human Health Risk Assessment, Jefferson Proving Ground, addresses
risks associated with three scenarios: hunting or occasional use, resident farming (drinking
water from uncontaminated off-site sources), and resident farming (use of on-site, presumed
contaminated water). Both a steady-state model and the Department of Energy's Residual
Radioactive Material Guidelines model were used to develop the risk assessment. In theI ~ ~~~~~~hunting scenario, total dose to humans was modeled to be about 0.15 millirems per year.
In the first farming scenario, total dose to human was modeled to be about 1.3 millirems per
year. The final scenario, which assumed ingestion of food grown on the impact area and
intake of water from a presumably contaminated aquifer, resulted in a modeled dose in-years
10 through 100 of about 1 10 millirerns per year, an amount that exceeds the exposure limit
of 1 00 millirems per year (Los Alamos National Laboratory, 1994). To put these doses in
context, it is noted that an average American's annual radiation exposure from all natural and
man-made sources is 360 millirems; two packs of cigarettes daily results in exposure of
about 8,000 millirems per year (polonium-21 0), porcelain dentures about 1,500 millirems per
year (uranium), and each dental x-ray about 100 millirems (Department of Energy, 1994).

I ~~4.14.5 Asbestos, Radon, Lead-based Paint, PCBs

The JPG management of hazardous materials and waste extends not only to materials as
they are used and subsequent remedial actions as required, but also asbestos, radon, lead-
based paint, PCBs, and underground storage tanks (USTs). Information on these is
presented below.I ~ ~~~~~~~Asbestos. Management and disposal of asbestos at the JPG is performed in

accordance with Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations (29 CFR
1926.1 101) and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR

61, Subpart M). Asbestos containing materials are present in several
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_ _ 7 

LEGEND Level Total Acres UO

None 0 H0 
I Low 128 12,800 0.01I

7 Medium 9,500 9,500 1

* High 60,000 15,000 4

I Very
High 1,428,000 16,800 85

Map Not to Scale

Figure 4-12. Estimated Distribution of UXO
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Figure 4-13. Depleted Uranium Impact Field

of the buildings at the JPG facility. Construction materials include pipe insulation, roof
shingles, and siding. A preliminary survey at the JPG indicated that the total length of
asbestos insulated pipe was approximately 197,000 linear feet. There is also an estimated
258,000 square feet of asbestos shingles and siding. The piping, insulation, and shingles are
generally in good, bound, and nonfriable condition. However, many piping joints (unions,
elbows, etc.) in many of the buildings have potential to become friable (USATHAMA 1992).

In March 1993, a comprehensive asbestos survey was completed which located,
identified, and recommended appropriate abatement action for asbestos containing
material. A total of 345 buildings were inspected. No buildings were found to requireI ~ ~~~~~~~~immediate abatement action. Minor asbestos containing material abatement actions
have occurred during operation and maintenance activities. Waste asbestos
containing materials resulting from these actions were double-bagged and stored in
Building 305 prior to disposal at the Gate 19 landfill.

Radon. Radon testing at the JPG has been performed in family quarters, building
basements, and shelter tunnels throughout the facility. Testing for radon was done

by 7-day, 90-day, and 12-month tests. Test results indicate radon concentrations at
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levels lower than the EPA action level of four picocuries per liter. No further radon
testing or mitigation is deemed required at the JPG (USACOE 1991).

Lead-based Paint A lead exposure risk assessment was conducted at the JPG in
October 1991 for the 13 family housing units, all of which were built before 1978. As
assessment score for each structure was based on the age of the building, itsI
exterior condition, its interior condition, documented cases of lead poisoning, and
special considerations. Based on this ranking protocol, all 13 sets of quarters
received a rating of medium risk.

The remaining buildings at the JPG have not been surveyed for lead-based paint.
All structures built before 1978 are assumed to contain some amounts of lead-based
paint. Of the base's 379 buildings, only 25 have been built since 1978. The GateI
19 landfill may have been used to dispose of empty lead-based paint containers and
paint sludge from the paint shop in Building 136 (USATHAMA 1990).

PCBs. Of 252 transformers in use at the JPG, seven have been found to exceedI
the Toxic Substance Control Act limit of 500 parts per million PCBs and have been
replaced. None of the transformers showed indications of leaking.

Throughout its operational history, the JPG has utilized 70 USTs ranging in capacity
from 300 to 25,000 gallons to store fuel oil, diesel fuel, kerosene, white gas and
gasoline. Twenty-eight of these tanks were installed between 1941 and 1953.
Tanks at the JPG are of various construction, from bare steel to coated steel.
Currently, the USTs hold No. 2 fuel oil, unleaded gasoline, and diesel fuel
(USATHAMA 1992), as well as used motor oil.

The JPG closed and removed ten USTs in 1988. Soil samples at these sites
indicated total petroleum hydrocarbons ranging from 400 parts per million to 4,400
parts per million. Indiana's Yank-a-Tank Program requires removal and soil
excavation where total petroleum hydrocarbons exceed 100 parts per million. The
JPG established two biocells to treat such soils. Selected tanks were tested in 1990
and 1993, resulting in discovery of minor contamination limited to the immediate

areas of some tanks.
To date, 32 tanks have been closed and removed. The current management plan
is to leave the remaining tanks in place until a final reuse plan is identified and
approved, at which time they would be replaced or removed in accordance with allI
applicable regulatory requirements by 1998 (USAEC, April 1994).

4.15 IDENTIFICATION OF ENCUMBRANCES

The following provides detailed discussion of nine encumbrances and their applicability to the
disposal alternatives for the JPG:

Unexploded Ordnance. The Army estimates that there are up to 1.5 million rounds
of UXO and up to 7.0 million inert projectiles with live fuses or spotting charges
scattered across the impacts areas north of the firing line at JPG. The presence ofI
UJXO constitutes a hazard to numerous kinds of activities that might occur in the area
such as construction, intrusive investigation of hazardous waste site contamination,
cross-country vehicular travel, and most agricultural and silvicultural operations.
Removal technology to eliminate potential hazards is inadequate for the extent of the
UXO contamination. Restrictive covenants may be included in the sale or transfer
documents to prohibit future owners from all terrain-disruptive activities and to
impose other requirements to ensure safety and protection of human health and theI
environment.
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Depleted Uranium Testing of 105 millimeter and 120 millimeter tank ammunition
containing DU since 1984 results in there being approximately 75,000 kilograms DU
remaining in a three square mile impact area in the central portion of the base. The
DU rounds, or penetrator rounds, use nonexplosive projectiles. Most remain intact
upon firing, though some break into pieces on impact. The penetrators tend to skip
and ricochet when they impact the ground because they are fired at a high initial
velocity. The DU penetrators oxidize in the air, forming uranium oxides that can
flake off and remain in the soil after recovery of the penetrators. DU represents aI ~ ~~~~~~~~toxicological hazard as a metal. Potential release mechanism include the migration
of radioactive contaminants through soils to the groundwater. The JPG conducts
semiannual groundwater sampling from nine impact area wells and two background
wells; to date, no analyzes have shown migration of radioactive materials through
soils to groundwater. A decommissioning plan for closure of the DU range will
include continued site and groundwater monitoring. In light of DU's lengthy natural
degradation period, the continued attention that will be required of potential DU
issues represents an encumbrance on disposal or transfer. Additionally, rest rictiveU ~~~~~~~~covenants in sale or transfer documents may be required to ensure safety and
protection of human health and the environment.

I * ~~~~~~~~Surface Water Quality Protection. The FWS request for lands to create a wildlife
refuge is expected to lead to management of the refuge area, for the benefit of
plants and wildlife, in the most natural condition possible. Consistent with this,
during Army-FWS transfer negotiations it may be prudent to provide for restrictive
covenants respecting commercial development that might impact surface waters.
The Army may find it desirable to include set-back provisions prohibiting construction
of buildings or impervious surfaces within any distance that could affect theI ~ ~~~~~~~numerous streams and water bodies draining the JPG. Other actions the Army
could take to protect surface water quality would include deed prohibitions on
backwoods low-water crossing, prohibitions on boat motors and other recreational
motor-powered devices, and best management practices for pesticide applications
and silviculture.

* Air Gunnery Range buffer. Continuation of Indian Air National Guard's use of 1,033I ~ ~~~~~~~~acres for an air gunnery range in the north-central portion of the JPG would require
establishment of safety buffer zones flanking the range and noise easements to
permit aircraft operations. Restrictions against occupancy of adjacent land use and
noise easements would be required to be included in any interim leases or

conveyance documents.

* Utilities Interdependencies. Steam heat at JPG is provided from a single source,I ~ ~~~~~~~~Building 103. Conveyance of property interests south of the firing line, whether via
interim leases, sale, or transfer, would require among transferees establishment of
an entity to continue provision of this function for existing facilities.

I a~~~~~~~ Historical Resources. Pursuant to a MOA executed between the Army, the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, and the Indiana SHPO, the JPG is to develop a
final Cultural Resource Management Plan not later than September 30, 1995. InI ~ ~~~~~~~~conjunction with the Cultural Resources Management Plan, land and facilities that
are sold or transferred will be subject to restrictive covenants that necessitate f utu re
owners' obtaining permission of the SH-PO prior to taking actions that might
adversely affect archaeological resources or sites eligible for inclusion in the National

Register of Historic Places.

* Remediation Actiiies. Operations over many decades at the JPG have resulted inI ~ ~~~~~~~localized hazardous waste contamination. The contaminants and substances of
concern include volatile organic compounds, sernivolatile organic compounds,

metals, asbestos, polychlorinated biphenyls, pesticides, and explosive wastes. Both
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the northern and southern sections of the JPG bear hazards likely to warrant some
degree of remedial action.3

Details of remedial actions remain to be determined. Preliminary estimates available
from current information indicate that several buildings and areas of the JPG would
be subjected to some level of cleanup activity. Interim leases for buildings wouldI
require clauses permitting right of reentry to perform remediation-related tasks.
Specific locations requiring long-term operation and maintenance of remedial
measures, once certified by the U.S. EPA as being successfully commenced, would
likely necessitate restrictive use covenants for the duration of the remedial action.

* Reversionary, Clauses. n Army-FWS transfer negotiations concerning creation of
a wildlife refuge, the FWS has requested that outlying parcels intended for
commercial development be burdened with a reversionary clause favoring the FWS.
This would result in property not developed to some agreed level being vested in the
FWS, probably after a period of 25 years. While this type of clause would appear
not to impact successful commercial development, it. could have an effect on a
county's land use decisions respecting undeveloped parcels, especially any action
that could be in conflict with the FWS's reversionary interest (e.g., a county's grant
of easement for a petroleum pipeline across an undeveloped parcel).

* Wetlands. As shown in Figure 4-9, wetlands of varying types and areal sizes occur
in almost all areas of the base. To provide for wetlands protection, the Army may
impose restrictive covenants prohibiting land uses that would eliminate or degrade
the wetlands areas. Depending on proposed land uses, such covenants could, as
well, impose a requirement for buffer zones adjoining wetlands areas.

Endangered Species. Mitigation options related to impacts on habitat occupied by
or available for federally or state listed endangered or threatened species of plants
or wildlife could include land use encumbrances. As discussed in sections 4.12.5
and 4.12.6, much of the land at the JPG provides habitat for several federally or
state listed threatened, endangered, or special concerns species. To provide for
enhanced habitat protection, the Army may impose restrictive covenants prohibiting
land uses that would eliminate or degrade habitat occupied or frequented by such
species. Depending on proposed land uses, such covenants could, as well, impose
a requirement for buffer zones adjoining particular sensitive habitat areas.

Jeffersn Provig Groun Septemer 199
Page 4-46~ ~ ~ ~



I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Final Environmental Impact Statement

I 5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIOECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES

5.1 INTRODUCTION

I ~~~~~This section describes the environmental consequences of implementing the primary Army
action (disposal of excess property), and the secondary action to be taken by other parties
(property reuse). The proposed actions are evaluated in the context of disposal alternatives

and reuse scenarios presented in Section 3.

The impact discussion is divided into the following four major subsections:

I ~ ~ ~~~~0 No Action Alternative - Analysis of impacts on resource attributes by study area
(Subsection 5.3),

* Disposal Alternatives - Analysis of impacts of resource attributes by study area
(Subsection 5.4) for the encumbered disposal alternative and the unencumbered
disposal alternative,

I *~~~~~~ Reuse Scenarios - Analysis of impacts on resource attributes by study area
(Subsection 5.5) for low intensity, medium intensity, and high intensity reuse3 ~~~~~~~scenarios, and

* Cumulative Impacts - Analysis of impacts of alternative actions on all areas
(Subsection 5.6) to evaluate the cumulative impacts expected to occur given the3 ~~~~~~~~~ultimate disposal and reuse of all JPG excess property.

Resource impact assessment matrices have been included at the beginning of each major
subsection to summarize the impacts of each alternative. The reader should refer to the
corresponding text narrative for information regarding the specific nature and extent of
impacts illustrated in these summary matrices.

3 ~~5.2 DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS

The following paragraphs define key terms used throughout this section.

1 ~~~5.2.1 Direct versus indirect Impacts

The terms impact and effect are synonymous as used in this EIS. Impacts may be
determined to be beneficial or adverse, and may apply to the full range of natural, aesthetic,
historic, cultural, and economic resources of the installation and its environs. Definitions arnd
examples of direct and indirect impacts as used in this document are as follows:

I ~~~~~~~0 Direct Impact. A direct impact is caused by the proposed action and occurs at the
same time and place. For example, a direct impact of the no action alternative

* ~~~~~~~~~(caretaker status) is the reduction in lawn areas-to be mowed. An example of a
* ~~~~~~~~~direct impact associated with the Armys disposal of the JPG excess property is the

potential loss of federal protection for buildings listed in the National Register. An
example of a direct impact of property reuse may include the razing of existing3 ~~~~~~~~structures to accommodate new development.

Indirect Impact. An indirect impact is caused by the proposed action and is later in
time or farther removed in distance but still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect impacts
may include induced changes in the patterin of land use, population density or growth
rate, and related effects on air, water, and other natural and social systems.
Referring to the possible direct impacts described above, a reduction in areas to be
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mowed could have an indirect impact on area wildlife. The loss of federal protection
for significant cultural resources may result in the deterioration or loss of theseI
resources at some future date.

Application of Direct Versus Indirect Impacts. For direct impacts to occur, a resource
must be present in a particular study area. For example, if highly erodible soils were
disturbed in a given study area, there would be a direct impact to runoff and water
quality from erosion at the construction site. This sediment laden runoff could
indirectly affect water quality in adjacent study areas downstream from theI
construction site.

5.2.2 Short Term versus Long Term Impacts3

In addition to indicating whether impacts are direct or indirect, the impact matrix summaries
included in this section also distinguish between short and long term impacts. In this context,
short and long term do not refer to any rigid time period and are determined on a case-by- 
case basis in terms of the environmentally significant consequences of the proposed action.

5.2.3 Cumulative Impacts

As described in Section 3.3, the Army anticipates disposal of the JPG property might be by
a number of individual parcels over a period of time. Sections 5.3 through 5.5 have been
prepared to facilitate disposal by parcel by describing impacts that are expected to occur
within each of the 12 EIS study areas. These study areas should not necessarily be
interpreted as proposed real estate disposal parcels. Rather, these areas have only been
delineated to facilitate the NEPA impact evaluation process. For resources that are siteI
specific, such as significant historic buildings, the cumulative impact of total installation
disposal and reuse can be readily identified by adding the affected resources identified for
each area. In addition, Section 5.6 evaluates the cumulative impact of disposing of all JPG

excess property on resource categories that are more appropriately evaluated on an

5.2.4 Mitigation - Definitions and Responsible PartiesI

Where significant adverse impacts are identified, this document describes measures that will
or could be used to mitigate these effects. Mitigation generally includes:

Avoiding the impact altogether by stopping or modifying the proposed action,

* Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its3
implementation,

* Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected
environment,

* Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance
operations during the life of the action, andI

* Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or
environments.3

In this EIS, Army mitigation commitments are limited to adverse impacts associated with the
primary Army disposal action including the no action alternative (caretaker operation), and
the encumbered disposal and unencumbered disposal alternatives. Army mitigationI

commitments associated with these actions are identified by the use of Owill" in Sections 5.3
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* ~~~~~~~and 5.4. Only those mitigation measures that are practicable (i.e., can be accomplished as
* ~~~~~~~part of the primary action) have been identified.

Mitigation of adverse impacts associated with the reuse of the JPG is generally the
responsibility of other federal, state, and local agencies and private entities that implement
reuse and development plans. Mitigation by non-Army entities which would avoid or reduce
adverse impacts caused by reuse are identified by the use of "could" in Section 5.5.

1 ~~~5.2.5 Signif icance

The term "significance" as used in NEPA requires consideration of both the context and

intensity of the impact or effect under consideration. Significance can vary in relation to the
context of the proposed action. For the JPG proposed actions, context may include
consideration of effects on a national, regional, or local basis. Both short and long term
effects may be relevant. Impacts are also evaluated in terms of their intensity or severity.

Factors contributing to the intensity of an impact include:

* ~~~~~~~0 The degree to which the action affects public health or safety,

* The proximity of the action to resources which are legally protected by various
statutes such as wetlands; resources listed in or eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places; regulatory f loodplains; and federally listed threatened or endangered

species,

The degree to which the effects of the action on the quality of the human
environment are likely to be highly uncertain or controversial,

Whether the action -is related to other actions with individually insignificant but
cumulatively significant impacts, and

* Whether the action threatens violation of federal, state, or local law imposed for the

protection of the environment.

5.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE - ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS ON RESOURCE
ATTRIBUTES BY STUDY AREA

As stated in Section 3.2, closure and realignment of the JPG will result in the Army's placing
the structures, utilities, and operation and maintenance systems into an inactive or
"caretaker status until the property disposal process is complete. Because the decision to
close the JPG has been mandated by law, the no action alternative has been defined as
maintaining the installation in caretaker status for an indefinite period of time.

5 ~~~~5.3.1 Introduction

Caretaker actions are required to adjust for the reduced force and availability of operation
and maintenance funding at the JPG. Initiation of caretaker status will result in modifications

to existing installation operations and maintenance procedures and schedules. The length
of time that specific parcels will remain in caretaker status may vary, depending on the time
required to complete environmental and disposal actions. The following discussion ofI ~ ~~~~~environmental consequences is based on the assumption that operations and maintenance
on all excess property would be reduced to levels commensurate with no mission related
activities.

I ~~~~~~~Under caretaker status, the Army is committed to a minimum level of funding and staffing
that maintains safety, security, and health standards. Some deterioration of real property
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assets may occur. The direct and indirect effects of the no action alternative aregraphically
illustrated by EIS study area in Tables 5-la and 5-lb. A discussion of the no actionI
alternative by resource category is provided below.

5.3.2 Land Use

Direct Placing the installation in caretaker status will not have a direct effect on existing land
use patterns at the JPG.

Table 5-la. Summary of No Action Alternatives
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Table 5-l b. Summary of No Action Alternative

3 ______________________Indirect Impacts by Study Area
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I ~~~~~~~Indirect The no action alternative could have an indirect adverse effect on existing land use
patterns at JPG in Study Areas I and 2. If these areas are maintained in caretaker status
for an extended period of time, the condition of buildings, facilities, stone arch bridges,
roadways, and utility systems could be expected to decline. This deterioration could
ultimately lead to a reduction in the suitability of these facilities to support uses similar to
those associated with fully operational installation conditions.
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5.3.3 Socioeconornics and Community Facilities

Direct. The no action alternative would be carried out via use of a contract labor force. The
precise number of personnel to be involved in the caretaker force would be determined by

the government's description of the statement of work and private sector contractors' biddingI
on a services contract. Manning of both skilled and unskilled labor jobs would provide a
beneficial impact to the surrounding community of at least short duration.

Indirect. No indirect impacts are expected.3

5.3.4 Public Health and Safety

Direct. The no action alternative will result in converting existing community facilities at the
JPG from active to caretaker status. This action is not anticipated to have a direct impact on
the facilities, but will result in a number of indirect effects as discussed below.

Indirect. Reduced staffing and funding for installation operations will likely affect law
enforcement and installation security. Public access to the built-up portions of the installation
will not be restricted during caretaker operations and traffic patterns will not be disrupted.3
The number of military and civilian personnel available to provide at least a casual presence
to monitor or observe activities on the post would be reduced. This situation could result in
illegal entry to unoccupied buildings and/or vandalism. The installation's outdoor recreation
and natural areas could experience an increase in dumping, wildlife poaching, vandalism,

and similar adverse activities. These impacts have been classified as adverse.

Fire protection for the facility will shift, becoming more dependent on community resources.I
This will result in increased response times.

Medical services provided through the existing medical clinic at the JPG will cease. Any
health care services required by contractor staff will need to be provided by the City of
Madison's existing facilities as listed in Section 4.4.3.

5.3 .5 Utilities and Solid WasteI

Utilities and solid waste impacts would occur primarily in Study Area 2, the Cantonment Area,I
south of the firing line. Reduced utilization and maintenance during a prolonged caretaker
status would likely result in gradual deterioration of major utility components. Although such
deterioration would be an adverse impact, caretaker actions would be adequate to prevent
it from becoming significant. Specific segments of the JPG utilities systems are discussed
below.

Direct The amount of potable water needed at the facility would be significantly reduced,U
creating a beneficial impact related to water conservation. Compared to baseline operations,
wastewater output would be significantly reduced under the no action alternative. No impacts
with respect to storm water drainage are expected. Decreased use and maintenance of the
electrical systems and heating plants during a prolonged caretaker period could result inI
deterioration of equipment and reduced service life. Duning caretaker status, the amount of
solid waste generated at the JPG would be greatly reduced. Study Area 2 would experience
the largest reduction in population as compared to baseline conditions, and a comparable
reduction in solid waste generation would be expected to occur.

Indirect. Reduced potable water requirements at the JPG would result in a beneficial impact
of there being more water available for use in the City of Madison. It is noted that thisI

reduction may be temporary, as reuse of the facility comes on line. A new NP DES permit to
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replace one lapsing in June 1995 would be required fr continued wastewater treatment plant
operations. Substantial reduction in daily vehicle trips would result in fewer automobile air
emissions depositions and fewer vehicle contaminants (de-icing salts, lubricants, antifreeze)
being conveyed by stormwater from parking lots to surface waters. Facilities requiring heat
would be adversely impacted if deterioration of the steam or return lines led to a break in

service. Reduction in solid waste generation during caretaker status would result in indirect
beneficial impacts by reducing waste transportation costs and landfill space requirements.

1 ~~~5.3.6 Visual Resources

Direct. Decreased buildings and grounds maintenance activities such as mowing schedules,

cleanup activities, and painting could result in limited short term adverse impacts on visual
resources, particularly in Study Area 2. No long term or significant adverse impacts are
expected to occur.

I ~~~~~~~Indirect. No impacts are expected.

1 ~~~5.3.7 Cultural Resources

Direct. Decreased levels of activities and concomitant fewer personnel, along with a potential
reduction in security personnel, could increase the opportunities for vandalism of known or
potential historic structures in Study Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, 10, 11, and 12.

Indirect. The no action alternative would not result in any change from a fully operational
baseline regarding the ability to protect archaeological resources at the JPG from adverseI. ~ ~~~~~impacts. Cessation of operations would, except for environmental restoration activities,
reduce the probability of construction and, hence, eliminate threats to the integrity of
archaeological resources. Caretaker status would provide the Army additional time for
further archaeological surveys and historic structures studies as found warranted under the

MOA between the Army, Indiana SHPO, and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.
These would create beneficial impacts on cultural resources.

1 ~~~5.3.8 Traffic and Transportation

Direct. The no action alternative would result in substantial reduction of traffic entering andI ~ ~~~~~~exiting JPG, creating long term beneficial impacts.

Indirect. Substantial reduction in daily vehicle trips would result in fewer automobile air
emissions and fewer vehicle contaminants (e.g., de-icing salts, oil spills, etc.) being conveyed

by storm water from parking lots to surface waters.

3 ~~~~5.3.9 Noise

Direct. No impacts are expected.

3 ~~~~~~~Indirect. No impacts are expected.

5.3.10 Air Quality

Direct. Because of reduced heating requirements from the No. 2 fuel oil-fired boilers under
caretaker status, a beneficial effect to the ambient air quality would be realized.

I ~~~~~~~Indirect. No impacts are expected.
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5.3.11 Geology, Soils, and Topography'

Direct. As existing vegetative covers would be preserved and no modifications to
topographic contours would be made under the no action alternative, no impacts to existing
land forms are expected to occur.I

Indirect No impacts are expected.

5.3.12 Biological Resources

Direct. Caretaker status would create short term impacts in favor of small mammals, bir ds,
reptiles, amphibians, and plants resulting from decreases in human activity, mowing, andI

automobile traffic. Fish species and amphibians inhabiting streams and lake environs would
experience long term beneficial impacts under the no action alternative. Lower levels of
human activity on the base would create lesser amounts of noxious or harmful stormwater

runoff. Resident fauna populations would benefit from the decreased mowing which would
allow areas to revert to "old field" or successional growth and create additional habitat for
wildlife. Additional habitat would provide for more nesting sites, increase the food supply
available to wildlife, provide cover from/for predators, and provide protection from severeI
weather. Reduced human activity brought about by the no action alternative could result in
an increase in habitats preferred by federal and state endangered, threatened, and special
concern species at the J PG.

Indirect Long term indirect adverse impacts to high quality plant communities could occur
if competition from exotic (non-nativefintroduced) plant species is not controlled. Exotics,
having competitive advantages over native plants due to rapid growth rates and lack ofI
natural pathogen and herbivore controls in their introduced ranges, pose potential for this
impact. Reduction in the prescribed burning program to reduce or eliminate forest
undergrowth could have an adverse impact on listed grassland species such as the shortear

owl, northern harrier, and Henslow's sparrow.

5.3.13 Water Resources

Direct No impacts are expected.

Indirect Short term beneficial impacts are expected as automobile parking, use of de-icingI
salts, fertilizer use, fuel use and storage, pesticide spraying, and maintenance shop activities
decrease in all study areas. These reductions, resulting in a decrease of these compounds
in stormwater runoff and discharge into the waterways and wetlands, will lead to improved
water quality at and downstream of the JPG.

5.3.14 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste

Direct. Short term positive impacts would occur because virtually all hazardous materials use
and hazardous waste generation would cease. Remediation within these areas would be
accelerated as a result of the cleanup BRAC; action when compared to baseline conditions.

No long term impacts would occur because necessary remediation actions would occur or
be in operation and approved by the EPA prior to disposal of the property.

Indirect No impacts are expected.3
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1 ~~~~5.3.15 Mitigation

The no action alternative is expected to create several adverse impacts, including potential
deterioration of buildings and facilities associated with reduced maintenance andI ~ ~~~~~~heating/cooling levels as the buildings are vacated by Army activities, reduction in the use
and maintenance of utility systems resulting in deterioration of these systems over time, and
reduction in visual values of Study Area 2 associated with reduced maintenance funding,
schedules, and staff. There would also be potential for increased initial response time for fire
protection on-site and increased potential for exposure to UXO, thereby increasing concerns
for safety.

I ~~~~~The potential for adverse impacts to installation real property assets would increase
proportionally with the period the installation is held in caretaker status. The Army will
implement the following mitigation measures to ensure that adverse impacts do not reach
significant levels during caretaker status:

* Abide by the terms of the MOA with the Indiana SHPO and the Advisory Council on3 ~~~~~~~~~Historic Preservation for protection of archaeological and historic resources,

* Provide installation security and maintenance operations to the extent provided by
Army policies and regulations for the duration of the caretaker period, and transfer
responsibilities for these functions to non-Army entities as soon as possible to

minimize service disruption,

Identify clean or remediated parcels for early disposal and reuse, and prioritizeI ~ ~~~~~~~~restoration and cleanup activities to ensure timely disposal and reuse of remaining
parcels,

* Maintain necessary natural resources management measures (e.g., annual deerI ~ ~~~~~~~~hunts to preclude problematic rises in the deer population), and

* Maintain accelerated efforts regarding environmental restoration and consider
interim lease arrangements when leases will not interfere with remedial operations.

5.4 DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES - ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS ON RESOURCE
ATTRIBUTES BY STUDY AREA

1 ~~~5.4.1 Introduction

Section 3.3 discusses the rationale associated with the development of alternatives to the
primary Army action of disposal of excess property at JPG. The encumbered disposal
alternative has been formulated to consider the type and degree of reuse constraints to beI ~ ~~~~~imposed on future owners by the Army as a condition of disposal and reuse. These
encumbrances are imposed by the Army to protect future Army requirements or interests, to
make the property available as soon as possible through the expedient disposal and reuse
of parcels that are determined to be available and suitable for the intended reuse, to transfer

the responsibility to protect important natural or cultural resources to future owners through
the use of deed restrictions or covenants, or to meet special mitigation requirements or
additional deed restrictions that are mutually agreed upon by the Army and a regulatory

agency.
The unencumbered disposal alternative has been included to identify and evaluate the
potential to remove encumbrances so that property can be disposed of with fewer or no

Army-imposed restrictions to future use.
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The encumbered disposal alternative and unencumbered disposal alternatives relate to

existing or potential restrictions affecting the JPG property. These restrictions are
enumerated in Section 4.15. In some instances, some encumbrances affect one or more
study areas extensively while having no effect on other study areas. Some study areas are
affected by multiple encumbrances. In most instances, potential impacts created by the

presence or absence of encumbrances upon Study Areas are indistinguishable.

Sections 5.4.2 through 5.4.15 identify the environmental consequences of these disposal
alternatives. The direct and indirect effects of the encumbered disposal and unencumberedI
disposal alternatives are graphically illustrated by the EIS study areas in Tables 5-2a and 5-
2b.

5.4.2 Land Use 

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. The UXO encumbrance would prohibit activitiesI
that would cause any disturbance to the terrain in areas north of the firing line (Study Areas
3-12 and portions of 1). This would leave the property in a natural state, tending thereby to
have an immediate beneficial impact on flora and fauna. Utilities interdependencies would
necessitate central management of utilities, which in tumn would tend to create consistent land
uses under control of a central entity. The remedial action encumbrance would tend to delayI

development of property to its highest and best use.

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Inclusion of the UXO encumbrance helps to1
shape land use patterns adjacent to the JPG. The surface water quality protection
encumbrance increases the natural resource values of JPG property, leading to conditions
making passive and non-consumptive land uses appropriate. Inclusion of the air gunnery

buffer zone encumbrance around Study Area 1 1 promotes land use planning for adjacent
parcels to be compatible with-military training. The reversionary clause provides a source
of additive expertise with respect to activities that may occur in an area. The sum total of
these indirect impacts is a long term beneficial impact.3

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. Disregard for the UXO encumbrance invites
potential for land uses inappropriate to the level of risk posed by the unexploded ordnance.
Disregard for the DU encumbrance could also expose persons to health risks. Deletion of
the surface water quality protection encumbrance allows development of land uses less
protective of water resources such as agriculture, residential areas, and construction of
impervious structures which yield storm water runoff. Army investment in utility systems toI
make them independent as to each disposal parcel could lead to uncoordinated development
among adjacent owners. Elimination of deed restrictions protective of archeological and
historical resources could jeopardize the community's recordation and appreciation of its

history. Considerable investment of Army resources would be required to eliminate the
remedial action encumbrance; interim measures such as leasing or disposal of
environmentally clean parcels provide earlier reuse of property. Elimination of the
reversionary clause and wetlands encumbrances could result in new owner reuseI
development that would be inconsistent with the proposed reuse of the majority of the JPG
as a wildlife refuge. These matters would result in long term adverse impacts.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect No impacts are expected.3

5.4.3 Socloeconomics and Community Facilities

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. No impacts are expected. 

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Implementation of the UXO encumbrance would
result in an adverse impact to areas north of the firing line (Study Areas 3-12 and portions

of 1) because their development for positive socioeconomic benefit would be prohibited. The
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Table 5-2a
Summary of Encumbered and Unencumbered Disposal Alternatives
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Table 5-2b.
Summary of Encumbered and Unencumbered Disposal Alternatives
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surface water quality protection encumbrance would also have an adverse effect on
socioeconomics by inhibiting recreational activities and limiting road crossings over streams.
Cost associated with central management of utilities functions could frustrate economic
development, resulting in negative impacts on socioeconomic conditions. The restrictions
against structural modifications imposed by the cultural resource encumbrances would, over
the long term, exert an adverse impact by limiting reuse of no more than medium intensity
reuse and, thereby, only moderate job creation and economic growth.

3 ~~~~~~~Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct Completion of remedial actions prior to disposal
would result in a positive socioeconomic impact.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Elimination of encumbrances would facilitateI ~ ~~~~~~unlimited development of the JPG, resulting in a long term beneficial impact.

I ~~~5.4.4 Public Health and Safety

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct A buffer zone surrounding Study Area 1 1 would
protect the public from noise and risks of UXO associated with use of the air gunnery range.
This would provide a long term beneficial impact to public health and safety.

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. For all study areas, a surface water quality
protection clause could reduce the amount of contaminants and particulates in the surface
water, thereby creating a positive impact on public health and safety via direct contact with
the surface water pathway. Remedial actions would create a long term beneficial impact byu ~~~~~~~facilitating restoration actions promoting human health and protection of the environment.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct In Study Areas 1 and 3-12, elimination of the
UXO encumbrance would result in a long term adverse impact to public health and safety as

3 ~~~~~UXO is detonated. Encumbrances related to remedial actions may be eliminated prior to
U ~~~~~~~disposal or transfer of the property only by achieving restoration program goals. Removal

of such encumbrances prior to completion of remedial action would be premature and could
potentially create long term adverse impacts on health.

Unencumbered DisposalAlternative, Indirect. Deletion of the surface water quality protection
encumbrance could result in increased pollutants in the surface water via storm water runoff,
permitted discharges, and the like where the public could be exposed to them in any of theI ~ ~~~~~~Study Areas. Removal of the air gunnery buffer zone related to Study Area 1 1 could result
in the general public coming into contact with harmful noise levels or UXO. Decentralization
of the utilities in Study Area 2 could result in adverse impacts through increased use of fossil3 ~~~~~~~fuels at decentralized sites.

5.4.5 Utilities and Solid Waste

I ~~~~~Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct No impacts are expected.

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect Cost associated with maintenance and central
management of interdependent utilities could frustrate economic development of Study Area
2 and have long term adverse impacts on socioeconomic conditions.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct Disposal or transfer of the facilities in a
condition suitable for use by a wide variety of owners would generate increased amounts of
solid waste and adversely impact noise and air quality (fugitive dust associated with

u ~~~~~~~construction) in Study Area 2.
Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect No impacts are expected.
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5.4.6 Visual Resources

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct The encumbrance created by the memorandum
of agreement obligating the Army to survey and inventory historical structures would result
in a long term beneficial impact to all study areas.3

Encumbered DisposalAlternative, Indirect. Long term benefits to visual resources could be
gained through application of the surface water quality protection clause. These benefits

would arise in all study areas.

Unencumbered DisposalAlternative, Direct Elimination of sale or transfer document clauses
prohibiting terrain disturbance in any study areas except Study Area 2 could be achieved onlyI
upon complete decontamination of the JPG of UXO north of the firing line and DU in the DU
impact area. Accomplishment of this would, however, result in long term adverse impacts
to visual resources in those study areas based on severe alteration of topography and

removal of vegetation that would be required.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Elimination of the historic structures
encumbrance would result in long term adverse impacts by permitting degradation of historic

and aesthetic qualities that presently exist in Study Area 1 and, possibly, other study areas.

5.4.7 Cultural Resources

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct Under this alternative, it is anticipated that deed
restrictions would be incorporated in any property sale or transfer requiring future owners to
protect significant archaeological sites and historic buildings to the same extent that they areI
currently protected under federal ownership. No direct impacts are expected when this
alternative is compared to baseline operations.

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Under this alternative, deed restrictions ensuring 
protection of National Register eligible properties would be passed on to the new owners as
a condition of property sale or transfer. However, the new owners may at some future date
seek to lessen or remove the deed restrictions, resulting in a degradation or loss of the
historic property. This is considered an indirect impact because the future date that
covenants might be relied upon is unknown.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct This alternative would have an adverse impactI
on National Register eligible archaeological and architectural resources at the JPG by
withdrawing federal protection. The inventory and recordation measures to be completed as

part of the MOA between the Army, Indiana SHPO, and Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation would help to mitigate for the loss of these properties. However, additional
consultation between the parties would be necessary to determine appropriate treatment
measures for National Register eligible properties to be transferred from federal ownership

without protective deed restrictions.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. This alternative would result in a long term
adverse impact associated with the loss of National Register eligible properties. As a result,I
people living in the vicinity of the JPG would lose these components of their historical
heritage and archaeological data base.

5.4.8 Traffic and Transportation3

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. No impacts are expected.
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Encumbered DisposalAlternative, Indirect Implementing the surface water quality protection
clause would adversely impact traffic and transportation by inhibiting construction of low
water crossings and reducing the amount of parking lots that could be constructed. These
impacts would arise in all study areas.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct No impacts are expected.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect Elimination of the reversionary clauses could
provide long term benefits to traffic and transportation resources in all study areas by
permitting construction of roads wherever desired (as opposed to where. needed).

3 ~~~5.4.9 Noise

Encumbered DisposalAlternative, Direct Maintenance of a buffer zone around Study Area
1 1 would result in long term beneficial impacts concerning air gunnery range noise potentially

affecting Study Area 8.

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect Some remedial activities such as well installation
or construction of a pump and treat facility may create localized short term adverse impacts
concerning noise. These could occur in any of the study areas.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct Elimination of the Air Gunnery Range Buffer
Zone encumbrance could periodically result in unacceptable noise levels in Study Area 8 and
would have a long term adverse impact on development in that area.

5 ~~~~~~~Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Elimination of the reversionary clause could
result in localized, higher intensity land uses that would be inconsistent or incompatible with
the proposed use of Study Area 1. This would create a long term adverse impact.

I ~~~5.4.10 Air Quality

3 ~~~~~Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct No impacts are expected.

Encumbered DisposalAlternative, Indirect. Over the long term, imposition of deed restrictions
allowing the Army fight of re-entry to maintain hazardous waste site remedial measures
would have a beneficial impact to ensure their proper operation and to enhance abatement
of any environmental threats that might become airborne. Such remedial measures likely
would be concentrated in Study Area 2 and major portions of Study Area 1.

I ~~~~~Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. Detonation of unexploded ordnance, a
necessary antecedent of eliminating the UIXO encumbrance, would result in short term
adverse impacts to air quality affecting all study areas.

I ~~~~~~~Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect Decentralization of utilities would result in the
proliferation of smaller fossil fuel-burning heating units. This would cause long term adverse5 ~~~~~~~impacts to air quality (particulate matter and hydrocarbon emission) affecting all study areas.

5.4.11 Geology, Soils, and Topography

3 ~~~~~~~Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct No impacts are expected.

Encumbere-dDisposal Alternative, lndirect. Long term beneficial impacts to soils would be
expected as a result of the remediation actions encumbrance ensuring cleanup of hazardous

waste sites occurring in all study areas.
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Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct Detonation of unexploded ordnance, a
necessary antecedent of eliminating the UXO encumbrance, would result in long term3
adverse impacts to geology and topography in all study areas north of the firing line, Study 
Areas 3-12 and portions of 1.

Unencumbered DisposalAlternative, Indirect Detonation of UXO in areas north of the firing
line (Study Areas 3-12 and portions of 1) could lead to erosion of top soils and cause
contamination of soils and creation of rills and gullies. These effects would be long term and
adverse. Elimination of the wetlands encumbrance would also result in long term adverse
impacts to soils.

5.4.12 Biological Resources3

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct Implementation of the reversionary clause
encumbrance creates long term benefit to biological resources in all study areas by makting
trained natural resource specialists and professional oversight available to developers andI

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect Implementation of the UXO encumbrance would
result in long term beneficial impacts by avoiding destruction of habitats that would be
involved in remediation of contaminated areas. An encumbrance protecting surface water
quality would have a beneficial impact on biological resources through helping to furnish
relatively contaminant-free water. The air gunnery buffer zone encumbrance will provide aI
beneficial impact as it will provide a safe haven for some species of wildlife already adapted
to the area. Some remedial actions may adversely affect biological resources in the short
term through the implementation of the actions (e.g., clearing roads for drill rigs), thereby
altering biota in the process. Except for that related to Study Area 1 1, all these effects would
occur throughout all study areas.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct Detonation of unexploded ordnance, aI
necessary antecedent of eliminating the UXO encumbrance, would result in long term
significant adverse impacts to biological resources in all study areas except Study Area 2.
In-place detonation of unexploded ordnance north of the firing line would adversely affect
flora, fauna, and their habitats. Elimination of the wetlands encumbrance could adversely
affect flora, fauna, and habitat in the wetlands areas. Similar impacts would accompanyU
decontamination of the DU impact area in Study Area 1.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect Erosion from areas impacted from theI
detonation of UXO could choke streams and wetlands, thereby adversely affecting flora and
fauna. Potentially hazardous metals constituents remaining after UXO is detonated could
contaminate remaining biota. These impacts would occur in all study areas except StudyI
Area 2. Failure to maintain existing high quality surface water would lead to long term
adverse impacts on biological resources in all study areas.

5.4.13 Water ResourcesI

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct Implementation of the reversionary clause
encumbrance creates long term benefit on water resources in all study areas by making

professional natural resources oversight available to developers and land owners.

Encumbered Disposal Aternative, Indirect The surface water quality protection clause wouldI
have a long term beneficial impact on the water resources in all study areas. inclusion in sale
or transfer documents of restrictions permitting the Army to perform necessary maintenance
and operation of hazardous waste site remedial measures would have a long term beneficial
effect on surface water and groundwater resources. Abatement of hazardous constituents

in surface and subsurface soils would prevent contamination from leaching into the
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groundwater and/or eroding into the surface water. Elimination of contaminant sources
subject to stormwater runoff would beneficially affect fish and wildlife relying on the surface
water in all study areas.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. Elimination of the wetlands and surface water
encumbrances could result in long term adverse affects to water resources in all study areas,
especially in Study Area 1.

I ~~~~~Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Degradation of surface water quality,
connected to detonation of unexploded ordnance or failure to take protective measures,
could result in long term adverse impacts to all biota at the JPG which rely on those water
resources. These effects would be expected to occur in all study areas.

5.4.14 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste

I ~~~~~Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. The Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act requires federal government property transfers by deed to
contain a covenant warranting that all remedial action necessary to protect human health and
the environment with respect to any hazardous substance remaining on the property has
been taken before the date of transfer.

Under some circumstances, the federal government may transfer property with deed
restrictions related to implementing an approved remedial action or relating to a remedy
which is in place and working effectively but the contamination has not yet been remediated.
Deed restrictions might be required to protect any remaining contamination or remedial
action, and to provide the government with access for continued remediation operation and
monitoring.

Specific parcels that may be transferred in an encumbered status would be identified by the
Army through the completion of remedial investigations. There would be coordination with
regulatory and local reuse planning agencies to identify proposed reuse activities and the
appropriate level of cleanup actions required to comply with actual reuse. The remnediation
process is occurring as a separate and distinct process and will not be completed prior to the
completion of this EIS. The remediation process is designed to protect human health and
the environment from hazardous substances releases.

I ~~~~~Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Encumbered disposal allows for disposal of
property undergoing rernediation or to effect approved remedies. Deed notices and
enforceable deed restrictions would be used to disclose the specific nature of remaining or
existing hazards to the new owner or to ensure continued protection of human health and the
environment. The deed would also specify that the new owner would be responsible for any
future remediation of these hazards if conditions or the intended use change. Enforcement
of these provisions would be the responsibility of the applicable state and federal agencies.

Given these conditions, no impacts are anticipated.
Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct Under this alternative, long term beneficial
impacts would occur in all 12 study areas because the army would complete the
environmental remediation process for all identified hazards and dispose of the property with
no restrictions for future uses wherever feasible.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. For all areas, there would be beneficial long
term impacts because the remediation process would eliminate any potential for
contamination to migrate off-site and affect adjacent areas.
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5.4.15 Mitigation

To avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse impacts that might occur as a result of
disposal, the Army will:

* Continue to work with local entities to identify available actions regarding the use ofI
buildings not having independent utilities systems. If no feasible alternatives are
identified, the Army will encumber the sale of the buildings supported by the facility

with deed notification that the utilities are not available from the Army, and that new
owners would be responsible for alternative sources effective the date of property
conveyance.

* Continue to work with the local community reuse committee and/or localI
redevelopment authorities to ensure that, to the maximum extent feasible,
encumbered disposal transactions are consistent with its reuse plan.3

* Complete the cultural resource surveys pursuant to the final executed Memorandum
of Agreement between the Army, the Indiana SHPO, and the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation.3

* Maintain installation buildings, infrastructure, and natural resources in caretaker
status to the extent provided by Army policy and regulations and as mandated by

applicable federal and state laws.

The Army will develop, for inclusion in conveyance documents, language which identifies
conditions and obligations concerning natural and cultural resources applicable to the
transaction levied on future owners. Tailored clausesAwill address significant archaeological
and historic resources and notify owners of operating and management restrictions as
provided in the Memorandum of Agreement. Tailored clauses will also notify owners of any
remaining hazardous materials contamination consistent with all applicable laws andI
regulations. Where parcels are known to support endangered or threatened wildlife or plants
species or their habitat, tailored clauses would also provide relevant notification to future
owners.

5.5 REUSE SCENARIOS - ANALYSIS OF IMPACTS ON RESOURCE
ATTRIBUTES BY STUDY AREAI

5.5.1 Introduction

The reuse scenarios evaluated in this EIS are referenced as the HIR scenario, MIR scenario,
and LIR scenario. As noted in Section 3.4, these reuse scenarios do not attempt to predict
the exact nature or pattern of reuse activities that will ultimately occur at the JPG. The3
scenarios are beneficial in identifying the range of impacts that would be expected to occur
under various levels of reuse intensity.

Sections 5.5.2 through 5.5.15 identify the environmental consequences of these reuse3
scenarios. The reuse scenarios are evaluated based on the assumption that the Army will
proceed with the encumbered disposal alternative. The direct and indirect effects of the LIR,
MIR, and HIR scenarios are graphically illustrated by EIS study areas in Tables 5-3a and 5-I

3b. As these tables show, not all intensity categories are evaluated for each study area.
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1 ~~~5.5.2 Land Use

High Intensity Direct impacts. Seven of the twelve study areas (2-6, 8, 1 0) would be affected
by the HIR scenario. With the exception of Study Area 2 (the cantonment area), these areasU ~ ~~~~~encompass undeveloped lands used principally as safety and buffer zones for the JPG's
primary mission. In the context of adjacent agricultural and rural land uses, generally low
development levels of infrastructure, and relative isolation from other developed areas,
conversion of these areas to high intensity use would create long term significant adverse
impacts to local land uses patterns and planning. Moreover, development of Study Areas 3-
6, 8, and 10, all of which border the proposed wildlife refuge could, at their points of interface,

* ~~~~~~~create incompatible adjacent land uses.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. Significant long term adverse impacts would occur in Study
Areas 3-6, 8, and 10. Given the current medium intensity use of Study Area 2, that area
would incur long term adverse impacts. Long term significant adverse impacts associatedI ~ ~~~~~~with these Study Areas would include large increases in traffic and resultant noise and air
pollution impacts. Increased stormwater runoff to adjacent property and streams would also
result from the significant increase in impervious surfaces, and visual and aesthetic
resources would be substantially degraded. Short term adverse impacts would include noise
and truck traffic associated with development activities. Increased demands would be placed
on the existing infrastructure and community services, including roads, utilities, schools, and3 ~~~~~~~police and fire protection.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. Nine of the twelve study areas (2-8, 10, 12) would be
aff ected by the MIR scenario. With the exception of Study Area 2, all would be developed
to a level exceeding their baseline condition. Except for Study Area 2, these areas
encompass undeveloped lands used principally as safety and buffer zones for the JPG's
primary mission. In the context of adjacent agricultural and rural land uses, generally low
development levels of infrastructure, and relative isolation from other developed areas,I ~ ~~~~~~conversion of these areas to medium intensity use could create long term adverse impacts
to local land uses pattemns and planning. Development of Study Areas 3-8, 10, and 12, all
of which border the proposed wildlife refuge could, at their points of interface, constitute

* ~~~~~~~incompatible adjacent land uses.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. Adverse impacts, of a lesser scale and magnitude, would
be similar to those described under the HIR scenario.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. The Li R scenario would involve 1 0 of the 12 study areas (1 -6,
8-1 1). Study Area 2 would regress from its current medium intensity use, most likely by

* ~~~~~~~application of employment and population density limitations.

No adverse impacts as a result of low intensity reuse would be expected. Study areas
abutting the proposed wildlife refuge would presumably include land use planning measuresI ~ ~~~~~~~such as set-back, areal density, and activity restrictions, all designed to avoid incompatibilities
with the purposes of the refuge.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

5.5.3 Socioeconomics and Community Facilities

I ~~~~~~~High Intensity Direct Impacts. High intensity reuse of 7 of the 12 study areas (2-6, 8, 10)
would create significant beneficial impacts with respect to jobs creation.

High intensity reuse of land used for office space or a business park tyically involves a 0.25
ratio of floor space to land or lot surface area, and employee density typically averages one
employee per 250 square feet of off ice space (see Table 3-2). Thus, an acre of land may
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Table 5-3a. Summary of Reuse AlternativesU
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Table 5-3b. Summary of Reuse Alternatives
_______________________Indirect m a t tud Area

0 -U~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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0~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

a a.~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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o Co c0ID 
Study Areas .2 ~ A > U -I 
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9. Lw-water Crossing
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generally be assumed to support 43.56 employees. Assuming only half of Study Area 2 were
used for high intensity development (because of open space set-asides and non-use of the
airfield) and full use of Study Areas 3-6, 8, and 10, there would be 6,430 available 'acres
amenable to high intensity reuse. Assuming, further, that only 20% of all available acreage
would be suitable for construction or would be used in well-planned projects, there would be
1,286 developable acres. One-half of the developable acres would be dedicated to purposesI
other than office space or business park development. Thus, there would be potential for
28,009 jobs upon high intensity reuse of JPG areas. This represents more than 73 percent
of the 37,980 jobs in the Region of Influence in 1990. Consistent with the President's FiveI
Point Plan for economic redevelopment of closing military installations, this is interpreted as
a long term beneficial impact.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. It is assumed that reuse development would include attention 
to associated infrastructure requirements such as roads, utilities, schools, and the like, and
that these needs would keep pace with development. It is assumed further that increased
tax revenues would be available to fund these infrastructure improvements. Creation of
supporting infrastructure on the suggested magnitude would entail long term adverse impacts
in several areas: increased contaminant output to streams, increased levels of noise, and
increased generation of air pollutants. Loss of the rural character of the immediate JPG

environs would be a long term adverse impact related to these study areas.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. Nine of the twelve study areas (2-8, 10, 12) would be
developed to medium intensity reuse levels under this scenario. However, Study Areas 7
(Right of Way) and 12 (East-West Corridor) would not support jobs-related real estate
development. Applying the variables of Table 3-2 in the same manner as in the HIR
discussion, there would be some 11,201 jobs created. Consistent with the President's Five
Point Plan for economic redevelopment of closing military installations, this is interpreted asI
a long term beneficial impact.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. Adverse impacts, of a lesser scale and magnitude, would
be similar to those described under the HIR scenario.I

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. Ten of the twelve study areas (1-6, 8-1 1) would be involved in
this scenario. It is estimated that 1 0 to 20 personnel would be required to manage the wildlife
refuge. Other low intensity land uses would generate an average of 0.05 jobs per acre,
yielding creation of between 450 and 500 jobs. This would be a long term beneficial impact.

Low ntensity ndirect mpacts. Creation of up to 500 jobs would not burden existingI
infrastructure or stress community facilities. No impacts are expected.

5.5.4 Public Health and Safety

High Intensity Direct Impacts. High intensity reuse of Study Areas 2-6, 8, and 1 0 would result
in long term adverse impacts to public health and safety by burdening existing police, fire,I
and medical capabilities beyond their limits. Compared to the present rural nature of the
locality and the knowledge of the dangers attaching to the ranges attributed to residents long
affiliated with JPG operations, the influx of people associated with high intensity reuse would
increase the potential for trespassing and vandalism in the central portions of the impactsI
areas, thereby increasing risks of personal injury.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.3

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. Medium intensity reuse of 9 of the 12 study areas would
have impacts similar to those of the HIR, except on a lesser scale and magnitude. However,
construction of roads contemplated by Study Areas 7 and 12 would create long termI

significant adverse impacts because of their proximity to potential unexploded ordnance
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hazards. Construction crews involved in tree clearing operations, grading, paving, and
maintenance would be at risk of direct exposure to unexploded ordnance. Fencing and
signage notwithstanding, vehicular travelers would be permitted nearer areas presently
entered by specially trained professionals familiar with unexploded ordnance and depleted

* ~~~~~uranium.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. The LIR for Study Areas 1-6 and 7-11 is generally comparable
to baseline conditions. There would be no impacts expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

5.5.5 Utilities and Solid Waste

I ~~~~~HighrIntensity Direct impacts. No utilities infrastructure exists in Study Areas 3-6, 8,or 10.
Except for Study Area 2, high intensity development would require the construction of whole
new systems. This substantial level of infrastructure development is considered to be a

* ~~~~~~~significant adverse impact over baseline conditions.

Existing utility systems in Study Area 2 have been designed to serve low to medium intensity
uses. Utility demands associated With the HIR scenario would require substantial additions,

expansions, and extensions of utility systems resulting in an adverse impact to this area.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. There would be several short term adverse impacts
associated with the construction of new utility components under the HIR scenario. These
indirect impacts would include those normally associated with the development process
including soil disturbance, erosion, siltation of local surface waters resources, loss of plant
resources, and possible loss of wildlife habitat. These indirect impacts could occur in Study

Areas 3-6, 8, and 10.
Me dium Intensity Direct Impacts. This scenario involves medium intensity reuse of Study
Areas 2-8, 10, and 12. As only Study Area 2 presently has any developed utility systems,I ~ ~~~~~~new construction would be required to support development in nine of the areas. As in the
HIR scenario, this substantial level of infrastructure development is considered to be a
significant adverse impact over baseline conditions for all study areas except Study Area 2.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. Indirect short term adverse impacts would be similar to
those in the H IR scenario but to a lesser degree, affecting Study Areas 3-8, 1 0, and 12.

I ~~~~~~~Low Intensity Direct Impacts. Low intensity reuse of Study Areas 1-6 and 8-1 1 would require
few, if any, utility system changes from the baseline. No adverse impacts are expected to

* ~~~~~~~occur.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

I ~~5.5.6 Visual Resources

High Intensity Direct Impacts. The HIR scenario would substantially alter the natural
appearance and character of large portions of the installation, particularly Study Areas 3-6,
8, and 10. Buildings, parking lots, streets, and related facilities would be highly visible
intrusions into the existing landscape. Vegetation cover would be removed and the natural
contours of the land regraded. These changes would have an adverse impact on the quality
and unity of the installation's visual resources in Study Areas 3-6, 8, and 10. It is not
anticipated that visual resources, already developed in Study Area 2, would be affected.
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High ntensity Indirect mpacts. No impacts are expected.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. The direct impacts of this scenario would be similar toI
those under high intensity, but of less severity and magnitude. Impacts on visual resources
of Study Areas 3-6, 8, and 10 would be adverse and long term. There would be no changes
in visual resources in Study Area 2. Inclusion of Study Areas 7 and 12 for construction ofI
roadways would. also result in long term adverse impacts.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Low Intensify Direct Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.3

5.5.7 Cultural Resources

High ntensity Direct Impacts. It is anticipated that the encumbered disposal alternative 
would apply to the disposition of properties that contain significant archaeological sites and
historic buildings. The deed restrictions made a part of the MOA between the Army, Indiana
SHPO, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation would be applied to the transfer or sale
of all JPG National Register eligible properties. Adverse impacts on significant cultural
resources would thus be avoided by informing the new owners of all existing significant
resources and passing appropriate protection responsibilities to the new owners.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. As discussed under the HIR scenario, no impacts are
expected.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. As discussed under the HIS scenario, no impacts are
expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts, No impacts are expected.

5.5.8 Traffic and Transportation

High Intensity Direct Impacts. Compared to baseline conditions, high intensity reuse of Study
Areas 2-6, 8, and 1 0 would result in long term adverse impacts to traff ic and transportation.
The existing paved road network is located south of the firing line in Study Area 2; roads
north of the firing line are not paved. Study areas other than Study Area 2 would be
inaccessible from interior portions of the base, resulting in their relying on an off-base road
network that is incapable of handling the substantial increases in traffic that would beI
associated with the influx of people and their transportation needs.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. Short term adverse impacts including noise, fugitive dust,
siltation, plant loss, and wildlife habitat loss would result from road construction to satisfy

traffic demands related to Study Areas 3-6, 8, and 1 0.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. Study Areas 2-8, 10, and 12 would be affected by thisI
scenario. Long term adverse impacts similar to those in the HIR scenario but to a lesser
degree would occur.

Construction of roads in Study Areas 7 and 12 would result in long term beneficial impacts 
on traff ic and transportation by providing relief to the local area road network. The utility of
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this relief, however, cannot be fully gauged. Route 50, proposed to be realigned so that it
would extend across the northern border of the JPG, would connect Study Areas 5, 6, and
8, as well as points to the east and west. A new road, proposed to be laid along "Hu Road
on base and constituting Study Area 12, is undefined as to the points it might serve other
than providing a "short cut" across the base.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. Short term adverse impacts including noise, fugitive dust,
siltation, plant loss, and wildlife habitat loss would result from road construction to satisfyI ~ ~~~~~~traffic demands related to Study Areas 2-6, 8, and 1 0 and from the new road construction
represented by Study Areas 7 and 12.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. The LIR scenario most closely approximates the past and
present uses of Study Areas 1-6 and 8-1 1. As current traff ic and transportation systems are
generally adequate, no impacts are expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

5.5.9 Noise

H ~~~~~High Intensity Direct Impacts. Some commercial and industrial activities that might be
included in high intensity reuse produce noise requiring control and abatement measures,
typically imposed by local governing entities. While prediction of specific activities and their
noise output is speculative, it is reasonable to assume that existing noise control
mechanisms would operate properly. No impacts are expected.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. As discussed under the HIR scenario, no impacts are
expected.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. As discussed under the HIR scenario, no impacts areI ~ ~~~~~expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

5.5.10 Air Quality

High Intensity Direct Impacts. Various commercial and industrial activities that might occur
as part of high intensity reuse produce air emissions subject to National Ambient Air Quality
Standards regulations. Construction required to support high intensity reuse and consequent
activities would be subject to the Indiana State Implementation Plan prepared in accordanceI ~ ~~~~~~with the Clean Air Act and its regulations. The JPG lies within Indiana Air Quality Control
Region Number 083, an area for which there were no recorded criteria pollutant exceedances
of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards in 1992. It is assumed that the level of past
regulatory controls will continue, producing conditions in compliance with air quality
standards. It is noted, however, that regulatory controls such as permitting encompass only
certain types and sizes of sources; activities such as operation of some boilers, use of parts
cleaning tanks, and potential increases in traffic may also be present but not fall under direct

regulatory scrutiny. No adverse impacts are expected.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. As discussed under the HIR scenario, no impacts are
expected.
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Medium Intensity Indirect mpacts. No impacts are expected.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. As discussed under the HIR scenario, no impacts are 
expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

5.5.11 Geology, Soils, and Topography

High Intensity Direct Impacts. The HIR scenario could result in long term adverse impacts
to soil resources and existing landforms in Study Area 4 in the vicinity of Big Creek and Study
Area 10 in the vicinities of Big Creek and Middle Fork. Short term adverse impacts to soils
as a result of construction buildings, road, and parking lots and installation of utilities would
be expected in Study Areas 2-3, 5, 8, and 1 0.

High Intensity Indirect mpacts. Landform alteration and siltation would create long term
adverse impacts on fish inhabiting the many streams originating on or crossing the JPG.
Habitat for wildlife and plant could also be adversely affected by construction activities
creating siltation and by stormwater runoff bearing contaminants.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. Adverse impacts as described under the HIR scenario but
to a lesser degree would be expected to occur in Study Areas 2-8, 10, and 12.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. Adverse impacts, on a lesser scale and magnitude, would
be similar to those described under the Hi R scenario.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. The LIR for Study Areas 1-6 and 7-1 1 is generally comparableI
to baseline conditions. There would be no impacts expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

5.5.12 Biological Resources

High Intensity Direct Impacts. The HIR scenario would result in long term significant adverseI
impacts to wildlife, aquatic, and plant resources in Study Areas 3-6, 8, and 1 0. Construction
causing long term alteration of the landscape and extensive human activity would primarily
affect wildlife. The built-up conditions in Study Area 2 make it unlikely that its increase toI
high intensity reuse would have any new effects on biological resources.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. Long term adverse effects would be expected in Study Area
1 as wildlife was displaced from habitat in Study Areas 3-6, 8, and 10. Assuming a
propensity of wildlife to relocate to areas less affected by humans (e.g., Study Area 1), influx
of wildlife from Study Areas 3-6, 8, and 10 could create population crowding and over-

consumption of forage.
Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. Adverse impacts as described under the HIR scenario
would be expected to occur in Study Areas 3-8 and 1 0.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. Adverse impacts, on a lesser scale and magnitude, would
be similar to those described under the HI R scenario.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. The LUR for Study Areas 1-6 and 7-11 is generally comparable
to baseline conditions. There would be no impacts expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.I
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I ~~~5.5.13 Water Resources

High ntensity Direct Impacts. Stormwater runoff from the JPG contributes to the amount and
quality of the base's surface waters. The amount of runoff depends primarily on soil type,I ~ ~~~~~vegetative cover, evaporation rates, and recent climatological events. Land development
increases runoff by increasing the amount of impervious surface area which readily sheds
rainfall. High intensity development can typically involve an impervious surface ratio of 0.70
for office or business park development and an impervious surface ratio of 0.85 forI ~ ~~~~~commercial or light industrial development. Study Areas 3-6, 8, and 10 presently have
negligible amounts of impervious surfaces. Compared to Study Areas 2-6, 8, and 10
baseline conditions, these types of land uses would result in greatly increased stormwater
runoff to the several surface water courses at the JPG and would have a long term adverse
impact.

High ntensity Indirect Impacts. Large quantities of stormwater runoff conveying de-icing
salts, fuels, lubricants, antifreeze, fertilizer, and pesticides would have long term adverse
impacts on aquatic resources and wildlife dependent for food on aquatic resources.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. Adverse impacts as described under the HIR scenario but
to a lesser degree would be expected to occur in Study Areas 2-8, 10, and 12.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. Adverse impacts, on a lesser scale and magnitude, wouldI ~ ~~~~~~be similar to those described under the HIR scenario.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. The LIR for Study Areas 1-6 and 7-11 is generally comparable
to baseline conditions. There would be no impacts expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

I ~~5.5.14 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste

High Intensity Direct Impacts. As discussed in Section 5.4.14, the Army will take necessaryI ~ ~~~~~~remedial actions to protect human health and the environment in any transfer of property.

5.5.15 Mitigation

Specific mitigation actions are not proposed for the general intensity-based reuse scenarios
evaluated in this EIS. This is appropriate because specific reuse plans are not available atI ~ ~~~~~~this time and other (non-Army) entities will be responsible for mitigation of impacts associated
with their reuse actions. The following identifies general mitigation actions which could beU ~~~~~~~taken by other parties to reduce impacts of their actions.

Land Use. Adverse impacts associated with development of Study Areas 2-8, 1 0, and 12 to
medium or high intensity use could be reduced through sound site planning and design,
creation of appropriate buffer zones, and identification and development of appropriate

supporting infrastructure systems.

Socioeconomics and Community Facilities. Adverse impacts arising from too-rapid growth
and stressing of community facilities could be avoided by sound planning involving as many

interested members of the community as possible.
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Public Health and Safety. Adverse impacts to public health and safety can be reduced
through design of protective mechanisms. Creation of buffer zones could help keep people
away from unexploded ordnance or exposure to depleted uranium. Land uses that would not
tend to induce people to enter adjacent areas would also help as a protective measure.

Utilities and Solid Waste. Development of utilities systems capable of adequate levels ofI
support must begin with capacity analyses of services at and near a reuse site. These
analyses could help identify utilities services sources and could serve as the foundation for
services agreements.

Visual Resources. Existing open areas and potential historic sites would be most impacted
by the addition of intensely built environments through the construction of buildings, parking

lots, and accessory uses. Mitigation actions that could be taken to reduce or eliminate these

* Preparation of site planning guidelines and regulations specifically for the JPG which
would contain provisions related to building height, bulk, and setback regulations;
landscaping requirements; architectural standards; and other elements of the built
environment. Enforcement of any existing zoning, subdivision regulations, and

building permits could also offer considerable protection to existing visual resources.

* Development and implementation of a Visual Resources Protection Plan by the local
redevelopment authority which could identify visual and aesthetic performance
objectives, standards, and guidelines for the design and planning of reuse activities.

* Use of an architectural or aesthetics review board having authority to review and
approve all development and site plans for modification of property or buildings
within sensitive zones as established in a Visual Resources Protection Plan.

Cultural Resources. Potential for loss of cultural resources increases with the higher intensity

minimize adverse impacts is the use of a special architectural or cultural resource review

board.

Traffic and Transportation. Avoidance or minimization of adverse impacts related to traffic
and transportation relies strongly on development and implementation of sound master plans
for areas on both local and regional bases. Liaison between transportation planners of the
three counties comprising the Region of Influence could promote exchange of information
allowing each jurisdiction opportunity to keep its plans as up to date as possible.

Noise. Noise impacts are not expected to create adverse impacts. Local zoning controls,I
properly exercised, would be expected to address potential noise sources by ensuring
separation between adjoining property uses, limitations of hours of operation, and other
means of noise abatement and control.

Air Quality. The permit system of the CAA generally provides effective control of potential
stationary air emissions sources. Adherence to the State Implementation Plan's provisions
for mobile sources could address that source category. Additional mechanisms, such as
application of best management practices, may be found available to address types and
sizes of sources outside regulatory scrutiny (e.g., parts cleaning tanks).

Geology, Soils, and Topography. Mitigation measures that could be used to reduce or avoid
soil erosion impacts include

* Avoid use of highly erodible soils to the extent possible.3
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* When soils are disturbed, construct de-silting basins, sediment traps, silt fences,
straw bale barriers, and other erosion control measures in accordance with guidance
in the SCS Field Engineering Handbook or by consultation with the Soil Conservation
Service (SCS).
Mulch and re-seed disturbed soils in accordance with Soil Conservation Service
Critical Area Standards (contained in SCS Field Engineering Handbook).

Biological Resources. Adverse impacts to biological resources would occur primarily as
results of degradation of surface waters or forced relocation caused by new development and
human activity. Effective mitigation measures could include consistent adherence to best
management practices for the control of stormwater runoff and creation of buffer zones

around new developments.

Water Resources. Mitigation measures listed under soils (above) could aid in reducing
sediment loading to streams. Stormwater retention ponds could be constructed to mitigate
the impacts associated with new impervious surface area construction.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste. The Army's commitment to cleanup of allI ~ ~~~~~~hazardous waste sites consistent with federal, state, and local regulations, and consistent
with specific future uses of land, ensures that no adverse impacts will occur.

5.6 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

Council on Environmental Quality regulations provide that cumulative impacts result from the
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency undertakes such other actions.
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions

taking place over a period of time.

Analysis of impacts in this EIS of the no action, encumbered, unencumbered, and three
reuse scenarios (HIR, MIR, LIR) has been in terms of effects on resource categories in study
areas. The following discussions address the potential cumulative impacts relevant to each
of the 3 alternatives and 3 reuse scenarios not only in terms of the 13 resource areas
previously analyzed but also in terms of installation-wide or regional levels.

No Action. Compared to the national average, income levels in the ROI are depressed. In
1992, per capita income in the three counties ranged from 73 percent to 85 percent of the
national average. Base closure, involving loss of 450 jobs to be replaced in the near term
by 30 to 50 jobs during caretaker status, would have an adverse impact on the local
economy.

Encumbered Disposal. Unexploded ordnance is the major factor at the JPG. Land use
around the JPG is mostly agricultural and forestlands, according the area a rural character.
UXO contamination of large areas of the base will prevent various kinds of development or
land uses likely that would likely alter the rural character of the area. UXO contamination
also severely restrains construction of an east-west road across the installation, resulting in
maintenance of the regional road network status quo. Finally, UXO creates conditions which
result in a wildlife and plant species usafe haven," an area generally undisturbed by human
activity. These effects combine to retard change except at the peripheries of the base; there
is the benefit of there being generally slower, more deliberate, and better calculated growth.

Unencumbered Disposal. In the absence of the UXO, DU, remedial measures, and historicI ~ ~~~~~~resources encumbrances, there would be considerable potential for development and land
use pattem changes. Since the JPG is located at the intersection of three counties,
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coordinated development in the area could occur onliy if planning authorities of the counties
worked together. With development being unhampered to occur at virtually any location
across the 55,264 acres, there wouid be increased likelihood of adverse impacts to natural
resources and the physical environment such as surface water quality. Air, land, and water
media would all be affected. There would also be greater likelihood of finding a suitable
location to site a regional solid waste facility to serve members counties of the Southwestern
Indiana Solid Waste District. A large facility would involve associated impacts of greater
stress-on roads and increased heavy truck traffic.

High ntensity Reuse. Effects of this scenario would not be confined to the JPG property.I
Development of base property would be accompanied by development off base. Land use
patterns would change; small towns in the vicinity of the base would grow; employment,
housing, schools, and public services functions would all change. The agricultural andI
forestland land uses would change, and the area's rural character would change. If this
scenario occurred in conjunction with unencumbered disposal, the magnitude of the changes
would be greatly increased. Air, land, and water media would all be affected. Compared to
baseline, changes and resultant impacts would be significant. Whether these impacts are
beneficial or adverse is not determined.

Medium Intensity Reuse. Change under this scenario would be similar to that under the high
intensity reuse scenario, but on a lesser scale, affecting air, land, and water media.

Low Intensity Reuse. Implementation of this scenario would most closely rese mble
economic activity levels and the natural and physical environment impacts of baseline
operations. Regionally, there would be negligible or no impacts to air, land, and water media.

5.7 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

On February 11, 1994, the President issued Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low Income Populations. The
Order requires that federal agencies conduct their programs, policies, and activities that
substantially affect human health or the environment so that there are not disproportionately
high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority populations and low
income populations. By memorandum of February 11, 1994, the President directed the EPA
to ensure agencies' analyses of environmental effects on minority and low income
communities, including human health, social, and economic effects.

The Army's proposed action is not designed to create a benefit for any group or individual.
As part of the screening process, entities may express interest in installation assets to
provide assistance to the homeless. Upon completion of the screening process, there may
be expression of interest by individual(s) or group(s) for purchase by competitive bid orI
negotiated sale of parts or all of the installation. In either of these cases, the disposal method
itself would not create environmental impacts.

Disposal of the JPG does not create disproportionately high or adverse human health or 
environmental impacts on minority or low income populations of the surrounding community.
Income levels in the ROI are generally below the national average. Review and evaluation
of the proposed action have not disclosed the existence of identifiable minority or low incomeI
communities in the vicinity of the J PG. It does not appear that disposal would affect minority
or low income communities.

5.8 CLEAN AIR ACT CONFORMITY

Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act requires that no federal agency shall engage in, support,
or provide financial assistance for, license or permit, or approve any activity which does not
conform to. an approved or promulgated state implementation plan. Conformity to an
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implementation plan means conformity to a plan's' purpose of eliminating or reducing the
severity and number of violations of the national ambient air quality standards and achieving
expeditious attainment of such standards. It further refers to conducting activities so that
they will not cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any area, increase
the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any area, or delay timely
attainment of any standard of any required interim emission reductions or other milestones
in any area. These foregoing requirements apply regardless of an area's attainment status.

Under Clean Air Act regulations at 40 C.F.R. Part 93, Subpart B3, conformity determinations
must be made for actions occurring in nonattainment areas and maintenance areas for
National Ambient Air Quality Standards for sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen
oxides, lead, and particulates (matter less than 10 microns in diameter). The proposedI ~ ~~~~~~action occurs in an attainment area for all these air pollutants; a conformity determination is
not required. Moreover, no information has come to light that the proposed action would
cause classification of the local air quality district as being in a nonattainment status or
otherwise constitute a violation of Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act as set out in the
foregoing paragraph.

1 ~~5.9 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Adverse environmental impacts which cannot be avoided would occur in the no action,I ~ ~~~~~encumbered disposal, and unencumbered disposal altemnatives.

No Action. As discussed in Section 5.3, this alternative could result in adverse impacts toI ~ ~~~~~visual resources, cultural resources, and public health and safety. Visual resources
degradation due to less frequent painting, general cleanup, and the like, while unavoidable,
would be negligible. Cultural resources losses during the caretaker period would result from
vandalism, relic hunting, or poaching that might increase due to a smaller on-base population
to deter such conduct. Elimination of firefighting forces during the caretaker period would
increase emergency response times, resulting in greater loss of property.

3 ~~~~~~~Encumbered Disposal. None of the direct impacts of this altemnative are predicted to be
adverse. Indirect adverse impacts extend to socioeconomic resources, utilities and solid
waste, traffic and transportation, and noise. None of such impacts are significant.

I ~~~~~~~~Unencumbered Disposal. Adverse direct and indirect impacts under this alternative w ould
occur in all resource areas except socioeconomics, utilities and solid waste, and hazardous
material and hazardous waste. Except for those arising f romn elimination of the encumbrance
related to cultural resources, none of the impacts are avoidable. Potential adverse impactsI. ~ ~~~~~relating to cultural resources would be avoidable if the Army maintained its commitment to
the state and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation.

The reuse scenarios involve numerous adverse impacts. Whether they would be
unavoidable cannot be determined. This is because the actions would be undertaken in the
future by non-Army entities, in ways not presently well enough defined to make estimates on3 ~~~~~~~certainties that the impacts would occur.

5.10 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES

I ~~~~~~~Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable
resources and the effects that use of these resources will have on future generations.
Irreversible effects primarily result from use or destruction of a specific resource (e.g., energyI ~ ~~~~~~and minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time frame. Irretrievable resource
commitments involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot be restored as a
result of the action (e.g., extinction of a threatened or endangered species).
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Disposal of the JPG will not result in any irreve.0ible or irretrievable commitments of
resources.I

5.11 SHORT TERM USES OF MAN'S ENVIRONMENT AND MAINTENANCE
AND ENHANCEMENT OF LONG TERM PRODUCTIVITY

Short term uses of the biophysical components of man's environment include direct
construction-related disturbances and direct impacts associated with an increase in
population and activity that occurs over a period of less than five years. Long term uses of
man's environment include those impacts occurring over a period of more than five years,
including permanent resource loss.

Several kinds of activities could result in short term resource uses that compromise long term
productivity. Filling of wetlands or loss of other especially important habitats, conversion of
prime or unique farmlands to non-agricultural use, and consumptive use of high quality water

at nonrenewable rates are examples of actions having effects on long term productivity.

The no action, encumbered disposal, and unencumbered disposal alternatives would not
involve deleterious impacts on maintenance and enhancement of long term productivity

Reuse scenarios evaluated in this EIS assume levels of activity which would produce a wide
variety of impacts on resource areas. Short term noise could occur during construction
activities. No long term noise impacts are anticipated, and no effects on the maintenanceI
and enhancement of long term productivity would occur. Construction of facilities could result
in long term visual intrusion into previously undisturbed landscapes. In addition, short term
disturbances of previously undisturbed biological habitats from the construction of new
facilities could cause long term reductions in the biological productivity of an area. Short term
truck traffic within or between facilities could result in some degradation of roads which could
potentially cause a long term decrease in comfort, convenience, and safety for local users.
Since reuse plans are not completely known, precise quantification of impacts on long termI

productivity cannot be achieved.
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I 7.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST

This Final EIS is filed with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and circulated for public review and
comment. A Notice of Availability pninted in the Federal Register initiates a 30 day comment period. This

section identifies federal, state, and local agencies and individuals receiving a copy of this EIS.

I ~Environmental Protection Agency
Rm. 2119, Mail Stop 2252
ATTN: Ms Pearl YoungI ~ ~401 M Street SW
Washington, DC 20460

DirectorI ~ ~~U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
Department of the Interior
1849 C St., NWI ~ ~Washington, DC 20240

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
Old Post Office Building
1 100 Pennsylvania Ave., NW, Suite 809
Washington, DC 20004

* ~~Director
Office of Nuclear Material, Safety, and Safe Guard
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission
Attn: Mr. Robert Bemero

Washington, DC 20555*~~~egoa
Regional Administrator
Environmental Protection Agency
Attn: Ms Shirley Mitchell, NEPA CoordinatorI ~ ~Mail Stop: 5ME-1 9J
77 W. Jackson Blvd.
Chicago, IL 60604

Supervisor
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
620 South Walker Street

Bloomington, IN 47404
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Honorable Lee H. HamiltonI
House of Representatives
2314 Rayburn Building
Washington, DC 20515U

Honorable Dan Coats
United States Senate

Washington, DC 20510-1403

Honorable Richard G. LugarI
United States Senate
306 Hart Office Building
Washington, DC 20510

Mr. Patrick Ralston, Director
State Histonic Preservation Office
Dept. of Natural ResourcesI
402 West Washington, Rm 274
Indianapolis, IN 46204

Commissioner
Indiana Department of Environmental Management
(Attn: Ms Kathy Prosser)
105 South Meridian Street
Indianapolis, IN 46206-6015

Mayor of Madison
416 West Street
Madison, IN 47250

Mayor of North Vernon
Main Street

N. Vemnon, IN 47265

Chairman
Ripley County Board of Commissioners
520 E. County Road, 450 S.
Versailles, IN 47042

JPG Regional Development BoardI
Jefferson Proving Ground
1505 W. Ordnance Road
Hwy 421

Madison, IN 47250-5100
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* ~Chairman
JPG Restoration Advisory Board
Jefferson Proving Ground, Bldg 100
Hwy 421
Madison, IN 47250-51 00

Chairman
Jefferson County Board of Commissioners
County Courthouse, Room 103
300 E. Main St.
Madison, IN 47250

Chairman
Ripley County Board of CommissionersI ~520 E. County Road, 450 South
Versailles, IN 47042

* ~County Commissioner
* ~~Attn: Mr. Patrick Fry

525 E. Private Road, 50 North
N. Vernon, IN. 47265

Jefferson County Library
420 W. Main St.
Madison, IN 47250

Jennings County Library
143 W. Walnut St.
N. Vemnon, IN 47265

Tyson Library
325 W. Tyson St.

Versailles, IN 47042
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APPENDIX A

I.
The copy of the Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental impact statement for the disposal and reuseI of the Jefferson Proving Ground is presented on the following page.
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Federal Register /Vol. 57, No. 251 /Wednesday. December 30, 1992 1 Notices 62309

346, Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769, Environmental Impacr'Statement (EIS) SUMMARY: This Notice of Intent
Attn: Capt Doug Hulings, (804) 764- tor the Reuse and Disposal of the announces the preparation of a Draft
3056. Harry Diamond Laboratory Facility, Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
Patsy F. Conner, Woodibridge, VA for disposal and reuse of the entire

Air Force Federal Register Liaison Officer. property and/or parcels of the Jefferson
Air orc FedralRegsterLiason ffier. AGENCY: United States Army, Proving Ground (JPG). Madison,

(FR Doc. 92-31674 Filed 12-29--92; 8:45 arlDepartment of Defense. indiana. n accordance with the DefensA
h'LLN4G CODE Sfl4-1-4U ACTION: Notice of intent. .Base Closure and Realignment Act of

1988. Public Law 100-526, JP is
Department of the Army SUMMARY. The action to be evaluated by scheduled for closure in September
Department of the Armythis EIS is the disposal and reuse of the 1995. As required by the National

Environental Impact Statement (EIS) Harry Diamond Laboratory Facility, Environmental Policy Act of 1969
for theReuse ad Dispoal of ~Woodbridge, Virginia, in accordance (NEPA), the Army will assess theI~ ~~frteRueadDsoa fAm with the Defense Base Closure and environmental and soca-economic

Materials Technology Laboratory, Realignment Adt of 1990, Public Law impacts of disposal and reuse of JPG, by
Watertown, MA 101-510. The EI5 will evaluate using the "no action" alternative as a

AGENCY: United States alternative methods of implementing baseline. Additional alternatives
Department of Aefense. the Commission's decision, ncluding include resort or leisure facility (north

Defense. ~~alternative reuses of the disposed of impact area), unexploded ordnance
ACTION: Notice of intent, property. Potential reuse alternatives research and development center, light

will be explored as further information industry (south of firing line), and third
SUMMARY: This Notice of ntent about the Laboratory facility is party testing. These alternatives and
announces the preparation of a Draft developed. Development of the others will be further defined in
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) potential alternative reuses of the coordination with the local community
for disposal and reuse of the entire disposed property will be made in and the Office of Economic Adjustment.
property and/or parcels of the Army conjunction with the local community. SCOPING: The public is invited to
Materials Technology Laboratory the Office of Economic Adjustment, and participate in the scoping meeting.
(AMTL). Watertown, MA. In accordance the9 Army. As required by the National review of the DEI S and a public meeting
with the Defense Base Closure end Environmental Policy Act of 1969 after the DEIS i's published. The scoping
Realignment Act of 1988, Public Law (NEPAl, the Army will also analyze the meeting is scheduled for early February.I ~ ~~100-526, AMTL s scheduled for closure 'no action" alternative as a baseline for The specific date, location and time will
in September 1995. As required by the gauging the impacts of the disposal and be published in the local newspapers 15
National Environmental Policy Adt of reuse. days prior.
1969 (NEPA). the Army will assess the SCOPING: The public will be invited to SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For furtherI ~ ~~environmental and socio-econic participate in the scoping meeting, the information, please contact Mr. Robert
impacts of disposal and reuse of AMTL. review of the draft Environmental Jameson. HQ US Army Materiel
by using the "no action" alternative as Impact Statement and a public meeting Command, AITTN: AMCSO, 5001
a baseline. Additional alternatives that will be held after the draft EIS is Eisenhower Avenue, Alexandria. VAI ~ ~~include public use, industrial and made available. The location and time 22333--0001 or Mr. David Rosa, (703)
commercial use and open space or of the scoping meeting, to be scheduled 6,71-7900.
recreation use. These alternatives and during the month of February 1993. will Dated: December 21. 1992.
others will be further defined in be announced in the local news media. LwsD akrI ~ ~~coordination with the local community Release of the draft EIS for public LwsD akr
and Office of the Economic Adjustment. comment and the public meeting will DpuyAssiswant Secretor, of the Army

m SCO~tNG: The public is hM~d toalso be announced in the local news (Environmental, Safety & Occupational
CparicipaTe andli as mnieetng media as the dates are established. Hlealth). QASA (ILl-El.

priiaein the scoping [etn, SPLMNAYIF-RAIN o hte FR Doc. 92-31693 Filed 12-29-2; 8:45 aml
* ~~review of eDSadapublic meeting SUPLEMNTAY hCODEA1ONVFr frthr 

after the DES is published. The scoping information, please contact Mr. Hill
meeting is scheduled for early February. Tagalicod. U.S. Army Corps of
The specific date, location and time will Engineers, Baltimore District, at (410) Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
be published in the local newspapers Is 962-4939. for the Reuse and Disposal of
days prior. Dated: December 21,1992. Sacramento Army Depot

SUPP~~~kMENTARY ~~~Lewis D. Walker,

information, please contact Mr. Robert (Efnvinmet Serety& cpofn Ha lthn Department of Defense.
Jamneson, HQ US Army Materiel O(EImmet afety&OcptonlHat) ACTION: Notice of intent.
Command, Afl-N: AMCSO, 5001 [RDc 2361Fld1-99;84 m
Eisenhower Avenue. Alexandria, VA BIFRW DO V36 Ild1--2;85a SUMMARY: The action to be evaluated by
22333-0001 or Mr. David Rosa, (703) WJOCl o- this EI5 is the disposal and reuse of
671-7900. Sacramento Army Depot, California in

Dated: December 21. 1991. Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) acoreandewt R ean en Baof190
Lewis D. Walk~er, for the Reuse end Disposal of Ploui awd 1R01-10.nTe EcS will90I ~ ~~DeputyAssistant Secretary of the Army Jefferson Proving Ground. Madison, IN evaluca alternativ mehods ofl
(Environmental, Safety 8-Occupation Health), AGENCY: United States Army, implementing the Commission's
QASA fLE).

(FR oc.92-1692Fild 1-29-2; :45amlDepartment of Defense. decision, including alternative reuses of
IFRDoc 9-3192 ild 1-29-9; 845 m]ACTION: Notice of intent. the disposed proparty. Potential reuse

mamaN COoE 3i-s- alternatives will ae epored as further



I ~~I

I
I
I
I
I
I
U

This page left blank I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I



3 ~~~~~APPENDIX B

This appendix consists of extracts from the Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Development Board
Community Reuse Plan (July 1994). This plan was prepared by the Jefferson Proving Ground
Development Board. Selected extracts include:.

Executive Summary,

3 * ~~~~Chapter 1, Reuse Plan Overview, pp. 1-12, and

Addendum (adopted September 20, 1994).
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U ~~~EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

U ~Reuse Recommendations

3 ~~~~The reuse plan concept for Jefferson Proving Ground has been divided into several
geographical sections. Because most of the developed properties are in the southern portion ofthe base, most of the economic and reuse opportunities exist there. However, because of the size(55,000 acres) of the base, there are real opportunities for broad mixed use activities.

In the cantonment area, which falls under the jurisdiction of Jefferson County, the plan
calls for adapting the facilities to a business and industrial park. It is the intention of the JPGRegional Development Board to adapt this area as a community-owned and managed facility.During the reuse planning process, potential interest was expressed by the International Union ofI ~ ~~~Operating Engineers to utilize a portion of this space for an international training facility. Thisprospect has not vet been resolved and will require ongoing discussion between the community
and the IUOE. Other elements for the property south of the firing line include )land banking ofthe southwest corner for intended use as an airport; 2) designating the southeast corner, as anarea for an open space/recreation with the potential for housing. Finally, a veterans memorialI ~~~cemetery could be located either north or south of the firing line. South of the firing line is tepreferred location.

3 ~~~~North of the firing line the community's reuse plan provides for the following. In
Jennings County, near the northwest section of the base, the plan has designated an agribusiness
park for a proposed egg production facility as well as other processing and agriculturally relatedI ~ ~~businesses. Within Ripley County, there is also a designated agribusiness area and smallagribusiness/industrial park, both of which are situated in the northeast corner of the facility.
The Old Timbers Lodge has been identified as a potential reserve parcel which could
accommodate a privately run conference and meeting facility.3 ~~~~Other activities which are also north of the fing line include the following. The U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service (SEWS) has indicated an interest in acquiring much of this property.The land which is not to be utilized by the counties will fall under theirjurisdiction. As well, the3 ~~Air National Guard units now using property for their operations have requested to continue
these activities. The Army also has a near-term commitment for UXO research and development
and the community should request that this activity continue during the time the base UTXO is3 ~~~remnediated. While no specific site is designated, there is an interest in siting a solid waste
management facility, with a sanitary land fill, to accommodate regional needs. As a lowerpriority, there is a possibility that like-kind ordnance testing could continue. Specific land usesI ~ ~~have not been designated for several reserve parcels which have been identified along the cleanerareas of the base's perimeter.

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



YPG is a very large site, with the potential to accommodate all of these decid uss.I I
general, they have market upport, meet the commuunity objectives, or satisfy regional or federalagency needs.3

Implementation EementsI

It is our recommendation that JPG Regional Development Board continue to berecognized by the Office of Economic Adjustment. This entity is needed at least during mid-
term to coordinate the overall transition efforts. Much of the focus would be in the cantonment
area; however, continued coordination with Jennings County and Ripley County is necessary toinsure that their objectives are realized. The management organization must receive the neededIFederal Grants for implementation. It must be structured with skills and capacity to carry out
marketing, property management, preparation of grant applications, bonding (possibly), leasing,
etc. It is likely that this organization would coordinate with existing public and private sectororganizations (like MIDCOR, JCEDC) which currently are responsible for these efforts. W~hilethe community can expect ongoing support from the Federal government, it will be necessary for3the counties to also provide financial support.-

Proert acquisition and conveyance will be a key part of the implementation elements.3Several concepts are feasible under legislation which allows for discounted public benefit
conveyances. As we see it, several opportunities exist for these types of conveyances. They
include the following:

Economic Development (which is now allowed under the Pyor Amendment, but wvhich
has not yet been tested)-could apply to agribusiness areas, the industrial parks, and theIcantornent area;
Education -- if any educational demand exists;
Infrastructure and streets -- the right of way for these facilities at JPG;IAirport -- if longer-term demand can be identified.

These conveyance procedures must be coordinated with the U.S. Army, Department of 
Education, and the Federal Aviation Administration. Some areas of the base may requirepurchase by a private buyer. Finally, U.S. Fish and Wildlife would get control of the property3
through a direct transfer from the Army.

Property development and landuse will require some type of development-regulation.
Our report describes recommended conditions, covenants, and restrictions, which could beappli ed to the cantonment area, and have some application to the other industrial and
agribusiness areas. In addition, it will be necessary to put in place zoning designations. nIFinally, we have recommended that air agreements be established with the Air National Guard,as well as a like-kind testing company should that materialize.3

2



Finan~cin; assistance for the communities and the business park m...naaemnent entity wll3 ~~~be needed. grants and operating subsidies are obtainable durinz early v'ears. The State of Indiana
could also provide some sources of financing; however. the followinga federal agencies are lielv
to be the most realistic sources of funding:

Office of Economic Adjustment -- management and planning assistance
U.S. Armv -- marketing resources, as well as a potential joint marketing effort1 ~ ~~~~Economic Development Administration -- infrastrucrure, capital investment, and
planning activities
Farmers Home Administration--development grants and loansI ~ ~~~~Rural Electrification Administration--grants and loans for electrical service
Department of Energy--gran.loans and technical assistance for energy concernsU ~~~~Indiana Department of Commerce--grants and technical assistance for
economic/community development concerns
Indiana Department of Environmental Mianagement--grants. loans and technical3 ~~~~assistance for waste management concerns
Indiana Council for Agriculture and Rural Development--technical assistance and
support for agricultural initiativesI ~~~~Department of Labor -- training of former JPG employees.

The next few months wkill see a variety of activities necessary to begin the reuse of the
facility. In the very neat term. we would expect of the Army to incorporate the community-based
reuse plan as part of its Environmental Impact Statement. This process will specify which of the
areas of the base wl be cleaned of contamination and environmental problems. It is important
that the county overnment identify an appropriate management entity, looking at options likeauthory or a non-profit corporation. ( In addition a cooperative agreement with IDCOR and3 ~~Jennings Co. EDC are recommended) As specifics fall into place, the plan should be redefined.
reflecting the results of studies which, for example, evaluate specific proposals and the airport
potential. Once all of this is in place a detailed business plan showing income and expenses of3 ~~operating the business park in the cantonent area will be necessary. More detailed engineering
studies will provide guidance for improvements and perhaps additional capital investment.

3 ~~~The implementation of the plan will take several years and it is important that the
communities maintain a commnitment to it, during early years. ERA's report further details key3 ~~components which were described in this executive summarv.
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CHAPTER I

Reuse Plan Overview

A. TARGET REUSE GOALS FOR JEFFERSON PROWIN GROUND 

Given a focus on finding the right mix and distribution of public and private uses for thebase, and based on our initial involvement with community leaders, ERA and the JPG Board haveidentified specific goals which the reuse strategy should target. The goals below also identify 
specific objectives for development, operations, and redevelopment/adaptive reuse of Jefferson
Proving Ground.

Goal 1 To increase employment opportunities in the three county area.

O ei'le To utilize the varied resources of JPG to create new job sites,
new job types, and associated job training, emphasizing employment skills
relevant to the 21st century, the local labor force, and the targeted reuse3
strategy.

Goal 2 To stimulate effective land uses and redevelopment.

Objetive To successfully implement land planning standards and pro- actively administer redevelopment incentives in order to achieve strong anndevelopment momentum.5

Goal 3 To induce substantial private investment.

Obiectiv To capture investment on JPG properties in leaseholds, use 
permits, improvements, equipment, and human resources.

Goal 4 To generate economic diversification for the three county area.I

Obijectii To establish an array of economic activities and investments3
which will deliver a spectrum of long-term business development in the
region.3

Goal To take advantage of this unique opportunity to meet community needs
which otherwise might go ufulfilled.3

Ojective To work with area business and civic leader's to identify and
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3 ~~~~~~~~implement those reuse activities - i.e. cemetery, waste management
facility, regional airport, correctional facility, educational complex, etc.
- which will help local communities satisfy previously unmet development3 ~~~~~~~~~goals.

Goal 6 To increase the area's inventory of public and private recreationalresources.

3 (~~~~~~~~bjective To utilize JPG's vast natural resources base and promote
recreational uses which will benefit area residents and act as a sales device
for attracting business and investment to the region.

I ~ ~~~~Goal 7 To phase the incremental scale of reuses of JPG in order to benefit theI ~~~~~~~~~sustained economic development at the base and within the region.

Ob jective To coordinate the multiple economic development initiatives ofall the impacted communities such that PG reuse is supportive and not* ~~~~~~~~~competitive.

Goal 8 To consistently improve local government coordination.

O)bjective To grow and evolve the region's municipalities under JPGRDB3 ~~~~~~~~~guidance as the spine for all of the stakeholders" in the impact area.
Goal 9 To reuse JPG in accordance with sound environmental quality principles.

U ~ ~~~~~~~~~bjectiv To work with all parties in the state and region to limit negative
envirornental impacts and restore lands and reuse resources where3 ~~~~~~~~~feasible, and coordinate the phasing of remediation to the benefit of JPG
and the communities.

3 ~~~~Goal 10 To carry out the long-term reuse of JPG on as financially self-sufficient
a basis as is possible.

I ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~ ~Ojective To identify and pledge those economic activity revenues,
redevelopment income, and Federal grants to the ongoing operations and
capital improvements necessary to viable PG reuse and economic
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B. LAND USE ACTIVTIESI

As the JPGRDB and the ERA team identified and evaluated the different options for the3
reuse of Jefferson Proving Ground, we carefuly considered a number of factors. These included
an analysis of the region's socio-economic environment, market factors, our assessment of the 
base itself, the local community and political environment, and our understanding of the current 
base reuse legislation in process, all of which are discussed in the following chapters. After
investigating a wide range of reuse possibilities, the JPG Regional Development Board and the3
ERA consultant team developed a Recommended Reuse Plan. The following is a description of
this scenario and its implications as well as an analysis of those factors which will affect the
ultimate success of JPG's reuse.3

1. ACTIVTIIES NORTH OF THE MIING LINE

Some of the activities north of the cantonment area require large amounts of acreage and
will need to be relatively isolated from one another and the firing line as well as from existing
land uses outside the borders of JPG. However, with approximately 51,000 acres in this area, 
accommodating all the following activities should not pose a problem.

Agri-business ParkI

Desciption

The JPGRDB has received a proposal from Rose Acre Farms, Inc. to locate an expansion
of its egg production facilities on the base. The company's proposal calls for two sites, one each
in Jennings and Ripley Counties along the post's western and northern peripheries. Each facility
would require 80 to 100 acres and will house 3,000,000 hens and egg-breaking equipment. In
Ripley County, the Reuse Plan identifies approximately 640 acres reserved in the northeast corner3
of JPG. The optimal location will be in the southwest corner of section 14, avoiding the drainage
area. The site would need approximately 100 acres for the agri-business operations with the
balance of the 640 acres being used for agri-business infrastructure, access, and related support.U
In Jennings County, the probable location will be along IPG's western. border, preferably near one
of the base roads north of K Road. Because all the land at the Jennings County site will be
unimproved, government organizations will likely be required to make a substantial investment 
in roads, sewer, and other infrastructure. To maximize retur on public investment in project
infrastructure, it has been proposed to try and attract additional agricultural firms to create more

jobs, tax revenues, etc. for the region. As is elaborated upon in Chapter MI, the most likely
tenants for this project will be hog producers, specialty packing plants, or other agricultural
production and processing businesses. A total of 800 acres is being reserved for the agri-business3

park in the Jennings County part of JPG with 80 acres necessary for the egg production facilities.
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Implications

According to Rose Acres, 60 to 100 jobs would be created at the two facilities. Although
the ypes of jobs would range from line production to managerial, some jobs will probably be low-skill, low-paying jobs. Total investnent in the two facilities is expected to range from $40 to 60I ~~million. Assuming a tax rate of 6 percent ($6/S100 of assessed value) and an assessed value thatis 1/3 of market value, local property tax revenues could approach $1,000,000. f the park is ableto attract other tenants, the impacts could increase substantially. When fully operational, the twofacilities could annually consume six million bushels of corn and 1.2 million bushels of soybeansproduced by Indiana farmers. These estimates of economic impact should be consideredconservative. If the facilities are successful, these benefits will increase over time.

U ~~Agribusiness/Industrial Park

3~~~~~Decito
As shown on the Land Use Plan, Ripley County has planned for approximately 200 acresU ~ ~be reserved adjacent to the Agri-business site for a potential agribusiness/industrial park.

3~~~~~Ipiain
As is discussed below and in Chapter III in greater detail, a agribusiness/industrial park3 ~~offers significant potential in terms of jobs and revenues. However, the market constraints facingthis site are somewhat daunting. Although the Town of Holton can provide water and sewerinfrastrucrure, the site lies in a general area that has plenty of cheap, unimproved land. The site3 ~is located almost a mile from the nearest major road, Route 50. There is a very ted industrialmarket in Holton and other towns north of the base. However, in the years to come, marketconditions may improve to the point where an agribusiness/industrial park at this location is* ~~feasible.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Refuge

Approximately 82%, or nearly 45,200 acres, of the area north of the firing line is proposedto become a national wildlife refuge. The other activities north of the firing line such as the Air3 ~~National Guard and like-kind testing are likely to develop shared-use agreements with theUSFWS. The agency anticipates little or no new development costs and will maintain the landas is. Public hiking, hunting, fishing, and certain other outdoor activities may be allowed.

Implications

3 ~~~~The national refuge would cause the least amount of negative environmental impacts and
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would provie the region with another recreational and open space asset. The economic benefits, 3
however, would be minimal. At most, only 10 to 15 jobs would be created at the refuge. The
USFWS is predicting that the refuge would attract 100,000 visitors. While there will be some
local retail spending by these visitors, the impact will not be great since many are likely to be
residents of the region and not tourists.

Commercial/Public Recreation

The only other recreational land use activity which offers some reuse potential and is
therefore included in the Reuse Plan is the possible utilization of Old Timbers Lodge as a hunting 
lodge and/or meeting facility. The building is one of PG's most marketable facilities and
presents a number of different reuse options. With an ideal size of 200 acres, the Lodge could
house tourists in the sumnmertime who would use the USFWS recreation facilities at the National
Wildlife Refuge. During the fall and winter, the facility could cater to hunters. With its remote
surroundings, distinct architecture, and location within an hour and a half's drive from three major 3
metro areas, the Lodge would be an ideal facility for a destination conference center targeted
towards the executive retreat and small meetings market. The JPG Regional Development Board
intends for the Lodge to remain in public ownership. At the present time, however, this activityI
must be considered a long-term possibility since no potential operator or developer has been
identified.I

Aside from creating additional support for the regional tourism industry, the main benefitI
of this activity will be to bring in additional revenues for the Ripley County or other government
organization. Job creation would be small with approximately 15 persons being employed at the3
Lodge. Revenue benefits would be small as well. Provided that the Lodge is renovated and not
significantly expanded, it is feasible to assume that, based on an investment value of
approximately $1.5 to $2 million, the Lodge would contribute around $30,000 to $40,000 inI
annual lease revenues.

Like Kind Testing of Weapons and Ammunition3

Dlescripti

The JPGRDB has received an expression of interest from a private sector concern in
continuing the base's testing operations, provided the Army leaves a substantial portion of its
testing equipment at the base. Under this reuse activity, firing positions and other administrative
and testing-related equipment and facilities would be maintained as well as the 12-kilometer
impact area and a corridor range heading south back towards the firing line, including the DeltaU
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3 ~~Impact Area. In addition, the testing operation would require adequate buffe;r and safety zonesand would necessitate the incorporation of all land between I Road and the firing line into this land
use activity.

Implications

3 ~~~As discussed in the following chapter, job creation benefits for this activity would bemoderate. Approximately 15 to 30 jobs would be brought to JPG if continued testing wereallowed. However, these jobs would likely require more technical skWl and, hence, higher pay
levels than jobs created under most other reuse activities. From a revenue standpoint, continuedtesting would be fairly positive. The company has expressed a willingness to pay a lease fee andexpects to generate between $2 and $5 million annually. Conservatively assuming a lease feeequivalent to five percent of gross revenues, this would result in approximately $100,000 to$250,000 annually or a similar amount paid as a straight rental type agreement. However, this
reuse activity has been deemed to be one of lower priority and more of a long-term possibility due
to the negative environmental impacts it causes, its lower economic return, the amount of land itconsumes, and its potential incompatibility with other reuse options. Ordnance testing under aI ~~civilian company could require that a number of cantonment area buildings be closed due to thesafety and security risks the testing creates.

3 ~~Militarv/National Guard*~~~~~ecito
Both the Indiana Air National Guard and the Kentucky Air Guard have expressed interestin using JPG for operations and/or training missions. The Indiana Air National Guard would liketo use the 1,033 acre air gunnery range in the base's northern part. The Kentucky Air Guardpresently uses the airfield as a drop zone for its training missions and would like to'continue to3 ~~do so in the future. Utilization by Air National Guard units in the plan will, therefore, be limited

to the existing air gunnery range and the existing airfield.

I L~~~mpliationi

Economic benefits are low for these activities. The National Guard facilities willI ~~eventually employ 15 to 20 persons. Neither of the Air Guard branches w create any additionalnew jobs. Unless either organization pays a lease fee, there will be no revenues from theseactivities. There could be some non-economic benefits to the community if either Air Guard unit
holds special events or festivals where the public is able to watch air drops and maneuvers. (TheNaval Air and Water Show held every summer in Chicago, for instance, draws hundreds ofthousands of spectators). Like the weapons testing alternative, however, there could becomplications due to environmental impacts and incompatibility with other land uses. This reuseactivity should also be considered one of lower priority. In any event, all three counties must be3 ~a part of future agreements concerning military operations at JPG since the JPGRDB may not be
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around when changes to the mission or use of the air gunnery range are considered.3

UIXO Research Center

Description~ ~~~~~~

There are currently two research and demonstration sites on the east-central border of PGIalong Route 421 to improve technologies for unexploded ordnance cleanup. Further remnediationand demonstration areas will be considered for other areas of JG, especially at locations3identified for reuse or having a higher economic value. 

ImnUiCatJQ~ 

While job creation and other direct economic benefits will be very small, this reuse activity-should be considered a high priority as the success of JPG's redevelopment will, in large part,3hinge upon the ability to clean up and remediate the UXO. A JPG land can be used forcontinued demonstration with priority sites identified at locations with economic reuse potential.With the vast amount of both land and UXO at the base, JPG has a unique opportunity to establishitself as the "UXO research center" where most of the nation's research in this area is conducted.This activity could be a source of jobs and benefits for years to come. It is critical, therefore, that the Board request a longer-term commitment from the Army to continue this activity.UArrangements should be made with all relevant property owners so that all targeted parcels of land
will be made available, if necessary, to facilitate the UXO research work. Jobs within this
research center are likely to be technical and, therefore, higher paying.
Solid Waste Management3

Description~~~~~~~~
The JPGRDB has received a proposal from the Southeastern Indiana Solid Waste District(SISWD) to construct a waste disposal facility at the site. Since geological testing has not beendone yet, the SISWD would like the option to designate a 1,000-acre site in the area south of!IRoad and north of the firing line. The SISWD will own and manage the facility. TheIorganization has also expressed interest in acquiring facilities for its recyclable processing

operation, administrative functions, and compost operations. These operations could be housedin the area south of the firing line if the appropriate buildings are available or near the landfill ifcircumstances allow it.3

Impliction,;

A solid waste landfill at JPG would satisfy the waste disposal needs of southeastern IndianaIfor the many years to come and, as such, would be providing an important community service.This benefit is discussed in greater detail in Chapter IV. According to the S1ISWD, the number3
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of jobs created would range from eight to 16 persons. If the additional facilities are located atI ~ ~~JPG, another 25 to 35 jobs would be created. The landfill could also serve as an economic
development marketing tool for the region as industries will view the landfill as a positive factor3 ~in their locational decision-making process. As a public entity, the facility would be tax-exempt.

Prison/Correctional Facility

I~~~~Dgito
I ~~~Due to its isolation, JPG would be a natural spot for a prison or other type of correctional

facility. Given the proposals for reuse in the cantonment area, a site north of the firing line along
the perimeter of the base on one of the reserve parcels seems most realistic. This activity isI ~ ~~another longer-term opportunity and would have to be initiated locally. Like the landfill, the
prison would serve to alleviate regional demand for the facility rather than having a federal or3 ~~state prison serving a wider population.

Implctins

I ~~~~A prison would have a large economic impact on the region. A medium level correctional
facility that houses 600 inmates, for instance, will employ approximately 270 people. Roughly
$9 million would go to employee salaries and the prison would contract with local firm for goods

and services which could add a couple million dollars more to the economy. Total construction
costs for a medium level prison can run anywhere from S15 million to $50 million. As a public3 ~~entity, however, there would be no property ta revenues.

3 ~Reserve Parcels

I ~~~~The Reuse Plan includes three reserve parcels situated at varying locations on the base.
The first parcel is 2,000 feet from the west perimeter from just south of the agri-business park to
the Jennings/Jefferson County line. Parcel 2 includes the area just north of the firing line bounded

by the West Perimeter Road and Jinestown Road up to D Road. The final parcel runs along the
east perimeter, starting at Woodfill Road and continuing to H Road. These parcels are located3 ~~near areas of more concentrated development such as existing gates and local roads. As its name
says, these parcels will be reserved for future activities that have yet to materialize. Possible
activities include a prison, a solar or renewable energy research facility, or a national veterans3 ~~cemetery (higher priority sites for the cemetery location are south of the firing line).
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Future technological developments and the accompanying changes in the region's economicI
Structure may one day make portions of YPG quite valuable. As such, reserving some of JPG's
land for future activities makes sound economic sense. The reserve parcels chosen in the Reuse

Plan are all in locations with higher reuse potential, near roads and infrastructure and in seemingly
less-contaminated regions of the base. In the interim, these reserve parcels can be used for low-
intensity activities. With the fture of the regions' tobacco industry in jeopardy, experimenting
in agricultural activities such as fruits and vegetables farming could be pursued.
Transportation

Decipnn

The Reuse Plan includes a right of way of approximately 500 feet along most of the base's
eastern border for an eventual expansion or possible rerouting of Route 421 as well as a second
500-foot right-of-way at the northern boundary for a possible relocation of Highway 50. A 300-
foot right-of-way is also reserved along H Road for a future east-west connection road. Finally, 
Gates 13 and 14 will be connected with an nternal road for the agri-business park, which will
include a new bridge over Otter Creek. In addition, the base fences should be repositioned so as

to take advantage of the existing low-water crossing across Graham and Little Graham Creeks.
In Jenningzs County, the bridges outside of the fence have collapsed and there is no way to connect
the north-south county road. There are a number of transportation issues south of the firing line.

Ordnance Drive could serve as an east-west corridor. Possible improvements to Shun Pike, Paper
Mill Road, Engineers Road, and Perimeter Road should be considered. Another transportation-
related activity to be incorporated into the reuse plan is to take some of the existing railroad track
located in areas without significant economic reuse potential and use it to replace some of the
tracks in the Madison Shortline, which needs to be upgraded.I

The long-range impact of this initiative could be very important to the region. One of the 
area's reatest weaknesses, from an economic development standpoint, is the quality of its
transportation infrastructure and lack of access to a major 4-lane highway. The future

competitiveness of the region will hinge, in part, on its ability to facilitate the transport of locally
produced goods to distant markets.

2. SOUTH OF THIE FiRING LINEI

The 4,320 acres south of the firing line, or the cantonment area, is JPG's most3
economically valuable area. The reuse activities in the cantonment will bring the region the
greatest benefit in terms of jobs, tax revenues, spinoffs, etc. The type and mix of land uses in the
cantonment area under the Preferred Alternative are discussed below.I

Industrial/Business Park
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The main part of the cantonment area, including virtually all of the economically reusable3 ~~~buildings, should be redeveloped into an industrialfbusiness park. Under this scenario, the basebuildings, infrastructure, and other facilities would be marketed towards individual businesses andindustrial users. With a substantial lack of quality buildings for area development officials to3 ~~~market, JPG could provide a unique opportunity for local and regional firms with expansion plans.The base buildings would also provide expansion and relocation opportunities for national firmsand other southeastern Indiana companies whose business and spatial needs would correspondneatly with the region's competitive strengths and JPG's physical attributes. As indicated in theHammer Siler George economic development strategy report, some of these potential users includeU ~~firms involved in the production of electronic components, motor vehicle parts and assembly,plastics products, telecommunications equipment, finished wood products, and fabricated metalproducts. In addition, with the large amount of unimproved land south of the fring line, there3 ~~would also be enough room for greenfield development should a potential user desire it.

Impliations

If the market in southeastern Indiana showed potential for strong, sustained growth, theindustriallbusiness park, over a period of time, could have significant economic potential in termsI ~of jobs, revenues, etc. According to the ERA team's analysis of JPG buildings and structures,there is approximately 250,000 to 300,000 square feet of reusable space for activities includingmanufacturing, institutional, office, and warehousing. Most of this space, roughly 250,000 square1 ~~feet, we have classified as manufacturing space. In addition, there are many munitions storageigloos and support buildings totaling over 282,000 square feet which can be used for special useactivities such as personalized storage, small business start-up, etc. These buildings offer thepotential to accommodate well over 200 jobs. Although a detailed business plan and analysis hasyet to be undertaken, the ERA consultant team believes, based on a preliminary assessment, that3 ~~the growth in new manufacturing jobs will be slow and the absorption of the manufacturing spacewilreflect this, requiring perhaps as long as ten years to fill. Job creation could be even greaterwith development of greenfield sites, which is likely to require the development of speculative3 ~~space or, alternatively, firms with the resources to capitalize new construction. Assuming anannual lease fee of $2 per square foot, the major buildings could ultimately bring in excess of$500,000 per year. Given the regional economic development climate and the lack of significantI ~~marketing resources in the area, absorption of JPG's leasable space is likely to be limited largelyto businesses already in the community and it is questionable whether the park would ever becomeself-supporting - that is, ill the park receive enough income to pay for the marketing,3 ~~infrastructure maintenance, and other costs of operations.
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Recreation/Open SpaceU

Dcs~drition3

The Reuse Plan provides opportunity for an 18-hole golf course in the southeast corner of
the base, south of Ordnance Drive and east of Shun Pike. A golf course would help take pressure
off of the Sunrise Golf Course, which is often quite crowded in the summer. Other recreational

activities such as tennis or soccer could also take place near the golf course.

Implications~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

A golf course would bolster the area's tourism infrastructure and will provide local
residents with another recreational asset. Course construction would provide a number of
temporary construction jobs and increase spending into the local economy. Course operation wil 
create between 10 and 20 jobs, depending on the size and nature of the course.

HousingI

DescriptiM

The Reuse Plan includes a residential development which will be incorporated alongside
a golf course. The development will include a number of units which would likely feature a mix

of different types of housing products, depending on future market factors, such as single-family
units, condominium units, and cluster home units.

Implications~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

Homes with golf course frontage are a very popular housing product across the countryI
and Madison should be no exception. These homes will give Jefferson County another source of
property tax dollars. However, it is quite unlikely that housing would qualify for a public benefit
conveyance under current federal law. A developer will be required to buy the land at full market3
value. Another factor that wil have to be considered is that, it is critical that a proper buffer be
placed between the business/industrial park and the residential development area so that the

housing units not lose their market appeal if these other activities have a negative impact in terms
of aesthetics and noise.

AviationI

Descriptian~ ~~~~~~

The Reuse Plan reserves the airfield and adjacent areas for future redevelopment as a

general aviation airport, private air facility for corporate jets, or some other aviation-related3



activity. Should an aviation use fail to materialize, the airfield should be used forI ~ ~~business/industrial development.

* ~~~~~~ rimpUicatin

The airfield represents a potentially very valuable economic asset for the region, albeit a3 ~~long-term one. Property around the airfield could become quite valuable as office or industrial
space if the air facilities are ever redeveloped. Maintaining the area's transportation infrastructure
will be crucial to the region's future economic competitiveness.

National Training Facility

I~~~~~Decito
3 ~~~The International Union of Operating Engineers has given the JPGRDB a proposal to usethe base as an international training center. The concept was to utilize about 5,500 acres of landand buildings for training of both union members as well as research and training by related3 ~~manufacturers.

Impic~aions

The initial forecast estimates the creation of approximately 200 jobs with the potential ofup to 400 jobs if other industry spinoffs are created. The JPGRDB reviewed the proposal outlinedI ~~by the IUOE and found it unacceptable, but sent a counteroffer that would permit the union toutilize some of the desired facilities -- but at a level substantially less than the requested amountof facilities and acreage and as a tenant in a multi-occupant business park that the community
would own and manage. The UOE has not responded to this counteroffer.1 ~3. CONCLUSIONS

The main component of the Reuse Plan, from an economic perspective, is theI ~~business/industrial park area. Although there appears to be limited demonstrated mar ket supportfor the park, there is long-term potential for new job creation and tax base enhancement. If allreusable base buildings were leased and greenfield development occurs, the industrial/business3 ~~park could create a number of replacement jobs, increase the local property tax base, and providea large source of business for area firms and retail establishments. However, given the area'slocal economic development climate and lack of marketing incentives and programs, the likelihood

of this happening would undoubtedly take place over a number of years.
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ADDENDUM3
to the

JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND REUSE PLAN3
August, 1994

submitted by:
The Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Development Board

The following is an Addendum to the above referenced Reuse Plan. This Addendum was
considered and approved by the Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Development Board

at the Board's September, 20, 1994 regular meeting.

It is important for readers of this Addendum-to realize that the August 23-24 negotiation 3
meeting was a meeting called by the Army and was not an open public meeting whereby
the JPGRDB could approve or consider any modification to the previously submitted
Reuse Plan. This Addendum serves as the official position of the JPGRDB after3
considering the discussion at the August 23-24 Arm negotiating meeting.

This summary was prepared after review and consideration of comments on the DRAFT3
Reuse Planning Negotiation Results by the US Fish and Wildlife Service.

The attached map will refer to land parcels by number and the following narrative willI
correspond.

1. Cantonment Area, Jefferson County, 4,320 acres .

a. Property will be conveyed to Jefferson County, at no cost, under an economic3
development conveyance.

b. Parcels could be leased or sold by Jefferson County to the International Union of3
Operating Engineers (IUOE).

c. Balance of acreage will be managed by the county for continued economic3
development opportunities and related public benefits such as improvements to US 421

d. A management agreement between Jefferson County and the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) would be developed to provide for the following:

-to ensure the protection of wetland and sensitive habitat thereby meeting only all
current and existing statutory requirements i.e. Clean Water Act, EndangeredI
Species Act, wetland regulations, etc.
-management of parcels prior to any development action.

-assistance with the siting and related environmental consideration of fu~ture
development(s).



2. Southeastern Reserve Parcel, Jefferson County, acreage unknown

I ~~~a. This parcel north of cantonment area, along east perimeter road to the Jefferson/Ripley
County line will be considered for the following uses:

-improvements to US 421
-limited business developments near areas with existing gates and roadways.
-continued U`X0 research
-solid waste management- this area was preferred by USFWS

b. A management agreement between Jefferson County and the US Fish and Wildlife3 ~~~Service (USFWS) will be developed to provide for the following:
-to ensure the protection of wetland and sensitive habitat thereby meeting Qnly all
current and existing statutory requirements-4i.e. Clean Water Act, EndangeredI ~ ~~~~~~Species Act, wetland regulations, etc.
-management of parcels prior to any development action.
-assistance with the siting and related environmental consideration of fut=r

development(s).

1 ~~3. Northeastern Reserve Parcel, Ripley County, acreage unknown

a. This parcel north of the Ripley/Jefferson County line to a point just north of H Road.3 ~~~could be used to facilitate continued UXO research or provide a site for a solid waste
management facility.

4. Old Timbers Lodge, Ripley County

* ~~a. As part of negotiations, Ripley County conceded this facility to the USFWS for
* ~~~operation and management.

3 ~~5. Northeast Corner Parcel, Ripley County, 640 acres

a. This parcel, noted on the topo, map as section 14 will be conveyed to Ripley CountyU ~~~through an economic development conveyance and could be used for the following
purposes:

-agribusiness opportunity and associated buffer area(s)3 ~~~~~~-limited business/industrial development
-general economic development initiatives



b. A management agreement between Ripley County and the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) would be developed to provide for the following:

-to ensure the protection of wetland and sensitive habitat thereby meeting only allI
current and existing statutory requirements i.e. Clean Water Act, Endangered
Species Act, wetland regulations, etc.
-management of parcels prior to any development action.I
-assistance with the siting and related environmental consideration of future
development(s).3

6. Parcel immediately south of Holton, Ripley County, 130 acres

a. This parcel will be conveyed to Ripley Couinty through an economic developmentI
conveyance and could be used for the following purpose:

-business/industrial development
-general economic development initiatives
*important to note that infrastructure is within 1/2 mile

b. A management agreement between Ripley County and the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USEFWS) would be developed to provide for the following:

-to ensure the protection of wetland and sensitive habitat thereby onlyv meeting allI
current and existing statutory requirements i.e. Clean Water Act, Endangered
Species Act, wetland regulations, etc.

-management of parcels prior to any development action.
-assistance with the siting and related environmental consideration of future
development(s).3

7. 500 feet of right of w-ay along north perimeter, Ripley/Jennings County, acreage
unknown3

a. This parcel will be provided to the state of Indiana or local governments through a
public benefit transfer for transportation improvements (US 50) or other appropriate3
transfer conveyance.

8. Northwestern parcels, Jennings County, total acreage between 350-4005

a. These parcels wkill be conveyed to Jennings County through an economic development
conveyance and could be used for following purposes:I

-business/industrial development
-general economic development initiatives3



b. A management agreement between Jennings County and the US Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) would be developed to provide for the following:I ~ ~~~~~~-to ensure the protection of wetland and sensitive habitat thereby meeting only all

current and existing statutory requirements i.e. Clean Water Act, Endangered
Species Act, wetland regulations, etc.I ~ ~~~~~~-management of parcels prior to any development action.
-assistance with the siting and related environmental consideration of furture
development(s).

9. Small parcels surrounding the existing low-water crossing over Graham and
Little Graham Creek, Jennings County, acreage unknown

a. These parcels will be conveyed to Jennings County to enable local citizens to use theseI ~ ~~~facilities where none exists outside the fence. Conveyance angement need to be
mutually agreed upon.

1 ~~10. Southwestern Reserve Parcel, Jefferson County, 1,100 acres

a. This parcels could be conveyed to Jefferson County at no cost through an economic
development conveyance. The IOE has expressed interest in this property as part of its
national training center.

U ~~11. Indiana Air National Guard lease parcel, Ripley County, 1033 acres

a. This parcel is currently leased to the Air Force by the Army. JPGRDB is interested in
seeing the use of this air gunnery range continue. Ripley County has expressed its
interest in holding this property on behalf of the Indiana Air National Guard in order toI ~ ~~~~facilitate the continued use of the existing air gunnery range by the Guard. It is also
imperative that the Guard be afforded access to this property.

1 ~~12. East/West bisecting corridor, Jennings and Ripley County, near alignment of H.
Road and 300 ft. corridor, acreage unknown

I ~~~~This corridor would provide a route through JPG, eliminating the need to travel around
the perimeter. The JPGRDB and member counties feel that it is xtremelycriic~al and3 v~~~~~%,ill have long range implications to the region.

13. Solid Waste Management, 1,000 acres, location to be determined3 ~~~~Solid Waste Management is mentioned under items 2. and 3. However it is the interest of
the seven-county Southeastern Indiana Solid Waste District (SISWD) to be provided the
opportunity to site a waste management facility south of I Road and north of the firingU ~ ~~~~line. All is contingent on geologic considerations. It is paramount that once the location
is determined, this property parcel be conveyed, through a public benefit transfer, to the3 ~~~S I S W'D.



14. Wetland MitigationlBanking, acreage and locations yet to be determinedI
A wetland mitigation/banking arrangement should be provided for the Jefferson, Jennings
and Ripley Counties as per the Reuse Plan.U

15. Unexploded Ordnance Research, Development and Demonstrations (UXO
R&D), future locations and acreage yet to be determinedI
Allow UXO R&D project(s) to use any parcels within JPG so long as they do not damage
sensitive areas per USFWS.3

16. Infrastructure
Nothing in this Addendum or the Reuse Plan shall be construed to preclude the counties3
from installing infrastructure within the propeities that were identified as having
economic development reuse potential.

17. Reversion Clause(s)
Given the vast amount of property the Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Development
Board has foregone to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the JPGRDB absolutelyI
opposes any reversion clauses on the limited amount of property, reserved for Jefferson,
Jennings and Ripley Counties, other organizations identified in the Reuse Plan and/or this

Addendum and/or future designees of the respective counties.

18. Management of the Proposed National Wildlife Refuge
JPGRDB requests that the local citizenry be provided input into the management of theI
proposed National Wildlife Refuge by the US Fish and Wildlife Refuge. Of particular
concern are questions regarding access to the property by the general public.3
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JEFFERSON PROVING GROUrND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT BOARDI

Continued Reuse Planning Functions/Activities

I. Monitor the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement for the Reuse and
Disposal of JPG.

2. Coordinate wath Army Corps of Engineers on the transfer of property. In particular
gain an understanding of the process and submit all necessary documentation for the
conveyance of land, to the counties, at no costs, through the economic development
conveyance. (heir are no established guidelines yet for this procedure) If transfer is
lengthy, assistance with structuring an interim'lease may be appropriate.

3. Identify all JPG personal property'equiprnent that could facilitate reuse.I

4. Assist with coordination between county reuse interest and the Department of Defense
Explosive Safety Board to determine safe:,' considerations

5. Assist with determainuig alternatives for the screening of the property for potential
U-xo.

6. Assist wvith developrrent and reIe aeed restrictions Imposed by the Armv and US
Fish and Wildlife Service.

7. Assist local plan comm~rissions with gaining an understanding of the property and 
provide assist mith including the parcel(s) into the county's master plan. That is zoning
the property appropriatey.3

8. Assist with the planning for the provision of necessary infrastructure to the parcel(s).

9. Coordinate all efforts with local and regional community economic developmentI
organizations.

10. Provide assistance with the implementation of the identified reuse opportunities (per 
the agreed upon reuse plan).



I
I
* APPENDIX C

I The following pages present the United States Fish and Wildlife Service Request for Transfer and the
Preliminary Concept Report for that agency's use of the property as a National Wildlife Refuge. An

updated version of the Draft Concept Plan (dated March 2,1995) is included.
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United States DepartmlelnE of rhc Interior

FISH AND WrLDLUFk SERVICE
Biuhop Henry Whipk FrideraliiM9~n

44 ~~~~~~~~~ 1~~~~ FedenJz D~rivt

Fort SneUing. MN 5i11.-4"

FVS/ARW/RE-AP

FES 0 FA4

Xemo randum

I To: Director (RE)

From: Regional Director, Region3

SubJect: Preliminary Project Proposal for Jefferson Poving Ground

Attached is our Preliminary Project Proposal () to establish a national
wildlife refuge at the Jefferson Poving Ground (JPG) located in Jennings and

Ripley Counties, Indiana. Acquisicion of JPG would be a very significant

opportunity to protect and restart biological diversity in Region 3. I urge
you to approve our proposal and enable us to continue the planning process
leading to acquisition.

I would like o highlight a few important points in the P and stress the

need for our quick action. -The Department of the Army has advised us thatI they will retain permanent liability for all contaminants or hazardous wastes
and unexploded ordnance. I point out thee those issuesa in no way diminish the
fiash and wildlife values of JPG. There would be no cst to acquire thet
property (it would be an interagency transfer). little cst o develop. and

annual operation and maintenance csts could be kept at a low level if os c f
:he habitat was allowed to passively revert to a closed canopy forest.

I ?lease expedite the review and decision of this iportanc property. e are

prepared to move on promptly'with planning pending your approval.

Attacr-ent



PRELIINARY POJEC7 ROOSAL
November 1993

Jefferson ProvIng Ground ational ~ldlife Refuge
Jefferson. Ripley & Jennings counties, ndiana

Tvra~u22 This proposal to establish a national wildlife refuge (Refuge)
stems from notification to the Fish and Wildlife Service of the pending
disposal of excess Department of Army property at Jefferson Proving round
(JIG) as a result of the Base Realignment and Closure Act. Under the

screening process no other federal agency expressed nterest in JPC. ThisI
property is scheduled for closure September 30, 1995. An environmental impact
study is presently being prepared by the firm JAYCOR under contract from the
Department of Army n possible reuse alternatives for the base after closure.
One alternative in that IS is the establishment of a ildlife refuge n
approximately 53.000 acres that are largely free of development.

Location and SIzeL The proposed Refuge lies just outside Mladison in southeast 
Indiana. I: is about 90 miles southeast of Indianapolis. 50 miles northeast
of Louisville, entucky, and 65 iles southwest of Cincinnati, Ohio. Omitting

the cantonment area with its 00 some buildings and associated developments atI
the south end of JPG, the proposal would entail nearly 53.000 acres in a solid
ownership about 5 miles wide and 15 miles long.

Desertton of Habitatc JPC lies at or near the head of the watershed of
several sream tributaries of the uscatatuck Rver. The upland is relatively
level and deeply dissected (e.g. 90 feet along Otter Creek) by the southwest
trending atercourses. The prevailing habitat is eastern deciduous forest inI
a range of successional stages from sapl~ings to mature or old growth timber.
the latter especially along the streams and steep slopes bordering them. mlany

of the open fields existing at the time JPC wras acquired 50 years ago areI
reverting to woodlands. Based n just conpioted CIS cover type analysis,
there 30.000 acres of matuare forest and 19,.000 acres of shrub wodlands.
Within these habitats are 6,000 acres of palustrine etlands.1here are 90
miles of permanent and ephemeral sreams. and 10 ponds, lakes and reservoirs
of up to 165 acres. The expanse of existirg woodland with the potential for
allowing or managing remaining open areas to revert to a closed canopy forest
and associated understory is highly unusual in the Midwest. It affords anI
ideal opportunity for restoration management of biodiversity at the community
level to benefit among other species i-nterizzr forest nesting. neocropical

Migrant birds.

Maior Wildlife Values: It is possible rthe '_;odivers4irv :an; for this
proposed refuge could exceed that et any of eztcn 3's presently approved
projects n the LAPS lst. Endangered species presently usiflg ?G, are te
bald eatle and ndiana bt. :he latter probably breei'g. Over 100 species f
birds have bn dcumented during the breeding season. nearly 50? of them
neotroptcal migrants. Included among hc i1attor are cerulean and golden-I
winged arblers, both of which are also lisced among 'igratory nongame birds
of management concern in the United States.' Cther species rem chat lst are

red-shouldered hawk and Henslow's sparrow. O:her indications of wildlifeI
valuea are 50 species of mmals. 59 spccics of reptileas and amphibians ad 41
-species-of fish. The fregoing are the results of liiited surveys conducted



to date n only a small prtion of the base. It is expected future work will

document substantially greater wLld!.fe values 
han are known at this time.

Related Resources: About 30 miles o the northwest Is the 7.800 acre

Muscacatuck NR. About 150 miles o he west n Pike and Cibson counties Is

:het Service's proposed 22.000 acre Patoka R.iver National 'Oetlands Project.

The State of Indiana has several .:eas in proximity. to JPC including Clitty

Falls and Versailles state parks of 1.3CC and 5.800 acres respectively, 
three

o ther state parks vithiin 100 miles ranging in size from 260 to 15,300 acres;

five small state forests in the southeastern part of the state; the Crosley

and Acterbury state fish and game areas;, and the Hoosier N4ational Forest in

southern-1ndiana, co the vest of JPC.

Threats.. Large blacks of contiguous. closed canopy forest are rapidly

disappearing in the face of demand for timber products and changing land use.

This phenomenon appears to be detrLmental to the well-being of neotropical

cigrants that nest in forest interiors. Closure of JPG may expose the

forested lands to increased clearing and fragmontation for a variety of reuseI options that could be considered. Of paramount concern is the threat of

extensive logging of mature timber valuable to Indiana bats as well as

neotropicals. Present high quality of the stream system would also lik~ely

I suffer from land uses that would expose soils to erosion. h(assive and

intrusive cleanup of unexploded ordnance (UXO) would be required 
for almost

any other reuse option. This would be an ecological disaster for the property

as it would require clearing and excavatc.on of buried LXO.

Justif!cation and 'undiri: In 1988 the Service established a forzal program

to address conservation of rongame birds. in 1990 the Partners in Flight

program was initiated to promote conservation of these species and thelr

habitats. Conservation of biodiversity was -described as an 'overall

principle" in the Service's 1991 Vision for the Future. In the Keystone

R.eport in 1991 It was stated It should be a national goal to conserve.

protect and restore biological diversity an federal lands.' 
Biodiversicy

conservation is an underlying theme in all Service legislative 
mandates and is

one of four principle goals of the NVRS. JC represents the cost significant

opportunity yet identified in Region 3 to address this 1APS target in our

acquisition program. The base would come to the Service as an interagency

transfer, thus no acquisition funds would be required.

Ownership and Tme of Aecusition- The property is now owned in total by the

Departent of Army who is disposing of it under the ease Realignment and

I Closure Act. Acquisition would be in fee title chrough interagency transfer.

initial ad Annrual Costs7 There would be ro cost to aciquire and probably

little or none to develop the area. Operation ard =aincenance funding might

Weasona:-.', apprcxinate Kuscatacuck N'aR . 1350,000 annually. JC would lend

itself vell to b.eing an area with antry fae charsa. 7Visitors are chargod an

entry fee~ under existing use perr:zed by :he Army. Access is easily

Contaminants and Hazardous Vasce: I: 4is esti~ated there could be as cany as

I L.1,00.000 rounds of bX ontebse. This Is all convention&i ordnance, no

chemical. biological or nuclear weapons were ever tested at 
J?C. There is an

area '.hr eltduaiu (DU) vzs fired. Thcre are several Solid -.a



Hanagement Units (SIJKU) n hat prci.en of the property roposed for WJR
413tablishmnenc, but they are old cistern~s. etc. hoe quantities of inert
ordnance vere dumped. The Department of Army s still engaged in discusuionsI
with EPA and the uclear Regulatory Commission AS to required remediacion of
UXO, S2Us and DU. However. he Army will retain permanent liability for all
concaminanrs or hazardous substances and UXO problems. Any remediation costs

required would be borne by them. UXO is by far the most pervasive hazard n
JIG. Howver, i±t should not be regarded as an insurmountable barrier to W~R
establishment. JG has been hunted since he 1950s. About 20,000 visitors
are accomodated annually. There has never been an instanc, of visitor injuryI
or accident from L'XO. Risk. from hunting ould be many imes greater.

Public Attitude: The JC Regional Dovelopmcnt Board is the local governmnents'
entity CaCblished to work with the Army o sk reuse options of the base to
secure economic benefits to the local cormmunity from the closure of the
proving ground. Meetings with them have taken place as well as discussion
with congressional staff. The Regional Development Board is concerned that
establishment of a refuge on the scale envisioned in his proposal would
result n severs economic loss. They have reccoimended a variety o reuse
options that would likely be incompatible v.ich VR designation. However theI
feasibility of those uses is highly quescionable outside of the cantonment
area given the ater of UXO. The Indiana LVildlife Federation, the Hoosier
Audubon Council and the oosier Environmental Council h-ave endorsed the

formation of a national wildlife refuge.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WiLDLIFE SERVICa
bihp HrvWhippic Federal Buinzg

I Fedeni Drive
:'. ~~~~~~~~~~F SneUin g. RN 55111- 406

Mr. Michael . arter
Chief. Real Estate Division3

Department of the Army
U.S. Amy Engineer District. Louisville

Corps of Engineers
P.O. Box 59I
Louisville, Kentucky 40201-0059

Dear Mr. barter:

This letter transmits the formal request for transfer of Jefferson Proving
Ground (in par:) to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The request is
submitted n GSA Form 1334, original and three copies. We seek transferI
without reimbursement as documented on the Form. The property is proposed for
addition to the National Wildlife Refuge System. Should you require
additional informtaioni or wish to discuss the request as hereby submitted.I
please contact Mr. William Swanson. Senior Realty Officer, of my staff, at
1-800-247.1247.

Sincerely,

arvin . morna 
Acting Regional Director3

Enclosure
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Block 11. Statement of Justification

(See Instructions for Peparation of- GSA Form 1334)1

a.CoirnatLbiliry of Pposed Use with Authorized ProLL&_M

Proposed VI of JPG is co maniage arnd conserve migratory

birds. endangered species. other~ jndignou.s species of

vildlife, and allow public use coupatible 
with the

foregoing. Management includes restorationl and 
enhancement

of habitats upon which wildlife are dependent, in particular

ea-stern deciduous forest. and of the ecosystem and 
I

communities of which the wildlife 
species are a part. This

use would be conducted under the axinzX.m of the NIational

Wildlife Refuge System (MMR). The proposed use constitu~tes

a virtu~al restatemunt of the Goals 
of the WRS. The transferI

of JPG would not establish a new, unauthorized 
program nor

increase the program beyond a level 
contemplated by the

President's budget or by Congress.

The NWRJ program is based upon numerous statutory

authorities. among which and upon which the request forI

transfer of JIG is based are:

(1) gFede:al Property and Administrative Services

Act' of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 471-535) as amended: 

(2) P.L. 80-537 Tranisfer of Certain Real Property

for 'Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act of 1948 as

amended:
(3) P.L. 100.526 "Base Realignt and Closure Act'

of 1988.3
Other statutory authorities oni which the NVRS program is

based include: Fish arid Wildlife Act of 1956 as amended.;

M.1lgratery Bird Conservation Act of 
1929 as amended; National

Wildlife Refuge System Adzinis~trationl 
Act of 1966 as

amended; Refuge Recreation Act of 
1962 as amended; and

Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended.3

The appropriation supporting the 
NVRS is the Resource

M'anagement Appropriation for 
the Operation and K~ainteflaTce 

of the NWRS.

b. Inerna Screnin of LI~c 212erc1
All nitsof the NUPRS have documented goals and objectives

that are indicative of their contribution 
to the Mission. and

Goals of the NVRS and hence dcterine their 
continuing needI

for inclusion in the System. Should a unit of the System be

deemed excess to thbe requiremenlts of the WS, it could only

be removed by act of Congress under the National WLIdlfa

Refuge System Adoinistration Act 
as amended. By nature. the

%MRS is an open system that 'is con~tinually 
added to as

properties become avaible that can contribute to the

Sysrc-i's Mission viz. . 'to provide. preserve. restore. and

rzanage a national netvork of lands 
and waters sufficient in

size, d~versity and location to ceet soctety's 
needs for

areas .wiere Cho widest ;Cssbo.e spectruml of benefitsI



associated with wildlife and vilidland3 is enhanced and m~adeI ~ ~~~~~available.0

C. Egtert o nich -1ands are o be- Used
All of the lands that are transferred ill be fully utilized
for the above described use. This request for transfer does
not include that part of JC known as the cancenment asrea"
that has numerous buildings and associated infrastructure.I ~ ~~~~The area requested for transfer is defined by the indicated
boundary n the attached map. Only that portion of JG is
being requested that would contribute to he M(iusion andI ~ ~~~~Goals of the NMR.

d. Estimate of Acouiiion Cost of Other Suitable PropA=t
Based on an estimated average per acre cost of $00, to

purchase 53.000 acres would run $26,500,000 for equivalent
property. However, from an ecological standpoint, there is
no equivalent property in the region surrounding JPG.I ~ ~~~~~Further, given the presence of unexploded ordnance (UXO),
vithout remediation (chat would cost any times any possible
land value) it sems unlikely that JPC could be sold noI ~ ~~~~~matter oy ow the price. Thus it is concluded that any
purchase price for aternate. comparable land would greacly
exceed the possible sale price of property a JPG.

I ~~~~~~E. £&jie toabeEfSLd
It is our understanding in making this transfer request hat
the military would retain permanent liability for all L1X0I ~ ~~~~and ocher contaminants n JC. Further, should rdiation
become legally mand-ated, any costs would be borne by the
Army. It is assumed hat any reuse that would be intrusiveI ~ ~~~~or allow unconstrained public access would require U'XO
remediation to avoid lability. Such clean up would be
enormously expensive. However. for the use which this
transfer entails, the UXO cant be considered ecologically
benign and would not require resediation. Limited use by
visitors would be carefully regulated, much as has occurred3 ~~~~~~~und er administration by the Army for almost 50 years.

f. Advise re Proeran Curtailmenc/l!erminat~gn
There is no plan either by the Executive Branch nor by
Congress o curtail o r ter-minate the programa of the ational
Wildlife Refuge System.

3 ~~~~g. Other Pertinent FActs
The following buildings appear to be able to contribute to
carrying out te identified use of ?C in support of the
NVRS program. The list is peliminary. further planning i.sI ~ ~~~~~~necessary to determine exactly hich buildings are wnced
for transfer. kll buildings not requested for transfer
would be expected to be disposed of by the Army. We proposeI ~ ~~~~~~a team of Service and Army staff dentify which buildings be
transferred to te Service.3 ~~~~~~~~~Old Tbers '.odge j.'? Fciliiy O004S5 9614 sq ft



Oakdale School -00401 
1000 sq ft 

Truck nspec.. Bldg "00194 
420 sq fc

Pole Barn n K Rd 00474 4107 sq ft

IAIC ole Barn -00462 2400 sq ftI

Pole Barn Open Side -00193 
5260 s q ft

Pole Barn Chaffee Rd- 00444 3224 sq f t

Pole Barn K Rd & NV 00475 2560 sq ft

h. Prpasal to Obtain TrAnsfer Uithout ReimburiementI

Documents required under 101.47.203.7(f)(2)

See attached certification that there are 
no funds available

for reimbursemenlt for JPC. that to reimburse the Army would

require transfer of funds from other Service programs.

The basic autchority under vhich the Service seeks transferI

of JPG without reimbursement is PL.80OS37, The Transfer of

Certain Re.al Property for Wildlifea Conservation Purposes

Act. This statute provides that real propercy no longer

needed by a Federal agency can be transferred to the

Secretary of the interior vithout 
reimbursement if the landI

has particular value for migratory birds.

i.. Coordination with State, Reional And Local E-tiiesI

The Fish and Wildlife has been and continues to be in

regular contact with the State and the 
JPG Regional

Development Board in an effort to coordinate 
potential.

reauses of JPG. The Service is working with those parties 
to

attempt to accommodate feasible reuse that 
will Mitigate che

economic impact of the base closure on the 
community, and at

the same time secure the preservation of the ecological

integrity of the undeveloped part of JPG.

j. ational Histric Preservation Lst EliibilitI

JPC ties not been systematically surveyad 
for cultural

resources meeting the criteria for the N~ational 
Register of

Historic Places. The Oakdale School is on the Register.

other structures as wall as historical and 
archeological

sites may be eligible for the Register. 
Transfer of Federal

real estate from one Federal agency to another results in no

legal, change to praet~cion, preservation 
and consideracion

of historic resources. FWS has in place institutiorialiltd

processes to ensure complisnce with Section 
106 of the

National Historic Preservation Act and 
the implementing

regulations in 36 CFR Part 800 including qualified

professional historic preservation staff 
for analysis and 

evaluation. consu.ltationl with the Sta HistoricI

Preservationl C.ffcer. che Advisory Council 
on Historic

Preservation and interested persons. and applicat.ofl of

appropriate techniques for ,:reservatlon 
and mitigationl as

appropriate.
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.: ~Untc Stte Departme~nt ofrthe InteriorU

FIS1H AND WIL.DUFE SERVICE
Buhop Henry Whippc Fefierai NtaidingI

I FedenJ Drive

V'on Snelfint. MN 5511 .Oa%

.1 UUTO:I

IVS/APU/R.E -AP M'arch 23. 1994

Mr. ichael C. Barter
Chief. Real Estate Division

Department of the Army
U.S. Army Engineer District. Louisville

Corps of Engineers
P.O. ox 59
Louisville, Kentucky 40201-0059

Dear Hr. arter:

This Certification is furnished as a part of the U. S. Fish and WJildlife

Service request for transfer of the real property identified as Jefferson3

Proving Cround (In part or about 53,000 acres) Madison, Indian&.

?ursuant to the provisions of subpart 101-47 203.7(f)(2)(ii) of the FederalI

Property Management Regulations. I hereby certify that:

ITht U. S. Fish and UJildllfe Service has no funds appropriated for this

purpose and cannot make funds available from other projects in order to
make reimbursement for the transfer of the property.

Wa. A. SwansonI
Senior Realty Officer
Division of Realty *
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National Wildlife Refuge -- Preliminary Concept Report
Jefferson Proving Ground
October 22, 1993

INTRODUCTION

Review was made of the Jefferson Proving Ground which is available

under the Base Closure and Realignment Act. The U.S. Fish and

Wildlife Service (FWS) is the only federal agency that has indicated

an interest in acquiring the area. For the purpose of this proposal,

the FWS is considering approximately 53,000 acres which excludes the

cantonment area where the majority of the post's over 400 buildings3

are located.

The Service has the opportunity to acquire an expansive area ofI

eastern deciduous forest. The property has been under the single

ownership of the Department of Army (DOA) since establishment of the

proving ground since 1940. Transfer of the lands from DOA to FWS at

some point in time would greatly simplify acquisition and avoid those

conflicts associated with purchasing private lands. The FWS assumes

that the DOA will retain, in perpetuity, the liability for all

contaminants and unexploded ordnance located on the base.

Furthermore, the area contains known endangered species, and suitable

habitat exists for others.

LOCATION AND SIZE 3
Jefferson Proving Ground (JPG) onsists of 55,264 acres located in

Jefferson, Ripley, and Jennings Counties in southeast Indiana. It is

located along U.S. Highway 421 within five miles of Madison, Indiana,

a city of approximately 13,000 persons. It is located within 90 miles 3
of three large metropolitan areas - Cincinnati, Ohio; Indianapolis,

Indiana; and Louisville, Kentucky. The surrounding area is

principally rural with the vast majority characterized as

agricultural. The installation is fenced around its approximate 50

nile perimeter to prevent, public access and provide for public safety. 
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DESCRIPTIONI OF HABITAT

Predominant habitat types are forested uplands, bottomland hardwoods,

wet Aflatwoods and frequently burned m~eadows. Historically, the

majority of the area consisted of forest, predominately flatwoods.

These are forested areas occurring on level, poorly drained soils,

with a shallow, perched water table. Most of this forest type in

southeast Indiana and southwest Ohio has been cleared for cropland.

This property is the largest, intact tract of flatwoods remaining,

with pin oak, sweetgum, and red maple predominating. Dominant species

in other woodlands include sycamore, black gum, tuliptree, oaks,

hickories, and beech.

Six major streams of the White River Basin cross the area. The

quality of the aquatic habitat and fish communities of these streams

is high due to the relatively undisturbed state of the stream channels

and watersheds.

The southwest corner of the property contains approximately 700 acres

Iof fire-dependent flat meadow land. The meadows support an amazing

variety of both upland and wetland plant species, including a

diversity of orchids. This habitat also is home to at least two

candidate species for federal endangered listing.

MAJOR WILDLIFE VALUES

A total of 102 species of birds recently have been identified as

nesting on the property. Many of those species are neotropical

E.mgrants. Of 12 bat species known to occur in Indiana, seven were

captured on the area during limited surveying. Because of the

diversity and extent of habitat types, the area is likely to harbor an

abundant bat community. There appears to be an unusually rich

diversity of reptiles and amphibians. Due to the high quality of

streams, there is an abundance of fish species,

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



including benthiC species, insectivorous minnows, and game f ish.

Though not comprehensively surveyed, mussels have been observed in all

the major streams.

The bald eagle and Indiana bat are 
presently found on the area.

Additionally, limited surveying has identified three 
Federal candidate

species, and 41 State listed plant and 
animal species.

RELATED RESOURCES

The area is rich in both natural and cultural values. 
The relatively

undisturbed northern section represents an area of 
sufficient acreage

and quality to be considered for nomination for national wilderness

designation.. Adequate significance 
exists to warrant consideration ofU

other federal designations, including 
that for research natural area,

wild and scenic river, archaeological 
and historic sites. The Oakdale3

Schoolhouse is on the National Register 
of Historic Piaces.

PUBLIC USE

Traditionally the JPG has been operated in a very restrictive nature

because of the safety risks associated with the unexploded ordnance

(UXO) . This risk will continue and public use 
activities will be

governed by the necessity to provide visitor safety.

Currently JPG receives 20,000 annual 
visits from military personnelI

and guests, civilian employees and 
guests, and other military

sponsored visitors. All these visitors are cognizant of the1

associated safety risks associated with the U`XO through institutional

knowledge or by a required pass system. It is expected that the

current recreational activities like 
hunting, fishing, camping,

picnicking and lodge use would continue. 
With the designation of JPG

as a National Wildlife Refuge visitation 
will increase to a potential 

of 100,000 visits annually. .As visitation increases, corresponding

access m~anagemenlt actions would also 
be required. 
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In order to assure visitor safety the Service will need to continue or

develop a visitor access program open to all refuge visitors. This

program would provide necessary visitor information, access

restrictions, and enforcement activities. Generally through a system

of passes, access limits, user and admission fees, visitor access can

be managed.

UNRESOLVED ISSUES

According to preliminary investigations three issues of concern

relating to uncharacterized hazardous or special waste exist. No

investigations are planned as of now for site characterization of

UX01s north of the firing line. The current Remedial

Investigation/Feasibility Study includes only areas south of the

firing line. Estimates range in excess of 1.5 million round of

ordnance exist in the north area with no perceived need for

remediation. Further investigations need to be conducted.

JPG also has over 6 Solid Waste Management Areas (SWMU' s) . These

SWMU's are not fully characterized but some known contaminants include

UX0's, lead based paints, solvents, and acetone exist. Groundwater

contamination of acetone and bis(2-ethylhexyl~phthalate has been

identified in the vicinity of gate 119. Further studies are being

conducted.

A Decommissioning Plan is being required by the Nuclear Regulatory

Council NRC for the 800 acres that are "contaminated" with spent

Depleted Uranium (DU). Army has had a study done that indicated

radiation levels from DU are less than background levels in the soils,

and will contract for the plan. NRC may require intrusive remediation

ot this area.

In the event that remediation for hazardous wastes is required by law

the poten~tial exists for remediation levels being more stringent as a

result of a National Wildlife efuge designation.

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~5



PROJECT PURPOSE 

1. Restore and manage the eastern deciduous forest ecosystem through
the conservation and enhancement of floral and faunalI

2. Conserve endangered species nd their habitats.I

OBJECTIVES

1. Maintain watersheds and stream channels for fish and wildlife
habitats.

2. Manage forested uplands, till-plain flatwoods, and forested
wetlands for a closed canopy forest.

3. Restore and manage habitats for endangered plant and animal
species.

4. Secure public and employee health and safety from unexploded
ordnance on the refuge.

5. Provide compatible public wildlife recreation and environmentalI
education.

6. Protect areas of cultural and natural significance.

7. Manage for interior forest nesting of neotropical migrants.

a. Manage the fire-dependent grassland located in the southwestI
corner of the post.

9. Provide extension services for the enhancement of deciduousI
forest management on private lands for wildlife benefit.



Appendix A
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE PROPOSAL

Jefferson Proving Grounds

OBJECTIV ES

1. Maintain watersheds and stream channels for fish and wildlife
habitats.
- Maintain healthy aquatic organisms
- Maintain riparian vegetation and forested watershed
- Maintain natural channel configurations including structural

habitat such as boulders and woody debris
* - Manage pond/lakes for fishery resources

2. Manage forested uplands, till-plain flatwoods, and forested
wetlands for a closed canopy forest.I ~- Re-forest interior open areas
- Reduce maintenance mowing of roads and firebreaks
- Abandon some firebreaks and roads
- Prescribe burn as biological control (e.g., cedar)

). Restore and manage habitats for endangered plant and animal
species.I - ~Maintain Indiana bat maternity nesting trees

-Maintain unfragmented forested stream acreage for Indiana bat
roosting and foraging areasI - ~Retain some bunkers pending determination of use by endangered
bats

-Protect bald eagle habitat; retain suitable nesting areas
-Include consideration for management of State listed threatened

and endangered species.

~. Secure public and employee health and safety from unexplodedI ~ordnance on the refuge.
Restricted military areas will continue to be closed to public
use. Maintain per imeter fence.

- Trained staff may access some restricted areas for non-intrusive
management activities.

- Cooperatively address research/remedial military activities to
increase habitat management

5. Consider public wildlife recreation and environmental education
* ~where compatible and contributory to refuge objectives.

Activities could include:
- Hunting -- increased opportunities
- Fishing -- increased opportunities for boat and bank, including

accessible sites
- M~orel mushroom and berry picking
- Visitor enter -- would include functions normally provided atII ~nature centers, cultural information (archaeological and

historical), and the military (DOD) association
N ~ature Study/Photography



Appendix A ont.
-Extension / Educational Outreach

*on site programs and aterials
*off refuge programs in scncols, etc.
*teacher workshops
*educational technical assistance

-Canoeing (seasonal)
-Hiking (backpacking)I
-Touring (guided / self-guided / commercial)

* motorized vehicles
* foot
* bicycle

-Public Information and Public Relations
*informational literature

interpretive programsI
*special events

6. Protect areas of cultural and natural significance. 
DESIGNATED AREAS - possible for nomination

- Wilderness Area
- Wild and Scenic River (creek(s))
- Archeological Sites -- numerous sites
- Historic Sites

* school -- designated
* bridgesI
* Old Timbers Lodge
* farmsteads
* townsiteI
* mills, etc.
*Morgan's Raid cavalry route and capture site

* caves (underground railroad)
cemetery and church sitesI

* military (?)

7. Manage for interior forest nesting of neotropical migrants.I
- Re-forest interior open areas
- Reduce maintenance mowing of roads and firebreaks

S. Manage the f ire-dependent grassland located in the southwest corner
of the post.
- Conduct prescribed burning activities

9. Provide extension services for the enhancement of deciduous forest
management on private lands for wildlife and-watershed benefits.I
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U ~~~~~~~~EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Appoiaey47,000 acres of the closed military base known as the Jefferson Proving Ground,

locatedx insuhast Indiana, is proposed for inclusion into the National Wildlife Refuge

System. The area will become the Jefferson National Wildlife Refuge (proposed refuge).

Much of the proposed refuge contains unexploded ordnance and other contaminants including

I ~ ~depleted uranium rounds. The existence of these contaminants causes safety, management and

funding concerns that have to be evaluated prior to acceptig the area into the National Wildlife

Refuge System. The Departmnent of the Army (Army) currently does not plan to seek funds for

cleanup and proposes to leave most of the unexploded ordnance in place. Unexploded

ordnance removal in high density areas would be devastating to the environment and the cost of

such an undertaking would be prohibitive. The Army supports the transfer of the area based on

the position that surface use as a wildlife refuge can be compatible with minimal cleanup of

unexploded ordnance. Other contaminants will be cleaned up at the Army's expense.

The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is currently unable to address safety issues of this

magnitude. However,.because of the high natural resource values associated with the property,

it is a good candidate for a refuge if the Army is willing to support long-term costs related to

public safety.

I ~The Service has developed this Draft Concept Plan for public use and refuge management. Two

other documents will be necessary for the transfer of the property- a Transition Plan and an

Interagency Agreement. Draft versions of these documents will be presented to the Army for

I ~review so that details can be worked out that are best for the two agencies.

The Draft Concept Plan for the proposed Jefferson Refuge is summarized by the following

* ~points:

1 . The refuge requires an aggressive safety p2rogrm and relatively p~asive resourc

managment. Because of safety and environmental concerns, soil distubinig

activities including, construction, logging- and off-road vehicle use will be

2. All pulc civities on the refuge will be controlled. Visitor activities will be

confined to two zones identified by the Army 1) Uited Use Zone and 2) Deer

Hunting Zone. Visitor activities will be monitored and enforced.

I ~~~3. Ebsialfaility such as the perimeter fence, parking vehicle barriers, gates and

signs will be added and maintained.

I ~~~ ~~4. Information and education will play a significant role in the safety of visitors at

the refuge. A combination of formal training, displays, brochures and signs will

be used to educate visitors, staff and volunteers.

The next five years will be important transition years for converting this area from proving

ground to national wildlife refuge. Sorting out the implications of unexploded ordnance related

to management of a new refuge is best done in partnership between the Army and Service.
Overlapping responsibilities for this area calls for coordination, cooperation and a phased

* ~implementation of the plans.

DRAFT 2



SEcrnoN 1. BACKGROUND/STATUS 

1.1 The Refuge Proposal:

The proposed Jefferson National Wildlife Refuge is among the most unique initiatives in military

base closures in the United States. Approximately 47,000 acres of a decommissioned military
base located in Jefferson, Jennings and Ripley counties in southeast Indiana, are proposed for
inclusion into the National Wildlife Refuge System.

The area, commonly known to locals as the Jefferson Proving Ground UIP%) is scheduled forI
closure, September 30,1995. The closure is the result of the Base Realignment and Closure Act
of 1988 (BRAC). Refuge status could be attained as early as September 30, 1995. However,
because of the many issues associated with its cleanup, the refuge may not be established for

several years.

The proposed refuge contains large acreage of eastern deciduous forest in a range of

successional stages from saplings to old growth forest. The forest habitat is interspersed with
wetlands and deeply cut scenic stream corridors. Wildlife values of the property are many
including extremely high plant and animal biodiversity, endangered species, endangered species
habitat and large undeveloped blocks of forest valuable to neotropical migrant birds that

inhabit forest interiors.

Since 1993. the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has actively pursued transfer of theI
property as a wildlife refuge. In December 1994, the Service formed a planning team to prepare
a presentation for the Defense Departmnent Explosives Safety Board (DDESB). This report is
generated for the purposes of that presentation but goes beyond to fulfil other Service needs as
well.

The Draft Concept Plan has three primary functions:

1) Document proposed short and long term levels of public use and wildlife management3
that are compatible with site hazards and consistent with the Refuge Administration
Act. The Final Concept Plan will become part of the decision document presented to the
Regional Director for approval.3

2) Provide a Refuge Concept Plan for presentation to the DDESB.

3) Provide a Refuge Concept Plan for input into the Army's final BRAC Cleanup andI
Remediation Plans.

An on-site meeting was held December 14-16,1994 with the base Commander, Colonel Terry3
M. Weekly and members of his staff. Subsequent to those meetings, several issues were
identified as well as a list of key documents which relate to the closure of the base and the

establishment of the refuge. A second meeting was held with Colonel Weekly on January 25,I
1995 to present the Service's Draft Concept Plan for the refuge. It was decided at that meeting
to elevate funding issues to the Washington level.
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U Map 1: Refuge Proposall~ocation

I~~~~~~~~~~Ntum0

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~' ~

I~~~~~~~~~~~~w

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~rRa
I~~~~~~~o t

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~i

I~~~~~~~~hrrsC.
I~~~~~~~ero m m

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

I~~~RF



1.2 Agency DocumentsI

Outlining the various planning documents is helpful in understanding how this Draft Concept
Plan will influence the transfer and establishment of the refuge. The following are documents inI
the transfer of management responsibilities for and jurisdiction over the Jefferson Proving
Ground.

SELECTED ARMY PLANS

Base Closure EIS Consistent with the Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1988,1
PL-100-526, the Secretary of the Army is in the process of
completing an Environmental Impact Statement for the closure of
the Jefferson Proving Ground. The three DEIS alternatives offeredI
by the Army are: 1)No Action, Caretaker status; 2) Encumbered
Transfer of Land with Use Restrictions and Limited Clean Up
and 3) Unencumbered Transfer of Land (with full cleanup) The
Preferred Alternative by the Army is an encumbered transfer.
Several entities are identified to receive jurisdiction of the land. n
addition to county jurisdiction, the primary recipient of Land

(47,000 acres) is the Secretary of the Interior to manage the area as
a national wildlife refuge. The NEPA process of the Army is
serving as the vehicle for public involvement in this land transfer
process.

BRAC Cleanup Plan Independent of the EIS process is an environmental restoration
effort at JPG. A Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup
Team is preparing the second version of the BRAC Cleanup Plan.
The Plan addresses regulatory and public concerns and will plan
remediation based on the priorities established by the community
for reuse of JPG. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) RegionI
V and the State of Indiana are represented on the BRAC Team.

Explosives Safety The primary purpose of the Explosives Safety Submission is toI
Submission demonstrate that the property to be released does not pose an

unacceptable risk to the future owners of the property. It also

demonstrates that UXO clearance Wil be conducted safely. The
submission will be done after the Huntsville Division does
sampling at JPG. It will include maps of areas to be cleared of
UXO, future land uses, historical use(s), UXO descriptions,I
clearance depths and a summary of deed restrictions to be placed
in land transfer documents.

DRAFT 



U ~~~~~~~SERVICE PLANS

There are three primary Service documents prepared by the Division of Realty to establish a

national wildlife refuge. The Decision Document includes several sub plans including this Draft
Concept Plan. These are:

I ~Preliminary Project
Proposal (PPP) Following the decision to close the base, the Service prepared a

Preliminary Project Proposal (PPP) which was signed by the
Deputy Director on March 3,1994. This authorized the Regional
Director to proceed with detailed planning to establish a national
wildlife refuge at Jefferson Proving Ground.

I ~Transfer Application. The Service is currently preparing an amended application to the
Army (Form 1334) requesting transfer of jurisdiction from the
Secretary of the Army to the Secretary of the Interior. ThisI ~ ~~~~~~~~agreement is processed through the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
District in Louisville, Kentucky and includes options on proposed
county lands within the project boundary if these lands are not
developed in 25 years. The Service has requested a.(no cost)

transfer from the Department of the Army. The Army has
advised the Service that it will retain permanent liability for all
contaminants, hazardous wastes and unexploded ordnance. Any

remediation costs required would be borne by the Army.

Decision Document. In addition, the Service's Division of Realty is also preparing a
Decision Document for the Regional Director's signature which
will officially establish the proposed Jefferson NWR.

This decision document can not be completed until several otherI ~ ~~~~~~~~compliance documents and decisions are made. These are:

1 . Completion and approval of the DepL of the Army FinalI ~ ~~~~~~~~~Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

2. Completion of the Transfer Agreement.

3. Interagency Agreement. Instrument to document the
transfer of funds and/or management responsibilities
between the Secretary of Interior and the Secretary of theI ~ ~~~~~~~~~~Army. Liabilities, obligations and other management
activities related to unexploded ordnance will be clearly
defined.

4. Draft Refuge Concept Plan. Documents refuge land use
for approval by the Defense Department Explosives
Safety Board (DDESB) or to obtain a Secretary of the

Army waiver of the requirements established by the
DDESB regarding use and transfer of JPG.

I ~~~ ~~~~~~5 Completion of other traditional compliance documents
necessary for the establishment of a national wildlife
refuge including: Section 7 Consultation, cultural resource
review, contaminants report and others.
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SECTION 2. IUES AND CONCERNS

Several major issues influence the development of the Refuge Concept Plan. The following is a

summary of each. Some will have to be resolved before the plan can go forward and most will

act as parameters for the plan. Recommendations in the plan will address several of the issues.

2.1 Keeping People Safe and out of the Most Hazardous Areas is a Perpetual
Responsibility.

Jefferson Proving Ground has been used by the military for 53 years as a place to test
ammunition fired from the ground and from aircraft. An estimated 1.5 million pieces of

unexploded ordnance (UXO) are scattered in varying densities and depths throughout
the area. UXO projectiles are live rounds or have live fuses or spotting charges which
may explode if disturbed. Because of the extent of land contaminated by the UXO, the

cost for clean up is prohibitive. Estimates exceed $16 billion to remove trees , search SoilI

and dispose of dangerous and inert material. Few methods exist to accurately and

efficiently locate UXO in this type of environment. Existing methods are expensive and
highly destructive to natural habitat. Demonstration and research for the accurate

detection of UXO is currently underway at JPG and elsewhere.

The transfer of JPG to the Service is greatly impacted by the presence of the UXO.

Under management as a national wildlife refuge, the safety of the public will be theI

highest priority in managing the land. Keeping people out of the most hazardous areas

will be an ongoing and very costly management responsibility. Management of wildlife

and vegetation will be minimal and conservative. Additional studies will be necessaryI
to determine what management techniques are necessary f or the protection of natural
resources and which techniques are compatible with UXO.

The Center for Excellence on UXO research in the Huntsville District of the Army Corps

of Engineers has recently been hired to do historical record searches and additional site

specific investigations at JPG. This effort will provide the best data to date and will help

determine remediation plans for specific areas identified in the Draft Refuge Concept

Plan.
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I Map: Unexploded Ordnance Distribution
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2.2 A Decision on Surface Remediation and Future Uses Allowed by DDESB.

A critical step in the transfer of JPG from the Army to the Service is meeting theI
standards placed on the transfer by the Defense Department Explosives Safety Board
(DDESB). The DDESB has identified a general remediation process necessary for
transfer of lands and secondary uses (Draft Chapter 12, DOD 6055.9). An initialI
meeting with the board revealed these standards identifying the depth of remediation
required for various reuse activities. In general, a wildlife preserve is listed as requiring

remnediation depth of 1 foot, a parking lot at 4 feet deep and construction activity, 10I
feet. The current interpretation requires 1 foot clearance of UXO for any public use to
occur.

Listed in the Draft Standards is the concept of "surface remediation'. Human useI
associated with this category has not yet been determined. Surface detection and
removal, according to some, may be safe in certain low density UXO areas. How much
risk is acceptable, and how accurate is surface detection, are key questions. A one footI
deep surface rernediation effort that preserves vegetation has been implemented at Fort
Meade in Maryland. This precedent will be looked at to see if it is appropriate for JPG.

A decision on surface remnediation and the level of subsequent human use is critical inI
the JPG situation.

Remediation and safety concepts will be discussed based on the public uses proposed 
for the Refuge. It will be up to the DDESB to approve, modify or reject these plans. If
rejected, a waiver request could be submitted to the Secretary of the Army or the project

could be dropped.

2.3 Funding Refuge Operation , Maintenance and Safety

The Service has enacted a moratorium on staffing new refuges. This moratorium will
prevent the placement of new staff at the Jefferson Refuge for an undetermined amount
of time. Also, numerous proposed budget reductions wil prevent the Service from

providing basic operation and management support for JPG. Because of UXO, the areaI
requires high cost, long-term safety and security measures that are beyond the capacity
of the Service alone to provide.

There is a need to research, monitor and protect the forest ecosystem an d the rareI
species known to exist on the area. This may be especially important where cleanup
efforts will take place, ie. depleted uranium site, hazardous waste sites, demolition area

etc.

Army funding will be needed for the safe and proper transfer of land management
responsibilities.

DRAFT 9



Map 3: Locations of Depleted Uranium Site and Air National Guard Gunnery Range
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2.4 Depleted Uranium Site

Within the Jefferson Proving Ground is the Delta Impact Area, a two square mile testing
range contaminated with depleted uranium used to manufacture armor piercing

projectiles. Soft target testing of shells made with depleted uranium at JPG is licensed
by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC). Termination of this license by the NRC
under a restricted access closure will take about two years as NRC will be required to

prepare an environmental impact statement. The transfer of the Delta Impact Area
cannot take place until this license is terminated. During the two year period, the Army
would like to enter into a lease agreement with the Service, effective September 30, 1995.
The Army will assume any cost associated with the delicensing of the-area including longI
term monitoring.

A restricted termination of the license, favored by the Army, would mean that the DU
projectiles would be left in place and human access to the area would be restricted. TheI

EIS will compare alternatives, including release of the testing range for unrestricted and
restricted use. Information related to the human and environmental risks associated

with UXO and depleted uranium rernediation will be documented, along with plans andI
procedures for restricting access to the testing range after closure of JPG.

Service concerns related to the above include the need for an in-depth study of the
radioecological aspects of the depleted uranium. This would help document potentialI

plant to animal transfer and potential bioaccuxnulation in wildlife.

A second Service concern is the consistency between UXO related restrictions to publicI
use and NRC restrictions. Because this area occurs in the Closed Area, the restrictions
should be similar. Other safety precautions proposed such as. maintaining the perimeter
fence, road closures and interior fencing will need to be coordinated between agencies.

2.5 Continued Indiana Air National Guard Activities

In the north central portion of JPG is an active 1033 acre air-to-ground bombing and
strafing range used by the Indiana Air National Guard and others. Almost daily, fighter

jets come into this area from five states to test shooting accuracy. This activity is not
compatible with the primary purpose for which the land will be acquired, therefore this
'inholding" will not be transferred to the Service until such a time when the flight
activities are terminated.

Potential conflicts exist between the Public Use Plan and the Air National Guard
activities. People using adjoining areas for wildlife oriented activities would be
subjected to the noise generated by low flying jets. Aircraft activities require the
temporary and possible permanent closure of K Road, a main crossroad in the northern
third of the area.

Because of the proximity of the public use area and the range, consideration was givenI
to moving the range to another location further south on JPG. The cost and complexities
of moving the air space are high. In the short term, public use and/or Air Guard

activities could be scheduled to reduce conflicts. Future planning efforts will need to

look at this issue to determine if relocation of the range to a better location is feasible.

The 1033 acre range will be excluded from the transfer of land based on the decisionI
that the activity is not compatible with the refuge. This inholding will exist until such a
time when the range is no longer needed and the land can be transferred to the refuge.
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2.6 Deer Population Management

One of the more difficult aspects of this plan is the conflict between public access to

control the ever increasing population of white-tailed deer and the safety measures

required because of UXO. Continuation of the deer hunt is considered essential because

of the potential for overpopulation if deer are not haivested. Overpopulation would

result in the destruction of understory vegetation and the degradation of habitat for deer

- ~~~as well as most other species of wildlife. Safety is and always will be the prmy

* ~~~concern in allowing access to JPG for deer hunting and other recreational activities.

The safety record of the existing recreation hunting program has been outstanding and

I ~ ~~~demonstrates that safety concerns can be successfully addressed with a cost efficient

program. The refuge deer management program would contain simnilar and in some cases

more restrictive safety measures than the past hunting program on the base.

2.7 Future Planning and Public Expectation for Access

I ~~All units of the National Wildlife Refuge System are required to prepare a

Comprehensive Management Plan to guide management decisions and communicate

management and development intent to the public. To accomplish this, additional

I ~ ~~~planning and public involvement will be required for the Jefferson Refuge. Public

expectations for and pressure to visit the refuge may increase as a result of this process.

Limitations to public access should be made very clear from this point forward.

Economic benefits from recreational use will correspond directly to the activities and the

areas determined safe to open to the public and the Service ability to manage a public

The development of this Draft Concept Plan should fulfill the preplanning step of the

Comprehensive Management Plan process. A strategy for future planning will be

developed that describes the timing and extent of planning needed for the refuge.

2.8 Solid Waste Management Units

I ~~~The Comprehensive Envirornental Response Compensation and Liability Act

(CERCLA) and amendments require the Army to identify and disclose all known

storage, release and disposal sites of hazardous substances. Several studies have been

I ~ ~~~conducted to date related to this issue however a comprehensive baseline study has not

been done for proposed Refuge lands (north of the firing line).

Preliminary studies show twenty two individual solid waste management units north of

the firing line. One site, JPG -26, referred to as "Gate 19 Landfill", has been excluded

from the refuge proposal. Four other sites will be investigated further by a Service

contaminant specialist to determine if these or other areas should be excluded from the

land transfer.

Further investigations are needed on the proposed refuge lands. The Service will

I ~ ~~~continue to work closely with the Army, Environmental Protection Agency and the State

of Indiana to coordinate the identification and remediation of hazardous substances on
proposed refuge lands.

EPA Will require access restrictions under its license for storage of hazardous waste.
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2.9 Status of EPA Decision To List UXO as a Hazardous Waste

The outcome of this decision could have a significant impact on the transfer of
land to the Service. It is not known what the implications would be if UXO became

listed as a hazardous substance after transfer. If listed as a hazardous substance,I
cleanup efforts and jurisdiction would increase in complexity and magnitude. A
proposed ruling may be issued in 1995 with a final decision sometime in 1996.

Map 4. Solid Waste Management Units North of the Firing Line 
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SECTION 3. PLANNING; AsSUMPTIONS

U ~~~3.1 The Army will retain permanent liability for all contaminants or hazardous
wastes and unexploded ordnance generated by the Army and any remediation
costs required would be borne by the Army.

3.2 An inter-agency agreement will be signed between the Service (or Department of
the Interior) and the Army that provides long term support Or funding for public
safety at the proposed Jefferson refuge.

U ~~~3.3 Although additional UXO identification, research and limited remediation will be
done over the next several years by DOD, it is recognized that much of the UXO
will never be removed requiring high density areas to be permanently closed to

human use.

3.4 Non-terrain disruptive activities such as hunting, fishing and wildlife observation
will be allowed in selected low hazard areas identified by the Army.

U ~~~3.5 Selected JPG staff will remain at the installation under contract to help the
transition from proving ground to national wildlife refuge. The specific number
of staff and terms will be identified in the interagency agreement.

3.6 Public use boundaries presented in this plan will be revised based on results of
new UXO studies.

3.7 Visitor use will be phased in over several years according to the ability of the
Service to maintain safety precautions and provide adequate staff to manage

both environmental and public programs.

3.8 Education and training of refuge visitors, staff and volunteers on the
hazards of UXO will be supported and funded by the Army during the transition
phase as a way of starting the refuge safety program.

3.9 Law enforcement jurisdiction will change from exclusive to concurrent.
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SECTION 4. DRAFT REFuGE CONCEPT PLAN

4.1 Summary/Overview

Satellite imagery of the Jefferson Proving Ground reveals a massive forest island surrounded by
farms and woodlots. The size of the proposed refuge landscape and the wildlife attributes
provide a rare opportunity to protect a large functioning forest ecosystem in this region of theI

country.

Large blocks of contiguous, closed canopy forest are rapidly disappearing in the face of theI
demand for timber products and changing land use. This phenomenon appears to be
detrimental to the well-being of neotropical migrant birds that nest in forest interiors. Recent
research shows that the significant decline of area-sensitive wildlife species populations can be

attributed to the ongoing fragmentation of the landscape.

Within the three state area of Ohio, Illinois and Indiana, 90 per cent of all forested tracts are
less than 500 acres in size. Only 101 forested tracts, out of a total of 28,670 in those three
states, are larger than the approximately 11,000 acre contiguous forest tract at the northern end
of the proposed refuge. As other forest habitat throughout the entire 47,000 acre refuge is
allowed to fill in and mature, biologists contend that the refuge will be unparalleled in its ability
to protect and sustain many imperiled wildlife populations in future decades.

A 1994 Feasibility Study for the reintroduction of river otter in Indiana ranked habitat in the
Muscatatuck River Basin and the Jefferson Proving Ground as second highest value in the state
because of very high quality instream and bank habitat and large contiguous tracts of palustrine
forested wetlands. Protection of water quality both on the proposed refuge and within the

watershed is critical to maintaining the health of recently released river otters and habitatI
quality within the downstream Muscatatuck National Wildlife Refuge.

A preliminary Service biodiversity ranking for the proposed refuge indicates that it could exceed
that of any of Region 3's presently approved acquisition projects. Over 100 species of birds 
have been documented during the breeding season, nearly 50 % of them neotropical migrants.
Included among the latter are cerulean and golden winged warblers, both of which are listed
among "migratory nongarne birds of management concern in the United States." PreliminaryI
research on wildlife and plant populations have discovered twenty-nine species of state or
federally listed plants and six state or federally threatened or endangered animal species
inhabiting the proposed refuge.

Protection and enhancement of wildlife resources at Jefferson Refuge will have to be done within
the limits created by the existence of unexploded ordnance. The refuge will require some

unusual restrictions on public access and natural resource management activities. These
restrictions may prohibit terrain-disruptive activities such as cross country vehicular travel,
agricultural practices, tree cutting and certain public use activities such as horseback riding. In

addition, large ares will be closed to all human entry, possibly as much as 30,000 acres. AI
conservative and passive approach to both public use and fish and wildlife habitat
management is necessary and recommended for the proposed Jefferson Refuge.
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4.2 Purposes of the Refuge

The proposed Jefferson National Wildlife Refuge will be transferred from the Army through theI ~ ~authority this act: 'An Act Authorizing the Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife, or

Other Purposes. 16 U.S.C. § 667b". The purpose of the proposed Jefferson Refuge is based on

* ~~this act:

A. "Particular value in carrying out the National Migratory Bird Management
Program".

Service Objectives for the Refuge Include:

U ~~~~~~~To conserve fish. wildlife and plants listed as endangered and threatened

To protect, restore and manage the eastern deciduous forest ecosystem through the
conservation and enhancement of plant and animal bnodiversity.

To provide nesting and migration habitat for forest-interior species by protecting and

restoring large blocks of forest habitat and managing for mature and old growth forest.

To provide limited public opportunities for wildlzfe-orien ted recreation

3 * ~~~~~To provide research and educational opportunities with emphasis on forest interior
species and forest interior habitat.

To provide nesting and migiration habitat for grassland birds.

4.3 Public Use Concept

Based on the previously stated planning assumptions, the Service proposes this concept for

long-term public use program envisioned for the proposed Jefferson Refuge. The intent is toI ~provide decision makers with enough information to facilitate the transfer of land from one

agency to the other. The plan will be refined based on new information that will become

available. It will be implemented in phases over several years dependent upon the remediation

efforts proposed by the Army and the ability of the Service to staff the refuge.

For over 50 years, the Army has managed a variety of recreational activities on JPG. Total

annual recreation visits in recent years are close to 20,000. Jefferson Proving Ground visitorsI ~participated in a variety of activities including fishing, hunting. picnicking, mushroom and berry
picking, and use of Old Timbers Lodge. One of the most important activities is the deer hunting

program which involves 1400 hunters each year harvesting 500-600 deer.

There has never been a Visitor injury or accident from UXO under the Army's recreational

programs. The Service has looked at the existing recreation programs to help define a similarly

* ~~safe refuge public use program. The key elements of the existing program include:

Limiting the total numbers of people and the kinds of activities
Locating activities in nonrestricted "safe" zonesI * ~~~~Providing hazard and safety education
Controlling access with gates and perimeter fence
Providing as in and other information

Providing an enforcement and security presence
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AlD of the factors above have contributed to the military's impeccable safety record. Many of

these same safety measures by the militay will need to be continued under refuge management.3

4.3.1 Safety Overview

Visitor safety wUi be top priority for the refuge. To ensure visitor safety, the Service will request
the Army to remove unexploded ordnance in areas proposed for public use activities. Even
with the proposed remediation efforts, specific safety procedures will be followed by ServiceI
staff and volunteers who will guide and oversee all visitor programs.

A final safety program will be worked out between the Army and Service with guidance from
the DDESB. Many decisions regarding safety are contingent upon other decisions such as UXO
remediation and funding for safety oriented facilities such as the perimeter fence and
maitenance of signs.

All visitors will be required to have basic information on site history, the hazards of UJX0,
restricted area locations and emergency procedures prior to recreating at the Jefferson Refuge.
An exce tion will be those visitors who rticipate in guided bus tours. All others will be
requirato obtain an annual pass bae on participation in a safety class. Hunters, staff and
research visitors will have additional training requirements to enter the restricted access areas.
All visitors will be required to sign a waiver acknowledging their awareness of the hazards.I

Mfew Nntbia WIf M bugs
Condition of Entry and Liability Waiver

aac~vfties wat -y wn eia nc u m;MI Moarnfrtepewiaeln to
pertic"pt.IrketeGvrnl f~ mep fblty n~d libil tor amv
damspe or injurle that nty occur.

I nWVwas htthem are haads Hnbh nzlddwnn

I sanit tha I haow received a ap and appllombl rpauo

Sample Waiver Form

Education is recognized as a valuable tool in preventing injuiries from UXO. like other potential
hazards inherent in natural area recreation such as poisonous snakes, poisonous mushrooms,
and hunting accidents, visitor safety awareness and education can help prevent accidents from
occurring.

Several locations around the world have implemented education programs to help peopleI
identify UXO and understand the hazards and appropriate response when encountered. Some
of these programs will be looked at and the best techniques available in visitor education Wil be

applied.
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Safety Plan

Refuge staff, with assistance of the Army, will develop a Safety and Emergency
Response Plan. This plan will contain complete instruction for emergencies,
precautionary measures concerning UXO, and safe procedures for the conduct of refuge
operations. This Safety Plan will be reviewed thoroughly by every refuge employee,

volunteer or contract worker.

Incorporated in this plan will be specific job hazard analyses for all refuge management
activities to be conducted in the restricted portions of the refuge. The job hazard

analyses is a systematic method for breaking down a job or activity into basic steps,
listing the tools and equipment used, examines each step for potential hazards, and
documents how each element of the work can be performed to prevent accident or avoid

hazard. Even normnally routine tasks such as placing a sign post will be analyzed using
the job hazard analyses format.

The Safety Plan will also document established procedures for emergency response in
the event of an accident, and will document what processes will be set in motion should
UXO be found on the refuge. Periodic monitoring of the safety program will be
necessary for ensure its effectiveness.

4.3.2 General Site Security

Enforcement

The existence of unexploded ordnance at the proposed Jefferson Refuge will make it
necessary to maintain a secure area where public entry can be monitored and controlled.

This effort is necessary regardless of whether the Army continues jurisdiction over the
land or jurisdiction is held by another agency.

Enforcement of refuge trespass and other public use violations will be the responsibility
of commissioned refuge law enforcement officers. Refuge officers are authorized to
protect Service property and enforce wildlife and public use laws and regulations as
directed. Most of the statutes and regulations which refuge officers enforce are codified

in Chapter 50 of the Code of Federal Regulations. Violations are processed through
Federal and/or State courts. Cooperative agreements will be signed by the Service and

state and local enforcement agencies to assist in the conduc t of law enforcement

activities on the refuge. To do this, law enforcement jurisdiction will need to be changed
from exclusive to concurrent.

U ~~~Perimeter Fence

The perimeter fence and will be maintained as the best way to control illegal or
accidental trespass. Although costly to maintain, the fence will provide a clear visual
boundary to people and law enforcement personnel.
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Gate House

Daily and annual entrance passes will be obtained at a new refuge gate house proposed
for the northeast comner of the refuge. At this single public entry, all visitors will be

provided a fact sheet on UXO and be required to sign a waiver. This fact sheet, in
combination with on-site exhibits and displays on UXO will reinforce a message of
caution and safe use of the refuge, and be a constant reminder of the prohibitions

against trespass into the restricted and closed portions of the refuge.

Sign System and Visible On-Site Boundaries

Clearly recognizable boundaries are critical in order to kep people from entering the
most dangerous areas. Currently, many but not all of the interior closed areas are
defined by roads streams and mowed firebreaks. The Closed areas will requireI
additional signs at close intervals to clearly mark their linits. Certain highly dangerous
areas may need additional interior fencing to maintain an added level of safety.

A care ful evaluation of the restricted and closed area boundaries will be undertaken to
make sure that each unit is clearly marked. It will be important for visitors to know
where they are at any given place. A sign system will be designed and implemented that

reinforces the on-site orientation of the user.

Safety signs such as "DANGER, RESTRICTED AREA" and "DANGER, DO NOT

ENTER" will be installed at close intervals in appropriate areas throughout the refuge.

Site Communications

Direct communication will be maintained throughout the refuge by two way radio and
cellular phone systems. All Service personnel will carry portable radios which link them
to the Service and police networks. This will facilitate both routine communications andU

requests for assistance.
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Graphic lllustration of Signs
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U ~4.3.3 Activity Zoning Concept

A major proposal for the refuge is to divide the area into three zones with varyingI ~ ~~~restrictions for habitat management and public use. Th-e concept is based on the current
recreation program at JPG. The Army generated map, Map 4, illustrates a zone the JPG
staff consider to be relatively safe areas for recreation. This map has evolved overI ~ ~~~several years based on munitions records, staff knowledge and on-site investigations. It
is considered to be the best information available to date on the extent and hazards of
UXO. As additional UXO information becomes available the boundaries of the
proposed Use Zones will be revised.

The Service proposes three zones: 1) Old Timbers Public Use Area (Limited Use
primarily north of K-Road), 2) Restricted Access Area (south of K-Road) and 3) Closed

Area.

N ~Zone 1 Old Timbers Public- Use Area (11 .070 Acres)

I ~ ~~~This area is generally regarded as the "best" area of the refuge. It is the most scenic; has
high habitat value in terms of contiguous mature forest; has several significant historic
sites including the Old Timbers Lodge and two stone arch bridges; and includes the
largest body of water on the refuge, Old Timbers Lake. But more importantly, this areaI ~ ~~~is considered to be the least contaminated from unexploded ordnance.

Much of this zone has been the focus of past recreation activities offered by the Army
including the only location where the general public has been allowed to deer hunt as
part of a state lottery program. Fishing, hunting, camping and picnicking have been
popular activities in this area. A group of current and former JPG employees, with
sponsorship from the Army, have volunteered a great deal of labor to improve and
maintain visitor facilities such as boat ramps, picnic shelter, parking areas and the Old

The Service proposes to continue many of the same uses in this area, eventually opening
it up to the general public for day use activities only. Under refuge management, the
public use program will be wildlife oriented with additional opportunities for wildlife
viewing and interpretive education. The fishing program will be promoted, and facilities

will be upgraded to provide universal and safe access.

To accommodate public use, safety measures will be necessary. Depending on decisionsI ~ ~~~made regarding UXO, this zone may need to be surface cleared to a depth of one foot or
more in some areas. An agreement between the Service and the Army at Fort Meade,
Maryland contains language useful to this situation (and Zone):

"The surface ordnance survey to be conducted by the Army should detect ordnance located on or
within one foot of t he surface at Fort Meade. Any ordnance discovered will be removed by the
Army at its cost." U77he intent of the Armry is not to clear cut any vegetation located on theI ~ ~~~~said lands, but rather to selectively remove only the specifc vegetation necessary, if any, which
would otherwise prevent the removal of unexploded ordnance situated within one foot of the
surface..."'

The Service will request the Army to conduct a similar remediation effort in the Old
Timbers Public Use Area.
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Map 5: JPC Hunting and Fishing Map
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U ~~~Selected development/improvement of public use facilities can also reduce risk related
to UXO. Widening the access road to Old Timbers Lodge and Lake, delineating parking
areas with post and rail vehicle barriers and developing a two mile hiking trail all serve

the public need for safe and definitive access in areas with some history of
contamination from unexploded ordnance.

I ~~~Clearance of unexploded or dnance will probably be required for these specific areas
where construction activities are proposed. The depth will be determined.

Decisions regarding UXO removal are yet to be made for JPG. The decisions will be
based on the refuge proposed uses, historical records and Explosives Safety Board
recommendations.

Summary of activities proposed for the Old Timbers Public Use Area:

I E~ublic UseRfgMngmn

*Fishing *Biological Research
*Wildlife Observation *Endangered Species Protection

*Non-motorized boating and Canoeing *Limited Prescribed Burning
*Deer, Small Game and Turkey Hunting *Active Forest Restoration
*Nature Trail Hiking *Plant and Animal SurveysI * ~Mushroom and Berry Picking *Exotic Plant Control
*Use of Old Timbers Lodge for EE *Cultural Resource Protection

*Environmental Monitoring
*Facility Maintenance
*Entry Gate Staffing

I ~ ~ on 2 Restricted Access Area (Deer Huning Only

Public use throughout the remaining refuge will be restricted by the closure of roads,

locked gates and the addition of signs dlearly informing people where they can and
cannot go. The Restricted Access Area is intended for researchers studying animal and
plant populations, management staff performing occasional resource management
activities such as controlling exotic vegetation or prescribed burns and mowing and

inspection of the perimeter fence. A controlled deer hunt will also take place in this
zone.

I ~~~A Special Use Permit will be required for all persons entering the Restricted Access
Area. Each permit holder will be required to pass a competency test on the
identification of UXO and safety precautions necessary while inside this area.I ~ ~~~Activities will be monitored by security and enforcement staff. Violations will mean
permanent revocation of permits. Refresher training will be required each year. A
geographic information system (CGIS) will be used to retrieve specific information for and
about the sub compartments in this zone. Research activities, hunting and management

activities will be modified and updated based on cumulative data collected for each sub
area. This zone is very similar to the existing JPG recreation hunting areas south of K-
Road, however, it is more restrictive in acreage available and the educational

requirements.

UXO remediation in this zone will be discussed with the DDESB.
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Summary of Activities Proposed for the Restricted Access Area:I

Pubflca Is eu Mwmm

* Deer Hunting * Biological Research
* Occasional Guided Bus Tours * Endangered Species Protection

on existing roads * Limited Prescribed BurningI
*Passive Forest Restoration
*Plant and Animal Surveys
*Exotic Plant and Pest Control
*Cultural Resource Protection
*Environmental MonitoringH

Deer Hunting. *RoadSign&FenceMaintenance

A deer hunt at the Jefferson Refuge is the most cost effective and popular method to
control its population of deer. In a sense it is an example of how hunters can help
managers with protecting the health of the herd and the health of the forest.

A deer hunt at JPG has been proven to be safe under the past military program and can
also be safe under Refuge management as well. A highly controlled hunt wil be
necessary, one that limits the numbers of hunters, restricts the areas open to hunting and
requires education to participate.

During the late 1980s and early l990s, increased hunting efforts brought the JPG herd
down to a stable level. Recently, approximately 500 deer have been harvested each

year. Biological data indicates that taking that many deer every year is sufficient to
control the herd. Currently, 4500 hunt efforts are used to harvest 500 animals. Those
hunting efforts currently include muzzleloader, shotgun and archery.

Within the following guidelines, 500 deer could be taken each year using only 3,000
firearm efforts. A more efficient hunt with fewer hunters would be easier to manage and
provide a somewhat safer situation. Firearm efforts would include muzzleloader and

shotgun. The proposed hunt would include:

500 hunters a day for 2-day hunts.
Four successive 2-day hunts, during the eight days prior to the statewide
firearm season.
Each hunter can take 2 deer of either sex.
Hunters would be, distributed throughout the area in densities outlined inI
the current JPG Hunting and Fishing Map.
Hunters will be required to attend a UXO/safety course and pass an
exam covering those subjects before being allowed to hunt on JPG.

JPG staff and volunteers currently handle about 500 hunters on opening day of firearm
season with six (6) persons in the morning and eight (8) in the afternoon as hunters
check out.

Removing less deer than 500/year would allow the herd to increase significantly and
future efforts to control the herd would also have to increase significantly. To date, JPG

has not exhibited vegetation damage from the deer herd, nor have there been crop
damage reports from adjacent farm operators. Without an adequate hunting program
natural vegetation and crop damage will become a problem quicly.
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I ~~~Guided Bus Tours. If demand exists, a tour route will be designated south of K-Road to
provide the opportunity for the public to see former military lands, pre-midlitary
hitorical features and observe wildlife. Spring migration and fall colors would likely beI ~ ~~~popular times for tours. People would be required to stay on the bus except for a break
at a safe mid point of the tour and a stop at Old Timbers Lodge.. This activity will be
studied further to see if a private tour company would be willng to provide this
opportunity.

I ~~~Due to the unsafe nature of this area, no entry will be permitted except on existing roads
through these areas. Signs posted at 500 foot intervals along the perimeter road will
dearly identify the boundaries of this zone. Some interior fencing may be required along
roads which pass by or through particularly hazardous areas. Refuge monitoring of
animals and plants will be by remote sensing and from old road corridors bisecting some
of these areas. Access for management staff and research will be limited to road 
corridors primarily for emergency situations. For this reason some of the roads should
be maintained for occasional and emergency travel. Narrow roadways which allow the
tree canopy to endlose them, are most compatible with the needs of forest interior birds.

U ~ Pulc sRefuge ManaeMent

* None * None - Habitat monitoring byI ~ ~(Except Bus Tour on Existing Roads) remote sensing and
windshield surveys

a Emergency Access

No UXO remediation is anticipated.
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Map 6: Proposed .Use Zne
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5 ~4.3.4 Road Closure Strategy

Within the. proposed refuge there are approximately 140 miles of roads with 21 bridges in

various states of repair. These roads pose many potential problems. There is high costU ~associated with maintenance, the road system fragments the forest, and some roads provide

potential access where it is unsafe. Preliminary analysis has indicated that the network of

- ~roads could be significantly reduced and still provide the necessary access for management

* ~staff, safety patrols and hunters. Approximately 40-50 0/ of the roads can be closed or

downgraded. Construction of gates, vehicle barriers and turn-a-rounds will be necessary to

implement this strategy. In the long term, reducing the network of roads, especially near closed

areas, will provide maintenance cost savings, safety benefits and will increase habitat for

wildlife.

3 ~4.5 SmayCnlso

The Draft Concept Plan for the proposed Jefferson Refuge is summarized by the followingU ~ ~~points:

1. The refuge requires an aggressiv safety program and relatively passive resource

managemen Because of UXO and environmental limitations, soil disturbing
activities including, construction, logging and off-road vehicle use will be

1 ~~~ ~~2. All public activities on the refuge will be controlled. Visitor activities will be
confined to two zones identified by the army 1) Limited Use Zone and 2)

Restricted Access Deer Hunting Zone. Visitor activities will be monitored and

enforced.

3. ftsal fa ii such as the perimeter fence, parking vehicle barriers, gates and

signs will be added and maintained.

4. Information and educato will play a significant role in the safety of visitors at

the refuge. A combination of formal training, displays, brochures and signs will

be used to educate visitors, staff and volunteers.

5. Under refuge management the Service will protect and enhance the forest

3 ~~~~~~~eoystem found at the Jefferson Proving Ground. The refuge represents a
significant opportunity for the conservation of nongame birds particularly
neotropical migrants. The Refuge will also help to meet Service goals to conserve
and restore biological diversity.

I ~~The next five years will be important transition years for converting this area from proving

ground to national wildlife refuge. Sorting out the implications of unexploded ordnance related

to management of a new refuge is best done in partnership between the Army and the Service.

I ~ ~~Overlapping responsibilities for this land calls for coordination, cooperation and a phased
implementation of the plans.
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Map 7: Access Restrictions ~r 
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SECTION . PHASED IMPLEMENTATION

Unresolved issues associated with this project such as unexploded ordnance3 ~~~remnediation, contaminant status and safety make it extremely difficult to take quick

action especially with accelerating Government reductions in staff and funding.
Therefore, it is both realistic and necessary to look at a phased transition of land
management responsibility. Three phases are proposed based primarily on the

anticipated time needed to resolve issues:

5.1 Phase I Planning and Agreement Phase (1995)

The Service and the Army will need to work together in order to implement the transfer
of land. During the Planning and Agreement Phase the goal should be to accomplish the

I ~ ~~~~~0 Base Closure and Final Reuse Plan
* Negotiate and Sign Interagency Agreement
* Define Safety Program and Obtain Waiver
* Finalize Refuge Concept Plan
* Transfer land and Establish the Refuge
* Construction of new South Fence and Fence Repairs

I ~~~During this time frame, the Army will be responsible for safety, public use arnd public
involvement including the finalization of an Environmental Impact Statement.

5 ~5.2 Phase II Transition/ Environmental Remediation Phase

During this phase, unexploded ordnance and contaminant remediation and the3 ~~~implementation of Safety program recommendations are the major activities.

Public use would be very limited. The Refuge will be in a planning and transition mode

supported by a Transition Team made up of former JPG employees and refugeI ~ ~~~specialists. Their role will be to coordinate the many ongoing studies and prepare more
definitive plans on how people and resources will be protected. The public will be kept
informed of current and future actions by this team.

I ~~~Safety and security measures will be constructed such as replacing/repairing the
periete fece, pgrdin rods, building the gate house, posting signs and improving

* parkin areas.Little abitatwildlife, or fishery management will take place except deer
K management and protecton of threatened/endangered plants and animals. Existing

faclites illbeuse. Aminstation and maintenance will be from Muscatatuck
Refuge and from an on-site Transition Team, supported by the Army and located in one
of the existing buildings on-site.
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During Phase II, the Transition Team will be responsible for.5

a On-Site Coord. of Environmental Monitoring and CleanupI
* Conducting Fish and Wildlife Studies
* Implementation of the Safety Program Recommendations
* Coordination of all On-Site Activities
a Handling Public Relations .
* Managing the Deer Population
* Development of the Refuge Comprehensive Plan

5.3 Phase III Full Refuge Status

This phase will begin when remediation efforts are completed and safety measures are 
constructed. This phase is also marked by an increase in Service staff to handle the
added operation and maintenance responsibilities as the Transition Team is phased out.3

Public use zones of the refuge are fully opened to the public for day uses such as
hunting, fishing, wildlife observation, and trail hiling. By this time, perpetual use

restrictions of the area are fully understood by public. Security and safety operations

will continue on the refuge indefinitely.

If necessary, boundaries of use areas will be refined to reflect findings of unexplodedI
ordnance studies and completion of remediation. Any unexploded ordnance found by
staff or visitors will be reported to the Army for prompt removal.

Service land management activities will focus on forest habitat enh~ancement and
monitoring of wildlife populations.

In the future, it is recommended that Old Timbers Lodge be updated to function as a
visitor education facility.
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Bibliography for Jefferson NWR Planning

I 1. Real Property Contaminated with Ammunition, Explosives or Chemical Agents - DoD

6055.9, Chapter 12. ("...policies and procedures necessary to provide protection to
personnel as a result of DOD ammunition, explosives or chemical agent contamination
of real property....")

2. Transfer Assembly for Fort George G. Meade Military Reservation, 1991.

1 ~~3. Jefferson Proving Ground Fish and Wildlife Management Plan, Sept. 1994.

4. Hunting and Fishing Map, 1993-1994, Jefferson Proving Ground.

'3 5. US.G.S. map of United States Army: Jefferson Proving Ground, 1986.

6. Cooperative Agreement for the Conservation and Management of Fish and Wildlife

3 ~~~Resources at Rocky Mountain Arsenal (Third Revision of the Original),l1 / 2 3 / 9 4 .

7. Inter-agency Agreement between the U.S. Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife
Service, Region 3 and US. Department of Army Corps of Engineers (environmental

restoration at Crab Orchard NWR) 1994?

8. Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Disposal and Reuse of Jefferson
Proving Ground Madison, Indiana, December 1994.

9. Caretaker and Environmental Services for the U.S. Army Jefferson Proving Ground,3 ~~~Section C, Description/Specs. /Work Statement, 1994?

U~~~RAr3



The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service Team assigned to work on the Jefferson project:

Michael Marxen, Team Leader
Scott Pruitt, Indiana Ecol. Services Field Office
Lee Herzberger, Refuge Manager at the nearby Muscatatuck NWR
Bill Hutchinson, Asst. Associate Manager of southern RefugesR3
Tom Worthington, Chief of Interpretation Recreation and Education
Bill Swanson, Chief of the Division of RealtyI
R.T. Sorensen, Landscape Architect/Planner
Torn Kelley, Graphic Specialist
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APPENDIX D

The following pages present a copy of the Memorandum of Agreement between the Army, the AdvisoryU Council on Historic Preservation, and the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer.
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I .M E M O R A N D UMOANDM OF AGREEMENT

BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,I ~ ~~~THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION,
AND THE INDIANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

CONCERNING CLOSURE OF THE JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND, INDIANA

WHEREAS the United States Department of the Army (Army) has determined that the
closure of the Jefferson Proving Ground, Indiana (JPG) may have adverse effects onI ~ ~~properties that are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, and
has consulted with the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council) in accordance with Section 106 ofI ~the National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C. 470 it z (the Act), its
implementing regulations 36 CFR Part 800), and the Programmatic Agreement (PA)
among the Army, the Council, and the National Conference of State Historic
Preservation Officers, executed 05 February 1990; and

WHEREAS pursuant to Stipulation VI.E of the PA, the consulting parties have agreed
that because the precise nature and schedule of activities associated with the closure,I ~environmental restoration, and disposal of JPG are uncertain, and because such
activities are likely to affect properties whose treatment or management will require the
application of routine procedures, it is appropriate for the Army in this memorandum of
agreement to set forth processes for the identification, evaluation, treatment and
management of histonic properties in lieu of identifying such properties and establishing
specific treatment or management plans for them prior to closure;

I ~~NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed that the following stipulations wiln be adhered
to in order to take into account the effect of the Project on historic properties in

* ~~accordance with the Act.

Stipulations

I ~The Army will ensure that the following stipulations are implemented:

3 I~. Cultural Resource Management Plan

A. The Army. will prepare a Cultural Resource- Management Plan (CRMP) for JPG
in consultation with the SHPO, and Council, and in accordance with the standardsI ~outlined in Attachment A. The Army will ensure that the CRMP is complete in draft
form by September 30, 1994 at the latest, and that subject to resolution of
disagreements or questions in accordance with Stipulation .B3, the CRMP is finalized
and implemented by September 30, 1995.

B. When the CRMP is complete in draft form, the Army will provide copies of the
draft to the SHPO and the Council for a review over a 30-day period. Acceptance ofI ~ ~~the CRMP draft will be in writing at the end of the 30-day period; or assumed, in the
case that comments are not made. Disagreements or questions about the draft CRMP3 ~~will be resolved through consultation among the parties.

C. Upon acceptance of the CRMP by the SHPO and the Council, the Army will
finalize and implement it in lieu of compliance with 36 CFR 800.4 through 800.6 and 36
CFR 800.1 1.



D. The Army will prepare a repbrt every two years on its implementation of the 
CRMP, and provide this report to the SHIRO for review, comment, and consultation as
needed.3

aE. The Army will ensure that the CRPis re-evaluated and updated as needed on
afive-year implementation cycle, in coslainwt h HR.Should the CRMP

require significant revision, the Army will initiate consultation with the Council in
accordance with 36 CFR 800 to make such revisions and to amend or replace this
agreement.

II. Interim Protection of Historic PropertiesI

A. The Army will ensure that the structures listed in Attachment B are secured,
stabilized, protected, and maintained in accordance with Army Technical Manual I
5-801-2.

B. The JPG timber management program activities of timber harvesting andI
thinning are undertakings that necessitate inventory and assessment for archeological
resources. The Army will ensure that such inventory and assessment is conducted in
consultation with the SHPO. Further, the Army will monitor the effectiveness of its
surveys by inspecting the areas of potential effect immediately after harvesting to:

1. Gather any additional information about the presence, extent, and nature of

sites that may be discovered as a result of harvesting operations.
2. Assess the effect of harvesting upon archeological sites.

3. Assess the effectiveness of the conditions specified in this Agreement in 
minimizing damage to archeological sites and make recommendations about additional
conditions, if any, that may be appropriate.I

C. Until the CRMP has been accepted by the SHPO and the Council, the Army will
comply with 36 CFR 800 with respect to any undertaking it proposes to carry out at
JPG, except as provided in the paragraphs below.I

1. Continuing operations of the installation whose effects will occur entirel
within heavily contaminated/low resource sensitivity areas as shown in Attachmen I
shall not be subjected to archeological survey because of. their prior disturbance, a 
need to avoid undue danger of injury to survey personnel by contact with unexploded
ordnance or other hazard, and/or low potential for containing historic properties. .

2. The JPG timber management program will continue following closure. Any
activities of this program such as timber marking and use and maintenance of existing
fire lanes, which have little potential to further disturb or damage archeological sites, 
are exempted from further coordination. If historic properties or potential historic
properties are discovered during archeological survey por to timber harvests, and
these places are marked in consultation with the SHPO0 and avoided during harvesting,
then there shall be no effect on historic properties. However, if avoidance of historic
properties or potential historic properties is not possible, the timber management action
shall be subject to further coordination pursuant to 36 CFR 800. g 

3. JPG may continue its agricultural outleasing program following closure. If
so, grazing leases or agricultural leases that will result in no disturbance of the ground
surface, or foundations above the ground surface, shall be exempted from further I
coordination requirements. Any leases that could result in construction of new facilities,
any tillage of previously unplowed ground, and/or other actions that have the potential



It~ ~o disturb historic properties, shall be undertakings subject to coordination pursuant to
36 CFR 800.

4. Programs and activities under the JPG Natural Resource Management
Program shall be exempted from coordination requirements unless these programs and
activities should require construction of new facilities, disturbance of previously
undisturbed surfaces, or any tillage of previously unplowed ground. Any undertakingsI ~that involve construction or disturbance of previously undisturbed surfaces shall be
subject to coordination pursuant to 36 CFR 800.

5. Only non-temporary buildings and structures built 1946 or earlier shall be
subject to coordination under the Act when they will be affected by a planned
demolition project, or significant alteration of their character due to maintenance or3 ~~renovation activities.

D. Security. The Army will ensure that the provisions of the Archeological
Resources Protection Act of 1979 are vigorously enforced at JPG for as long as the
property remains under Army jurisdiction.
Ill. Disposal of Jefferson Proving Ground

I ~~A. Transfer to Other Federal Agencies

1. Notwithstanding any other provision of this memorandum of agreement, it isI ~~understood that should the Army transfer any portion of JPG to another Federal agency
for conservation purposes, such as for use as a wildlife refuge or park, the Army need
not identify, evaluate, or plan for the management of historic properties within such

ortion of JPG, except to the extent required to address effects of environmental
rdremediation, but will provide to the receiving agency all available information on

known historic properties and areas where historic properties are likely to occur, so that3 ~~the receiving agency can use such information in its own compliance with the Act.

2. Notwithstanding any other provision of this memorandum of agreement, it is
understood that should the Army transfer any portion of JPG to another Federal agencyI ~for other than conservation purposes, the parties to this memorandum of agreement
and the receiving agency will consult to determine what actions, if any, may be
necessary to preserve historic properties subject to effect by such transfer, and willI ~amend this memorandum of agreement or take other actions in accordance with 36
CFR 800 to the extent needed o specify how such actions, if any, will be implemented.

B. Transfer to Non-Federal Agencies~

1. Archeological Properties

I ~~~~~a. If the Army propose s to transfer to a non-federal entity any property that
has been determined eligible for inclusion in the Register, the Army will ensure that
potential interested parties are identified in consultation with the SHPO and CouncilI ~~and invited to participate in planning, and that either:

L. Such property is identified in the transfer documents and made the
subject of the preservation condition set forth in Attachment D, wVhich will be included in
the transfer instrument pertaining to the real property containing the property and
recorded in the real estate records of Jefferson, Jennings, or Ripley Counties, State of'3 ~~Indiana for the transfer of such real property; or,



ii. Such property is subjected to archeological data recover prior to 
transfer. The data recovery shall meet the standards set forth in Attachment E

b. If the Army proposes to transfer to a non-federal entity any identified 
histonic or prehistoric archeological site that has not yet been evaluated in accordance
with Stipulation I.A, the Army will ensure that t is so evaluated. If the property s
eligible for inclusion in the Register, the Army will comply with Stipulation Ill.B.1 .a. withI
respect to such property. If the property is not eligible, the Army may transfer such
property without preservation conditions or data recovery.

c. I the Army proposes to transfer to a non-federal entity any real propertyI
identified in Attachment C as lands where historic or prehistoric sites are likely to occur,
and as lands where there is low contamination and little disturbance, the Army will
ensure that such lands are identified in the transfer documents and made the subject ofI
the preservation condition set forth in Attachment F. Should the proposed recipient of
such lands be unwilling to accept such condition, the Army will conduct surveys in
consultation with the SHPO, and in accordance with applicable National Park Service,
Council, and SHPO guidelines to identify and evaluate specific archeological sites. I-
any such sites are identified, the Army will comply with stipulations lll.B.l.a. or lll.B3.1.b.
as applicable before proceeding with the transfer.3

2. Historic Standing Structures

a. If the Army proposes to transfer to a non-federal entity any of the historic*
standing buildings or structures listed in Attachment B, or any other standing structure
determined eligible for inclusion in the National Register, the Army will ensure that the
the instrument transferring the property incorporates the covenant attached hereto as
Attachment G, and that covenant shall be recorded in the real estate records of 
Jefferson, Jennings or Ripley Counties, State of Indiana.

b. If there is no acceptable offer that will conform to the rehabilitation andI
maintenance requirements of the Standards, the Army, with the approval of the SHPO,
may modify the covenant to reduce the requirements, or may transfer the property

without a preservation covenant.
c. Prior to the transfer of such a property, the Army shall1 ensure that it is

recorded in accordance with a recordation plan that is consistent with the Sertayg
the nteriors Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Engineening
Documentation (48 FR 44730-34) and approved by the SHPO. The recordation plan
shall be provided to the SHPO for a 30-day comment period. Acceptance of the plan -

will be in writing at the end of the 30-Jay period; or assumed, in the case that
comments are not made. Disagreements or questions about the plan will be resolved
through consultation among the parties.

d. If the Army proposes to transfer to a non-federal entity any identified 
structure or building that has not yet been evaluated, the Army will ensure that it is so
evaluated. If the structure or building is eligible for inclusion in the Register, the Army 
will comply with Stipulation lll.B32.a, b, and c.

IV. Remediation of Health, Safety, and Environmental Hazards.j

A. In pursuing the on-going Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/ES) of
environmental hazards at the JPG, the Army will ensure, upon execution of this

agreement, that personnel conducting the RU/FS:



3 ~~~1. Are familiarized with the need to exercise care when working in the areas
identified as archeologically~ sensitive and as not heavily disturbed and/or contaminated
on Attachment C.;

1 ~~~2. Consult a professional archeologist when planning work in such areas, have
access to the advice of a professional archeologist in-the event of an archeological
discovery, and obtain archeological review of the results of work in such areas;

- 3. Have access to personnel trained in archeological field work when working
in such areas;

4. Include in the report of the RVFS:
a. Descriptions of any potential conflicts between remediation and

preservation of historic properties;

3 and, ~~b. Where feasible, recommendations about how to resolve such conflicts;

c. Identification of any situations in which, because of risks to human
health, safety, or the environment, remediation must proceed without taking steps to
preserve historic properties subject to effect.

B. The Army shall provide. the draft final RI/FS to the SHPO and the Council for
review concurrently with its submittal to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) and the State of Indiana pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental
Response Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA) for a'I ~30-day review. Objection to the RI/FS by parties to this agreement will be resolved asspecified in Stipulation IX.A. The parties to this agreement understand that pursuant to
CERCLA, final decisions with respect to remediation actions are made by EPA or the
State.

C. The Army will ensure that 36 CFR 800 is complied with before remediation
measures are implemented, except that the Army need not comply with 36 CFR 800I ~where the report of the RI/FS has recommended, pursuant to Stipulation IV.A.5.c., that
remediation proceed without preserving historic properties and neither the SHPO nor
the Council has objected to this recommendation, or where the SHPO or Council hasU ~objected but such objection has been resolved through consultation among the partiesto this agreement, or implementation of Stipulation IX
V. Reporting. The Army shall ensure that reports on all activities carried out pursuant
to this agreement are provided to the SHPO, and, upon request, to other interested

U ~VI. Work and Personnel Qualification Standards.

A. Any work conducted under this agreement will be pursued in accordance withU ~ ~~the applicable Secretary of the Interior, SHPO, or Council standards and guidelines.
B. The Army shall ensure that all archeological surveys, data recove ry work, and

CRMP preparation conducted pursuant to this agreement are carried out by or underthe direct supervision of a person or persons meeting at a minimum the pertinentqualifications set forth at Appendix C to Army Regulation 420-40.



Vill. Amendments.3

A. The parties to this agreement may amend the terms of this agreement, and the
provisions of any attachment hereto, by completing and signing the form provided asI

B. Upon execution of the amendment, each party will attach a copy of the fully
executed form to that party's copy of this agreement, and will enter the amendment
number and date on the upper right-hand corner of the first page of this agreement.

ViII. Scheduled Consultation. Twelve months after this agreement is executed and 
annually thereafter until the CRMP has been finalized and its implementation has been
initiated in accordance with the terms of this agreement (or until JPG has been
transferred in accordance with the terms of this agreement), the parties to thisI
agreemnent will consult to review implementation of its terms and determine whether
revisions are needed. If revisions are needed, the parties to this agreement will consult
in accordance with 36 CFR 800 to make such revisions.3

iX. Dispute Resolution.

A. Except as provided below, the Army will present parties to this agreement plans3
and other documents for a 30-day review. Failure of those parties to provide comment
within the 30-day period will indicate acceptance and approval of the information
provided. Should any party to this agreement object within 30 days to any plans or 
other documents provided by the Army or others for review pursuant to this agreement
or to any actions proposed or initiated by the Army that may pertain to the terms of this
agreement, the Army shall consult with the objecting party to resolve the objection. f
the Army determines that the objection cannot be resolved, the Army shall forward all
documentation relevant to the dispute to the Council. Within 30 days after receipt of all
pertinent documentation, the Council will either:

1. Provide the Army with recommendations, which the Army will take into
account in reaching a final decision regarding the dispute; or

2. Notify the Army that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR 800.6(b), andI
proceed to comment within 60 days. Any Council comment provided in response to
such a request will be taken into account by the Army in accordance with 36 CFR

800.6(c)(2) with reference to the subject of the dispute.

B. Any recommendation or.- comment provided by the Council puruant to
Stipulation IA will be understood to pertain only to the subject of the dispute; the 
Army's responsibility to carry out all actions under this agreement that are not the
subjects of the dispute will remain unchanged.

C. At any time during implementation of the measures stipulated in this agreement, .
should an objection top any such measure or its manner of implementation be raised by
a member of the public, the Army shall take the objection into account and consult as

needed with the objecting party, the SHPO, or the Council to resolve the objection.

Execution and implementation of this Memorandum of Agreernient evidences that the3
Army has afforded the Council a reasonable opportunity to comment on the closure and
transfer of JPG, and that the Army has taken into account the effects of the undertaking
on historic properties.3



I ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION

By: Diet ~ 4.Date:

* DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

By: ~~~~~~~~~~~Date: 

I ~Colonel, OD
Commander
Jefferson Proving Ground

I By:Rv Date: /k/~
RON A-V. HITE
Brigadier General, USA
Commander
U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command

By A~.f1S&kDate:_______I ~WILLIAM B. MCGRATH
Major General, USA
Chief of Staff

* ~U.S. Army Materiel Command

U~~~B Date: 2-

3 De~puty Assistant Secretary of the Army
fo Installations and Housing

INDIANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

3 ~By: Date:____
PATRICK R. RALSTON
State Historic Preservation Officer



ATTACHMENT AI

CULTURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN STANDARDS

The Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP) for JPG shall be prepared' in 
accordance with the following standards.

A. The CRMP will be prepared by or under the supervision of an individual who 
meets, or individuals who meet, at a minimum, the professional qualifications standards
for archeology in the Secretary of the Interiors Professional Qualifications Standards
(48 FR 44738-9).5

B. The CRMP will be prepared with reference to:

1. The Secretary of the Interiors Standards and Guidelines for PreservationI
Planning (48 FR 4471 6-20);

2. the Section 1 10 Guidelines (53 FR 4727-46; Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation and National Park Service 1989);

3. Army Regulation 420-40;3

4. Indiana State Historic Preservation Plan.

C. The CRMP will be prepared in consultation with the Indiana SHPO and Council. I
D. The CRMP will address the full range of historic properties that may exist at

JPG, including but not limited to buildings and structures, archeological sites, and I
traditional cultural properties.

E. The CRMP will incorporate data produced by the survey work conducted
pursuant to this Agreement and other surveys conducted at JPG.I

F. The essential purpose of the CRMP will be to establish processes for integrating
the preservation and use of historic properties with the mission and programs of the
Army in a manner appropriate to the nature of the historic properties involved, the-
nature of JPG, and the nature of the Army's mission, programs, and planning

processes at JPG.
G. In order to facilitate such integration, the CRMP, including all maps and

graphics, will be made consistent with the database management system and planning
system employed by JPG.

H. The CRMP need not be a single document, and appropriate elemrints-of the
CRMP should be maintained in electronic media compatible with JPG's information I

I. The CRMP will include the following elements:

a. An explanation of the basis upon which the CRMP is being prepared.

b. An introduction to the organization and use of the various sections of theI
CRMP.



c. A synthesis Qf available data on the history, prehistory, architecture,
architectural history, and ethnography of JPG and its surrounding area, to provide a
context in which to evaluate and consider alternative treatment strategies for different
classes of historic properties.

d. A database, expandable as more information becomes available, thatU ~ ~~includes:

i. Descriptions of all properties within JPG that are known or thought to

meet the National Register criteria (36 CFR 60.4);
ii. Descriptions of all properties that have been identified and subjected to5 ~~data recovery prior to their disturbance, whether or not such disturbance has in fact

occurred;

iii. Descriptions of all properties that have been identified and determinedI ~ ~~not to meet any of the National Register criteria; and

iv. Information on lands subjected to historic properties surveys, together

with reports of such surveys and their results.
e. Projections of the distribution and nature of historic properties that may exist5 ~on Proving Ground lands, based on the synthesis and database, together with an

estimate of the accuracy of the projections, and mechanisms for testing, refining, and
verifying the projections to the extent needed through field survey and other further

* ~~research.

be .~ Prdcedures for the identification and evaluation of historic properties that may
beaffected by Army activities at JPG, providing for identification and evaluation to takeI ~~place in a timely manner during the planning of any actions that might affect historic

properties.

g. Procedures for the management of historic properties within JPG, includingI ~ ~~but not limited to:

i. Procedures for the use of historic properties for agency purposes or the
purposes of others, in a manner that does not cause significant damage to or
deterioration of such properties, with reference to the Section 1 10 Guidelines. Section

* ~~1 1 0(a)(1), Discussion (b);

ii. Procedures for affirmatively preserving historic properties, with
reference to the Section 1 10 Guidelines. Section 1 1 0(a)(1), Discussion (c);

I ~~~~~~iii. Procedures for the maintenance of historic properties, with reference to
the Section 1 10 Guidelines, Section 1 10(a) (2), Discussion (d)(1)(i);

I ~~~~~~iv. Procedures for the avoidance or mitigation of adverse effects on historic
properties, with reference to the Section 1 10 Guidelines, Section 1 1 0(a)(2), Discussion
(d)(1 )(iii) that ensure the Army's compliance with Section 106 of the National HistoricI ~ ~~Preservation Act without necessarily adhering to the procedural steps and standards
set forth at 36 CFR 800 or in Chapter 3 of AR 420-40; and

v. Procedures for consulting with relevant parties during implementation of
the CRMP, with reference to the Section 1 10 Guidelines, Part I, and specifically



identifying circumstances under which the SHPO, or other interested parties, will be 
consulted and outlining how such consultation will be initiated and carried out.

h. An explanation of how the activities at the installation will comply with the 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, Public Law 101-601.
including but not limited to:

i. A discussion of the known or probable locations of Native American
cultural htems, as that term is defined in the N ative Amerian Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act;

Hi. A discussion of the known or probable nature of those Native American
cultural items;

iii. Assuming discovery, study, or removal is necessary to proceed with or
is part of a planned activity, a discussion of why it is necessary to search for, study, or
remove the Native American cultural items from the location of the planned activity;

iv. Who will obtain any necessary ermits under Section 4 of the
Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979, 16 .C.. 470aa, etseg.;

v. What (if any) Indian tribe will be consulted prior to the planned
excavation or removal;

vi. What disposition will be made of the excavated or removed htems; and,

vii. What will constitute proof of consultation under e. above.



I ~~~~~~~~ATTACHMENT B:

KNOW~N HISTORIC STRUCTURES AT JPG

Building 485 "Old Timbers Lodgeo

I ~~~Building 401 wOakdale School".

3 ~~~Bridge 17 *Stone Bridge"

Bridge 25 "Stone Bridge"

I ~~~Bridge 27 *Stone Bridge"
Bridge 28 wStone Bridge"



ATTACHMENT C:I

MAP SHOWING LOCATION OF HEAVILY DISTURBED AND/OR CONTAMINATEDU
AREAS AT JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND AS WELL AS SHOWING

AREAS OF ARCHEOLOGICAL SENSITIVITY

1*~~~~~~~ -EG UC3~~~~
Ja

'14 . ....... .



3 ~~~~~~~~ATTACHMENT D:
STANDARD PRESERVATION COVENANT FOR ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE

U ~~In consideration of the conveyance of the real property that includes the name of
archeological site] located in the County of [name], State of Indiana, which is more fully
described as: insert legal description], [Name of property recipient] hereby covenants
on behalf of [imself/herself/itself], his/herfits] heirs. successors, and assigns at alltimes to the United States Department of the Army and the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer lto maintain and preserve the [name of archeological site] as
follows:

1. No disturbance of the ground surface or any other thing shall be undertaken or
permitted to be undertaken on [name or archeolo al site] which would affect the
physical integrity of the name of archeological site? without the express prior written
permission of the Indiana State Histonic Preservation Officer, signed by a fully
authorized representative thereof. Should the Indiana State Historic PreservationI ~Officer require, as a condition of the granting of such permission, that the [name of
recipient] conduct archeological data recovery operations or other activities designed to
mitigate the adverse effect of the proposed acivity on the [name of archeological site],
the [name of recipient] shall at [hisfherfits] own expense conduct such activities inaccordance with the Secretary ofteIterior's Standards and Guidelines for
Archeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and such standards and guidelines as
the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer may specify, including but not limited to
standards and guidelines for research design, conduct of field work, conduct ofanalysis, preparation and dissemination of reports, disposition of artifacts and other
materials, consultation with Native American or other organizations, and reinterrment of
human remains.

2. [Name of recipient] shall make every reasonable effort to prohibit any person
from vandalizing or otherwise disturbing the [name of archeological site], and shallpromptly report any such disturbance to the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer.

3. The Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer shall be permitted at allreasonable times to inspe ct [name of archeological site] in order to ascertain if the
above conditions are being observed.

1 ~~4. In the event of a violation of this covenant, and in addition to any remedy now or
hereafter provided by law, the ndiana State Historic Preservation Officer may, following
reasonable notice to name of recipient], institute suit to enjoin said violation or toI ~~require the restoration of [name of archeological site]. The successful party shall beentitled to recover all costs or expenses incurred in connection with such a suit,including all court costs and attorney's fees.

I ~~5. (Name of recipient] agrees that the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer
may at his discretion, without prior notice to (name of recipient], convey and assign all3 ~~or part of its rights and responsibilities contained herein to a third party.

6. This covenant is binding on [name of recipient], [his/herfits] heirs, successors,
and assigns in perpetuity. Restrictions, stipulations, and covenants contained herein1 ~~shall be inserted by [name of recipient] verbatim or by express reference in any deed orother legal instrument by which [he/shelit] divests himself/herselfitself] of either the feesimple title or any other lesser estate in [name of archeological site] or any part thereof.

7. The failure of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer to exercise any right
or remedy granted under this instrument shall not have the effect of waiving or limiting



the exercise of any other right or remedy or the use of such right or remedy at any other 
time. a

The covenant shall be a binding servitude upon the real property that includes the 
[name of archeological site] and shall be deemed to run with the land. Execution of this
covenant shall constitute conclusive evidence that (name of recipient] agrees to be
bound by the foregoing conditions and restrictions and to perform to obligations herein
set forth.



I ~~~~~~~~ATACHMENT E:

DATA RECOVERY STANDARDS

1. Archeological data recovery shall be carried out in accordance with a data
rcvery plan developed in consultation with the Indiana SHPO. The data recovery
plnshall be consistent with the Secretary of the Interiors Standards and uidelines

for Archeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and pertinent standards and
guidelines of the Indiana SHPO, and shall take into account the Council's publication,
Treatment of Archeological Properties (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation,
[draft] 1980), subject to any pertinent revisions the Council may make in the publication
prior to completion of the data recovery plan. The plan shall specify, at a minimum:

I ~~~~a. The property, properties, or portions of properties where data recovery is to
be carried out;

I ~~~~b. Any property, properties, or portions of properties that will be transferred
without data recovery, and the rationale for doing so;

c. The research questions to be addressed through the data recovery, with an
explanation of their relevance and mportance;

d. The field work methods to be used, with an explanation of their relevance toI ~ ~~the research questions;,

e. The methods to be used in analysis, with an explanation of their relevance toI ~the research questions;

f. The methods to be used in data management and dissemination of data,I ~~including a schedule;
g. The manner in which recovered materials will be disposed of, in a manner

consistent with Indiana State law regarding disposition of archeological materials and
recovered human remains;

h. The manner in which field notes and other records of field work and analysis
will be preserved and disposed of; I

* I.~~~~ The methods to be used to involve the interested public in the data recovery;

j.The methods to be used in disseminating results of the work to the interested

1 ~ ~ ubi;k. The methods by which interested Native American groups or others with
special interests in the property, i any, will be kept informed of the work and afforded3 ~~the opportunity to participate; and

k. The schedule for the submission of progress reports and final reports to the
Indiana SHPO and others.

2. Records of data recovery field work and analysis shall be retained in an archives
or other curatorial facility approved by the Indiana SHPO and disseminated as
appropriate to facilitate research and management without unduly endangering historic

properties.



3. Material recovered from data recovery projects shall be curated in accordance U
with 36 CFR Part 79� except that human remains and artifacts associated with graves
shall be treated in conformance with Indiana State law. 3

I
I
I
I
U
I
I
U
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
U



I ~~~~~~~~ATTACHMENT F:

STANDARD COVENANT FOR REAL PROPERTY THAT MAY CONTAINI ~~~~~~~ARCHEOLOGICAL SITES

* ~~~In consideration of the conveyance of certain real property, hereinafter referred to
as the [parcel designation) located in the County of name], State of Indiana, which is
more fully described as: [nsert legal description], [name of property recipient] hereby
covenants on behalf of [himself/herself/itself], [his/her/its] heirs, successors, and
assigns at all times to the United States Department of the Army and the Indiana State
Historic Preservation Officer to protect archeological resources by carrying out

* ~~measures as follows:

1. No disturbance of the ground surface or any other thing shall be undertaken or
perittd t beundrtken on [parcel designation] which might affect the physicalI integity ofarcheoogicalsites without first conducting an intensive survey as defined in
the ecrtar oftheInterior's Standards and Guidelines for Identification (48 FR

44720-23) and in accordance with applicable State Historic Preservation Officer
guidelines, of the area subject to such disturbance or other effect, in consultation with
the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer, providing the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer with a report of the survey acceptable to the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer, and complying with Paragraph 3 hereunder should this survey
result in the identification of an archeological site.

2. Should the survey carried out pursuant to Paragraph 1 result in a determination,
concurred in by the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer, that there are no
archeological sites within the area subject to disturbance or other* effect, such
disturbance or other effect may proceed and the requirements of this covenant may be
removed with respect to the area surveyed, but will continue in force with respect to any
unsurveyed lands within the [parcel designation].

3. Should the survey carried out pursuant to Paragraph 1 result in the identificationI ~of an archeological site, the [name of recipient] will request the opinion of the Indiana
State Historic Preservation Officer as to whether the site is eligible for inclusion in the
National Register of Historic Places. Should the Indiana State Historic Preservation
Officer determine that the site is not eligible for inclusion in the National Register, the
[name of recipient] may disturb or otherwise affect the site and the requirements of this
covenant may be removed with respect to that site but will continue in force with
respect to any other archeological sites and with respect to any unsurveyed lands
within the [parcel designation]. Should the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer
determine that the site is eligible for inclusion in the National Register, the [name of3 ~~recipient] shall comply with paragraphs 4 and 5 hereunder.

4. No disturbance of the ground surface or any other thing shall be undertaken or
permitted to be undertaken on any archeological site determined by the Indiana State
Historic Preservation Officer to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places which would affect the physical integrity of such site without the
express prior written permission of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer,
signed by a fully authorized representative thereof. Should the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer require, as a condition of the granting of such permission, that the
[name of recipient] conduct archeological data recovery operations or other activities
designed to mitigate the adverse effect of the proposed activity on the archeological
site, the [name of recipient] shall at [his/her/its] own expense conduct such activities in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's tandards and Guidelines for
*Archeological Documentation (48 FR 44734-37) and such standards and guidelines as



*the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer may specify, including but not limited to 
standards and guidelines Jfor research design, conduct of field work, conduct of
analysis, preparation and dissemination of reports, disposition of artifacts and other
materials, consultation with Native American or other organizations, and reinterment of I
human remains.

5. [Name of recipient] shall make every reasonable effort to prohibit any erson 
from vandalizing or otherwise disturbing any archeological site determined y the 
Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer to be eligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places, and shall promptly report any such disturbance to the
Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer.

6. The Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer shall be permitted at all
reasonable times to inspect [parcel designation] in order to ascertain if the aboveI
conditions are being observed.

7. In the event of a violation of this covenant, and in addition to any remedy now or
hereafter provided by law, the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer may, followingI
reasonable notice to [name of recipient], institute suit to enjoin said violation or to
require the restoration of any archeological site affected by such violation. The
successful party shall be entitled to recover all costs or expenses incurred inU
connection with such a suit, including all court costs and attomney's fees.

8. [Name of recipient] agrees that the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer
may at his dscretion, without por notice to [name of recipient], convey and assign all
or part of its rights and responsibilities contained herein to a third party.

9. This covenant is binding on [name of recipient], [his/her/its] heirs, successors, I
and assigns in perpetuity. Restrictions, stipulations, and covenants contained herein
shall be inserted by [name of recipient] verbatim or by express reference in any deed or
other legal instrument by which [he/she/it] divests [himself/herself/itself) of either the feeI
simple title or any other lesser estate in [parcel designation] or any part thereof.

1 0. The failure of the ndiana State Historic Preservation Officer to exercise any
right or remedy granted under this instrument shall not have the effect of waiving or
limiting the exercise of any other right or remedy or the use of such ight or remedy at
any other time.3

The covenant shall be a binding servitude upon the real property that includes the
[parcel designation] and shall be deemed to run with the land. Execution of this
covenant shall constitute conclusive evidence that [name of recipient] agrees to be 
bound by the foregoing conditions and restrictions and to perform to obligations herein
set forth.



ATTACHMENT G:

STADARD PRESERVATION COVENANT

1. In consideration of the conveyance of certain real property, hereinafter referred
* ~to as name of property], located in the County of [Name], tate of Indiana, which is* ~~more fully descnibed as: [nsert legal .description], [Na me of property recipient] herebycoveant on ehaf of[hiselfherelftself], his/herits] heirs, successors, and

assigns at all times to the United States Army and the Indiana State Historic
Preservation Officer to preserve and maintain [name of property] in accordance with thereomended approaches in the Secreta r f then Inteirs Sdrs for Rehabilitatio
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings (National Park Service, 1983) in
order to preserve and enhance those qualities that make [name of property] eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.

2. No construction, alteration, remodeling or any other thing shall be undertaken orI ~ ~~permitted to be undertaken on [name or property] which would affect the integrity or theappearance of [name of property] without the express prior written permission of the
Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer, signed by a fully authorized representative
thereof.

3. The Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer shall be permitted at all
reasonable times to inspect [name of property] in order to ascertain if the above
conditions are being observed.

4. In the event of a violation of this covenant, and in addition to any remedy now orI ~ ~~hereafter provided by law, the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer may, followingreasonable notice to [name of recipient], institute suit to enjoin said violation or torequire the restoration of [name of property]. The successful party shall be entitled to
recover all costs or expenses incurred in connection with such a suit, including all court
costs and attorney's fees.

5. [Name of recipient] agrees that the Indiana State Historic Preservation OfficerI ~ ~~may at its discretion, without prior notice to [name of recipient], convey and assign all orpart of its rights and responsibilities contained herein to a third party.
6. This covenant is binding on (name of recipient], [his/her/its] heirs, successors,

and assigns for fifty (50) years from the date of this instrument. Restrictions,
stipulations, and covenants contained herein shall be inserted by [name of recipient]
verbatim or by express reference in any deed or other legal instrument by which[he/she/it divests [himself/herself/itself] of either the fee simple title or any other lesserestate in name of property] or any part thereof.

I ~~7. The failure of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer to exercise any right
or remedy granted under this instrument shall not have the effect of waiving or limiting
the exercise of any other right or remedy or the use of such right or remedy at any other
time.

The covenant shall be a binding servitude upon [name of property] and shall be
deemed to run with the land. Execution of this covenant shall constitute conclusiveevidence that [name of recipient] agrees to be bound by the foregoing conditions andrestrictions and to perform to obligations herein set forth.



ATTACHMENT HI

AMENDMENT FORM 

AMENDMENT#_____________________

DATE:I

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENTI

BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION,

AND THE INDIANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER
CONCERNING CLOSURE OF JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND

1. Need for Amendment:

[Describe befiy]

2. Amendment:I

[Specify]

ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION3

By:____________________Date:_______
Executive Director

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

BY: Date :__:

Commander, Jefferson P roving Ground

By:___________________Date:_______
Commander, U.S. Army Test and Evaluation CommandI



By:_ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ __ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ D ate: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Chief of Staff
U.S. Army Materiel Command

* By: ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Date:______
DeuyAssistant Secretary of the Army

fr nstallations and Housing

INDIANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

1 ~By: Date:______
State Histono Preservation Officer
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* ~~~~~APPENDIX E

3 ~~~~~~~~~NationalI Ambient Air Quality Standards.

Primary Secondary
Pollutant (Health Related) (Welfare Related)

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Standard
Standard Level Averaging Level

Averaging Time Concentration (lTime Concentration

I ~ ~~~Particulate Annual Arithmetic 50 plg/rn 3 Same as
Matter Mean' ______ Primary1 ~~~(1 0 microns) 24-hourb 150 Pg/rn 3 Same as

_____________ _________ ~~Primary

Sulfur Dioxide Annual Arithmetic (0.03 ppm) 3-hours' 1300 Ug/in 3

Mean 80 Pg/rn 3
_______ (0.50 ppm)

24-hourc (0.14 ppm)3 ~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~365 Ug/rn
3

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

Carbon 8-hourc (9 ppm) No Secondary
Monoxide 10 mg/rn3

_______ Standard

1 ~~~~~~~~~~1-hourc (35 ppm) No Secondary
40 mg/rn3

_______ Standard

Nitrogen Annual Arithmetic (0.053 ppm) Same as
Dioxide Mean 1 00 pg/Mn3 Primary

3 ~~~~Ozone Maximum Daily (0. 12 ppm) Same as
1 -hour Ave rage d 235 plg/rn3 Primary

Lead Maximum Quarterly 1.5 pg/rn3 Same as

Average I _ _ __ _ _ _I_ _ I__ _ _ _ _ Primary

Parenthetical value is an approximately equivalent concentration.
b TSP was the indicator pollutant for the original particulate matter (PM) standards. This standard hasI ~ ~~~~been replaced with the new PM,, standard and it is no longer in effect. New PM standards were

promulgated in 1987, using PM,, (particles less than 10 microns in diameter) as the new indicator
pollutant. The annual standard is attained when the expected annual arithmetic mean concentration
is less than or equal to 50 pg/rn 3, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of
days per calendar year above 150 pglM3 is equal to or less than 1. as determined according to
Appendix K of the PM NAAQS.
Not to be exceeded more than once per year.I ~d The standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly
average concentrations above 0.12 ppm is equal to or less than 1. as determined according to
Appendix H of the Ozone NAAQS.

3 ~~~~~~~Source: 40 Code of Federal Regulation 50
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APPENDIX F

The following pages present the Jefferson Proving Ground Biological Species, including threatened andI endangered species.
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I ~~~~~~~~~Tree Species Identified on JPG During Forest Inventories

Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name

I ~~Black Ash Fraxinus nigra Green Ash Fraxinus pennsylvanica
White Ash Fraxinus americana Basswood Tifie americana
Beech Fagus grandifolie Bigtooth Aspen Populus grandidentata
Black Gum Nyssa sylvatica Black Walnut Juglans: nigra
Black Cherry Prunus serotina Box Elder Acer negundo
Dogwood Comus florida Eastern Cottonwood Populus deftoides
Eastern Red Cedar Juniperus virginiana American Elm Ulmus amnericana
Red Elm Ulmus rubra Hackberry Celis occidentalis
Hemlock Tsuga canadensis Mockernut Cary tmentosa
Pignut Hickory Carya giabra Shagbark. Hickory Caiye ovate
Ironwood Ostrya virginiana Black Locust Robinia pseudoacacia
Honey Locust Glenditsia triancenthos Red Maple Acer rubrumI ~ ~~Sugar Maple Acer saccharurn Black Oak Quercus velutina
Bur Oak Quercus macrocarpa Chestnut Oak Quercus porinus
Chinkapin Oak Quercus muehlenibergii Northern Pin Oak Quercus Ellipsoidalis
Northern Red Oak Quercus rubre Post Oak Quercus stallataI ~ ~~Scarlet Oak Quercus coccinea Swamp Chestnut Oak Quercus michauxii
Swamp White Oak Quercus bicolor White Oak Quercus alba
Persimmon Diospymos virginiana Eastern White Pine Pinus strobus
Virginia Pine Pinus virginiana River Birch Betula nigre,I ~ ~~~Sassafras Sassafras albidurm Sweetgun Liquidemnbar styraciflua
Sycamore Platanus occidentalis Willow Sabix nigra
Tulip Poplar Liriadendron tulipifera



Endangered, Threatened, Rare and Watch List Plants 
Found on JPG during the 1993 Inventory of Special Plants and Natural Areas

(Hedge et al. 1993) tU1

Common Name Scientifc Name Stats

Clustered foxglove Agalinis fasiculata E

Blunt-lobe grape-fern Botrychium oneidense R1

Thicket sedge Carex abscondita WL
Louisiana sedge Carex louisianica R

Spotted wintergreen Chimaphila maculata WL 

Black bugbane Cimnicifuga racemosa WL
Elliptical rushfoil Crotonopsis elptica E

Crinkleroot Dentaria diphylla RI
Round-leaved boneset Eupatorrum rtundifalium E
Goldenseal Hydrastis canadensis WL
Ridged yellow flax Linum stiatumn R

Running pine Lycopodium clavatum R

Climbing fern Lygodium palmatumn E
Small sundrops Oenothera perennis R
American ginseng Panax quinquefolium WI 
Dwarf ginseng Panax trioliumR
Green-fringed orchis Platanthera lacera WL
Purple fringeless orchis Platanthera, peramoena WL
Maryland meadow beauty Rhexia mariana var. maniana EI
Longbeak arrowhead Sagittaria austrafis 
Lesser ladies'-tresses Spiranthes ovalis R
Little ladies'-tresses Spiranthes tubemosa R
Slick seed wild-bean Strophostyles Ieiospenyna TI
False hellebore Veratrum woodii WL
Smooth white violet Viola blanda R
Netted chain-fern Woodwardia areolata E

a State Status: E - Endangered; T - Threatened; R - Rare; WL - Watch List



Fish Species Collected at Jefferson Proving Ground during June, 1993 Stream Survey
(Pruitt et al., In Prep.).

Common Name Scientific Name #Cauaht

Gar family Lepilsosteldae
Longnose gar Lepisosteus osseus 2I ~ ~~~Bowfln family Amlldae
Bowfin Amia, calva I

Herring family Clupeldae
Gizzard shad Dorosoma cepedianumn 1

Minnow family Cyprfnldae
Central stoneroller Campostoma anomralum 434
Spotfin shiner Cyprinella spiloptera 60
Common carp Cyprinus car-pio 4
Striped shiner Luxilis chtysocephalus 1075

Redfin Shiner Lythrunus umbratilis 265
Bigeye chub Notropis amblops 25
Bigeye shiner N. boops 312
Silvejaw minnow N. buccatus 339
Silver shiner N. photo genis 109
Mimic shiner N. volucellus 2
Suckermouth minnow Phenacobius mirabiffs 8
Bluntnose minnow Pimephales notatus 1512I ~ ~~~~~~Creek chub Semotilus atromaculatus 778
Hybrid minnows 3

Sucker family Cafostomldae
White sucker Catostomus commersoni 103I ~ ~~~~~~Northemn hogsucker Hypentelium nigricans 86
Spotted sucker Minytr'ema melanops 1
Black redhorse Moxostoma duquesnei 30
Golden redhorse M. eiythrurum 13I ~ ~~~~~~Redhorse sp. golden + black (ield ID) 93

Catfish family lktaluridae
Black bullhead Ameiurus melas 5
Yellow bullhead A. natatis 17I ~ ~~~~~~Channel catfish Ictalurus punctatus 1
Brindled madtom Noturus miunrjs 3

Pike family Esocidae
Grass pickerel Esox americanus vermiculatus 4I ~ ~~~Silverside family Atherinldae
Brook silverside Labidesthes sicculus 1 1

Sunfish family Centrarchidae
Rock bass Arniblopfites rupestris 41I ~ ~~~~~~Green sunfish Lepomis cyanellus 247
Bluegill L. macro chir-us 24
Longear sunfish L. megalotis 195
Smallmouth bass Micropterus dolomieu 12I ~ ~~~~~~Spotted bass M. punctulatus 13
Largemouth bass M. salmoides 8
Hybrid sunfish Lepomis 8

Perch family PercidaeI ~ ~~~~~~Greenside darter Etheostoma blennioides 38
Rainbow darter E caeruleum 173
Fantail darter E. flabellare 72
Johnny darter E. nigrumn 313
Orangethroat darter E. spectabile 255
Logperch Percina capt-odes 

Blackside darter P. maculata 3
Total 41 species 6703



Amphibians and Reptiles of Jefferson Proving Ground
(Karns 1986; Kamns, pers. commun.)

Common Name Scientific Name Habitata StatUSb

Salamanders
Barbour's Salamander Ambystoma barboun W,RC 
Spotted Salamander Ambystorra maculatum W A
Jefferson Salamander Ambystomra jeffersonianum W A
Red-spotted Newt Notopthalmus v. vndescens W S
N. Dusky Salamander Desmognathus f. fuscus RC A
M. Slimy Salamander Plethodon glatinosus W S

Redback Salamander Plethodon cinereus W,RC A
Ravine Salamander Plethodon richmondi W U
S. Two-lined Salamander Eurycea cimrgera RC A
Longtail Salamander Eurycea Longicauda RC A
Cave Salamander Eurycea lucifuga RC SI
MudpuppyC Necturus maculosus Stream I,SC

Frogs
E. American Toad Bufo a. amerncanus W,OF U
Fowler's Toad Bufo woodhousii fwleni W,OF A
N. Chorus Frog Pseudacrns tiseriata W A,SC
Spring Peeper Pseudacns c. crucifer W A
Cope's Gray Treefrog Hyla chrysocefis W AI
Green Frog Rana clamitans melanota P A
Bullfrog Rana catesbelana P A
Southern Leopard Frog Rana utricularia WOF A

Wood Frog Rana sylvatica W A1

Turtles
Common Snapping Turtle Chelydra . setpentina P A
Eastern Box Turtle Terrapene c. carolina W,OF A
E. Spiny Softhell Apalone s. spinifera P,RCI

Lizards

Five-lined Skink Eumeces fasciatus W A

Snakes

Midland Water Snake Nerodia sipedon pleurafis RC,P A
Queen snake Regina septemvitata RC S
Kirtland's Snake Clonophis kirtlandd WRC S,T
E. Garter Snake Thamnophis . sirtafis W,OF AI
Southern Black Racer Coluber constuictor priapus W,OFA

Black Rat Snake Elaphe a. obsoleta WOF A
N. Ringneck Snake Diadophis punctatus edwardlsi W A
E. Hognose Snake H-feterodon platirhmnos WOF UI
Northern Cooperhead Agkistrodon contort mokasen 

a W=woodland, may be associated with ponds, water in open fields during breeding season; RC=riparian corridor; OFold

field; P=pond

b A=abundant; =insufficient information; S=spotty distribution, may be abundant where found; U=uncommon;
?=identification uncertain; T=lndiana threatened species; SC=lndiana species of special concern

c Record resulted from capture of 1 specimen during the 1993 JPG Stream Survey (Pruitt et al., In Prep.).



Breeding Bird at Jefferson Proving Ground, Observed Spring/Summer 1993
Species with *preceding common name are neotropical migrants (Gauthreaux 1992)

Common Name Scientifc Name Common Name Scientific Name

Canada goose Branta canadensis Mallard Anas plstyrynchos
Wood duck Aix sponsa Turkey vuiture Cathartes auraI ~ ~~~Sharp-shinned hawk Accipter striatus Coopers hawk Accipter cooped 
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo ineatus 'Broad-winged hawk Buteo piatyptewus
Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis American kestrel Falco sparverius
Wild turkey Meleagris gallopavo Bobwhite Cofinus virginianus
Great blue heron Ardea hemodias Green-backed heron Butodides virescens
Kilideer Charadrius vociferus American woodcock Philohela minor
Mourning dove Zena/da macmoum *Yellow-billed cuckoo Coccyzus americanus
*Black-billed cuckoo Coccyzus erythmopthalmus Screech owl Otus asio
Barred owl Stuix var/a *Whip-poor-will Caprimulgus vociferus
'himney swift Chsetura pelagica Belted kingfisher Megaceryl alcyon
'Ruby-throated hummingbird Archilochus colubris Red-headed woodpecker Melanerpes eryffhrocephalus
Common flicker Colaptes auratus Pileated woodpecker Oryocopus pileatus
Downy woodpecker Dendrocopos pubescens Hairy woodpecker Dendrocopos villosus
Red-bellied woodpecker Centurus carofinus *Eastern kingbird Tyrsnnus tyrannus
'Great crested flycatcher My/archus cri/tus 'Acadian flycatcher Empidonax virescens

*Least flycatcher Empidonax minimus Eastern phoebe Sayomnis pohoebe
'astemn wood pewee Contopus virens Homed lark Eremophila alpestris
'Barn swallow Hirundo rustics Tree swallow ldidoprocne bicolor
'Rough-winged swallow Stelgidopterj'x ruficolis Blue jay Cyanocitia cr/stats
Common crow Corvus brachyrhynchos Black-capped chickadee Pawus astapillus
Carolina chickadee Pawus camolinensis Tufted titmouse Pawus bicolor
White-breasted nuthatch Sits caroinensis Carolina wren Thtyothowus ludovicisnus
'House wren Troglodytes sedan 'Gray catbird Dumetells carolinensis
Mockingbird Mimus poilyglottos Brown thrasher Toxostoma rufum
Robin Turdus milgrstouius 'wood thrush Hylocichia mustelinaI ~ ~~~Eastern bluebird Sialia sial/s 'Blue-gray gnatcatcher Pal/optIs csewulea
Cedar waxwing Bomb ycilla cedrorum, Starling Stumnus vulgaris
'White-eyed vireo Vireo griseus 'Red-eyed vireo V/tea aliaceus
'Warbling vireo V/oe gilvus 'Yellow-throated vireo V/rea flavifrnsI ~ ~~~~Black-and-white warbler Mdn/ofilta var/a 'Prothonotary warbler Protanotaria citrea
*Swainson's warbler Limnothlypis swainsoni *Tennessee warbler Verm/vora pere grins
*Golden-winged warbler Vermivora chi'ysapters *Blue-winged warbler Verrn/vors poinus
'Worm-eating warbler Hei/theros verrnivWows *Yellow warbler Dendroica poetechiaI ~ ~~~~Northern parula Paw/la amer/cans *Cerulean warbler Dendrocia cerulea
*Yellow-throated warbler Dendroica dominica 'Prairie warbler Dendroica discolor
*Magnolia warbler Dendroica magnolia *Ovenbird Seiurus aurocapillus
*Louisiana waterthrush Seiuwus mataci/Is 'Common yellowthroat Geathlyp/s tchas
'Yellow-breasted chat later/a virens *Kentucky warbler Opotrmis forrnosus
'Hooded warbler W/Isonia citrina *American redstart Setophags rmt/cIts

House sparrow Passer damesticus 'Bobolink Dol/chonyx oiyzivawus
Eastemn meadowlark Stumnella magna Red-winged blackbird Agelsius phoeniceus
Common grackle Quiscstus quisculs Brown-headed cowbird Molothwus ster
'Orchard oriole Icterus spur/us 'Northern oriole Icterus galbuls

*Summer tanager P/ranga wubrs 'Scarlet tanager Piranga ativaces
Cardinal Cardinal/s cardinal/s 'Blue grosbeak Guirscs aewuleaI '~~Indigo bunting Passerina cysnea - House inch Carpodacus mexicanus
American goldfinch Spin us r/st/s Rufous-sided towhee Pipilo erythrophthalmus
*hipping sparrow Spizella passerina Field sparrow Sp/zella pus/Its
'Grasshopper sparrow Amnmodramus savannarum Henslow's sparrow Ammodramus henslowfi

Song sparrow Melospiza meladia



JPG Breeding Birds Listed by the State of Indiana and/or the FWSI

STATUS

Indiana Indiana Region 3, Federal
species of threatened FWS, Candidate
special and species threatened/

Species concern endangered of concern endangered

Sharp-shinned hawk
Red-shouldered hawk 
Broad-winged hawk
Black-and-white warbler
Golden-winged warblerI

Cerulean warbler* *

Hooded warbler*
Henslow's sparrow **I

Northern harrier8

a not detected during the 1993 survey but a pair was observed on JPG during the 1994 breeding season

source: U.S. FWS 1987,1991,1993; DNR 1993.



Mammals which Probably Occur on JPG

(based on distributions presented by Mumnford and Whitaker 1982).

U ~~Common Name Scientifc Name Common Name Scieniffic Name

Order MARSUPIALIA (Marsupials)I ~ ~~~Virginia Opposum Dideiphis virginiana

Order INSECTIVORA (Insectivores)
Masked Shrew Sorex cnereus Southeastern Shrew Sorex on girostris
Short-tailed Shrew Blarina brevicauda Least Shrew Ctyptotis parvaU ~~~Eastern mole Scalopus aquabicus

Order CHIROPTERA (Bats)
Litte Brown Myotis MYOtiS ucifugus Keen's Myotis Myotis keenli
Indiana Myotis. Myotis sodalis Silver-haired Bat Lasionycterns noctivagans
Eastern Pipistrelle Pipistrellus sub flavus Big Brown Bat Eptesicus fuscus
Red Bat Lasiurus borealis Hoary Bat Lasiurus cinereusI. ~ ~Order LAGOMORPHA (Rabbits)
Eastern Cottontail Sylvilagus floridanus

Order RODENTIA (Gnawing Mammals)I ~ ~~Eastern Chiprnunk Tamnias striatus Woodchuck Marmoa monax
Gray Squirrel Sciurus carofinensis Fox Squirrel Sciurus niger
Red Squirrel Tamiasciurus hudsonicus Southern Flying Squirrel Glaucomys v'olans
Beaver Castor canadensis Deer Mouse Peromyscus nianiculatusI ~ ~~White-footed Mouse Permmyscus leucopus Meadow Vole Microtus pennsylvanicus
Prairie Vole Micmotus ochogaster Woodland Vole Microtus pinetorum
Muskrat Ondalra zibethicus Southern Bog Lemming Synaptomys coopern
Norway Rat Rattus norvegicus House Mouse Mus rnusculus

Meadow Jumping Mouse Zapus hudsonius

Order CARNIVORA (Carnivores)
Coyote Canis latrans Red Fox Vulpes vulpas
Gray Fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus Raccoon Procyon otor
Least Weasel Mustela ive/is b Long-tailed Weasel Mustela frenata
Mink Mustela vison Striped skunk Mephitis mephitis

I ~~Order ARTIODACTYLA (Even-toed Hoofed Mammals)

White-tailed Deer 0docolleus virginianus

a Federally and State of Indiana endangered species

b Indiana species of special concern



Mussels Occurring at the JPGI

Common Name Scientific Name 

Fat Mucket Lampsifis siliquoidea
Pocketbook Lampsifis cardium
Salamander mussel Simpsonaias ambigua'
Wabash pigtoe Fusconaia flava
Little spectacle case Villosa lienosabI
Floater Pyganodon (Anodonta) grandis
Cyclinder papershells Anodontoides ferrussacianus
Rainbow creekshell Villosa iris
White heelsplitter Lasmigona cornplanata

aFederal candidate species (category 2); State of Indiana species of special concernI

bState of Indiana species of special concern



I
I

APPENDIX G

U
U The hazardous waste summary is extracted from Version I Base Realignment and Closure (BRA C)

Cleanup Plan, Jefferson Proving Ground, Madison, Indiana, April 1994.
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APPEND F
U ~~. OTHERANCILLARY BCP MAITRIALS 

I ~Sites in the Southemn Canonment Area.'O f-Base

1 ~~JPG-01: Buildng 185, Old Lucinergor. Ibis un is a 556 square foot incinerator used from
1941 to 1978 to burn small anmunition as well as paper products. Particulate mattr that had
sadted on the surrounding soil and within the stack itself are of concern. The particulate manter
may have included hazardous substances from disposed materials. Thbe building recenly stored
open containers of waste polyurethane cotamninared with methylene chloride and fuU/empty

conainrsof chlorine gas. This se s part of the ongoing RI/FS.a ~JPG-02:- Building 177, Water Quriay Labomzory. This site generates minor quantities of
laboratory wastes. including cleaning detergent and residual sample waste. According to a3 ~USEDA Environmental Audit conducted in 1990. no further investigation of the site is
warranted.

JIrJ-03: Builffng 177, Wagte Mar Treaua Piw (WW7P). This 682-square foot unit
consists of primary and secondary tmauemt for sanitary wastes as well as some light industria
waste (boiler blowdown and photographc wastes). In the past. infiltration of surface water into
the Sanitary Sewer System (see JPG-55) cau sed the concentrations of suspended solids to exceed
the NPDES limits. A fish k was attributed to cyanide releases from the unit in 1978. The
facility has since chanted film processing methods to exclude bleac and cyanide use, thereby'I ~ ~mitigating similar contamination problems. A Sewage Sludge Application Area (see JPG-45)
and a satellite accumulation area are also located adjacent to this plant This site is part of the'a ~ongoing RIPS.
JFG404: Bunm At= South of Enguwi Road. This 2-acre unit is lctdjust outh of
Fngineers Road and east of Papermill Road. It was used to burni explosive contaminated waste
and fuses in the mid- 1970s and has since been overgrown with vegetatio. is se is part of
the ongoing RI/PS.

I ~JFG -S Ahwdond LandJ Il Ths -acr unit just south of JPG-04 coeusist of trenches and
wounds that: were used to landfil htorpi wastes and oth ruse. This am was the only
on-installation landfil south of the firing line and was used from 1941 to the 1970s. It was the
probable recipien of pesticide comnmevs, ash from the old nchnernor (G.O1), and paint
waste. This se is parn of the ongoing RI/P.

I ~~JG-E Burn Area. Ths area consists of four trays used in open burning (OB) unsaviceable
propellants. They were installed in 1986, spread out in an area measuring 200 fent by 200 fee.
Before the use of these pans. demilitarization of propellants was conducted on gravel placed over

the soil. This unit is located just east of Shun Pie Road in the southeast portion of the facility.
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Extensive use of herbicides have historically been used to clear vegewca. This site is pan of 
the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG -0 7: Wood Stornge PMe. This area is located on the airport runway and is used to stockpileI
wood debris prior to open burning by the facility's ime department. This site is part of the
ongoing RIPS.

JPG-0& ,PCP Wood Stompe Pile. This pe s located on the airport, due west of the hangar.
about 50 fee from the Wood Storage Pile (PG-07. The PCP-tread wood s accumulatd 
prior to ipoa at an off-site landfiL This site is pant of the ongoing RIPS.

JPG -09: L1(posal Ar,., Behind Buildfn: 211. Thi ame was qmrmdly used n 1957 todipe
of red kiad and basiu sufate waste generated duiring he inest munidoas loading rsa An I

unknownamount of metbylene chloride was also reportedy Inump d betwe the rils of the
railroad tracks behind Building 21 1. This site is pant of the ongoing RI/P.3

JPG-10:- Building 208, Photo gmphi Labonsory. Thi site has been used since the mid-1970s
to pces film related to t facility's acaivities. Discharges of cyande and Ilver o the3
sanitary sewer occurred prior to 1980. A silver recovery pocess is cumly being used.
Followig removal of the silver, the waste chemicals a fed into a distillatio aparmms,
eliminating the need o dispose of chemicals in the sandiary sewer. No frther acinis planned 3
for this nit.

JPG-11:- Builing 333, ladneruter. The unit is used to trea bunbl waste, including paper 3
products, debris, plywood, polyurethane, and iron oxide. The polurtne may have been
contm "intated wish methylene chloride. The incinerator has been in use sinc 1978. Tis site
is pars of he ongoing lRtE.3

JPG-12. Buidingp 28.1 & 295, Indoor Fing Ranges. These buildings were used o test small
arms for training until the early 1980s. Lead dust from the firing of a1mmunition is the primary
envuromental concern. The RIES is being conducted o de=n t exen of leadThis siz is partOf the:ongong R.3

JPG-14: Brn Am. Nw GaWt 19. This 0.5-acre am was reportedly used ft the 1950s to
the 1970s to burn consmrcton debris as well as unserviceable propellants. In addition.
trichiorethylene (CE was disposed at he ut Cuffely, the a is overgrown by tall 
vegematon and the extem of this am is indiscernile. This site is pan of the ongoing RE.

JPG-15- GCtw 19 LAndfil. Empty peside contain, incineratr ash, poyrtaemethylene 
chloride wastes, red lead, and TCE reportedly have been disposed in this 12-we site. The
landfill is currently undergoing closure. The RIFS is underway to study the migration of
contaminants.
JPG-27, 28, 29: Solven Dispowi Pits. These sites a located adiacemt o Buildings 602. 617,
and 279. respectively, which were all ammunition assembly plants. Buildings 617 and 279 have Ibeen deactivated. From 1970 o 1978, waste solvenus/degreasers (including TCE) were disposed

oi.*'x Ju~~ffuemn Awtwg Growi Iiana- ApW 199 Page F-2



in 3-foot diameter. 3-foot deep grmvel-illed pits. An estimated 41to 500 gallons of TCE may
have been disposed in these pits. The currnt RiPS addresses the three solvent disposal pits.
As part of the investigation, subsurface soil samples were collected at each of these three sites.
and monitoring wells were installed to determin if groundwater had been affected.

JPG-30:- Rn' Training Pft. This 200-square: foot, 2-foot de pit is located adjacent to the
airport runway. Wood soakead with petroleum products was ignited to train fire-fightingI ~ ~~personnel. Although currently inactive, petroleum products have likely eted subsurface soils
due to incomplete combustion. T7his site is part of the ongoing RIMP.

I ~~JPG-31,1 69, 94: BuU~dig 10S. PG-31 is a emnporary stora a located within a mewa shop
where waste fluids such as cuttng oil, cooling fluids, and napthalenic os are temporarily stored
before they a properly disposed of offsite. TMm use of 55-gallon drums wn steelI containment pans makes the potential of release very low.

JPG-69 contains a former solvent tank and lead casting operations, boch of which have beenI ~ ~~deactivated. Small machinery parts were cleaned in the dip tank. which probably was used from
the early 1940s until the late 1980s. The lead casting process. used to make lead hammers, was
put out of ervice in 1986.

JPG-94 is a locomotive mneacepit located within the builing. It is a 36-foot-long by 5-
* ~~foot-wide trench covered with steel plates. The trench allowed access to the underside of

* locomotivesand may have received fluids that were dad spild, or leaked from the
locooties.No records exist documenting whether the trench was cleaned out after locomotive
maintnanceceasd It is assumed that the pit became operational along with the building. It

is not known when the locomotive mntaceoperations ceased.

3 ~Of the three sites located wthin Building 105, JPG-94 is the only one ra~iring frther
evaluation in the ongoing RIMP.

3 ~~JPG-33: Biding 204, buaWdlHerbidde Storagr. Te building has awcnrtefloorand
waste quantities a reported to be small and appropriately handled. Any accidmJ spills inside
the facility would be comaiued; however, past practices ae not wel kwn A mUl building
just es of Building 204 aersto be used fr mixing erbickdes and rinsing monms.r The
ame is containeid, yet there is possibility of m inon via noff. This site is pant of theu ongoing RI/S.

JG-34 82Z 91: Builfng 227, Weqp Manwww Workshop. JPG-34 consists of a
concrete pad situated approximately 30 yards east of the builing. hMno spills have occurredI, in the pst This workshop was replaced in 1990 by the Satellit Accumrulatingl Shed (PC342).Thbe ongoing RPS will assess the stain of a former UST site; and if necesary it will be3 rei~mnediated by the USACE in coordination with the MDEM

JPG-82 is a shed east of Building 227. adjacent to JPG-34, above. Both the shelter and the pad
were used to store waste solvents, waste oil and lubricants. and waste paint fom the operations
conducted in the workshop. This site is part of the ongoing RIPS.
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IPG-91 is a agauxFluid Satllte Accumulation Shed. No fthe action is planned, based1
on Groiundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (SARA).

JPG-35, 49, 57, 58, 62, 80: Bilding 186, Equipment Mauaer Shop. This buildins 
cotissix AREEs described below.

JPG-49, the Anifreeze Amulaion Area, consists of a 55-gallon drum to colec used 
an" 1freeze and an antifreeze recycling unit. his recycling system s located within Building 186.
which is an enclosed structre with a concrete floor. No fthe response action is planned
based on Gro~undwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQSO90 (U.S. Arny EiOnMenmA Hygiene
Agency (USAEMA)).

JPG-57 consists of a 1,000-gallon waste oil UST (Tank No. 17) located inside and otse Of
this shop, consmnicted of galvanized stel that is ainted for coron protection, and an indoor
tank that feeds. waste oil to the outdoor ank. The USTs a ao i8al SYears old and
currently active. No releases have been reported or observed, and no response ctdon is
planeI
JPG-58. an Oil/Wate Separator located just outside of Building 186, consists of a c nte pt
3 feet by 3 fee in size and manages wastewater from the Fo Drain and Wash Rack (PG-62,
below). Oily liquids ae piped off the top of the fluid and a disposed o n the Tank No. 17
Waste Oil UST (JPG 57, above). The wastewae from the O/Wawa Sparto is discharged 
to the Sanitar Sewer System (JPG-55). Solids a collected and disposed of at an off-site
samtry landfillannually. No further response action is planned ased on Groundwater
Consultation No. 38-26-KQ8O90 (USAEHIA).

JPG-62 consists of a floor drainwithin the building and a wash rack immediately outside. Thbe 
floor drAin consists of a trench about 18 inches wide and 12 inhe deep that spans the length
of the shop. The wash rack is a 4 foot by 20 foot grate over a 3-root-deep concrete pit that
collects liquids. from vehicular washing and mitnceactivities. his se is part of the '-RUPFS.

JPG-80 s an accumulation am for used batteries. There is no evidence of a releas from thisI
amea and no further action is pnned

JG-36& Buildhg 305, Hardus Wan. Stompe Arm Tis ui is used as a ponaryU
stoage a (less than 90 days) of RCRA hazardous waste pr to removal by DRMO
contrctr. Waste stored here have included stoddard solvent, Bcnaw dol k~a

tasformer, asbestos, copper slats, scrap propellant and bagged ash. A closure plan has beenIa~yvedforBuildig 30:5, as required undev RCRA. This site is part of the ongoing RIFS.

JPG-37:- Transform en. IPG currently has a program in place for inventory, control, ampling,I
and ultimate removal of all PCB-containing trnsformers. No futher response action is planned.
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I ~JPG-39, 93: BuiLding 216, Locomonve Mainunece Arma JPG-39 is a concrete trench in the
floor of the building dhat may have been used as part of the maintenance of locomotives. No3 ~~further information regarding this site exists. This site is part of the ongoing RIFS.

JPG-93 is a pometial solvent pit. A break in the concrete next to the north side of the building
resembles a rock-covered ame simnila to the solvent pits at Buildings 602, 617, and 279 (JPG-
27, 28, 249).

1 Th~~le RIPS is currently evaluating these areas.

JPG-41: Deis D=wp North of Ak poe. This unit is located to the west of the newinnusr3 ~~(Building 333). Thec unit was rorted to be a solid waste, disposal a used for dumping
constructioo debris from approximately 1955 to 1972. but appears to have been used mome
recetly for the disposal of brush, woods. and tre e trimmings. No further action is planned for

* ~~this 2rea.

JPG-42. Pmni Road Disposa Area. This unit consists. of an open field with few
distin sing features. It was used from aprxmately 1949 to 1968 for unknown purposes.

Ground staining, along with debris, mounded material, vehicles, and containiers were noted in
successive aerial photographs. The are is presently overgrown, but stressed. There is noI ~ ~~information regarding the nature of potential contaminants at this se. This se is past of the
ongoing RI/P.

I ~JPG-43:- DPJJO Arna. This site. located at the northeast cne of Paper Mil Rond and
Infanr Rad (adjacen to Building 189), consists of a flat, gravel-covered open storage ame
approximately 150 feet wide and 300 feet long. The ame is currently used to 1tr sap metlU ~ ~~scrap equipment, and materials from the facility prior to being sold to oflevendoms A small

potoni used to store spent lad-acid vehicle batteie to offlite rcycling. The southesten
corner of the site was used prior to 1980 for the storage of waste oil and trnsormers with PCB

conentatinsof less tn 50 parts per milion. This site is part of the ongoing RI/P.

JPG -44:- Yuilow Sulfur D~rposaL Arma. This ame was identified in previous investgasbous An
analysis of ame samples confirmed the presence of sulfur as the pH in the arm is generally less
than two. This se is pan of the ongoing RIPS.

I ~~JPG-45: Sawage Sludge APPlicimn Are. Four areas locateid in the vicinity of BuildI 185
and Building 177 weve formerly used as drying beds for the sludge geP1P nere at the WWWM.
In the past, high concentrationis of silver and cyanide were repote in the WWTP. Ts site
is pan of the ongoing RI/P.

I ~JPGr4&: Potental Mwudons Dwsp Sute. A historical installation map indicated an amear
the intersection of Tokyo Road and the rload tracks tat may have been used o dispos of
ammunition. Te accuracy of the map showing the location of the disposal ame is questionable:3 ~~no records exist that would indicate the typ and quantity of materials dumped a this location.

- ~~Also, an initial geophysical survey found no evidence of a dump site. This ste is pazt of the
ongoing RIIFS.
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JPG-47:- Gator Z Open Bunting Arm. This am is locate in the sutbeascr portion of theI
facility, known as 0t Z.0 Debris from mazeriaji used during mine testing was tockpiled
and burned n a flat, open. novegewed aMea Simc there was a potential for ordinance5

co mpea to be embedded in the refuse, it was buned before disposal Ihe unit was operated
from 1985 until 1991, when the scrap was approved for disposa in the new incinerawo (JPG-
1 1). This site is part of the ongoing RIIF.

JPG-4& Gator Z Mine Smp DirposaL Are. This unzt.cnit of an open pit, t
appoxiatedimensions of 12 feet x 25 feet x 5 fet. The pit Was rportedly a disoa am

for the copoents of bouncing betty- mines. The only scrap disposed of herm may e the
steel camwase of these mines, but thesn may contain explosive residuals t M known when
tbe un was fim used, anditreportwdiy was last used inathe ha i97s. rahssise is pmn o( the

.170-49:- Buildng 186, Andifrem Acomuigin Are. See JPG-35.

JPG-59: Buidint 279, Former Cheuuical Storing. he umzt consists of a 25 fent by 15 feet
fatiner shower roo where 2 dnuns of phtgahcwastes ad been stored fom 1979 to3
Octobr 1980. Building 279 was certified to be clean, and was closed n Septomber 199. A
RMF is underway for the solvent pit located just outside Buidn 279 (PG-29).

.170-51. Waste Stompg at fiangar. This 20 square foot o isload within the main
airport hangar. Non-hazardous wastes are stored in 55-gallon drums dectly on the concrete
ground surface. No secondary containment system exists, but storage is indoors and over a
c nec fo. No further respoase action is planned, per Guerosu n No. 38-26-
KQSO-92 (USAEEA).

.170-54: Buildng GM, Forme Tunsfomw Stompng Arv. The unit is located outdoors.
north of Budlding I OSA n a fenced-in a. I~s unit stored trznsormers that may have been
filled with PCB os. rhe time of operation is unknown. No relcases were documented orIobserved. No further response action is planned per Groundwater Consultation No. 3-26-
KQSO-92 (USAEUA).

JPG-55:- Sanwtry Swer Ssam. This is a regulated unit, located throughos the southern
potio of the facility. It COMsst of below-grade pe ta a used to conve sanitry3

wMewater from the photo deeopet aoat and boiler bowdm fm the fclity sem
ginratrs. Th unit has ben in use since 1941. No further rsos action i planned

JPG056& Storm Sewer SysMa. Ile ut located throughout the souun porton of the facility,I
cosssof concrete catch basins, open ditchs and below grade lion hat ae used to conve

rnoxff away from developed portions of the fcility. The uns currently manages stormwaa
rucoff only. The unit has been in use since 141. No f'ther response action is planned perI
roundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ8O92 (USAEEA).

JG-57:- Building 186, We 0(UST (Tank N. 17). S JG-35.I
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170-58:. GUi/Water Sepauor. See JPG-35.

170-59:- Builfing 110, Oi/Water Searatzor. Te unit is located next to the driveway area inI ~~front of Building 10. he unit iscopsd of aconcrepit with alid about3 fenby 3feeu
in surface am. and about 5 fect deep, containing an Oil/Water Separator. No releases have
been observed or reported. Oil/grease and solids from the carwash and gaag in Building 10I ~ ~~were managed until 1980. No further response action is planned per Groundwater Consultation
No. 38-26-KQ8O-92 (JSAEELA).

U 170JP40, 61: Buildin 136, Pabsting Shop. JPG3-60 is located just west of the building
conistngof an aromaey 20 foot by 20 foot area on a 6-inch thick asp~hakt pad that is used

for sandblsting operations. Vehicles and other equipcient ane sandblasted there prior to beingI p~~ainted inside Building 136. Red primer containing lead was used in the past as a installation
coat W sand is colleced and analyzed for hazardous contmination. The unit began

I ~~operations in 1942 and is still active. This site is part of the ongoing RMi.
JPG-61 is located outdoors, between Buildings 136 and 121 on asphalt. It consists of steel

conamiatd pans and garbage cans used to store empty paim cans and associated wastes such
as rags, etc. No further response action is pianned. per Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-

I ~J70-62- Buildig 84, floor Dr=i and Wash Rack. See JPG-35-

170-63:- Builing 115, 208, 325, Photo Lab Druins The unit consists of the floor drains andI associated ~piping beneath Buildings 208, 325, and 115. The floor drains in each of the buildings
were used to convey spent photo developing solution, which contained high levels of cyanide
and sver, to the sanitary sewer system. The use of cyanide-bearing photo delopmen
chemicals ceased in 1980. Building 15 was used as the photo deopntabprior to 1970:
Building 203 has been ud for this purpose since. 1970. Budlding 325 was used as the x-rav
photo deopetlab from 15 to 1987. X-ray film is now processed in Builing 208. o
further response action is planned.

1 170~~JP-64:- Buidag 602, Former UST and Sodl Staging Area. Ctmntd soil was excavated
in 1988 during the removal of a leaking UST and was stockpiled in the parking lWe east of the
boUiding. 7Ue soil was contaminated with No. 2 fel oi, wkkh bad leaked fm tanks in the
arm A ampe of the excavated soid showed TPH evels of 146 mflgras per kogram1 ~~~(mgtkg). Ihe soil has susqetybeen disposed offske.

3 ~~Tbe former UST was utilized t store No. 6 fuel o. In 1990, the MDEM recled notice dtha
No. 6 fuel o had been released to a ditch near Building 602. Ts tank (which had already
beew removed) was identified as the source, since other tanks in the area nted No. 2 fue oil.
Tis, site is part of the ongoing RIES.

J70-65:- USTs. Currently ther a 37 USTs that were installed between 941 and 1992 IthI capacities rangin from 300 to 2,000 gallons. Four of these tanks a in-place but inactive.
Tetanks have been used for the storage of fuel oil, diesel fel. leaded and unleaded gasoline.
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kerosene, and white gas. The facility began a program to ensure compliance with federal. stare.5
and local regulations. In 1988. 10 inactive tanks were removed, and soil mpling in the
excavation indicated that leakage of tank content has occurrec. Somecoamain from
metals (e.g., lead) may also have occurred. A USTs a the acilkty a being managed in5
aCCordance with ndianas UST regULaions.

JPGj-W Bidig 103. Oa Spal T7he Building 103 oil spill took Place in April 1988 and wasI
cmused by the overfihling of an UST at the Cenra Heating Plant About 300 gallons of No. 2
Haring OHl were spilled, covering about 600 square feet of soil south of the building. Most of
the oil went into a nearby containment ditch, and apptoximately 65 percen of the spill was 

recoecuifron the ditch during the instial spill response. Momt of the remainder was removed
using adsorbem, which wene susqunl l-affied or incinerad According to fcility
PC Ion'"el the spill was cleaned up in 3 bows, and nethe norm sewer nr gponusdwazer was 

affeced TL1his area is of concern because of the nte of the cootm mat and the lack of soil
sample data confirming the clenu. This site is parn of the ongoing RI/P.3

JPG-77: Buffdng 118, Gas Sladon. This unit consists of an office building (Builing 18);
a diesel pump buse (Building 128); a gasoline pump ouise (Building' III); the dispensing3
p unps4; and undergrond pipig from three USTs The unit has been in conmmmous operation
since 1942. The USTs are tested annually. These aks will not mee the new smandards for
USTs, due to lack of cathodi protection and spill control. The aim is of cncr, n due to the
agp of the undrgrund piping and the larg quantities of fuels, which are managed at the unit.
Ti~s sue is part of the ongoing RI/P.

JP"GO0: Buildig 105, S&olvm TankLea Casting. See JPG-3 1.1

JPj- 70:- Ea-Wes Rumwy Test Are& Thu se was used for flarie testmng. The se is3
retagularly shaped and is appoxunaaey 50feetwide and sveral hundred feetilong. Thetypes
of wastes that have resilted in the burning of flares have not been documnented. M flares

contin mgnesum.white phosphorus. sulphur. and eithe potassium or sodium nirt.White
phoporsis poisoou when inetdand is initable at ambient te terures. This site is
pant of the ongoing RI/P.

JPG.74: Gr A. Af Teot Area This sne is located in the somtheesm portion of the
f.ality west of the East Periner Ra between Mmn Field Road and a rhitwy to Harberts
crek Pencompagsing pproximately 220,000 sqaeyards. Te ame 26 e stpits plce
in two rws parallel to Min Field Road. Watr and seietsamples were collexted from
HErbens Creek in January and July 1992. Silver was detected in both sample effomt. The exact

soremay be the Mine Tesa Area. the WWTP, or runoff from the sdg applicatmo arma. 
T7his size is part of the ongoing RIPS.

JPG-76:- Off Ib Water Supply Welk. Two drinking-water wells, located oar the Madison 
outyClub in downtown Mfadison, were formerly used to 1py MIG wit s drinking water.

Thre USTs, each with a 300-gallon capacity. supplied emergency power to the pumps. These
USTs have been removed from the site. Although field screening efforts conducted in May 1993 
concluded that the se did not contain significant volatile organic compound (VOC)
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contamination, and no further action was recommended for the former UISTs at the site. the
USAEC has since deermined that the site was contaminated and recommended remediation.

The USACE completed the field work on this remediation.
JPG-77: Bdgng 610, 611, MI, Low Levei Radioactie Waste Storage. M is a portableU ~ ~~facility that has been used for temporary storage of depleted uranium (DM) peawtators after they
ame rovered from the impact field.. Presently, Buildings 6 10 and 61 1 are used for this purpose.
These have been in use since 1986 and are ail covered by a license from the Nuclear Regulatory
Commissioa (NRC).

JPG-78, 79: Buildng 506. JPG-78 is comprised of solvent distillation stills. No futhe actionI is planned, based on the Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQSO92 (USAEEKA).

JPG-79 is a ,1,1-TCA accumulaton a. No further action is planned, based on theI ~Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (USAERA).

3 ~JPG-80:- Buildng 186, Spens Le&Adicd Battery Sorage. See JPG-35.

JPG-81: Buildng 211, Waste F~er/Meth lene Accumulaton. No frther action based on
Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ8O92 (USAERA).

JPG42:- Buiding 227, Satellie Accumuladion Shed. See JPG-34.

JPG-83: Buizdng 600, Sap Propellant Accumulation and Storage Shed. No uther action
is plannied, based on Gzoundwater CoslainNo. 38-26-KQ80-92 (UAEHA).

JPG -84: Building 534, Sap Proeelwut Acc adton Arma No urther action is pnned,
based on Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQSO-92 (USARA).

JPG-8S5: Builaig 534,- TCU Storae. No further action is planned, based on Groundwateru ConsultationNo. 38-26-KQ8O-92 (USAEHA).
JPGj-8M Budlag 325, Sap Fune A ccuula Arm No further action is planned, based3 ~~on Groundwater Conlaion No. 38-26-KQSO-92 (USAUEA).

JPG87: Ptnabl OWater Separstor. No further act=o is pnned, based on Groundwawe3 Con~siuation No. 38-26-KQ8O92 (USAEHA).

JP04& Buidug 117, Cydloe. No fther action is plannied, based on GutidwatierI ConsutationNo. 38-26-KQ8O92 (USAEEHA).

JPG-9: Former Buidifng 136, Wer Cwtain. No fthe action s planned. based onI... Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQSO92 (USAERA).

jpr-90)- Buildings 86, 227, 216, Sfety Eleen Clamerr. No furher action is panned, based
on Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ8O-92 (USAERA).
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JPG.91: Building 227, Magnafluz Sateffite Accumulatdon S JPO-34.U

JPG-92:- Asbesuos-containing MatenaL ACM have been identified in Many facility buildings,
includng pipes insulation, roofing, siding, and ies. An asbestos survey was condiuct ed in 1988
and again in 1993. Some asbestos abatement has occured and the materials were disposed of
at the Gate 19 landfiL Currently, ACM amremnaged through the AsbetM angmn Plan
in accordance with state and federal regulatimn.

JG-93: Bldinc 216, Potential Sofrent Pit. See JPG-39.3

JFG-94. Builing 105, Lwomtie Alansewsc PLt See JPG-3 1.

JPG-95:- EuwOdng 259, DlackarVu/F1 Pipe. This site consist of a horizontal pipe that exkzs
the budlding and extends to the edge of the nearby rairoad track There is a black ulike
material on the ground suface athe end of the pip, whapw to b sometypeof POL
it is assumed that fth pipe was formerly used to discharge some type of hydrocarbon. ILeaching

or infiltration of the possible hydrocarbon material is considered the only potential source at the
site. This site is panr of the ongoing RIPS.I

JN-96- Buildng 281, Former UMT. Two USTs were located at this site. One bad a capiy
of 500 gallons, the other 650 gallons: both were removed in the Spring 199. Results of Soi
samples collected from the excavation ranged from 14.4 to 650 mg/kg TPE. TIS site is parr
of the ongoing RIIFS.

JPG-97: Potentia We&ITarsb at Arnlry and Infansr, Roads. Thi siteossts of two
vertical pipes that rise apoitey 3 feet above two former building floors. The history and

former uses of the size are unknown. This size is part of the ongoing RIPS.

JPG-98:- Concrete Vault Near Airfteld Railroad Tracks. There is no informatin on the former
use of the sire, but it appears to be a vault for underground piping that possibly leads to USTs
at the former fuel storage arm across the road northwest of the van. The vault, the associated
pipin, and potential USTs would consmte possible contaminant sources. The siz will be
reaediated by USACE in coordinatio with the IDEW.

JPG-99:- Potentia Unexplode Ordnance at AhWd. Rortedly, an are located on the
sg~nhwestn ide of the northwest-to-southwest runway was used as a sm. motur test I~

This sire is pan of the ongoing RIPS.

IPG-i (O: F Tar TeN Sktu at Ak port. These two sites have apparently been used to launch I
flares for flare testing, accrding to historical reports. The: flares were reportedly launcbed onto
the east-west runway. Most flares contain magnesium, white phosphorus. sulphur, and either
potassium or sodium nitrate. This sire is part of the ongoing RIPS. I

JP-101: Potentia Mine Test Area, South of Aifwid. This area is characterized by numerous
round surface depressions that appear to be the result of possible mine or mortar impact. The
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area has long since remained inactive, as evidenced by the thick growth of vegetation. This size

is part of the ongoing RIJFS.

JPG-1 02:- Ammunition Storage Igloos. Most of the 32 ammunition srage igloos are located
along Igloo Lop at the eastern end of t cantonment area: they consist of earth-covered

concrete bunkers. This site is part of the ongoing RIFS.

JPG-103:- Potendal UrXO South of Thig Lint. There are three possible munitions testing
arust the Rocket Range, the hand-greade testing area, and the mine test area. Potential

cotminanft soures includ LIXO and explosive residues. Thi se is part of the ongoing
* U~LITS.

Sites in the Northem Frinf Rauue

I ~~JPG-13: Aumudon D e a~ n Aria. This unit. located west of Morgan Road and north
of Firing Line Road. consists of an aea used to burn explosive charges from shells and for3 ~~undefined emilitarization of other munitions. Th a was first identified in aerWa
photographs. but its exact boundaries are unknown.

JPG-16:- Onance Diposal Area. Ts unit, located at the intersection of Morgan and CI ~ ~~Roads, consists of a 35-foot by 12-foot by S-foot unlined pood used for the disposal of munitions
collected during cleanup operaons at fcility ranges. Te uca cotams numnerous corroding
shells, which reportedly contain no explosive residue.

JPG-1Z7: fandU~ Off York Road. The unit is on an extension of Yotk Road, just north of S3 ~~Road and south of the 4.5 Morta Impact Range. It consists of a landfil that was reportedly
used to bury mn projectiles and metals recovered from the mm arms, but fcaciiy personnel
could not be certain of all the lndfill contents. The actal sz of the landfil is notknwn, but3 ~~the unit is located within a clearing in the woods thai is aprxmy200 feet square in size.

JPG-1&& Abandoned Grenade Disposal Wail,. Thes two wells a located at the northwest
Orrof the interseoo of Recovery and G Roads. Fe materia indicates that 100 to 200

niot control grenades and other munitons-relate material were disposed in the wells. Only one
of the wells has been located.

JPG-19:- Munina TMs Pond. This unlined Pond coven an aea aproximately 300 feet by 600
feet formerly used to test munitions' performnce une water. Residual explosive materials an

of concern.

JPG-20:- Macadam Test Pond. Thi unit also tested the performance of munitions under water.
The water was drained in the 1970s and found to bold no munitions, but the possibility of
contmnainto the surrounding sodl has never been investigated.

I ~~JPG-21Z: Ci~en Disposal Site. This se could not be located by facility personnel but is
reported to be at the northwest corner of ' and Cottrell Roads. Fe materials indicated that3 ~~wane fuels were disposed in this cistern.
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JPGj-22. Bwn. Area. This unit is in the southwest end of the 1600 east impact area, just ast
of Courell Road: it consists of 0. 25 -acre of land used to burn projectils and propellants. This
area was abandoned in 1980.

JpG-23: Donation Area. This unit is located in the north centual portion of DPO, noith Of
Graham Creek and west of Bomzbfleld Road. It consists of about 10-acme used for open3

detnaon(OD) of unservccable munitons.

JPG.24, 25:- Land;M~ Nw Hnnng Lodge. These units (-acm each) manged trash and3
debris (iou Old Timbers Lodge; they have become contiguous and idistinguishabh. The
combined andfill coven an ame of about 100 feet by 100 feet on each side of the access road
to the unit. Facility rrentivs indicated that ordnance may have been disposed n ponds 3
near the andfilL.

JFG.2& LandJlZ This unit is located north of the firing ine. anid no resxonse actio is planned
at this time. It was used for aprxmtl 2 years for the disposal of trash and constiction
debris.

JG-32. Dete Unwu u thg Range. This unit is used as an imac area for the tesin
of munitions contining depleted uranium and is regulated by a NRC license. After firing, the
faCilitya auzsto rcover the prjeCiles, btonly 25pperenthave benrecovered. LOW lvl 
radiation as well as explosive resue and metal contmination are ofconcemn Thepeartn
of the DU Deomssoig Plan is underway and is being managed by the TECOM 

JPG-38:- Thsufaced Roads. Used motor oil was sprayed on unsurfaed roads for dust co n aol.

jG-40: Lamdflhl at 4.5 Mon apad Range. This unit is located near the northeast corna 
of the 4.5 Mortar Impact Range. The exact wastes managed at this unit (if any) are not known.
This unit has beeni naccuaty identified in many of the facility documns as JPG-17.
However. JPG-17 is acwaily located south of the 4.5 Mortar Impvact Range and is discussed as
the LaflOff York Road. As arestfof the inaccurate' idniflcaol, veryfliuie information
has bee collected regarding the portio of this unit in the northeas corne of the 4.5 Impact
RMng.

JN-r52. Asr Gunnay~ Accuaudafton Area. This unit is located in the north cewtal portion of
the facility, west of Eoubflel Road and north of JPG-23. It consists of a 55-gaLlon druiD where
stee sgs are collc' and sted before they ame detonated.

JPG -53: Air Gunary Scru Equpment Area. This unit stored scrap equipment thaz was late
placed on the Air-raft Target Range (MP-71) as targes

JFrG-"S FMng Range fmpaa Areas. This unit consists of the 50,000 acme north of the firing
line. It is estimated that 7.6 milion out of 23 million rounds tired into this ame are unexploded
(Government Accounting Office Report NSLAD-90-42). Residual cosiunsof propellants 5
and explosives may be present througbout the northern area.
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I J~PG-71: Air Gunery Range. The unit is located in the north-centrzi portion of the facility
south of OX Road and west of Bombfield Road. It is used by both the ANG and U.S. Air3 ~~Force as an air gunnery and bombing practice arma. The unit consists of 750 acres of relatively
flat open field.

JPG-72. Air Bombed Storage Tank Target Area. This area s located off Center Recovery
Road just north of F' Road. It houses approximately eight storage tanks used as impact range

I ~JPG-73: Foaiy of Scanerabla Mines Aima This is a test area approximately 100 yards by 400
yards in size for mines specifically those designated as Family of Scatterable, Minies.

U ~JPG4S:. Bronacil Area. This area is kocated ems of Jinestown Road. north of the Firing Line.
This ame was identified by aerial photographs as a vegetation-free ame approximately 65 to 70
acres in size. Brormacil. an herbicide. was used to clear this ares.

Additinal Areas Mdenu fled in CERFA Rgorr

The following section describes areas identified during the CERFA site visit and documents
search of the [DEM Spill Reports.

POL Release: Approximately 25-30 gallons of hydraulic fluid were released on
S May 1993 near Bridge No. on Jinestown Road at Middleford Creek in the
range area, north of the firing line. The cause was a uptured hydraulic line on
a bushhog. A dike, waxer skimmer, and containment of exposed soil and water
were used to control the release.

Impoundment at Airport: During the automobile drive-through survey conducted
in October 1993, a pond containn ammunition boxes west of t airport was.I ~ ~~~~~identified by environmental personnel. They described a seen on the surface of
the pond. possibly due to decaying organic rmatter. an occurrence that is oftenI .o b serv~obeed in shallow ponds a JPG.
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3 APPENDIX H

1 The following pages present Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. Comments have

been numbered; responses are provided in Appendix I.
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PUBLIC MEETING
ON THE DISPOSAL3 ~~~~~~~~~~AND RE-USE OF THE

JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND

3 ~~~~~~~~~~APRIL 25, 1995
.331 E. Main Street3 ~~~~~~~~MADISON, INDIANA 47250

LOIS JACKSON

3 ~~~~~~~~~~~Shorthand Reporting - Depositions

168 W. Hutchinson RoadI ~~~~~~Madison. Indiana 47250 Phone: 812-273-4064



1 The public hearing on the Disposal and Reuse 
of the

2 Jefferson Proving Ground was held on Tuesday, 
April 25,1

3 1995, at the Salvation Army Auditorium, 331 East Main

4 Street, Madison, Indiana: That said meeting was taken in3

5 shorthand and on a tape recorder by Lois Jackson, 
a Notary

6 Public inl and for the County of Jefferson, State of 

7 Indiana: That the following transcript is provided of said 3
8 meeting:

13

11

12 MR. PAUL CLOUD: I would like to welcome everyone 3
13 here tonight for the public hearing. It is now my pleasure

14 to introduce Colonel Terry Weekly, Commanding 
officer of the

15 Jefferson Proving Ground. Thank you.

16

17 COLONEL TERRY WEEKLY: Good evening, ladies and

18 gentlemen. I would like to take this opportunity to 
welcome

i ~19 you all to this evening's hearing regarding 
the Draft

20 Environmental Impact Statement for the disposal 
and reuse of

21 JPG.

22 As I believe everyone is aware, we were 
a 1988 Base

23 Realignment and Closure installation. we are scheduled for

24 closure on the third (3rd) of September of this year and

25 that is dictated by law. I think most of you are probably

2g



i also aware that we finished our ammunition 
testing mission

2 on the thirtieth (30th) of September last year and I know

3 some of you at least -I see faces that were there for that

4 ceremony. At the present time, we are in the process 
of

I ~5 closing out facilities and turning in equipment 
in

6 preparation for the eventual re-use of 
the proving ground or

7 possibly putting into caretaker status, 
depending on how the

3 ~~8, process goes.

91 our purpose here this evening is to receive 
your

1 10~~l comments and concerns on the Environmental 
Impact Statement

11 that the Army has prepared for the disposal 
and re-use. Let

12 me emphasize the word environmental impact. 
ur purpose is

1 ~~13 not, at this forum, is not to debate the closure process 
or

14 even debate who the ultimate user of the 
proving ground is

I ~~15 going to be. That will be counterproductive. What we need

16 to focus our comments on are the environmental 
impacts and

* ~~17 socio-economic impacts to the community 
of this closure.

18 So please try to focus your comments in 
that regard

19 and I think it will be a lot more fruitful 
meeting for

I ~~20 everyone. The draft EIS that we're reviewing tonight 
was

21 prepared by Jaycor Corporation under the 
supervision of Mr.

1 ~~22 Jim Davidson of the U.S. Army Materiel 
Command and Jim is

3 ~~23 going to be the one who will conduct tonight's 
meeting. of

24 course, we at the proving ground are always 
willing to hear

3 : ~25 your thoughts and comments on the disposal 
process and

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~3



1 re-use process, but the key here is that the ultimate 

2 decision on the re-use is going to be made in Washington; so

3 it's very important that we know what your comments and

4 concerns are and that you take advantage, either of thisI

5 meeting tonight or take advantage of putting your comments

6 in writing and sending them in to us and I assure you that

7 all comments will receive consideration.3

8 Again, I would like to welcome you to this

9 evening's hearing and, at this time, I would like to I

10 introduce Mr. Jim Davidson of the U. S. Army Materiel 

11 Command and Jim will conduct the proceedings for the

12 remainder of the evening. Thank you very much.3

13

14 MR. JIM DAVIDSON: Good evening. It's a pleasure I
15 to be here tonight to conduct this hearing. As colonel

16 Weekly mentioned, I work for the Army Materiel Command. 
The

17 Materiel Command is the major Army headquarters for the3

18 Jefferson Proving Ground. We are based in Alexandria,

19 Virginia. The Materiel Command is also the proponent for3

20 the draft Environmental Impact Statement on the disposal and

21 re-use of the Jefferson Proving Ground property, which 
is 

22 the subject of tonight's hearing.3

23 This is the agenda for tonight's hearing. Before

24 taking your comments, I want to explain the purpose of the

25 hearing and also discuss the process that we went through 
to

4 I



i produce the draft Environmental Impact Statement. 
I will

2 also briefly overview the organization and content 
of the

3j document. one administrative point before I get into 
this

4 presentation: If you intend to make a verbal comment

U ~5~ tonight on the document, you need to sign in up at the small

61table just inside-the door. What we're going to do is,

7after I finish my presentation,, we'll take 
your verbal

8 comments.. We ask you that you keep yourself to about five

91(5) minutes. e will take your comments in order that you

1 ~~10 sign in on the sheet. So that's what we're looking forward

11 to. Next chart, please, Paul.

U ~~12 This chart identifies the purpose of the hearing.

13 There are three (3) purposes basically. We are here to

14 discuss the process, here to discuss the content 
of the

3 ~~15 document, and most importantly we're here to listen to your

16 comments on the document. Public law directs the closure of

I: ~17 Jefferson Proving Ground at the end of this 
coming

18 September. After that date, the Army can no longer perform

19 an active mission on the proving ground property. 
As a

3 - ~20 result, we are considering options for disposal 
of the real

21 property. The National Environmental Policy Act or NEPA,

I ~~22 for short, requires us to study environmental consequences

3 ~~~ 23 of major federal actions such as the closure of the 
proving

24 ground. The resulting NEPA study will serve as a decision

3 ; ~25 making tool for property disposal decisions. 
Because of the

* ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~5



I complexity of the disposal action, the Army is preparing an

2 Environmental Impact Statement - the highest level of NEPA

31 analysis. This chart displays the key events in developing

4 an Environmental Impact Statement. For your information,3

5. starting in the upper left corner, the notice 
of intent for

6 this document occurred on December 30, 1992. The initial

71 scoping meeting to scope -get public's input on what should 3
8 I be reviewed in the document occurred on February 11, 1993.

9!1 The draft EIS - the subject of tonight's hearing - was first3

io made available to the public on March 31, 1995. The

11 hearing, of course, is tonight. The final EnvironmentalI

12 Impact Statement, a document that will incorporate 
all your f

13 written and verbal comments on the document, 
will be

14 available in either late July or early August 
this summer. 3

15 Finally, the process concludes with what's 
called a ROD or

16 Record of Decision. We anticipate that this decision will 

17 be available at either the end of August or 
at the latest in

is early September, 1995.

19 The primary purpose of an Environmental Impact

20 Study is to analyze the potential for significant

21 environmental consequences of a proposed action 
and its3

22 alternatives. Advance knowledge of the significant impacts

23 influences decision making.I

24 This chart displays the standard format for3

25 Environmental Impact Statements. Because the disposal of the

6



1 proving ground is tied to a base closure action, 
a summary

2 of your community's re-use plan is appended 
to the study

3 document. There i a cross reference in Chapter Three of

4 the Army's study which links your community's plan for

I ~~5 proposed use of the various study areas to the 
Army's

6 evaluation of re-use scenarios.

7 The primary action addressed in this Environmental

8 Impact Statement is the disposal of the proving ground by

91the Army. There are three (3) alternatives under

10 consideration: Number one is encumbered disposal of the

ii property to new owners. By encumbered disposal, I mean

12 there would be certain land use restrictions 
imposed on the

3 ~13 new owners. The second alternative considered is

14 unencumbered disposal. That analyzes the possibility for

I ~~15 removing the encumbrances and finally, there 
is a third

16 alternative known as the no action alternative, 
which

* ~~17 analyzes the consequences of the Army 
retaining the proving

18 ground in a caretaker status.

i ~19 Secondary to the disposal action is the re-use 
of

* ~~20 the proving ground by new owners. For re-use, we have

21 evaluated low, medium, and high land use intensities

I ~~22 consistent with the general re-use proposals 
identified in

23 your community's re-use plan.

24 These next two charts identify the thirteen 
(13)

25 different human and natural environmental 
resources studied

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~7



I in the Environmental Impact Statement. These resources are

2 described in detail in Chapter Four of the document. The3

3 environmJ~ental consequences on each of the thirteen 
(13)

4 resources are evaluated in Chapter Five of 
the document.

51 This is the Army's plan for concluding the

6 Environmental Impact Statement process. The comments on the

7 draft document are due by May fifteenth (15th). The final

8 Environmental Impact Statement will be available, 
as I said

9ja little bit earlier, in either late July or early August.

10 This final document again will document all your 
verbal and

11 written comments and the Army's official response 
to each. 

12 Finally, the Record of Decision, which will permit us 
to

13 proceed with disposal of the property, will 
come in either

14 late August or early September.3

15' Now it's time to hear from you. As I mentioned

16 earlier, you need to sign in at the front 
table if youI

17 intend to make a verbal statement tonight. 
e ask that your

18 statement be limited to five (5) minutes. We will take your

19 comments in the order that you've signed in. 
The Army will

20 also consider all written comments as well. 
Either submit

21these written comments at the front table 
or mail them to

22the address shown on this slide. Your written comments

23 should be postmarked - excuse me, your mailed in comments

24should be postmarked by May 15, 1995. A copy of the charts 3
25 that are being displayed tonight will accompany 

the public

8



1 hearing transcript, which will be included in 
the f inal

U ~~2 Environmental Impact Statement.

3 Finally, in closing, I want to assure you that all

4 of your verbal and written comments will 
be addressed in the

I ~~~~5 public record and now I'll start taking those 
verbal

6 comments. The first person to sign in is Mr. Richard 
Hill.

7

1 ~ ~8 MR. HILL: Good evening. My name is Richard Hill.

91 I am President of Save The Valley, Incorporated, which is a

1 ~~10 local environmental organization and I would 
just like to

11 take the opportunity to express just a few of our concerns

12 tonight regarding proposals that are in the 
draft EIS. One

3 ~~13 of those has to do with continued monitoring. 
one of our

14 main concerns involves the question of continuation 
of

I ~~15 monitoring for possible health and safety risks 
after the

16 Army has disposed of JPG. We feel it is essential that l
* 1~~7 areas be samoled and tested on a regular basis in order to

5 18 ~measure migration of any toxic substances. We do appreciate

19 the danger inherent in any major clean-up efforts 
due to

U ~~~ 20 presence of UXO in areas North of the firing 
line.

21 Therefore, continuous monitoring seems 
to be an acceptable

I ~~22 alternative, at least from what we can tell at this time.

23 This is of special concern in and around the 
depleted

24 uranium impact area due to the long 
lived radioactive nature

3 ~~25 of DU and its toxilogical -toxicological 
hazard as a metal.

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~9



1 we feel it is necessary to insure that migration of such

2 contaminants through the soils to ground and surface 
waters

3 is carefully monitored. Also, the fact that Big Creek runs

4 right through the DP - the DU impact area gives rise to aI

5 number of possible mechanisms for migration of DU outside

6 the immediate impact area. This is of particular concern to

7people outside the JPG borders who live on and otherwise 
use3

81 this creek for purposes such as fishing, recreation 
- maybe

91 their livestock might get in there; so, for these reasons, I
10 we recommend sampling not only of water and soil, but also 

11 the biological inhabitants that could conceivably carry the

12 contaminants away from the immediate impact area. We do3

13 understand that there is to be a separate EIS for the 
DUJ

14 area and these concerns will be expressed during that

15 process also; however, this present DEIS does address the

16 disposal and re-use of the entire JPG and the current 
DEIS

17 also identifies depleted uranium as an encumbrance to 
be

18 considered so we just wanted to address that tonight.

19 ~Another thing, the fish - wildlife refuge proposal 3
20 - just briefly -the preservation of JPG as a wildlife 

21 refuge offers a unique opportunity for this part of theI

22 country. By the very nature of past use, much of JPG is3

23actually unsuitable for other uses. There are currently no

24 other areas of this large scale available in Indiana for3

25protection of natural habitats. Such habitats are being lost
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1 every ay and are becoming extremely rare. We feel that

U ~~2 such an opportunity may never arise again on this scale 
in

3 Indiana. I will not list here all the natural and historic

41 features that are worth preserving as these are quite

I extensive, already very well known, and thoroughly 
described

6 in other documents, including in the DEIS.

I ~ ~7 Also, word on other proposed uses North of the 

8: firing line - some impacts that might apply here. There is

9much discussion of other uses other than the wildlife 
refuge

I ~~10 for areas North of the firing line. We must express our

11 opposition to uses that would compromise 
the integrity of

I ~~12 the wildlife refuge. We have already mentioned the unique

* ~~13 nature of the area and fear that other uses in 
or near the

14 refuge would only interfere with the intent of 
habitat

15 preservation. We believe that there are ample areas of

16 opportunity for development lying outside JPG or 
South of

I ~~17 the firing line. There seems to be a number of development

18 minded persons wishing to turn lead or, in this case, UXO

i ~19 riddled land into gold. It seems obvious that any future

20 ueoevnmoderate intensity would require substantial

21 clean-up efforts to remove UXO. A direct quotation from the

I ~~22 DEIS states, due to historical practices at the JPG,

* ~~~ 23 unexploded ordnance may be found anywhere 
North of the

24 firing line. Additional UXO clean-up costs estimates listed

25 in the draft give figures as high as Eighty Seven 
Thousand



1 plus Dollars per acre in forested areas and over nearly

2 Fifty Nine Thousand Dollars per acre in bare land areas. Is

3 this land really worth that much? Is there not other

4 uncontaminated land that could be had for considerablyI

5 less? It is true that these are high worst case figures.

6 There's other figures in there too; however, as we have all

7 often experienced, any thing that can possibly go wrong will f
8 go wrong and actual costs often far exceed projected ones.

9 It is also true that developers would not directly pay these 

10 clean-up costs; however, they are true costs, whether they

11 are paid by developers or by our tax dollars. A very

12 credible source of opinion comes from several people that~

13 friends and neighbors and relatives who have worked at JPG

14 for many years. I have lived in this area all of my life 

15 and know a lot of these people. Yes.

16 MR. DAVIDSON: Mr. Hill, are you about finished?

17 MR. HILL: Yes. I'm sorry. I'm almost done. At

18 many of the meetings concerning the closure as well as in

i ~19 conversations with these people, many of them voiced their

20 judgment that development of areas North of the firing line

21 is not possible due to the presence of UXO and-inability to

22 remove it safely and we agree with that. Thank you. You

23 were kind enough -I have a statement from another person

24 too that's probably even shorten than that. Is that okay?

25 MR. DAVIDSON: That's fine. If you could read that

12



1 person's name?

2 MR. HILL: Yeah, I will.

3 MR. DAVIDSON: Do you have - are your comments also

41inl writing?

I ~ ~ ~ 5 MR. HILL: Yes. I'll give them to you as soon as I

* ~~6 get finished.

.7 MR. DAVIDSON: Certainly. If you could spell the

8 name of the next person you're speaking 
in behalf of?

91 MR. HILL: Okay. The next person - he was supposed

10 to be here tonight. His name is Thomas Dattilo. That's

11 D-a-t-t-il0 and he's an attorney. He's our attorney in a

12 lot of cases and he was doing some work 
on this for us.

I ~~13 Anyway, he couldn't be here tonight. He has an illness in

14 the family so he had a statement here and 
I told him I'd

I ~ ~~1 read it for him.

16 Save The Valley and later on tonight Hoosier

U ~~17 Environmental Council will have expressed 
their concerns

18 concerning the JPG Enviroumenital Statement. 
However, a

19 mention of the EIS and its lack of specificity 
concerning

I ~~~ 20 non-federal landowners, private landowners and their

I: ~21 customers and social friends need to be addressed 
at this

22 time. Encumbered disposal suggests the Army has 
formulated

23 a plan to consider certain encumbrances 
on certain owners

24 facing the condition of transfer. The Army suggests it may

I ~~ 25 be able to control these encumbrances and 
accordingly, their

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~13



I envirorumental impacts. The Army authorizes that mitigation

2 of impacts would result in re-use of the JPG land and be

3 beyond the control of their authority. The EIS suggests

4 measures that future owners could take, including exercise :1~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~er cud akinluig xec

5of sound discretion, land use planning, infrastructure 

6 developments. The suggested adherence to deed restrictions

7 and enforcing of zoning substantial decision regulations and

81I building permits; however, the Army, to our knowledge, has 

9 not approached Jefferson County zoning authorities 
regardingI

10 proper classification and zoning of the land South 
of thep

11 firing line. Also, there is no mention in - that the Army

12 has approached Ripley and Jennings Counties regarding 
their f

13 comprehensive zoning plans for the area North 
of the firing

14 line. How does - so how does proposed action analyzed in

15 the EIS concern itself properly with the disposal 
of the

16 entire facility? The EIS suggests that re-use of the

17 installation of future occupants is beyond the direct

18 control of the Army. The Army acknowledges that mitigation

19 of impacts which result from use are beyond its control 
and

4 20 authority. This re-use, the Army considers, indirect

21impact. The Army recognizes CERCLA requires that all

22 federal property transfers specify any release 
storage,

23 disposal of hazardous materials at the site along 
with the,

24description of the circumstances and any response 
taken.

25 Covenants are required for property transfers from 
the

14



I federal government to private, non-federal entities that

U ~~2 involve property which had been the 
site of storage,

3release, or disposal of hazardous materials. 
These

4 covenants must warrant that necessary 
remedial action has

5 been taken and that if additional remediation is needed, 
it

6 will be conducted by the federal 
government. What assurance

I ~~~~ do the people of Jefferson, Ripley and 
Jennings Counties

83 have that, the federal government will remain 
in charge? The

91encumbrances - some encumbrances are identified as UXO and

I ~~10 DU. After twenty-five years, the Army suggests 
that the

11 outlined parcel intended for community 
development would be

I ~~12 burdened with a reversionar~y clause 
favoring the Fish and

13 wildlife Service. Why not just transfer the property North

14 of the firing line to the Fish and Wildlife 
Service so that

15 no major liability decisions need be 
faced by any

16 non-federal landowner or by private individual 
landowners

I ~~17 who receive title from the federal government?

18 ~The reversionary clause could have an effect 
on the

- i ~19 county's land use, decisions respecting 
developed parcels

U ~ 20 and may be in conflict wtthFihad 
Wildlife Service's

21 reversionary interest. Discussions have occurred between

I ~~22 Save the Valley's attorney, Thomas Dattilo, 
and the

23 Jefferson County Zoning attorney 
and zoning officials that

24 suggests Jefferson County may consider 
pursuing zoning

25
15



1 classification for that portion of JPG that exists within

2 Jefferson County. Jefferson and Ripley Counties should, in

our opinion, do the same and commence zoning regulations ad

4 requirements for their county's portions of JPG. Zoning 

5 provides for orderly and planned growth, but then accounting

6 must be done before transfer of any real estate parcels are

7 between federal government and respective counties. I'm 

8! almost done.U

91 The Fish and Wildlife Service and their rights and 

10 interest in the JPG facility should also be considered by

11 the zoning authorities of their respective counties. In

12 this manner, orderly and planned growth just might be

13 accomplished. It's a pity the government didn't think of

14 this significantly enough to direct the respective counties 
I

15 to act in the county's best interest. Also, if parcels are

16 transferred to private landowners and if zoning is not

17accomplished beforehand, the populus surrounding JPG will

18 suffer substantial problems; most likely environmental

19 hazards. 

20 ~In conclusion, if the counties fail to zone JPG,

21future generations can have no assurance of any proper

22planned growth or any safety for the business invitees or

23the surrounding JPG populus from unexploded ordnance and

24depleted uranium. Thank you.

25
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1 MR DAVIDSON: The next speaker is Michael Weber.

2 Mr. Weber, if you could spell your name, please.

3 MR. WEBER: Sure. My name is Michael Weber.

4 That's W-e-b-e-r. I'm the chief of the Logo Waste and

5 Decommissioning Projects Branch of the Nuclear 
Regulatory

6 Commission of Rockville, Maryland. My comments tonight are

7 brief. We will submit more detailed comments in writing 
by

3 ~~8 the deadline in the Federal Register notice. I certainly

9 want to express our appreciation for the opportunity 
to

10 participate in this-process. We conducted a preliminary

11 review of the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and

12 that's the basis for the comments we provide 
tonight and

* ~~13 will provide in writing.

14 As you a-re well are, the NRC has also initiated the

15 scoping process with the intent to develop an 
Environmental

16 Impact Statement and our scoping meeting is tomorrow

17 evening. Our specific focus is on the Delta Impact Area

18 with the depleted uranium contamination. We are a

19 regulatory agency and we have the responsibility 
to insure

20 that the public is protected and the environment 
is

21 protected from the activities associated 
with the Delta

I ~~22 Impact Area and it's with that primary focus 
that we

23 structure our comments here tonight.

U 24 ~~~~We believe that the Army's Draft Environmna

1 ~~25 Impact Statement 1s a good starting point because it lays

17



1 out in a fairly comprehensive fashion the 
alternatives that

2 are available for disposing and re-using 
the property. Many

3 of our concerns, however, are aligned with the first

4 speaker's remarks about the long term concerns 
about the 

5! potential migration of the depleted uranium 
and that's

6 specifically one of the things that we would 
hope to address

7 in the development of our Environmental 
Impact Statement.

8 on the disposal alternatives, the re-use alternatives and

9. the comparison of alternatives, one of our concerns with the

io Draft Environmental Impact Statement is 
that there appears

11 to be some inconsistePnies and ambiguities and whetherI

12 certain remedial actions are, in fact, included in the

13 alternatives or are they somehow being conducted in parallel

14 with the implementation of the different disposal

15 alternatives; and, to that extent, they may affect both the

16 negative and the positive impacts that are associated with I
17 different alternatives. So building on that, it may somehow

= ~18 affect the comparison of the alternatives. 
We think that a

19 more uantitative analysis would help in shedding light on

20 what are the ipacts and insuring that they ar objectively

21 compred

22 Although we have no concerns with the Army's

23 preferred alternative over all for the disposition 
of the

24 property, we do recognize that our Environmental 
Impact

25 Statement will be getting into the Delta 
Impact Area and

18



we'll be evaluatin siia hnslike human health

2 environmentally, other impacts associated with 
remediation

1 ~~~~ and disposition of that property.

4 I would be remiss if I did not point out that, 
at

I I~~~ least at one point in the Draft Environmental 
Impact

6 Statement - Section 4.14.4 -there is a dose estimate that

7 -is projected to exceed NRC's public dose limit if someone

8 were to be exposed to the depleted uranium contamination.I

9 believe the value cited is a hundred and ten milligram 
per

10 year. Assuming an individual were to live on the

11 contaminated property, that's over our hundred milligram per

12 year dose criterian or dose limit intense of our 20.1301 and

13 that, at least in that specific instance, suggests there

14 may, in fact, be some significant impacts associated 
with

I ~~15 the different alternatives sotI would suggest the 
Army give

16 that consideration in finalizing the EIS. Thank you.

17

18 MR. DAVIDSON: The next speaker is Mark - excuse

19 me, Mike Marxenl. Would you please spell the name for the

I 2~0 reporter, please so that we can get it correct on the record?

21 MR AXN odeeing. My name is Mike Marxen

U ~~22 - M-a-r-xen and I'm representing the U.S. Fish and

3 23 ~Wildlife Service. I'm located in our regional office for

- ~24 the Upper Midwest Region up in Twin Cities, Minnesota. 
The

3 ~~25 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service continues to be interested 
in

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~19



1 protecting the natural resource values of the Jefferson

2 Proving Ground. Over the past two years, federal and state

3 biologists have conducted on-site investigations which have

4reaffirmed our interest. Preliminary findings show the I
5 proving ground contains several high quality wetlands, woods 

3
6 and streams supporting healthy and diverse wildlife

7 populations. The large expanse of Eastern deciduous forest 3
8 habitat and its inherent biological diversity warrants

9 consideration as a national wildlife refuge.

10 ~The Fish and Wildlife Service biologists know good

11 habitat when they see it, but until recently we have failed

12 to recognize the magnitude of problems associated with 

13 unexploded ordnance hidden in this landscape. In March of

14this year, the Fish and Wildlife Service prepared and,5

15 submitted to the Army an EPA - a draft refuge concept plan.

16 This plan is more detailed and represents a significant

17departure from the 1993 preliminary concept plan which

18 appears in Appendix C of the Army's draft EIS. The plan in

i 19 Appendix C is-no longer valid. Therefore, it should be

20withdrawn.

21 ~The purpose of the draft concept plan is to

22generate discussion on details of safety, clean-up and

23 liability between the three primary agencies involved.

24That's Fish and Wildlife Service, EPA and the Army. The

20



1very preliminary because several unresolved issues affect

2 the Army, EPA and Fish and Wildlife Service. These issues

3center around unexploded ordnance, associated clean-up,

4liability safety. You may have heard and read proposals for

I ~~~~ refuge - public use such as deer hunting, fishing on ld

6 Timbers Lake and a hundred thousand visits annually. I want

7to emphasize that no decision has been made to allow or not

* 8 ~~to allow these activities or this level of activity. At

91this time,-we do not know what activities are compatible

I ~~10 with unexploded ordnance. We do not know what areas are

safe for recreation or how much use would be considered

12 safe. These are very difficult questions. Sound recreation

* 13 ~decisions cannot be made until additional ordnance

14 information is collected and clean-up and safety decisions

I ~~15 are made.

16 Public access on national wildlife refuges is

1 17 ~common. our early proposals for public access at JPG were

18 based on use figures at other refuges without unexploded

19 ordnance. Furthermore, our proposals assume that the safety

I 2~0 and liability concerns can be resolved. This is still the

21case; however, it appears that the problems faced at JPG are

22significant. The process of developing a public use plan

23will take longer than anticipated and use may be more

24restricted than we originally anticipated because of the

I ~~25 unexploded ordnance.

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~21



1 The Army, EPA and Fish and Wildlife have a lot of

2 talking to do to work out solutions to the safety problems

3 at JPG. If solutions can be found, then the refuge proposal

4 can move forward. Many discussions on these issues willU

5 take place over the coming months and the Fish and Wildlife 
'

6 Service looks forward to hearing your comments through this

7 Draft EIS process. We Understand and share your interest in

8 future recreation access to the property, but safety and

9 liability will have to be the guiding factors in theI

10 decision to-be made. Thank you.

11

12 MR. DAVIDSON: Next speaker listed is aI

13 representative from Ripley County CARE. I'm gonna butcher

14 your name if I tried to pronounce it, so if you could please

15 come forward and spell it for the reporter.r

16 MR. LAWBURGH: My name is Charles Lawburgh and CARE

17 stands for - it's that - we have a problem with trash

18 disposal in our county and I was - we were hoping that maybe

19 with the JPG, there would be an opening; but it seems like

20 everybody is concerned about the unexploded ordnance and

21 there is - I'm been alert - been aware that right now the

22 Army has some contractors in there cleaning up three hundred

23 (300) acres and they gonna try to find out whether these

24 contractors can clean that up and possibly there could be 
a

25 breakthrough in that. They might be able to clean that

22



1 pace up, but then the - oh, the ildlife - the Fish and

2 Wildlife are really wanting that and we can take a lesson

3 from what the government has been doing with the farmers 
and

4 the different organizations about this wetlands. What

5I they're doing - they're swapping property here that's

6supposed to be wetlands for property over here and 
they can

7 go ahead and use that property and my one solution to 
that

8 would be that we have - we have plenty of deer. We have

91 plenty of turkey. e have plenty of wildlife and we have a

I 10~~l variety of parks and recreation centers around the country

11 here and if they -to get rid of this problem with the UXO,

12 why not let Fish and wildlife swap with some of that

13 property that doesn't have UXO on it for some of this - for

14 this - oh, Jefferson Proving Ground. I mean, that's what

* i~~~1 they're doing with the public outside -the farmers and

16 folks like that are getting that problem, so there's a -

I 17 there's a lotof - like you say, there's a lot of poet

18 around that is being used for fish and wildlife and game

19 reserves and things like that and we could go ahead and use

* : ~20 that land in exchange for some of this land that really

21 belongs to the three counties. I don't know how this is

U E ~22 going to work out, but that is something I'm putting 
forth

* U~~ 23 and it should be -I think it should be looked into because

24 Lord knows we've got plenty of deer. We've got plenty of

3 - ~25 turkeys and we don't need all that extra right now. 
The

U ~~~~~~~~~~~~~23



I State and the Governor are trying to figure out 
how to

2 control the wildlife and things like that because 
people aref

3~ getting killed. People are getting their cars tore up and I

41j-I'm wondering why the insurance companies aren't 
raising a3

5t lot more cain than they are over that situation and

6 personally I've had - be driving along and I've had deer hit 

7' me in the back. I've had deer run across in front of it and

8 so don't think we need any extra breeding ground for 
deer

9i so I- and I would like to see if there could 
be -maybeI

10 later on there could be some breakthrough on cleaning 
that

11 up. This proving ground would be really - a really good 

12 place for the public if it could be brought forth, but if3

13 not, I would say they go ahead and swap the land. ell,

14 thank you.3

15 MR. DAVIDSON: Could you spell your last name,

16 please?I

17 MR. LAWBURGH: L-a-w-bur-g-h. That's like3

18 Edinboro. - instead of Lawburgh - instead of Edinboro.

19 MR. DAVIDSON: Thank you.

C ~20 MR. LAWBURGH: You're welcome.

21

22 MR. DAVIDSON: The next person offering to speak is

23 a representative from Hoosier Environmental Council. 
If

24 they could come forward at this time.

25 MR. MALONEY: My name is Tim Maloney. That's

24



i. M-a-l-o-nle-y. I'm representing the Hoosier Environmenltal

2 Council tonight. Hoosier Environmental Council is a

5 ~~3 statewide not-for-profit environmental organization 
and

4 tonight we're submitting our preliminary comments 
on the

5 Environmental Impact Statement. We will submit more

3 ~~6 detailed comments in writing prior to the end of 
the comment

7 period.

* ~ ~8 Tonight I would like to just go over some of our

91 general concerns. First of all, we have serious

1 ~~10 reservations about the format of the Environmental Impact

11 Statement in the terms of it being a very generic anyss

12 of categories of uses when there are specific, reasonably

* ~~13 foreseeable re-ue lans are known at this time and should

14 have been analyzed in more detail during this process. It

1 ~~15 is the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act 
and

16 is gidance of environmental impact statements that 
these

- ~~17 be as detailed and informationally complete 
as possible in

* ~~~ 18 order to fully disclose all the considerations and 
issues

19 that are part of the decision making process 
and to allow

I : 2~0 the decision makers and the public to be completely 
informed

21 about the process. NEPA is not just a law that requires

U 22 ~procedure for procedure sake. It's alaw that, if

23implemented properly, is intended to lead to good decisions

24 and we don't think that the Environmental Impact 
Statement

I E ~25 in its current format will do that. We are - there are

5 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~2 5



1 others who feel the same way and let me read you a quote

2 from the US EPA Region Five's letter to the Corp 
of

3 Engineers commenting on the Environmental Impact 
Statement

4 for Fort Harrison, which used the same particular format andI

51 I quote: e recommend in the strongest possible terms that

6 the use of the generic intensity level methodology 
be

7 discontinued unless and until its validity, adequacy and

8 appropriateness is demonstrated to the satisfaction 
of the

9. US EPA and we would concur with that conclusion. 
Let me 

10 also quote here the NEPA regulations in their description of

11 what's required in an Environmental Impact Statement. 
In

12 the discussion of the alternatives section, which 
is called

13 the heart of the Environmental Impact Statement, 
this part

14 of the EIS should sharply define the issues and 
provide a

15 clear basis for choice among options by the decision 
maker

16 and the public and in this section agencies shall 
rigorously

17 explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable 
alternatives

18 and for alternatives which were eliminated from 
detailed

2 ~19 study briefly discuss the reasons for their 
having been

20 eliminated and devote substantial treatment to 
each

21 alternative considered in detail, including the 
proposed

22 action so that reviewers may evaluate their 
comparative

23 merits. That is what we need to have from an Environmental

24 Impact Statement to lead to the purpose of NEPA, 
which is

25 good decision making.

26



1 We feel that the document is incomplete in its

2 descriptions and consideration of the environment -

3 environmental values that relate to Jefferson Proving

4 Ground; articularly its regional-biological significance of

5 the habitats and wildlife that are found 
there and the

6 effects if this habitat is lost that there needs to be 
a

7 more complete discussion of the economic issues that looks

8 more at the regional economic picture, including the

91 availability of land throughout the region for 
private

1 ~~10 development and the more complete discussion and analysis of

11 the impacts of specific re-use options which are pretty well

12 known and have been discussed now for several 
years through

* ~~13 the work of the Regional Development Board and 
this would

14 include the environmental and economic impacts 
of

I ~~15 agri-busifless development in the northern end of 
the proving

16 ground, the impacts of development and suitability 
of the

* ~~17 land for citing a solid waste landfill and other 
industrial

18 developments and a more complete development analysis 
as was

5 ~19 mentioned earlier of the long term environmental

I ~~~ 20 considerations there such as the depleted uranium and 
the

21 UXO and the need for continued monitoring of.-potential

N ~~22 environmental threats and in terms of ground water 
and

23 surface water monitoring.

- ~~24 We believe that contrary to the assertion of the

25 EIS that the disposal decision is intimately related 
to the
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1 re-use decision since the Army's decision on transfer of the

2 property of the Fish and Wildlife Service and its decision 

3 already made to surplus certain parts of the property are

4 going to - being made as part of the disposal decision

5~ itself.I

6 And finally to conclude, we would say that if the

7 Environmental Impact Statement does go back and meet the

8 spirit and intent of NEPA in completely analyzing all the

9i considerations that are involved with the disposal and 
i

10 re-use of JPG, that a good decision and a good outcome is

11 much more likely and we believe that decision and conclusion

12 would be that the -all of the lands North of the firin*

13 line should become a National Wildlife Refuge. Thank you.

14

15 MR. DAVIDSON: Is there anyone else in the audience

16 who is interested in making a verbal comment tonight?

17 Please come forward. Give your name and spell it for the

la reporter, please.

i ~19 DR. EID: My name is Bobby Eid - E-i-d, and I'm 

zo with the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission Division of waste

21 Management. I would like to add some more comments on the

22 EIS. The first comment I would like to have is to bring

23 attention of the authors to consider the environmental

24 monitoring and characterization (inaudible). As you know,

25 the U. S. Army conducted for the last ten (10) years or
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1 eleven (11) years environmental monitoring and analysis 
of

U ~~2 samples related to soil, ground water and surface water; and

3 my suggestion if this analysis - data is analyzed and

- ~ ~ ~ cncueteanalysis and the results are (inaudible)
4 ocud h

5 included in order to assist potential contamination 
of the

6 enviromental media - potential transport of contaminant,

1 ~~~~ this would be a great improvement to the EIS. The other

8 comment would like to have is related to the UXO

9i contamination and the cost of remediation. 
It is mentioned

I 10 ~somehow in the EIS about - some number of the cost of UXO's

11 and from the point of view of the DU - depleted uranium on

U ~~12 the site, the major issue is the presence of the UXO along

13 with the DU and this is one of the major obstacles 
actually

14 in the clean up of the DU. In the environmental impact

15 analysis, typically one could analyze the risk and the cost

16 in terms of the clean up of the UXO's and then the clean up

I ~~17 of the DU's. If this could be (inaudible) with some figures

18 and analysis and some data based on the U. S. 
Army's

19 experience and even if this report which is quoted, 
the EIS

20 coud be explained to the public in order to 
show what kind

21of cost and benefits related to the risk that could be

I 22 ~sustained from havina the DU and the UXO toether not to be

* < 23 cleaned up to be left on site.

24 Another point I would like to make is related 
to

25 the risk and cost impact analysis. I would like to
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1 congratulate those who prepared the EIS. It is very well

2 prepared to comment and I admire those people who 
prepared

3 it; however, it lacks specificity. It lacks details. It

4 lacks some kind of quantitative approach in order for theI

5 public to understand what are the issues and, in order to

6 select the choices - in other words to select choice x or

7 choice y based on risk, based on cost and based on

8 benefits. Unfortunately, this is actually a disquantitative

91approach is lacking in the EIS; so my suggestion that if i
10 there can be some more quantitative approach related to the

11 risk and cost impact analysis, how much is the risk related

12 to the DU in terms of the dose to the public, dose to the 
i

13 workers and the risk from the clean up in terms of number

14 and then the cost and then what are the obstacles from the 

15 clean up so it would be more clear than this is the best we

16 can have considering the cost and the risk.

17 ~As far as I know, the U. S. Army contracted-

18 contracted to conduct those at risk analysis for JPG

19 although those impact analysis - they are preliminary and

20 they are based on rough estimates; still they can be refined

21 and they can be included in more detail in the EIS.

22 ~The other point I would like to make, the EIS does

23not discuss in detail aspects of mitigation and mitigation

24 technologies. Maybe one of the obstacles is to find the

25appropriate technology in order to clean the UXO's and the
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1 ~1 DU. This is not spelled out in detail in the EIS; so the U.

2 S. Army is aware of military technology and could 
also be a

3 ~~3 peek of industrial technology if it can be used 
for clean up

4 of the UXO's and subsequently clean up of 
the DU. So I

I ~~5 would like to see more discussion of these technologies in

* ~~6 addition to mitigation technologies that possibly 
can be

7 used and some cost estimates also could be 
provided.

I ~ ~8 Another important issue which is the - Mike has

91 touched on but I would like to add more, which is the

U io~~1 potential for transport of contaminants This is very

11 important issue and, based on the EIS - for example in

12 Section 4.15, it does not refer to any analysis of the

13 environmental media. All that we know is that (inaudible)

14 has been generated on that; so, in addition, would like to

I ~~15 know - to say clearly whether there is contamination or

16 there is no contamination based on accurate analysis and,

- ~~17 then subsequently if there is a need for remediation, I

18 think that is the cost of such remediation 
would be

19 cumbersome to do it.

I ~~~ 20 MR. DAVIDSON: Your five minutes have passed.

2 ~21 DR. EID: So are you just - you know, one - two

22 last points I would like to make if you could allow me. So

23 therefore, I would like to - if you can address more, it

24 does not also describe what kind of contamination 
in the

I - ~25 environment (inaudible) in surface water or ground water.
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1 Assume even if there is low contamination in surface water

2 and ground water, we need to make prediction of what is the f
3potential transport in the future based on mudling of the

4 contaminant transport in this (inaudible) and, as you know, I
5 there are some mudling approaches you can - and then you can

6 support your assumption that there will be no 
contamination 

7 in the future near the boundary at least of the 
DU impactI

8 area.

91 I would like to - last comments I would like toI

10 make because of the lack of time is the land use

11 restriction, institution and control. It is good if the EIS

12 considered assuming-that the institution control failed

13 because of any reason - because of mistakes, because of any

14 reason - it is good to make some sort of assessment in such

15 kind of failure or (inaudible) in the institution of control

16 system. What kind of impact to the property could be faced

17 and also, after removal of the - when there is no

18 institution of control after a hundred years - a thousand

19 years, what kind of impasse could take place?

20 The last point I would like to make is the 
under

21 the encumbered disposal option, the EIS relies on land use

22 restriction and the limited use of the property for the

23 safety of the ublic. So - describing the proposed controls

24 in greater detail could be more advantageous - could really

25 add more to the improvement of the EIS - if can be more - a

32



* ~ ~ ~ 1better description of the kind of controls that can be

2 managed on the site. I thank you.

3t MR. DAVIDSON: Thank you. All right. I understand p

4 there is no more interest in making verbal comments

I . 5~~5 tonight. That brings the hearing to a conclusion then. I

6 want to assure you again that each of these verbal comments

71 tonight, as well as all written comments, will be documented

8' in the Final Impact Statement along with an official Army

91 response to each. I thank you for your time. It's been a

I ~~1o~ pleasure to be here.

121

* l~3~ CONCLUSION OF MEETING

14

I ~~15 STATE OF INDIANA )

16 COUNTY OF JEFFERSON)

* ~~17 I, Lois Jackson, do hereby certify that I am a

18 Notary Public in and for the County of Jefferson, State of

19 Indiana, duly authorized and qualified to administer oaths:

C ~20 That the foregoing meeting was taken by me in shorthand and

21 on a tape recorder on April 25, 1995, at the Salvation Army

I ~~22 Building, 323 East Main Street, Madison, Indiana.

23 I further certify that I am neither of counsel nor

24 attorney at any party in said matter nor interested in the

* ~~25 event of this meeting.

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~33



1 WITNESS my hand and Notarial Seal this 4th day of

2 May, 1995.

3 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

4 LOIS JACKSON, NOTARY PUBLIC I
5 My Commission Expires: September 2, 1998
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U ~~~Disposal andReuse
I ~~~~~of the

Jeffers on Proving Gro un d
I ~~~~~~~(PG)

* ~~~~Madison, Indiana

Mr. James DavidsonI ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~US Army Materiel Command

I ~~~~+ Welcome and Introduction

+ Purpose of public hearing

+ Overvkew of the BRACandNEPA
requirement for JPG

I *~~~~~~ Overview of the FIS

+ Comment period

+ Closing remarks



OF HEARING

• ecribe the role of the National
En vironmental Policy Act (NEPA) in the Base
R ealignm ent and Closure (BRA C) process

* Provide an overview of the Draft
En vironmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

+ Provide an opportunity for public comment
on the DEIS

L7' tNPAIN BRA C

JPU will close by September 30, 1995 as required byI

the Defense Authorization Am en dments and the
BRAGC Commission

+The real property will become excess to DOD needsI
and be disposed thereafter

* NEPA requires that all major federal actions (including
property disposal) must consider consequences to the
natural &,human en vironment pri or to taking action

* TFhis Ff8 wvill serve as a decision making tool inI

determining how the property, will be disposed

2



I~~~~~~CS
I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~cpn r rf

I~~~~~~~~~~~~Ntc fItn - ........ ?~
*1~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Scpn etn I

I~ ~~~~~~~~~gny~ulc CmetRso~ I

I ~~~~~~~~Eportunifes

I~~~~~~FI

I. + ~~~~Analyzes potential for sigrnificant impacts to
.human and natural en vironmen t from

* ~~~~implementation of proposed action and
alternatives

3 ~~~+ Identifies unknowns and uncertainties
associated with the en vironmental issues

3 *~~~~~ Provides early and broad input to decision

makers

3



S ~9ŽNF6RJPGI

* Scoping Meeting held February 11, 1993U

* Individuals and organizatdons participa ted by:-

- A tten ding p ublic scoping meeting and providing

- cobmmetns written comments to the U.S. ArmyH

Alfateriei Command

rRMAOFEISI

* Chapter 1. 0 Purpose, Need, and ScopeI

+ Chapter 2.0 Proposed Action

* Chapter 3. 0Alternatives

* Ch2apter-4.0 Affected Environment

* Chapter-5.0 Environmental & Socioeconomic
Consequences

+ Chapter 6.0 List of Preparers

• Chapter 7.0 Distribution List

* Chapter 3.0 References

43



I~~~~~ATO

+ The Disposal of excess federal property made
a vailable by the closure ofJPG, consisting of
land and buildings

* There are 3 alternatives for disposal:
- Encunbered DisposalI~~ ~~~~~ Unencumbered Disposal
- Caretaker Status (No-Action)

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~Con tin ued...

* R 4~QSED ACTION

I ~~~~~+e ondary and subsequent to the disposal
action is reuse of the property.

I *~~~~~~ Three levels of reuse activity have been
analyzed.

- Hugh Intensity (large office complex, light industrial,
mn ulti-d welling residen tial..)

- Medium Intensity (offices, single failyA residential,I ~ ~~~~~~~~~com m unity facilities ... )
- Lo w Intensity (Wildlife preserve/open space)

5



URES STUDIED 

+Land UseI

* Sociocconomics & ommunifry Facilities

+ Public Health & Safety
+ Utilities and Solid WasteI

+ Visual Resources

* CulturalResourcesI

+ Traffic & Transportation

Con tin ued...

L'UGESSTUDIED

+ Noise

+ Air-Quality

* Geology, Soils, & Topography

+ Biological ResourcesI

+ WaterResources

+ Hazardous Materials & Wastes

61



I ~E~ NTO BE MADE

+ owbest toproceed with th e Proposed Action
The disposal of excess property atJPG utilizing
one of the following title transfer methods:

- Encumbhered transfer of property title

- Un encumbered transfer of property tidle

* ~~~~~~~~~or

Place JPG into Caretaker Status (No-A ction)

* Y~~ED SCHEDULE

• Comment period ends -May 15, 1995

I *~~~~~ FinalEIf5available -Late July/Early August

* Record of Decision available - LateI ~~~~~~Auus t/Early Sep tembher 1995

• Proceed with disposal - Not earlier thanI ~~~~~~September 30, 1995

I ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~7



t JNSTATIll POINTH

*Please register to make verbal comments at thisI

+ Written comments will be accepted today orI
by mail (post marked by May 15, 1995) at the

fol1lo wing address:
Mr ames DCLt-idson

HQ U.SArmy Materiel Command
5001 Eiseniio tverA4 ven ue

Alevandria, Virginia 233;3-0001

* A copy of this presentation wvill accompany the
public hearing transcript in the Final FIS3

OSING~~~~~~

All comments, whether written or verbal,

will be given the same consideration

and will be addressed

in the public record.

8I



-n-: U~nited States Department of the Interior

* ~~~~~~~ ~~FISH AND WU)LIrE SEk1CF
* ~~~~~~~~~~~~~Bshop Henry #%bhippie Fcdcral, ilding

44 .~~~~~~~e ~~I Fedtral Dnive
Fort Snelling, M(N !5111-4056

* N~~~~~~~~~~~~~~AY iS 1995

!1 Material. Command

9-exardria, -ra;ni.a 233

1z FihadW1it evc savc~). reviewed the Drdsot

Tri:rcnmenta~. mpact: Szate?'"ert DRIS) fr the --isposa ?-n Reuse of -he

Jefer~ofl Proving Ground :JPGl in Madison, Indiana, dated February 1.93

Gneeza Co.mmernte

The Serv.6ce generally sujports the encumbered disposal alternative 
as many ot

thie Dotential land uise restrictions are ccnsistenkt with the ee~.ablishm~ent and

maznagetT~et of i ar-tnlwllf eue However. or, a Federal agency triat

has expressed formual interest in transfer and managcment of approxima~tely

47,~C-00 acres of the JPG, wie have several concerns with contaminnation

±xpldedordnance (UXO), and other hazardous miaterials and hazardouo

wdSLea) of the property a-nd the exteint of future clean up activities.

The Zncumrbered Alternative implies lLWmited or no clean up activities, whale

i-ha 'nencumbered Alueriative impliesa full clean up. Contamination studies for

tl-%e pirnpoeQd national wildlife refuge lands 
(study Ared 1) , north of the

firing line, have been deferred (pages 2-5) or have not been coxnpleced a3 in

t cas of t7XO. ecause of the lack of information on the extent and type of

contamina1rinn on ands north of the firing line. the Service, while supportinrg

unjX.eCsSary.

Cljean u and Remediationl

.here iz confusion regarding the lageeO t clean up and rerrtediatiofl withtn thi-3s

dc-u;ent. Tha !-rIS states that this dcc2-~n regardi.ng tcar up aad

rctjation are 3anarate from this Er~vizonmTental 7mpact Statement ~ESl

Secti3fl 1.4.J However: the zlternat.ive an~alysis claarl, k;ocxs at %:_ean -.;

as~- basie for :t-e actior and no azcioa alterna::ves. Please expaLn if -:he

daziionto =Iea: ur i9 serrate from chis !:S prcctss and ~if it :s. prov:oae

de::sion fcr rna: decigionl. FutherImore snce sea p woui const-_CLte

a r-a 'r z e e ral3cti: what Nat:Cfla- inv.'ror-me~ntal~ Prozectt~fl Xet ~~

:r_-ess wol-1d cover such action?



T .,:e =-,ase L;vs ~ :.a WI~ JeJ . .. 

*:r~~ 1'~:~ ~~:er ar~ avertrans-er. ar.d Z.e>'It.u' :!:L~J .. J
_j~Ol'ars at JG in z-e next 5 year3. A11 f :Whist fac:ors stu _ -~

~SvS'.S d l ar l at nu~ina :-' n action 3 :ernaive. F-utture

-:,a - aities il have a a2or ;.rP :: o ::he A-MV s abi ity- to dspose 

-. p ropert~y as Well as, restrict f:_zure ues o' :-e and.

;jderal to Pedra T¶ransfar

~e~a~o ~i he national wildlife refueje proposal a mai- no-tier f JPG 4

orczedi as a Federal to Federal transfer of anti Vh~rL' transfer is by

4r .diction not by deed. The ZS is deficier.: ir. .rp 'an~nq siraioni arr

ec;""~cee hat would be different under the Federal t Fedora. ransfer.

:nthe Final E-S. providO information to clarify the Federa: tz FederalI

tronzfer in appropriate .oationls throughout he doct.ment nc~udinq the

zrotectio. Act certification and the discuecior. on. hazardouc wsste in. eection

Puablic Health and Safety

uahder the Encumbercd Alternative, the Aimy has determined that most TJXC clean

up L-,rch of the firing line is not financially or technically 
f*&sibl*. This

being the case w blieve that the responsibility for publ~ic safety related

o0 tX0 should !e.taill with the Amv under the Encumbered Diazosal Alternative.±2

The Service is unwiillinlg to assum responsibility for public safety given the

uwinow'u/untfamliar nature of Lhe bawdirde ca~ed by UX0 or any 
other hazardous

suibstances either knownl or unknown. Clearly, the Army shiould retain fullI

liability and responsibility for all prior military use. The Encumbered

Alterrnative will require an ongoing need for site security to protect public

health and iuafety. rhe hazard of UXO, as well as the need to maintain site

security, should be stated in the Consequenfces Section.

Thnder the Incumbered Alternative, 'the transfer of land umay be delayed due to

h;P2ArdMIts wiqt,. er VXO remdiation reruirement3. During Zhis tiwe, it is not

clear if thte A-1v will rmintain site security and safety as mentioned under 

--he caretaker alternati.ve. PlAame clarify under appropriate sections.

Specific Commnents;

Endangered Species

7tin .52, page 1-8, clearly and accurately outlines the Secticn 7I

`:su.:ationr process .nder the Endangered Species Act of 1913, as amende

12SA~ . ?iaure 21-3 on raae 2-4 indicate2 that Section 7 consultstizn was

Z.V!Met:ed ir j-.1V 1994q. Section 2.2.!. page 2-6. irlies that the document

"~~feronProving ',!ro'.nd Fish and WIdlfe Management Ciar, September 1994'

.~ :34'const:~itee the cor'pletio. of forma.l consuitation under Secticn 7

e: the ESA. To date, no Section 7 crsg .ttion has occurred concern~ing zke

diStecA. and reuse of JPG lund the Final EIS shou~d clearly indicate theat



U Mr rsa:Cr

ss-t'~T!f 
I-n- in-ttcot~.%~ rat; W.34 nr- 1 errdltara bat

* M~vct.~s5 sdalis are :cllcwed. .o further :csla2Z necetcary f -he

- jlcz~sal and re-.se ef en7 as r-a%;red rrzrSeto of theC EZA if :flOSC

*z' se. S:r~s cSomt~c. 
z~na z:d C:cc

r~tat ccs~lta.OZ. a.z new ;.fzrai~n r.endangertd pecies a tne

~,.le g'~'~~avilabe ~ ifprojct pane are cn-anqed s:;nifi:&lt.y. please

=Ontact ouffite or frther cns-ultatcl..

iecttfl >.2 f.ails to address two xecutive Orders thac ate elevauiL Lu it

zlou.re a-id reu-ile Cf JPG Exctve order 11988 - FoodplCin. anagement and (+
Exec':ttve order ll1o9Q - Protectionl of etl s The Final E15 shouild include

a discus licn of cowliance of the disposal attrtfliVes 
with these Executive

ordaers-

j*C~on3.3.4 _iSts and Section 4 iS efines the flinA encumbrances proposed

'n:r the 'oreferred aCternativ@ of disposal. 
If the Army intends to !ncovOrare

t~'tehabiat protectiona measures for the :ndiana ba-. 
discus,,sed in th'e lpr~cdingQ

3 W;~.dangarfid Species comnents, a tenth encunbranlce, t.danaered Soc~iei. shoulld

bo .4ejand dn~aned. Trhe wRever'sionaZry Clauses" ecumbzance niy reflects a

oortiol of the neottated restrictive covenants. A Major portion of Study

Arca £ cannot be dveloped due to its proxirMty 
to Old Timbers Lake and no

disturbdflce of any kind may occur, in all Study Areas except 2, prior to

development, arc juzt two examples.- 
The Revereioflfly Clause encumbrance

disClasiof should bc xondcd in the Final ES to indiate that several other

restrictions have been established. Thosc changes should then be reflected

throughout the document in certinent Sections such 
as 2.4.i and 5.4.12.

Undcr the UXO encurbrance, the DEIS indicates 
thatt restrictive covenants in

U c~ranefer docul-tltay prohibit terrain 
disruptiVe activtitifts. It is our

understanding that. the Army/Department of Defense safety 
policy would also()

restricJt recreaulolal activities particularly 
in high hazard areas. ProvideS

further discussion on Am aey ply ol tLO and how it would affect future

reuse at fG-

AcuatiCReOtCC

Th~e discussion of aquiatic resoroes On page -3u indicates that Appendix F

cnntains a s~ecies list of mussels found in Oter Creek. However, that ltr~

is9 r~t irIdp-d in the DEIS. 
(~

Big! >jcal and Water Resources

. ctiofl 5.4t12 and 5-s-13 and in tatle 5-2b it is !tated that under the

r: tr~i Almernattve all indirect :mracts will1 he beneficial : : o _

cnwhat: enr~tCnl¶ftal impacts there colud be by :Caviflg tt:- :,3voruxO(j

:np a ce. Zo caim beeficia: imp,-acts is misleading. We suggest The document:

be changed to nlo impact or unflY impact. Prelir-Jrary biologicaI su-rvreys

indicatt that the presence of UJXO has nct hBad a negative impact or. :errestrial
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-. r:... :-z -.-e r-4 ~-. r eeearch 6*n t:Qr ;. eg;Q

1 ~2 -a'_2z -rat~ t-*t o -h 37: P~ 5 -i --z Aea 

f~r as~ndbird peries Mncludl~r tr-e ash'r-ter s=2rrcw and --he Tedea-3

candidae her~o~'S s arrw in addition. hrd-pe-s of acresc of srte

~e~ir~Qoccur W; I t Areak 2.

C-AJural Reao,'irces

Pa-e4-IS Pleas: clarify who determined the archeoogc~ sites leltl

for t'e ~N I T~~ r: t.hc contract 3rcheco vOirt. :he Ar-ny. or the Staz~

H~s~orc&~ prservatofficer? i determiirati-f Was mOde by -15 Zr:c

co~aco and the Ax-my, it is not definitive. 

Pace 4-13. ?' Cutjrm Resource Mnagemernt Plan designed to integrate stcric

:raser~atio with `Ax-miy misszion and programs" has limited utilit, ance JPG

claafie~ xat 22 A~m onrl Apparently, this purpose derives from the

Mno:a.dm vf TUreG'm~lt MOA; and is, therefore, not aenable to change ;.r. :he

DEIS.

page 1-16. The MOA mght specify transfer of hiscoric preservation

responlsiblilities to a succeeding Federal agency i i.e.. Service) out; che__

Service is or eurd t acp e re epnsiblities the Azinry warits _u )
pass on. Oy ile gnatory partles to zhe MOA are oud tts termsz.

Page 5-7. h MO (reference page 4-!8; prov'des for inerim Protection of

historic prpertiLes," but not fr preservation or nmantena&fc* of thoseU

properties. Thug custodial statu.s (the no action alternative) could esult~ Zi
direct adverse imact to standing structures (bridges, schoolhouse, lodge.

etC.) from~ isufficienlt maintenance.

rcumul.ativ* Imacts

Page S-11, S 9, states the U~XO creates a "safe haen for wildlife and plant

zeciee. it should 31so state that bcause of the need to maintain the

verimeter fence for rite security and the restrictions ~XO may place on deer

huntina in certain areas, Idlife and plant species cane become damgd b

high deer populations unlese they are controlled.

Ditrb~tinListI

heajare's listed orn page 7-1 for the Blcomingtsnl office -of-!-he Fsh and

w4ldlijfe. Servce is incorrect, the correct address is!

-.S. Fs.h an. wa-dlif" Srvce

623 S.,-uth Waer .tret-

Bloo'TUnatcn, Idaa 444~
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.,s exn-e~sse .r. :--c ;~~c -~ttZin eo Azr:1 2 99 7-e Service cntlre':e 0

n Ia ' Z Z-ed z-otectinc- ~he nat-.ra_ resouz.cc 1: of ::tc As 

stts thi ~~evlce&9 reliwinarv Cornce=Z Plar. Plan: 3.- Apivar41x C s no

-.. er valid an~d s-'ud be vifr' ~c- te Y:nal EIS. We asi: ::r elhe ?l.-

toc be wit hrx.- because :,t 15 vre-ature 7to mane ainv vublic ue and nzew.

~~ re1~eL2 to "jXAO.

3 ~~~~re.~~.a:e ;crhey ~ _ --s-e znz

sinzerelv.
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INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
We make Intdiana a cleaner, healthier place to live

£iica' 1.YA 100 %ot~h sen~ate Av~flis
Govormcr PA) sea Go Is

IrmaleikIbl.Indiana * 46J1 ~JS
Cot r ose I v.aphena 3 11 232 460j

May 23, 1995 rnv.trommnnz.l elvpnt ~ 4O .i i, i

Mr. James Davidson
U.S. Army Material Conrrand
Ariw: AMC SOI
5001 Eisenhower Avenue
Alexandria, Virginia 22333-001

Dear Mr. Davidson:

Re: Review of the Draft Enviroumntal
Impact Statement f or Disposal and

Ground, February 1995

Pagg -6 Segion 1.5-2. 1e flllr

In a letter dated April 19, 1994, ID did not concur with the CEFRA
Report. IEM Staff do not agree that the environmental condition of the-
facility has been adequately determined by the JPG C2RFA Report.

Section 120(h) requires State concurrence of the CE2RFA Report for real
property not on the National Priorities List (N'PL).- JPG is not an NPL
site and therefore, the CERFA Report requires concurrence by IDER.

PAge 2-S. Sewinn 2-2-3. st~ gullet*

it should be stated that IDE4 and EPA staff have found inconsistencies
with the Army's analytical protocols that bring into question the
validity of the JPG RI data quality. The Aruvv is conducting a ata
,validation effort. I1m6( and EPA staff are reconsidering the usefulness U
of this data and providing overslaht for the validation orocess.

This paragraph states, R1?S activities north of the iring line haveI
been def erred pending more def initive land use planning.' ZDD4 staf f
are deeply concerned with the failure of the RIS to address our-
concerns north of the firing line. DEM staff have curented on
numerous occasions of the need for an environmental investigation north
of the firing line. The Army needs to address concerns associated with,
TJXO north of the f iring line W'hich include the contaminawtiin of soil
explgounve rie fomencacoedtamnantsincludhecavyse alsdiial
andplondeaeriue foema craceda~.nan inluheavy maet.Alsii alnd
the extent of contamination posed by'numerous solid and ha2ardous waste-
rnaagement units north of the firing line has not been investigated.

An tquat Op.pr¶.untty ttnp~,ye
-A Pe~.. P.



I MVr. James DavidsonU Page 2
May 23, 1995

eae 2-7. ction 22.6. 2nd ParagrAmh:

I T'he State is the lead regulatory agency for non-NL sites. Approval y

Pgob 2-10- ection 2 id aaaak

With .inuited security under Caretaker Status is te likelihood of
increased poaching and trespassing a concern?

PAaa 2-10 Ametinn 2-A-. 2n aAapbe

I Analysis of potential environmental ipacts is facilicated by dividing
the JPG into study areas, How can an environmental iact be I.

formulated for Study Area 1 Wldlife efuge) when there has been no )
environmental istgtinnot of the firing line'?

in the discussion of Encumubered Areass, it needs o be specified that ~3U contixnued monitoring of known problem areas is included in Remediation
Activities.* Although landfills are mentioned, other problem areas
that need monitoring, such as the DU iact area, are not.

3 The area south of the firing line potentially contains significant
amounts of UXO. 'Me Arw has not deonstrated that the southernI portion of the facility is clear of UXO.

Paee 4-17. Setion 13-2. lat Paradraah

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study should be referred to as (I the RI/FS South of the Firing Line. ~S

age -37. ection 414-1. 2nd Paraaraoh!

This section should include a description of RCR.A closure activities
currently being conducted at building 305. The approved closure Plan
is dated May 1992. No closure work has been completed to date, ad

should be addressied inthe DEIS.

?Ag -33.. Setin4A. st c~&ranh-

It should be stated that IDE'i and EPA have not concurred with the
findings of the JPG CEP.?A eport.

I Pace 4-39.Scio 1.2 lt

*hs of th. close of 1994, the draft report was under- review by State ofI Indiana enviro=mental oficials.0 This state=-ant is incorrect.



James Davidson
Page 3
M4&y 23, 1995

in a etter dated hpril 19, 2.994. IDEM dd not concur with the CRFA
Report, nor were cments adeguately addressed. In a letter -ate-d

Janury 7, 995 YDEK reviLewed the ArM ys responses L IDEM'S comuent.s
on the draft CERFA Report. IDL4 requested a meeting to resolve
outstanding issues. To date, tAzWt has no: responded to IDEKcs
January 17, 1995, comnent letter.
Paae 440- A~etion L-14.1. It P anraph 3
In addition to a safety hazard, UJXO caui also be an environmental hazard
with the possibility to contaminate soil, surface water and
groundwater.A
Zaeff 4-4S. eetin A4-1. lSt ~rap

The data used for the various ratings and evaluation i nlot ncl.u4dd.4 ~
For instance, the report mentions chat the exposure dose for the IDU
Impact area would be 110 illirems per year, but does not provide the
background data, calculations, and assumuptions that produced this
number. ~ o~45 e A'aah

Who will be responsible for continued site and groundwater monitoring?

IDEM staff believe this study does not propose a comprehensive
environmmntal investigation of the site and uDImriy defers, ajor
envirnental concerns to later, unspecified nvestigations.-IRheArsy
currently has no ins to onduct an environvantal investigation north
of the firing line. There is a lack of pertinent data concerning the 
extent of contamination posed by UXO and the solid and hazardous waste*
managent units located north of the firin Ine The Drr i
incokplete and leaves signif icant envi~rnmntal concerns unaho&rassed.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental 
lagact Statement. I you have any questions please contact me at
1317) 233-6425.3

Sincerely,

3oku J )(ey Jr., Project anager
Defense Environmental estoration Program3
Office of Environmental ResponseU

JJX: mg~
cc: R. Osborn

K. Mason-Smith
K. Quirk
P. Cloud



May 12, 995

I Jeffersonl Proving Grou1nd
LoCal Rdevelopmenft Authority
Jefferson County Cou.~rthouse
200 E. Main Street
Room~ 103
Madison, IN 47250

Mr. jim Davidson
us Army Materiel Command

501 Eisenhower Avenue

AIx2athdria,Vigna23301

Dear Mr. DAVidson:

To start my coments, this DR&"F' ENVIRONM4ENTAL IMPACT STATEMNT,

FEBRUJARY 1995 and the process by which It was prepared is

unsatisfactory, Unacceptable and seemingly does not seet to

requirements of Army Regulation 200-2 and -the National
Enviromnztal Policy Act.

I &ttached are letters submitted by Dave Daghir Chairman of the

Jeff erson Proving Gyround Regional Dow lopaent Board (JPGRfDS) and

Bob Growe, Redevelopment Coordinator for the JPGRDS.

I ~Mr. Daqtir's March 15, 1994 letter to Mr. Paul Johbnson indicated

concern about tne preparation of the EIS and subsequently 
requested

cooperating agency statu's be provided to the JPGRDS per NEPA

guidelines.

* ~Gxewe~s AuaguSt 18, 1994 letter to P8121 Johnison refers to Daghir's

I ~March 15 letter. Grewe indicated that if tt-e IPGRDB does 
not hear

fromi Mr. Johnson as to the cooperating agency Status 
request, the

JPGRDS will contact mr. Ray Clark with the Council 
of Environmental

Quality for fuirtrker guidance an how the 
COMMiUnity can participate

in the EIS process.



Because of seemingly clear disinterest on the part o the Army inI

providing any level ot conuUWity engagement into the EIS

preparations no further corrSspondenc warn submitted.

Af ter reading the Draf t EIS it e*s clear to me wiry the Army did

not want the community iolved. 
This document does not address

reuse concerns or impacts, only disposal considerations 
and very

little t that. Had the commuunitT )tnownl n advance the scope of

the EIS, we certainly would have indicated long before nlow our

concern over the matter.

That leads to another concern regarding 
the EIS process. Mr. Bob

Jamesoni held a "scoping iaeetinlg" in February of 1993. This scoping.

meeting only reqaested input from the public on reuse alternatives. ~~ 

At no time during the meeting or snehas t Ce eoifi been

informed as to the scope D- th I. Ti proces cpn)I

dit rilSte scope ofisues toadrs in the ElS and identifis

the significant i551105 related to the proposed action. This i

taken trom Army Reg. 200- 2. Clearly this February 1993 scopirig

meeting did not meet the necessary 
requlirmenlts and did not give

the community an opportunity to provide input and gain an

und~erstandinlg of this EIS format.

The following are comment's from the 
Executive Sumary section.

The introduction states the EIS will 
examine impacts resulting from

the disposal and reuse of the JPG.

However, the proposed action states that the proposed action

analyzed in this EIS is the lisposal" of the JPG and that reuse isI

to be analyzed only as a secondary and cumulative impact of

disposal and further that rmse is a direct action of other

federal, state and local and private entities. This it

unacceptable. The proosed action anlyzed in the SLS should be -h

,the commnitY reuse pl1an. 
5 }f

Does hs proposed action of OdIscosal" and not reuse meet the NPA ~~

The Draft claims the Army has identified three alternatives to

diOpasal. They are as follows:
1. No Action
Z. Encumbered. disposal
3. unencubered disposal

The Army's preferred alternative being encumbered disposal.I



I ~if for some reason the ArMy continues to use the alternatives in&

m preparing the 135, it gutb aeclear and provided in get('

detail a s to wa th nimrances are for individual pare s.U

Also the GtiSfteencumbrances. 
Gene-ral statements regardingI those outline~d on pages 4-46 - 4-48 or unacceptable and cannot

provide the community an appreciation or nderstandilg of the

impact of encu1mbranlces an reuse of JPG property.

conideed ithn te ES i th commiy'sJPGreuse plan. Is

* this hege!: I ven at previOus meetings by both the Armry
a Whyis oly lme dsposl acion eingconsidered? I

The comunity was informed at a recent Restoration Advisory Board

meeting that the ROO will starte that the Arywill decide to take

no action or dpose of the property with encumbrances or

unencubered. f there is more to Army's decisionl-makinlg that wi i

be included in the ROD, the comunity needs to know in great etai l(

what that will be.

Ho0w can you state on pag@ ES-3, 2nd paragraph under 
Envirormental

and SocioecontOIit ConsequenCes that quote There will be no

significant impacts in Connection with any of the three disposal

alter13tiveso? The sentence abvve you stated there would be a

variety of short arul long term adverse impacts. Removing 5,000

acres from a regiom'S economy for perpetuity will have immeasurable()

environmi-ental and soci oconomic Cimpactse I

Why does the iollowing paragraph 3 only address direct adverse

impacts of impact on parcels? Aren't positive impacts worthy of

being included in the Exeutivye 8WinaT77

'The next paragraph 4 states that the proposed action of disposal

would not contribute to Significant ceuulative impacts. Clearly

the diposal of lnd with liitationls will have a great :Lpactjin

tems o t e lIeLIoo oi WI ben rdcie i eras of
CO~flt~iC~lOIiC develo!PUeft. nce again it is imperative that

thes enumbrn~e be addresSe~d in detail.

Under the isitiiation section~ it is intrexting to note the phase

Coopnste for adver-Se mimacte~i h is sentence. will the

Army consider comfpen !~ efrson, Jenings and Ripley County

To-r ost 
d~eh~t ou~iI Y&~OI potnt ue to the '-

inablit to eus nearly 5,00 acres of land due UXO

contax-ination ?

3



Caretaker as a word and actiity needs to MOre 
clearly defined or~

the purPoses of this docuet tis referenced throughout. This

docum-ent aseas to indicat thtcaretaker servi.ces -will be provided

after september 30, 1995 closure. JPG oft icial$ have ndicated to

the cmmunfity that no caretaker will be provided after closure and

no funds are provided or budgeted for 
these expenses.

paragraph 3 under mitigation mentioned 
the countits, redevelopment

authorities, this should be amended 
to reflect the czreation o-f a

sinle evlopment authority, the efierson Proving Ground Local

Rdove o letAtort PLRA)

In ths sae parqraoh. what is the significanlce-of identIfying

b~jlingS not avin intrde~nden utlities systems? Is this

idenifiatin bing oorinaed ith the JPGULRA?

The following are coments relating to the balance of the DRAFTI

Page 1-6
The cotiunifity takes ece tion to the statement that the Army has

taken an active role in proding local coinnity assistance.

Clearly thKe persons t P hve be eremely accOimodatina.

H~owever the Ary hsnot prvddthe Comnt any level of.

assistance. Te inicated comunity involvement in providing

caretaker servics as illegal, which is surprising since other

coatMMitles areO engaged in such activities. The Army did not

follow through on a commitmenlt that the 
comity would enter into

a cooperative agreement for the reuse and marketing of JPG.

Finally the methods used by the Army to diminish 
the objectives and

goals of the cou'nitY'S reuse plan are 
questionable.

Within paragraph 1.5.1.4 the language used to discuss economicI

develOVzlent coVnveace should reflect verbatim that used within the,(~

interim Final Rule to -avoid c onif and interpretation by readers

-and evaluators.

Page 2-1
Once again there is concern on the part of the commnity that reuseU

is nt beng cnsidm-d. other concerns Is wfty the Army is Aing_() 

mulipl iztenitis for evaluation when they have the comunity

The coufinity also has concern about the lack of detail describing 

the enue-WCS This lack of detail cannot allow or provide 
forL/

a fllevaluation of the impact of the encumbered disposal

alternative.

4I



I Page 2-5
First paragraph referenCes the I1 and comments received from the

State of Indiana and EPA. It is the understanding of the coiunfity

* that the State of Indiana, Department of Environmental Management

* (it2) and EPA did not approve or concur with the RI and may it

- fact have had significant disagrS~emet regarding the content an~

preparation of the RI. Should this be the case, such disagree ent(1

and coments should be noted and aodressed in detail herein.

Also-noted in this paragraph is that RI/FS 
activities nortb of the

firing line have been deferred pending more definitive land use

I planning. This is unacceptable and has been since nothing was

noted in the EIS for closure about the area north of the f iring

line. This XIS cannot be comlete without detailed evaluation and r~

analss ofth tret XOand related mission waste have been (
full evlae.Figure 4-11a indicated a imumber of CERIA parcels

north of the firing line, yet no RI activities 
have been initiated.

The Mason-Ranger JPG Cleanup and Reuse Options lists in great

I detail the constituents and byproducts of the various propel lants

and explosives used at PG and notes the potential. for

contamination should such materials migrate. An RIMFS and ROD for

the area north of the firing ust be competed to assure that the )
coOMMuityS ea.Lib -is not at risk and there is no need for more
de-finitive land use vlrn pror tjo-initiating this activity.

page 2-7
First paragraph should note the need to Rreserve or in many cases

identify utility easmwnts at JPG. 

I Page 2-8
First paragraph under state and local screening, the Army should

remember that Title XXXX states that the KDC should be used oniy

I when other federal disposal authorities f or the 'intended" land use

cannot be us*d to accomplish the necessary economic redevelopet.
It would be important to note within the RIS wht constitutes the ,..

iintended - land us-e. 'rho comunity would charge that intene an <5

uses are spelled out in tIereue.Te ArM to date however.

in discussinl9 their intentions with th comufmity avoid the term

"intended" Aand use and instead simply state 
that- the EDC can be

U used onily when vio other f ederal disposal mechanism is available,

period. lptended land use should be identified and agreed upon b

the comnunitV a part of this ElS document. without this agreed c~.
upon identification, It ie h Army the fedmt c ihu

regard of the commnities land use interest and will provide causeof zoning and land use problems later.

Page 2-9
Paragrap~h 2.2.7. the JPGRDB was formed January 1993 not Septeber,



Appendix B, copies of the counfity reuse plan and addendum~ are

poor quality. The JPGLR~A can provide better quality opies to beI

incorporated in the revised IS.

The section on Caretaker Status is completely unacceptable. The

community has been told that not a single dollar is 
available for

caretaker services after Septembker 30, 1995. This EIS must be

revised to reflect the fact that no caretaker services will ie

providd or te rY must intorm the cOunlty as to their plans

for leel f cretake-r services. This inconsistency on this

impotantsubjct i unacceptable a-nil makes the £15 unacceptabl@ as

well.

Because of this inconsistency, the community cannot accept any of 

the evaluation and analysis regarding the NO ACTION alternative

discussed within the DRAFT EIS.3

Page 3-1
3.2 1MO ACTI0tN ALTERNATIVE is unacceptable . Please note the reasons
listed abovwe.

Page 3-2
3.2.2. until these encumbrances are defined in areater detail and,-

identified as to which parces they apply to this setion i s1)

u-nacceptablie. without such information it is impossible to

determine the impact of such a disposal action,

Pag paagraph indicates that the Army will find it necessary to

impleaen retar actiOng f or Som veriod of time, This is(~ 

unacceptable languiage if no such caretaker arrangement is"-

contemplated by the Army.

Page 4-6 
-. 

Table 4-2 on per capita income -needs to address whether or not the() U

dollars are current or costant (have they been adjusted for

inflation). ?bis can haean imact on the sumnary statement aboutI
having a strong regional economy and healthy growth.

Page 4-10
4.2.2 Fire Protection section -needs to define what constitutes a I
fire protection rquirevent. Also the fact that because JPG makes

up such a. large portion of Monroe Township and limits the available

tax dollars and lubBequenlt ability of Monroe Township to

In the past JPG has provided fire fighting service for citizens of

Monroe wnship.
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3 Page 4-12akrw lbersosbefripmntg
4.5.3 notes that the caratae 2lberpoi1Borilentn(I

Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. 
n light or the commnunity's

understanding that no caretaker serviceiS wiii be provide, who will

be ressiblo ipeenigtis tormwate' plan?

4.5.5. should address and evaluate the need to possibly retro-f it

electrical service across the nstallation and to buildings and

facilities to facilitate reliSO.

Page 4-13
4.5.6. paragraph 2 notes that there is no reason to believe that

there is any unexPloded ordnance in landfills South of the firing

lineO. How can this statement be used without any data, evaluation

or analysis to back it up. This is completely unacceptable. The-

risk of UXO in landfills south of the firing line is a verv real~

concern and its likelihood, because of the nature of the JPG

mission is great.

There is also reason to believe that UXO 
is likely to exists at

other areas south of the firing line. 
A complete investigation as

to the Presence Of UXO south of the firing line shouid be completed

-and included as par othS EC oc eation.

Paragraph 5 notes that ash from an incinerator was placed in

landfill at Engineers Road. Anlss a otecomposition and ~

potential hazardous -nature of his ash s ol eaddressed.

Page 4-36
4.13.2 indicates that no coprehenlsive groundwater monitoring (

proqram exists at JPG. Such a Voars must be initiated at Ji( to OD-

en~utC the migration of hazardous materials 
in quickly identified

to protect the health and safety and the coiumity and for
rmdiat ion purposes.

page 4-38
CERFA documentation is 'noted herein. It is the understanding of

the Comunity that oh I~ fdAddnt concur wih the CERA(

rep)Ort. The comilts. and reasons for the nononcurrence by IDEMI

and EPA Shoul e td wti this section.

Page 4-40
4.14.3 should pro'ide an analysis of the risks, dangers and hazards

associated with UXO, articularly the risk and migration of()

constituents matrials off-site. Againm, the Mason-Manger Cleanup

and Reu-se Options report gave nuerous reasons for concern about

the preseAce of UXO in large concentration over extended periods of

time.

* ~~~~~~~~~~~~~7



MAo, this section should note in detail the current situation

yregarding thie EPA rTleMaki1nq process in order to determine it UXO

will be egulated unier RCAand/or CERCLA. A draft ruie is to ~i~ 

publ~hedOctoer 195 ad a f inal rule Octobear 1996. These

1ening rule Coul hv si ficant impact on the future

remediaton of XO atJPG.

Aiso note the first sentence indicated that UXO may be found in

specifi paces aut oftefrn ine. Yttepreparers used U
a STateetb e urk on Vsg -3that no UOsol be present-

Page 4-42I
A c )aP1 Ete EIS on the depleted uranium at JPG has just tarted with

the pesoig eeting.. How.can the Arm begin to consider making

a zeCOC of dcisian as to the disposal of JPG when a considerationI

o argfe asters ohalth and human safety posed by testing

100O'O kilograms ofdpeted ~Aranium1 has yet to be determined.

ThiS s accetbe The Arm ca t contemplate any disposal

and potential risk tohmnhalth is evaluated and agreed on by

all conce S~prties.

Even in he brief narrative ovided in -the DRAFT EIS. no mention()

is made of potential migration of depleted uranium.

Page 4-47
Another discussionl of d pt~ ranium that does not aLddress (~ 
migration by air or ingestion b anisals/peopl9. '

Page 4-48
Last paragraph Discussed wetlands and the potential to iuqpoSe

restrictive coveda1ts to prrotect them. The DRAFT EIS should

address hw wetlands will be identif ied and why restricive2/

coveneft Pigt be ncessary3 se fdea legislation exists that

provdeS protectivn of la ..I

Page S-I
The No Action Alternlative DiSpOsal Alternatives. are unacceptable.

Page 5-3
The No Action Aiternative is unacceptable.

Page 5-4
5.3.3. sh ild address t at hat No Action will not allow for )

reuse and the creation of new joS. 



I Page 5-10
Throughout this section there is an overriding concern about the

fact that there has been no data collection, 
evaluation or analysis

I of the area north of the iring line. We find it difficult to

- coment, on or to iviagine how the Army can make a disposal decision 1J

without the consideration ox the long-term environlmentlt&

conlseqece of JI's concentration o UXO. We f eel such an

analysis is necessary to assure the cowmmity will not bO exposed
to long-term health risks.

Also under this section the encumbered alternative notes that

generally land use would not Change. The Army hag to come to terms

within the IS that nearly 6(0,0O0 acres will be removed from a

regions economy forever. The impact of this loss is imeasurable.

The economic factors are enormous and will plague this region

forever. Yet no where is this spelled out clearly in the EIS. For

the genieral public, reader, reviewers and decision-makers, this

needs to be clearly spelled out and addressed. The NIS should

clearly point evaluate the long-trm economic impact associated

with newrly- 50,00 eng a TO d i long-trm liability to the

reio. I~t Will con n oincrease local/regional commuter and

transportation cost due the -size and location of facility. Wituout

addressing this issuS in a Manner that will be understood fully by

the general public this EIS doevnent misses the entire

I environmental issue that citizenls effected by the rouse and

disposal of JPG face.

I 5.4.2 first paragraph, last sentence needs to be explained in

greater detail as to what is being conveyed on the part of the

preparer. of course remedial action would delay development, but

tniat is appropriate and reasonable to assure public health and

safety wcecrnls are mst. There -is no reason for such a statement

to appoar herein.

Page 51
The*_iddle of first paraqraph indicated that considerable

invgtAttint of A=7 resources -would be required to eliminate the

remedial action encumbrances. Who caresi The Army caused the -need (~
for remdiation and tIyahud be held accountable. Tfiis sentence

is unnecessary and shld b withdrawn.

Road CroSinas over streams is referenced several times throughout -

the docuwft. Details as to ow srface water quality is effeted

Wsuch use should be docmented herein.

Page 5-14

9



First paragaph ays CleanUP f UXO would have adverse impact to-

vubiic healthi because of detonation of UXO as part of the cleanuip.

Is te coiulty to ily that they have been 
exposed to a public-

health risk for 50 years while JG has been in 
operation. This is

a significant statement and if accurate may be cause of a healthI

Survey by the appropriate federal health agency. 
It also may open

the door to a variety of potential litigation with claims focused

on 50 years of federal govenmenft activity that threatened humanI

health.

This section erhould prvd nlsis as the risk to human healt hC
for the UXO to satay and decay and its constituents components t

miqlrate into sail an aer.

S.4.5 states that Costs associated with management of utilities

could frustrate sconomic development and have long term adverse

impacts on 5OciO1`6oioa
1c- conditions. How can anyone make such a

Statement. TiSs tatement must be removed from the tiiExt p
Availability o infrastructure is key to providing economic 

development OpprtuitiGo. JPG Utilities provide positive 

development factors.Mo one has said or proven that the community

cannot manage the JPG utilities.

Page 5-18
5.4.14 third paragraph indicates that a remedial investigetionl is~~

occuringin studyF areaj 1, t-e wildlife refuge area north of the Q~ 
firig lie. I thi isto the comunity is not aware of 2 this a
actiity nd neds o nein

Page S-31
5.6, fift ararah states the iieed for working together. This isf~

-not the case. Development and reuse could take place by th

actions of individual counties.
Page 5-32
5.7 should Vrovide data as to what income level constitutes low-

income pouaions. 
(i

Also it isimossible to sake a statument that JP~G does not create 

an advre halh r ,whe no analysis north of firing line has

been nitia~4~no eaut of the depee rnu a been
competed by theu Hucer Ragq1ato Y COMIesionl and the EPA and IDIS

have nottcncu1rredl on any Army environmental documents to date.



This concludes the comimenlts of the Jefferson Proving Ground Local
R~edevelopm~ent Authority on the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR REUiSE AD DISPOSAL OF JPG.

Any questionls regardinlg thisl comments can be directed ary office

812.273.5230 Bob Grewe at 812.265.4769.

I Sincerely,

I~~4
Wilmer E. Goerng I
Attorney, Jefferson Cont ,ind-iaifa



1nqd..An1P0i., Itfll1ana 4Oj'JA

.,)I i bv. 

James LDavtd6oon Council
u.s. Ay K..teriel Command
5001 Esenhuuwez Ave. 
Alexandria, VA 22333-0001

RBI raft nvirolmeltal mpact Statement for Disposial and I
Reuse of Jefferson Proving Ground

D~ear Kr. DavidGeftl

Follow.ing5 are the CoMMente Of the floosier Snvironetal Council 
on

the DEIS for the disposal and reuse of Jef ferson Proving Ground-

Forimt of Dulaj') 
HBC objeote to the generic nature of the DEIS and believms it jaY) 

not consistenlt with the requ-irepents of the National En'wironmental
Policy Act thaIt prVida tha't an environmental impact statement-Vill

be a eaie sttmn nt environnmental effects and
alt*ernativr55 to a proposed action. instead, the DEIS analyze.

categories of actions ouch as .ncuuhere~d ot urncwufered disposal

and three levels of reuse intenity-.I

Thee generic categoris were used even though mars specific 

disposal/reuse options were well-known and Likely to be the final

osta"C. In the DRll the Army declares that the reason for the

generic nature of the cause anaysLw is due to their limited

control over reuse activities once the Army qive. up the lend. et

in reality, one reuse optiot, the national wildlife refuge, is9

totally wjithin the Armya SControl according to the disposal
screeai.za process got forth by statute.

Second, the Army has prematurely decided, prior to the conclusion I
of the BIS process, that certain lands will not be included in the
wildlife refuge by making a surplus decision on these lands an
March 9, 1995, tmy asbfr h laag ZA n

months before the Uscord of Deoision will be completed. In fact,
for at least one of the reuse optionso the dispoeal decision will

determine the reuse activity. Again, this in the wildlife refuge

optnion. ecause of this and the other deficiencies of the DW1S,-

the document will becoam what is specifically prohibited by the3

PE~PA requlationls: an aftex-the--fact justificati~n of a decision

already =ade (40 CPA 1502.?).

One of the purpoeSof an UIS is as a dicloauue document. to

provide the most complete level of information to the deciaionmlaker

aind the public So that a wel-informed decision on proposed actions

can be m'nade. On thi a oi0nt the DE1S fails completely. much more E
information wao available to the ArMy than appeared in the DEIS.

_ .This information consisted of additional biological informatioln



from the DNk and the US FWS; from the econouuic tudies done for
the JPG RD; and from information on the public and and recreation
situation Ji13 Indiana provided by EC. Had all this information
ben fully presented in the 091S, the Army and the public ouzld
have a much more nformed analysis of the merits and drawbacks of

each proposed disposal/reuse option.3 ~More discussion on tese topics will occur in the following
watcA~iena of our comm~ents.

As noted abovs, the generic nature of the disposal and reuse
alternatives diinishes the effectiveness of the DIS. This i1 * ~ ~particularly important deficiency of the DEIS iven that aryedi!
and liKely reuse option. were availabLe for analvsis. These
otions include; () the national ildlife refuge; (2) the JPGI~~ Rgoa Development board's plan and it. components! agribusainess

parks, a solid waste landfill, road expansion, co~rcial
dcvslopment, and the operating engineers training center. ach of
these alternatives will create site-specific environmental impacts
or benefits, specific econom~ic impacts or consideratione, nd
social iacts. Despite the existence of theme known reuse
out~cows, the DEIS contains very little discussion, analysis or
com~parison of the=. This does not at all qualify as the rigorooe
exploration and. evaluation of all reasonable alternatives- reuired
by 'NEVA (40 CR 1502.14).

1 Exemnyles of sits-specific issues that have not been fully
considered are:
(13 the environm'ental impacts of the various develoomnt proposals
for parts of JPG. These include the impacts of a ribusinese-typeI ~developnosat in northern end of JPG on ater quality, vegetation,
wildlife, and asoilel the impacts on soils, water, vegetation, air
quality, roads, and adjacent property values of a regional solidI waste landfill; the impacts of commercial development or heavy
equipment training an wetlands and vegetation; t iCte of road
reconstruction or widening on water quality, vegetation, and3 ~wildlife.
(2) the envirunmental and economic iM'acte of cleanup activities
related to the various revelo mnt possibilities. What level of
cleanup of 1.310, for example, is necessary for the develapamnt of an
mgribusiness park, or a landfill.
(3) the suitability of JPG lands for various reuse options, such as,
commercial devalopmart or a landfill. Is the land, given its
geological conditions or the presence of 13X0 or hazardous waste,

suitblefor a particular developmnt project.

Affected Unviroament
Trhe discussion of the affected natural and ocio-economicI ~eflVirrueLt of the JG region as extrem~ely Cursery, given the

availability of much more information on these subjects.

1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~2



iLn particular, there was little disCUSSion of the regional

landeape fro n fecological standpoint. This discussion should
have included Tmore than just a description of existing public land
units ad a eneral utline of surrounding land uses. Both te
reoorrts fron the IDrNK and the U.S. Fish and ildlife Service
described te importance of large and divereenatural areas in heI
!V%- Midwet, given that o much lnd is in private hands and

deve1caped to some extent.

So diacue3sion occurs on the biolo iCal value or reinlabundanceI
*., the wetlands resource, mature hardwood forest, or high-quality
utr&A1U5 at J3. rhese natural comsunities are all rar. in te
lower wiid.est. 'rho size of the hardwood forest at JPG s eryI

iuiqnificakli regionally. Large intact forest i lzcraaingly
recoanized for its importance as successful habitat for forest-
dwellina wildlife including interior dependent migratory birds. 

Trndiana. has a very limited public land base constituting about
three percent of the total land area in the state. Demiand f or
outdoor recreation ppottunities is high, nd several large urban

populations are within one-day's drive of southeastern Indiana-

The discussion of Geology n aie 4-*24 does nar discuss th
aresence of karat feature. such as the caves which exist at TPO.1

Earlier studies on JG and the regional economy, including the
Mason and Hanger Report and the ammer, Ser, George, Associates

study contained much mre information on the regional economic
circumstanceG and the relative importance of JPG to regional ocien-
economic condition.. Pairticularly important in their discusmsions
andl to the outcome of the ire disposal process i the issu OL
demand f or and availability of land. This single isiue will be a 
Primary determinant of whether development of JPG produce. t hef)
2redicted economic benefits (jos created, etc.) yet it receives C
virtually no Adscussion in the MMS s i oLed.in these earlier
reports, teze Is6 an abundance of land- in the JG regionI
available for the types of development proposed by the RDS ruse
plan. Given the environmental, cost, and safety issues connected

with redevelopment of JPG ersm this development occu~rring onN
lands outside the proving ground, the projected econom~ic benefits
of 37(3 development are highly suspeoat. Yet this issue is neglected
in the DEIS. The anallsis that does occur an page. 5-22 and 5-23
is oversiuplitied and ncomuplete. Projwctinq that high intensity1
redevelopment of JG would produce a 73% increase in jobs over the
present mployment level (page 5-23) for the entire region is
wildly speculative given all the economic factors at work.

The affected environment at J7(G includes the significant issues of
unexploded ordnance, hatardoUs waste, and depletcd uranium. The
nrs discussion of these potential contamiinants, their cleanu , jT
relationship to development activities, and future monitorirng fit
environmhental _Cuality are extremely limited. There La no
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diecuc~vion of the controversy over the caseif icatir of nexploded3 ezodnance as a non-hazardous waste.

Environmemtal ad ffocio'Kcono.Lc Csequemces
*r-he chartB ad limited text that compare the impacts f genericI ~alernati-veOG does not allow the public to compare the merit. of thw
various specific reuse options that are likely to occur.
specifica11y. impacts arm redbcemd to three possibilities --

beneficial, adverse, or significant adverse. This cursory analysis
iails to describe or compare the real severity and scale of the
imapcLw fxvin Lhe vazioum summe options.

The comparison of only three reuse interisities- in Lsi section
Inappropriately lumps together rcuac activitica that could have
very dissimilar ipactw. For example, ridential development,
community parks, golf courses, and preserv~e re categorited all .

"low intensity" reuses. yet these activities can have
.ignifieaiitly disparate ipacts, particularly on biological
zWuources. we question the validity of using land us~.jrnn
inLensit sndards to categorize and cpare the evironmlentbl.

immct- ofvarousdmvelopument or preservation ruses.

on page 5-27, the Geology, Soils, and Topography" discussion o~f
high intensity direct impacts has no discussion of the effects of

agribuaeiness development i. the northern parcels of PG-3 ~~on page -2m. the "biological Resources- discussion of nodiwxm~ and

dicuson of Lhe scale or significance of the *ffects of

development n these areas. in particular, theIre 1. f~eno
acknowledgement of the presence of high quality natural communiriwa

that as documented by the IDUR Inventory of Mgarch 13.

on page 5-31 in the -Mitigation' section. the discussion of adverse
impacte to bialegicel resources is virtually ameaninqiess. Thoee
impacta include move than degradation of surface waters or forced
relocationA. Again, the failure to address the regional
.ignifiaance of JPC ot the impacts of habitat loss and 3
fragmentation make this analysis barely useful.

This eCtion contains no discussion o social controversiem thatI ~~my arine over proposed reuse options. Iu particular, citizen
objecLions have already been epressed to several o the J teims
preferred reuse plan componente, including the agribusine23 parks
at the northern end of he proving ground and the solid wte
landfill. nloise, odors, increased traffic, and lowered property

- ~Voluca' are all 5ocioconiOic f8ctore with potential for
coQntzovecsiy rlated t these developments. The most likely tenant'
being onsidered for tho agribusiness park, the egg-laying

facilities, has generated a geat deal of public opposition.

1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~4



unavoidable Aversoe Evironkal ipacts/irreveito~l or

irtetrievable COitmt o Rsoures5

Theu limited nature t theme dLBcuUiOn~s on pages 5-33 and -34 are

*yiuptomatic atf the docu5flt5 ailuxe to include all available 

-inform'ationl and inpatiular, reasonably foreseeable 
outComea from3

t proposed ruse options. We dimDRUTe the aertion that the

actions ndertakn b~ nol-ArUKYentities re ntpsentl __!el

onough defined to make estJimatec on certainties that the i acts

upould oc6Ecur ." W4P requi.res mr-Efiiony an evaluationlet

certain outcomk@5, and the Army's Insistence in refurning to evaluiate

the impacts of specific rcuee options that are reasonablyI

foreseeable though not guarnteend serves to invalidate the entire

In fact, the disposal decision made at JG Wil represent an .
irreversible or irretrievable cominent of resources 

if it chooses

to dispose of certain parcels of land that are 
also included ina the

proposed wildlife* efuge boundaries. The surplusifig of parce~ls

announced on March 9, 1995 3KZ4LCatea that this. decision has alreadIy 
3

bison "ade. 

Other Issued
Given the specific ailitary real estate disposal and screening 

process act cut kay federal law and regulation, we question what

authority the AzuY is using to withhold the transfer of the 53,000 9

acres as requested by the U.S. Fish and Wildl-Ife Service an Mrch 3
28, 1994.

Cvoelusioen
As recoguLlsod int the DETS, a principal goal of DIEPA is to assure

that federal agencies, makes mond arid informed decisions based on

the available iformhation and a, full consideration of the likely

impacts. positive antd negative, of their decision. The .7efferson

Proving Gcound environen3ftal impact statement in its present form

will fail to achieve that goal. on the other hand, an IS that

fully looks at this reasonably likely redee outcospes, that comaa

the base ohko ce tween a wildlire refuge or a nae-poeq of 3

dievelomt poas o b lanid north of the firing line, tha

analye te ot ad ma of these dwel p~nt proposals And(3F

the 3LXIL Liho thy mo0l ever occur gIven E presence of UXO, the

oaf el and Iablty iSues, and the need for this JpG land, E U
only sud ecio hat ould result is th. trnsfer of the 

equete 3,000area toth U.S s an Widie Srice for a

natinal viilif ~euge. Tis0 is heaiction spported by the

ooa ~ Eionmntal Council.5

S Ut~~~~~~~~~~~~
Nlatural age Policy Dizector



3 Save Th- ',RI P% and the oos ier nvi ronmentalI Council have
a readiv .-rr~cspd t hpjir conrerns onr'erninga the JPG en vi ronmentalII t~jt-m-n! ~~er men tion of the FEIS and its Ilack of soeci fircitvU iCmflc-rrgr,ri-fPe-i-ral landi owners. ori vatu-. land owners and their

'~~u ~arni 'rs ara "i riend rd be addressed at this time.

Inr-trnhprpcl disoosal suggests that the Armv has formulated a plan
to ronsidjer -'-rtain Pnc-umbranrps on ertain owners facing a condition

.ftransfe-r: ~-hp Armv. suegests it may be able to control these3 nr-iimbrani-'-z and acrcordinglv their environmental impacts.

Th- rmv uthorizes that mitigation of i~acts would result in
ri~ of' +-hp PG land anti evond the control of their authority. The
FT suggpstc masujrpq that future owners could take include exerciseIof sound discretion, the land use lanning and infrastructureNdpvelonments. t sulggests adherence to deed restrictions and
-nforremprt - znine, substantial decision regulations and building

However, the Armv, to our knowledge, has never aoroachedI Tefferson County zoning authorities regarding roper classification
and zoning of the land South of the firing line. Also. there is no

-mention that the Armv has approached Ripley County and Jennings County5regarding their r-omorphensive zoning ol~ans for the area N4orth of the

firing line.

3 So how ops ronosed action analyzed in the IS concern itself
rronerlv ith the disnosal of th- entire JPG facilitv' The ES
4;tiqgests tha- rse, f the installation of future occuoants is bevond

I1 -. dirp.-t :-~rr f h r. The Armv acknowledges that mitigation
-,f iraot-; hh ruolt from ruse are eond its c-ontro) and3 ,thnrit,.. Thi r,p the Arm.- *'ons.iriers an indirect ioact.



The Armv recognizes CERCLA requires that all Federal property3

transfers specifv any release. storage or disposal of hazardous

materials at the site along with a descrintion of the circumstances 

and an rnonse tRken. Clovenants are reui red for ronertv transfers3

from the- Fedeiral overnment. to nrjvat.e non-federal entities that

involve rOnert.v which had been the site of storage. release or

disntusal of hazardous materials. These covenants must warrant that

nece-ssarv rmedial action has een taken and that if additional 

remnediation is needed. it will be conducted b the Federal overnment.3

What. assurance do the neonle of Jefferson. Riolev and Jennings Countv

have that the Federal government will remain in charge?I

The encumbrances are identified as unexzoloded ordinance (UNO) and

denleted uranium (DU.). After twentv-five (25) ears the Army suggests .
that the outlving narcel intended for community development would be

burdened with a reversionary clause favoring the Fish and Wildlife

Service.5

Whv not ust transfer the nrooertv North of the firing line to

the Fish and Wildlife Service so that no-maior liability decisions j
need be faced bv anv non-federal. land owner or bv Drivate individual

land owners who receive title from the Federal government. The

reversionarV clause could have an effect on a counties' land use3

decisions rpsnrt.ing undeveloned -parcels and may be in conflict with

the Fish and Wildlife Services reversionary interest.5

Discussions have occurred between Save The Valley's attorney.

Thomas Dattilo. and the .efferson County zoning attorney and zoning

officials that suggest Jefferson County mav consider pursuing zoningI

classifiration for that nortion of JPG that exists within Jefferson

Cno II tv. Jennings and Rinlpv Countv should. in our oninion. do the1

qani- and -ommence 7oning regulations and recuirements for their

eci Psie nort i -nns; of .JPG,:e (nin~ a rovidps fc-r orderlIy and ol annedI



growth within a countv and must be done before transfers of anv real

Iestate arcels are made between the Federal government and the

respective counties.

The Fish and Wildlife Service and their rights and interests in

the JPG facility should also be considered b the zoning authorities

of the resnective countries: in this manner orderly and planned growth

I Just might he aornmnlished. Tts a ity the government didn't think of __

t his significantly enougth to direct the respective counties to act in Q~

the counties' best interest.

if Also. if narcels are transferred to rivate land owners. and if

7oning is not acmnilished beforehand. the oulace surrounding JPG

will suffer substantial roblems. most likely environmental hazards.

Tn conclusion, if the counties fail to zone JPG. future

generations can have no assurance of any o~roper lanned growth or any

safety for the business inviti-s or the surrounding JPG poulace from

unexoloded ordinance aind denleted uranium.

Bated: nril 25. 1995 On Behalf of Save The Vallev

I~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~------I ~~~~~~~~~Thomas M. Dattilo
Attorney
311 East Main Street
Madison. Indiana 47250



SAVE THE VALLEY, [NC.I

April 25,19951

U.S. Army Materiel Command, ATTNi AMCSO
5001 Eisenhower Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22333-0001J

ATTENTION: Mr. James Davidson

SUBJECT: COMMENTS REGARDING THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL EMPACT

STATEMENT CONCERNING THlE DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF THE JEFFERSON

PROVING GROUND

Dear Mr. DavIson 
I

Save the Valley, Inc. is a not-for-profit environmental organization with members residing

primatrily in Southeastern Indiana and Northern Kentucky. The great majority of our membership

resides within a fifky mile radius of the Jefferson Proving Ground.

This residncy pattern vests our organization with an inheren rigM to make comments

regarding the DEIS. You will find our prefimibury comments mndoeed. We expec that

addtioal comats will be maide relpregenting ou positions.

We hope that our comments will be given due consieration in the ultimate disposition of

the Jefferson Proving Ground.

Sincerely,

Richard KMD 
President

P.O. Box 8 13, Madison, IN~ 472501



I COMMENTS REGARDING DRA FT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STA TEMENT CONCERNING DISPOSAL AND

I REUSE OF THE JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND

U INTRODUCTION

We would like to take this opportunity to express some of our concerns regarding proposals that

have been made for the disposal and reuse of IPG.

I CONTINUEFD MONITORING

I ~~One of our main concerns involves the question of contimuation of monitoring for possible health
and safety nisks after the Army has disposed of the JPG. We feel it essential that areas be sampled

and tested on a regular basis in order to measure migration of any toxic substances.

U ~~We do appreciate the danger inherent in any major clean up efforts (due the presence of UJXO) in

-areas north of the firing line. Therefore, continuous monitoring seems to be an acceptable

I ~~alternative, at least from what we can tell at this time.

This is of special concern in and around the Depleted Uranium impact Field. Due to the

long-lived radioactive nature of DU and its toxicological hazard as a metal, we feel it necessaiy to

U ~ ~~ensure that migration of such contaminants through the soils to ground and surface waters is

careflully monitored.

The fact that Big Creek runs righ through the DU Impact are gve rise to a minter of possible

mechanisms for migration of DU outside the immediate impact area. This is of particular concern

to people outside the JPG borders who live on and otherwise use tis creek for purposes such as

I ~ ~~fishing, recreation, watering livestock (either purposely or by chance of livestock wandering into

the creek, etc.). For these rasons, we recommend sampling not only water and soil but also
biol~al inal~ans, tht coud coneM* Cm theaway from the immediate

We do understand that there is to be a separate EIS for the DUJ area and these concerns will be

expressed durig that process also. However, this present DEIS does address the disposal and

reuse of the entire JPG. The current DEIS also identifies depleted uranium as an encumbrance to

be considered. Thus, we wished to address this concern now.

Save the Vafley I



THE WILDLIFE REFUGE PROPOSAL

Preservation of JPG as a wildlife refuge offers a unique opportunity for this part of the country.U

By the very nature of past use, much of JPG is actually unsuitable for other uses. There are

currently no other areas of this large scale available in Indiana available for protection of natural

habitats. Such habitats are being lost every day and are becoming extremely rare. We feel that

such an opportunity may never arise again on this scale in Indiana.

We will not ist here all of the natural and historic features that are worth preserving, as these areI

quite extensive, already very well known, and thorougbly described in other documents. We

recommend referencing the DEIS for further informnation on these features.3

OTHER PROPOSED USES NORTH OF THE FIRING LINE '
There is much discussion of uses other than the wildlife refuge for areas north of the firing line.I

We must express our opposition to uses that would compromise the integrity of the wildlife

refuge. We have already mentioned the unique nature of the area and fear that other uses in or

near the refuge would only interfere with the intent of habitat preservation.

We belive that there are ample aires of opportunity for development lying outside JPG or south 

of the fiing line. There sees to be a nmaber of development minded persons wiing to turn

lead (or in this case, UXO riddled land) into gold. It seems obvious that any furture use of evenI

moderate intensity would require substantial clean up efforts to remove UXO. A direct quotation

fromn the DEIS fttes: 'Due to historical practices at the JPG, unexploded ordnance (UXO) my

be foNd anywhere north of the firing fine. (p. 4-40).

Additonally, UXO cleanup cost estimnates listed in the DEIS give figure as high as $87,624 per

acre in forested areas ($58,977 per acre in bare land area). Is this land really worth that much9

Is there not other unotaiaedln that could be had for considerably less? It is true that

these are the high, worst case figures. However, as we anl have often experienced, anything that

ca possibly go wrong, will go wrong and. actual. costs ofte far exceed projected ones.3

It is also tue that developers would no drectly pay these cleanup costs. However, they are true

costs, whether they are paid by developers or by our tax donlars.

A very credible soe of opinion comes from many fiiends, neighbors, and relatives who have I
worked at JPG for many years. At many of the meetings concerning the JPG closure, as well as in

private conversations, many of these people have voiced their judgment that development of areas

north of the firing line is ludicrous due to the presence of the UXO and the impossibility of

removing it to any safe level. We agree.

Save the Valley 2 I



UNITED STATES ENVVROI4WEMTAL PRMTCTION AGENCY
AEGION 5

EL Ono 
77 WEST JACK'SON BOULEVARD

CHICAGO. IL 60604-3S90

U ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~" ~~~~~~~~~qP..Y TO TN4E A-lTWN ~W

MrE. James Davidson
U.S. Army Nateriel Com*&aldU AW: X5CO
5001 zigeihove Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22333-0001

RB: Draft znvirormenftal Impact Statenant for the Disposal end

Reuse of the Jef fersoni Proving Grounid, Xadisofl, Indiana

U Dear X~r. Davidson:

In accordanics with our respoisibilitins under the National

I ~inviranantal Policy Act, and Section 309 of the Cl-san Air Act,

we have reviewed the Draft invironaental Impct Statement (DEIS),

dated FebruarXy 1995. for the disposal war rouse of the Jefferson

Proving Ground, located in Kadison, Indiana.

Our review of the D1IB has resulted in a rating of "2-2 * The

*3oO Wnicates that, bae" upon our review of the Information

I provided in the 0II1, there are siguifticaflt environmental impacts

that should be avoiled in ordaZ to adequately protect human& and

the .nviroimeflt. Newever, Vs feel that thes pttial for adverse

3 impacts to both humans and the enyromenit180 could be avoided by

providin9 ad1ditional protective measured in the Final III$.

The U2N in the ratinq indicates that the DEIS does not fully

U contain suff icienit informnationi to fully &ssess environmental
impacts arA that additiOR~l inforuati@Ii data, and analyses

should be included in the final 31S.

out specific c t are provided in the enclosure to this

letter. we would aprzeciate the opiulty to meet vath you

3 regarding these @01t5.8 AlsO. as you av already discussed
vith Carol klexandeZ, of my staff, we offer to review preliminiay

drafts of the ]Final 31 as they are devealoped. in order to help

ensure that out is sues have been addressed, * ease contact carol

at (312) 556-4244 to arrange future meetings and documentK reviews.

sincerely,

3 Shirley Mitchell, Chief
Plawninc and AssessUmfnt Branch
Planning and Managesent Division

Enclosure



doIOxs all TIE3 IBAUMT 1995 S s03R ZXYfl501 ROVINGO0UI

The IVEIS should provide detailed infornation oncerning the 
follaviflq. 1) baseline environmental. conditions at 31G.

including the designation at parcels at JPG according to the

Stanidard seven CWlL categoiftf, 2) impacts and erivironORntalI

degradation associated with specific land use types regarding
teuso, 3) hazardous5 wastes at JIG, including the need for further

jnvsstigatiOfl5 s nece55ary a liaice aCtiVitieS, 4) public

safety, 5) propae adlaceflt to 3Ml 6) Wildlife and unique or5

high quality natural areas, and 7) mitigation of potential

impacts for each reuse scene:io outlined in the DrIs.

I. MSU.INU DWhOKmIA CONDITIOWS AT .TPG AND PARCEL
DISIGNATION WIDER C~

-in a"neI l the DII $de nofllvdsclose the envionmenthl

base 2.in. cnditions at 316. mhe Il shul ovide thorough

inforeation readmbaseline conditiond at JIG with r 4ar to

hasa dous astes, oi oqicl resources, a cultural resources.
For eXample, there haebeen no investigations regarding bSelineajj~ 

conitit norlth Of the PUriVne Lie (FL * Ih FZI should

include a esriion olf remnt - 'Lod~mA ardnwo MLand

the b-oauon issthr the potentil for'eantanitlon in2

the for& of met' ls, ejplooives, herbicides, wad uranium.

Th VIl should also icl'u8h a descriptin of the posible

wasts prouctS and degadation constituents that are Possible
at the entire facility. Iis information will be necessary for(12)

remedial investigations, an nom tepic of wat will )

potentially be left iniplace with rga to ruae scenarios.U

'In genrwal, the figures depicting maps in the DRIB are not always

consistent when represeutilq the different features at JIG. For

emxple, Fimure 4-9. "Deict in the wetland Znven&My a and

Figure 410. depiatir~t surface water, do not show the creeks w ithkL
the mssm detail or location. MAp" that Vill be included in the

YVII Should be checked for Consistency.I

Also, Attachment C, a m&v deictipq scheoloical areas, is not -

legible, ad a nw Map should be included in the RIS. t)



The DIS references the Xnvironrerital Baseline Study
RiBs)/Co;anity Environmental Rense Facilitation Act (CE.FA)U Report However, it should be clarified that concurrence had not )
lbeeft given n the BS b our agency or the Indiana Dartaent of

Envronentl Xaqeet(IDM). according toCElfl, PublicLaI 102-424, U.S.C. ection 9420(h), and eparant of Dfese
policy, an nS is requaizedo and a revised DNS hich designates
parcels under "vaon distinct categories must be sbitted to theI regulatory aencies for review. Therefore, the PEIS should
indicate that the curent UBS i a proposed document, as the
regulatory aencies ay require parcels to be ranked differently

tha orginllyproposeid in the current S, bsed upon further
invest igat ions.

in addition, it should be noted. that the MMA Facility
Assessment, mentioned in Section 44.3 of the 0RIB. i a final
report ard not a draft.

3 II. D1VIRONKDAL !IWACTS TO. LAD USE TPIS ASSOCIATED WITH

The DRIS should include an analysis f a mixture o high. Ieaium,I a"d lo ruse cenarios and associated environmental ipacts.
The 05 does not thoroughly describe potetial impact to
Orc"Irty at JG ith regard to the specific ruse. scenRario-s.
Descriptions of associated ipac!ts rom reuse should be oanaled

I inThq0ra tatetat iny case, lWan use caraot be rAlso

until an wner actually taemoto fpoet.TeD9 as
states that, based on the specific ruse plans developed by other
parties, aditional evironametal doewmetation may be necessary.3 ~The MtB should clarify ewactly vhat einirormental documentation
would be reqired of fture owners, since it is the rp"ar
r§suoaaibility f RNo. under the National ftyironmiental Policy
Act- t rovide t pobli an eg tor aencies with OD~
suf ficient envixr~atal documento in order to make informed
decisions ith eqgard to suirosrat r~ial and ruse
act ies.

The DIS contains statements that there ill be no direct or
indirect impacts to the environment due to certain reuse5 ~intensity categories. The basis for determining that there will
be no direct, indirect, or cumulative impact to the environment 7>
should be stated and information which serves as a basis for
these determinations should be included in the FEIs.
ror example, Section 5.5.11 states that no indirect impacts are
aipected to occur to soils under the Low Intensity category,
however, there is no analysis or documentation to support this
statemett.



-3-

It should be noted that airport rouse is contingent upon Solid (i)*
Waste Kaa~goqnt unit (SmU) nvestEIatiol'n5. Rouse of that

cemetr mst. 61OnXd the locationS of SlWU being investigated )
and UXO With reqard to pljecoSbfnt of graves. )

Reuse as a re yling co ter would be considered a SWXU &rod would (~
need corrCC acin. Reus'. as a Wildlife refuge miuit consider

on buman* and vildlisf with recard to risks-
asu~l&t~ UO lftLi~plCe. wwith r@rd to UX0. rouseo

:d aA cannot e dLoined Vithout further anv ironmental (Iig)
investiaif5 ad tetnive deed restrictions which have3

The fact that reuse a y include the transfer of land to unow RCRA (~$
ovners/O9e"r ahudb aesd in the Y318. -
The FEI shd also discuss the need for a risk assessment to be

comleted for JPG. 1i additiOn. an 31/ps north of the OL should(jU

be de AO~d and should address the 0068ibilitY that the transfer ElU

of roprtYmaynot occur without further invest ~ations.

it soa d be noted that reue serios outlined In the DIS say

n ot r We peset ina rreue deeriaton t M. D

it should alsb be noted &ta relations ugly to thet ntire

facility anad that new owners orStOZ ould be subject to

comlIaflfe itb RCRA. With regard to Appendix c, it should kwe

noted that RC3&liability vill be transferred vith the land

obtain"d by U.S. FWS, and the service =mst comply with RCRA

inter ia status and tutore permitting requirewets.I

Vith -regard to ruse a. a wildlife refuge. the protection atii

publi, safet a d idife eshould be addressed oncerning the 5.l

risksi nvelig UO etI lace.

The Marh 25, 1994 re uiit for transfer of excess real and -
related 1pr prY south of ta kiiu ln y the U.*S. vWS appears.

to be otdted.- It appears that U.S. IW is currently expressing

to the U.S. Ilk that only. property north of the f iring line Vill

be requested, according to the latest draft Concept P an dated

1s95. This change rneeds to be clarified in ths FZ15W and the

newest version of the Concept Plan should be used.3



The posal for a Mational Wildlife Refuge is not the current

Conceopt plan. In order tOcomply-vith RCRA reguirements. ws

beliee thtgnral pu cuse is not acceptable at this-tinea

since remedial iI vesti3ations and a risk assesmenWt have notbeen

WERfoiled IlO tepan does not address ICROA compliance for

the reglated opndtnatioft ranges. And. there may be future

I ix~LP&t f rom th oIng proposed ftnitions Rule, that may
restrict activities within the range areas, including the bufferI ~zones.

with regard t pedix 0. the location of the agricultural

"eSi areassol be idetified on a a. Alo h ampend iI ties notreference 301~ reuirement that are applicable.

should agricu tural rp ecniee regarding reserve
parcels, risk asses unlrqardby 301 and C1MCLA sust3 ~consider rood-chain impacts.

The P315 should larift the fac that the recouisendatiols used in

the Ppedx0d not -reflect bt era adtate,I ~recomeldtoll as to activities at these site*. The 7318 should 6Dj) 
state that the InrormtL1 in this appendix is subject to Change"

basd on current CURCIA ed RA investigations.

I ~The DU$5 states that the Indiana SHPO has recowmnded that a

historic presevation consultant be retained to determiined which

buildings should be included in the historic district. The FES 9~I ~should state wbether -a consultant Vill be retained and how this

cossultant viii be allowed to copltethis assexaent with

regad toreus activities.
IllI. NAZARDOOS KAU IvS WORATioII

I ~The P1 does not &nalyse both current and future ipats~ of jj
exisgj Uxo with read to thes biological resources at J?@.

cEa-"nuap activities Propsdappears to be focus"d solely on human

reuse activities at J~addoes not thoroughly account for

biological resources.

The 7115 should include a schedule of on-going remedial (~
3 ~activitis panned or reasonably anticipated in the future.

Ambests ftitin materials should be disposed of in a landfil3 licensed to Ianle uch materials.

With reqard to Clean Air Act (CAA) conformity, the DZIS states in

Sectionl S.8 that no ifformationl has come to light that the
proposed action (disposal of TPG) would cause classification of

the local air quality district as being In a non-attainment
status or otherwise constitute a violation of Section 

176(c) of

I~~teCA



in additioni, the DIS tates n Section .S.1O that no impacts

are expectsd uinder the NW~q, Medium, and LoVw reuse categOriOs.

The FlIS should state how these conclusions were determined. The

use of air modeliftg can aid in the assessment of potential

impacts. It is expected that most reuse activities will. emat

reuse should be stated and assessed for each reuse cenario D

ouitlined in the DUrs.-

The 13s should state owDOD will ensure that PcZ transformers
will be mnitored for LoenIal JleAkin after bass clo-0sure.

The 7315 should state Whether contaainanlts are sigrating
orr-site. and should describe the nature of mny contaminants,,
including planned remdial actions.

With reqard to data validation and Quality Assurance, and Quality

Control, the Remedial InvesLti. (RI) ioes not have
con==rence from our aencY aid the Indiana Department f

znviri,*tal xagClt(I:LIM) Also, the agencies do not agree
with the deletion of units based upon existing data.

gompliance with corrective action is not addressed in the DEIs. j~
and the open burning and open detonation units were not

Acreace in the 711Should be modified to reflect property north

of the FL.

Thet EIS should include the rollovina: 1) A descriptiOn of past 

activities, IncLudina past training, peformed at JIGS 2) A
descriptiort of karat featurie et joned in section 4.113,, 3) A

gsa lomic, map which inc liie Groes-ectofls. expos foisat ons, ((

41 A current San ( See igure 4)dpatim all nits ptentially
eXpOsed to contamination 5) A map deictin@ current Veil

locations, and 5 A list of tested amitions.3

The DII states that lad was identified in surface vater

samoles. Data includin levels, sAmqn dates, and locations
should be desi~abed In h 715.

The 1315 abould ietf natural levels of sulphur in, the

v~-icinity of 3PM ad-d dtermine whether sulphur levels at .PG are K~

due to munitions. 
U

The DZIS states that there are "Probable other locations" of

groundwater cntamination'. -All ptential areas of contamination (~
should be described in the FEIS and indicated n a mas. in

addition, the Flit should provide information regarding sampling

locations and assess the potential for %wanium in groundwater.3



I Znformationl an any pump test. that have been Perforue4 to verif~y (j)
permeability of the units should also be included in thie rIS.

r ntioalGuard may be subject to the forthcoalilm

I ~ ~ ~ n ul i the future. T-heitsr~n nt h
detonation range (the Resource conservation and ReCOVODL Act

(RRA) rulatod unit a that unit is subject to tCRA
Permnittiu akg cloue reqirmets.

With reqard tosection 4. * 0 Of the Dais, I the open burnies arA
oven detonation units Wre permitted, RA vould reuire air(z

assesments for those units and reguate maissions from them.

Section 4.13.2 of the DUis should describe mat use of the

igt@Wbiatr in t Il, as there &re Many Old Vells north of the (Z
K fuPtmnie lin aintinsources include the munitions disposal

U veils. The flIS should adftess the"e potential sources.

Section 4.13.2 of the DXE should lso addrss the uret flov

3 ~conditione and Seep presant at the facility * It, is our (-
understandinw that a cave survey is currentiy being perforaed.
information f roe that srey should be included in the YSIS.

I ~With regard to iggre 4-13 of the bRnE, the emact location of the (~
depleted uranium (p3U) range Conf licts vith the topographic map

3 ~for the faclity.

The DRlS should specifv that the DU range and landfill is also ()
requlated as a XMU wbder cm.

We rcomed that the may labeled Figure 4-12 in the 0tI2 be

ipdated aftr the completed search tar historical archives,

I a~it r dto Section 4*214.3 Of the DZIX, a descri on of the
method upon hich the coet estimates vere calculate an flt Q

specifialy is included in those cots should have bean
includd

Section 4.14.3 of the DUE S.hould have addressed the need for

3 ~obtaininq a RCPA rait f or the treatment of MIX. Section 4.13.2

of the DIS should describe groundwater investigations required ,.;

under RCRA for the MBOD unit. and corrective action. K5

Sectio .41 o h DIS should have included a description of ,~

3 ~RCRA corrective action. Ij~
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once the historical archive search is complted a- new list of -ir
swWus hould be evaluated based on a coated search.'' 

Accordin, to the DUCIS, it appear. that uxo north of the tiring

line Vi I remaiLn. Pleae be advised that we have hat determined (~

vhether that viii btermdyfr the fai it and that removal 3
of some or all portione of MMXO cntaminate areas may be required

in the future. Th ~Sshogid indicate that a f inal. decisicn
has ntbe eeund

With reqard to Section 4.1IS of the Vals, the statement that there 19
is no contat55ilton or surface water or groun ar due to

depleted ranium, MaY not be accrate.

-Chapter 5' of the DEIs should have addressed RCRA hazardous vaste

treatEnt ordios.

The Cmunity Reuse Plan (CI) . located in &!pendix a of the )
DUIS , does not address RcRA and CmRCIA co ance under reuse

.Scear Lee. It should be noted that MeM olWrs are ialeb. for

Corrective Action associated vith the creation ot amy new SWMUs.

with p~~ te pg"M!94 O research centar should any

cleanup/teidiation take pase, the center would be subject to J
ICRA reglations.

The location of arty recreational activities. described in the CP,3

should be located a safe distance Lwyfo h Ca re"Uteid )
-Opn burning grounds area Until that site is clean lose.

Reuse of the airfield. pe r the CIP. vili depend n the results of 

the RI/Fs Investigation. There are several areas at the airprt, )
Tnluding the runways, which are currently under invetiation. 3
The Gate 19 landfill should be monitored for migrating.
contaminants. Also, any landfills that may nave had hazardous

wastee disposed of (e.I., ash froe incinerators that burned small3

aumuxition) should require long-team amitoring.

In adition, ve have several commnts on the information (~
contained In Apni .and they (in the order that they appear
in~ the DIS) are as follOwn:

jpG-oG: The text should include the fact that this 
is a RCRAI

regulated unit, seeking closure. This unit is proposed to be

separated out of the 31/ PS.



jya-15: This unit is regulated by te RCRA Subtitle D programI liplemented by Indiana Department of Environmental Xanagement
(IDEK). Also, asbestos has been placed in the landf ill.

j7G-57: The text states that waste oil is stored in this activeI tank and that no further action is planned. Clarif ication should

be iven with regard to whether this is a RCVA regulated tank
needing to go through closure.

JPG-36: Plea&e clarify whether the term "stoddard solvent" is
aistgally standard solvent." lso, the statub of closure should
be specified, ad whether there has been a certification approved
by IOU,

JiG-50: Please state what au~thority this wag closed under.

JPG-S4: The text should indicate whether closure of these units
is required under TSCh.

I 31JG-47: A list of wastes Gispoeed of in this wilt should be
included.

I J~pG,-s5-: should this unit be transferred, a sever integrity test
may be required to evaluate whether the photo lab materials
leaked into the soil.

in0-so: The text should state that the unit is regulated by the
Clean water Act or other applicable lavs.

U ~~jIG-so: The text should state whether the waste analysis has ever
verified that the material is characterized as hazardous waste.

3 3PGj-62: Please clarity whether the term "steel contaninated" is
actuaally "steel on aimat.* ased on the RCRA Facility
inspection, the area needi some basic clean up.

I ~JPG-63: A sever integrity test should be performed to dettermine
whether cyanide war silver wastes did not migrate outside the3 ~drains or sever.

JPG-84 and JIG-S6: The teXt should indicate whether these units

are -go day storage areas. Also, the waste type, unit type, andU ~accumulationl time should be addressed.

J~pG-16: The text should state the period of operatio~n of this3 ~unit.



JPG-23: The tXt should indicate that this is a RCRA regulated
unit.I

jIG-3S: lease clarify what was the ued sotor il. Also, please
Specify whether a waste analysis can be provided.3

JPG-S2: The tCt hould indicate that this i a RCRA regulated
generator accumulation area.3

IV. PUSLIC SAIT

The security function, provided under the Directorate of LawI
Inforcemerit and Security, is a extremely important component at
jpa, due to the potential for threats to public safety from uxo
areas. The DIIS states that a mutual aid agreement exists with
the _City of-Madion. the surrounding municipalitieks, and the ( 2
Indiana State Pollce The flIS should state whether this
agreement will be n effect after base closure prior to property-
being conveyed to new owners.

The p115 should also state the mannewr in which DOD will ensure
security at JPG. A detailed security plan should be included in
the Ms. 9

The DRIS states that more than 4 miles of ca~in link fence
toPed vith barbed wire surrounds the perimeter of JPG. The FIIS.
should state whether the fence vill be maintained after base 9
@l@54Ue.

Nev roads built vill. at JPG will ruire security fences and DOD 
suet ensure compliance with security requIreaent, for requlated (~

___ ____ 

The DUs should provide a detailed description of what is meant
by entroilled access.

The DEIS should also provide a description of any accidents
involving human recreational uase and UXO that have occurred a t-i )
JpG.I
With regard to the addendum to the CP, should East/West
corridors be created, fencing must be installed to restrict
access to UXO areas.



V. ADJACSYT PROPRTES

The EIS houl Droide lit o all roperties that are.GI ismediately adjacent to JP.The PETS should describe activities
taking paean rpris(~. osrcin ae

I visually inspected and information regardingthprsneo

descriptions of vidomn e rdtinh uldicuwhter

p Is/wasapoetasoreowhteaciiisabrdin
propertes may impact property at JiG. Potential ipacts to 3PG

should be addressed with regard to reuse scenarios in the FEICS.

I ~ I.WILDLIFE AMD HIGH QUALITY NATURIL ARIAS

Inorder to comply with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act,I~~ w recommend that any activities regardipq the closure and reuse
ofPG. Includinq these activities associated with environmental

invastiaatione, and c@Uplance. havina the Rptentiai to affeet
Provosed or I sted threatened and enangered pecies be

coordinlated with the U.S. Fish and WVildlife Service, Bloomington
Fia-ld Office (FWS). peifically, we recommend consultation with
PUS to Protec the Indiana bat, regarding activities occurringI within one-half mile of all streams and tributaries onk JPG. In

addition, the potential for impacts to the Irdiana bat occurring
off-site (both indirect and cUnulative impacts) must be3 ~considered in the F21S.

Prior to the implmetationt of lease agreements or prooerty
* transfer, we recomeAd that surveys for endangered species be E
* ~conducted where there is habitat associated with these species. Ci)

ror example. Bald eagles are krown to have utilized JpG.
surveys for ests along lange lake, areas should be conducted
prior to timber cuts iza those areas.

According to breeding bird surveys conducted at .2PG (Appendix F
of the DIIS), the be is host to a large diversity ofI ~neotropical migratory birds (LIC*). I general, populations of
111KB species have declined in the Midwest. or many species of
NT9 successful reproduction is dependent upon forest interior.
Yorest fragmentation creates additional forest edge, whereby
nests become prone to predation. The FZIS should address adverse
impacts to WM$ due to the potential of fresit f raqmwntation

from reuse activities. The TEIS should also address the
potential r cuulati~e imacts to NTP5 ppulatIons in-the
Mkidwest should forest fraamentatio" occur at JPG_ (e.g., the
Cerulean warbler is a Federal candidate species).

The DEIS also states that there ae nmerous Federal and State

listed plants occurring or having the potential to occur at JPG. (
Surveys for these plant species. (e.g. , the Federally endangeredQI

Running buffalo clover) should be conducted.



In addition.-Surveys for other species, such as the Salamander
mussel and Henslod'5 Sparrow, both Federal candidate speces,
-should be conducted prior to ioroverty-transfer. V ecom
that you coordinate these surveys with IlWS and the Indiana3
Department of Natural Resources.

VII. KITIGATIOI 

The DZUS discusses "neral. Votential mitigative measures toI
avoid o iimz eors iuec to natural resources with
recard to reuse activiti a 30 MOVer the DEIS does not
Jprovide AMW recomenatiofls or affirmative statements that these
mitigation measures will be implemented. The FlIS should
indicate under what siecific conditions will sitigation measuresU
be Utilised. Details conceridn@ spgcific measures at specific
sites under the various rouse -scenarios should be provided in the

rxis £also we recommend that mitigation should be implemented
-inaddtio toencumbrances vnich are rewuired by lav.

We recommeand that the following deed restrictions be incorporated3
into any lease agreements or property transfer docu.aents in order
to protect the historic, cultural, and natural resources
currently at 31G. ge recogfti2e that there will need to be
easements to allow DOD and Its contractors access to property to
implement cleanup activities.

We recommend that access restrictions be iMplemented to protect

the public from harm during remedial actions. Also, ye strongly
recmmnd that extnsive dee" restrictions be incorporated to

limit access with reGard to-reuse activities north of the FL. In
addition, an Information/educationl plan should be developed and
inclu&ed in the P213 in order to inform the public (in the

vicinity of 310) of restricted areas.

We also recommend that restrictions regarding the existing small (p
armss ranae and landf ill sites be implemented to prevent
inapprop~riate re& ctvte.- Including agricultural reuse andI

any land modification which would impact in-place remedies or
inhibit proper monitoring requirements.

Deed restrictione. should include a 100-foot bufrrr around

wetlands to helP revent degradation due to reuse activities.
Buffer zones should be created for1 thie Heron Rookery, and we
5ust that you contact FWS for information on protecting the3

rookery.



Deed restrictions should include a requirement hat new owners

contact FUS prior to implementingQ disturbance-related activities

taking place ithin one-half mile of all streams and __tributaries
to Rratact the *xsil ouain of endancered Indiana ats at

3 JPGDee restrictions should be utilized in orr topoethstoric

2ropr M endf -ctural resources at_3PG Noew owners should

3 ~contact the State istoric Preservation Office (PO) should any

rouse activities have the potential to impact these resourcBs.

Should areas which have the potential to contain these resources

not be surveyed prior to land transfer, new owners should have

survey* conducted, in consultation with the SHPO, to protect

impertant resources.

I Vo~ytirication in deeds should be Provided vith regard to the

transfer of any buildings with agbeetsoS-nftailing viaterialh'.

utilized to Protect Federal and State listed plant spcies at (~
3,.

XTn addition. dee" restrictions should be utilized foK__Arge

tracts of rorested lands to ~revent fraqentat ion to hlp ensure

succeseeu L r poil tionl of t numerous varieties of WMn

3 popula ~tions WhichA nest at- 71G.

We ajree with the determination in the DZIS that upor. transfer to

a non-federal entity of any property eligible for listing on the

I V~ational Register of Historic Places, DOD will include a

restrictive clause in the deed which prohibits ground disturbing

activities without the witten conh5At of the Indiana INPO.

Tbe 1115 should di sus the use of enunhr neaS regarding the )
applicbl of PCI to certain areas. since RCR reqires.

cerain reqalaO1Y manate onhow th open burnirnq/ovef
aetoatin uits wil bemaitaiedcertain uses or those site~s

maY be roiie.AoCR corrective action may result in

enciambraraces on SWwU areas.
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APPENDIX I

This Appendix presents the Army's responses to comments on its draft EIS for disposal and reuse of theI ~JPG. The Comments to which these responses correspond are presented in Appendix H.

Six topics are predominant among the Comments received from individuals, private organizations, andI ~public agencies: (1) hazardous waste, (2) analytic approach, (3) level of detail, (4) Community
Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) report status, (5) depleted uranium (DU), and (6)
caves. The following discussions on each of these six topics provide the Army's responses to questions
raised about them.

Hazardous Waste. This EIS has been undertaken to examine the environmental impacts of
encumbered disposal, unencumbered disposal, and a no action alternative, as well as the impacts of
high, medium, and low intensity reuse of the JPG. This EIS does not serve as the decision making
mechanism for determination of proposals related to remediation of hazardous waste sites. Information3 ~~about the hazardous waste sites is included because it is essential to an understanding of how the Army
may best carry out the intent of the President's Five Point Plan, which is designed to return the facility
to productive, non-military use. The Army is committed to its obligations under the various laws
discussed in section 1.5.2, including those pertaining to remediation of hazardous waste sites resultingI ~ ~~from decades of use of the installation. As indicated in section 2.2.3 and 4.14 of the ELS, remediation
actions are underway but not yet, complete. Remedial action decision making is beyond the scope of

* ~this document.

The fact that cleanup actions are beyond the scope of this document does not diminish the Army's
commitment to conduct required remedial actions or to keep the public informed of progress on a timely
basis. As indicated in section 1.4.7 of the EIS, there will be opportunity for continued agency and public
input into and review of decisions concerning the cleanup process. As additional data are gathered and
evaluated, the Army will continue to take appropriate measures protective of human health and the

U ~environment. As characterization and cleanup of hazardous waste sites proceeds, the Army will
* . ~appropriately implement groundwater monitoring and sampling programs, in addition to those noted in

section 4.13.2 as being already underway.

Information on remedial action sites is included in the EIS for several reasons. Foremost, the nature and
number of the sites requiring remedial action are believed to have a substantial effect on the availability
for reuse of the installation's land and facilities. Appendix G provides a useful summary for estimating
the extent of known remedial sites and areas that potentially will be required to undergo remediation.
As reuse. plans become better defined, and as remedial actions progress, it is expected that future
owners will obtain more timely and detailed information.

* ~~The level of detail and degree of quantitative analysis are sufficient to permit informed decision making
on the proposed action. Inclusion in the EIS of references to the types and extent of contamination
provides quantitative data. No showing is made that additional information would materially improve the
disposal decision making process. The Army recognizes that certain matters are not presented in detail
in this document. For instance, risk analyses and costs for cleanup of UXO and DU contamination,
detailed examination of the potential for contaminant migration, and identification of probable cleanup
technologies are not provided. Evaluation and decision-making for potential hazardous waste sites northI ~ ~~of the firing line are beyond the scope of this EIS for disposal and reuse of the JPG. Recognition of UXO
and hazardous waste sites as encumbrances to disposal frames issues for disposal and reuse decision-3 ~~making. The Army is vested with discretion to determine the priorities for its hazardous waste site



remediation efforts; to date, focus has been on areas south of the firing line.I

The Army recognizes the importance of measures respecting hazardous waste but does not consider
their detailed inclusion in this document essential to the issues at hand. As additional data are gathered
and evaluated in the cleanup process, the Army will continue to take appropriate steps to protect human
health and the environment. Those actions will be coordinated with the installation Restoration Advisory
Board and appropriate regulatory agencies (both federal and state, having CERCLA and RCRA
cognizance), and they will involve opportunity for public information and input.

Analytic Approach. The analytic framework of encumbered and unencumbered disposal and caretaker3
status that the Army has used in this document is believed to provide useful information on how to
proceed with disposal. As described in section 2.4 of the EIS, reuse of the JPG is viewed as being

connected to the Army's disposal of the facility. Upon the Army's taking the primary action of disposal,U
the community or other entity would take the secondary action of reuse. The Army has carefully
developed its approach to evaluation of reasonably foreseeable impacts that may occur as a result of
reuse of Army property. Analysis of high, medium, and low intensity reuses provides the Army and the

public with valuable information regarding the entire spectrum of potential environmental impacts.

Army policy with respect to analysis of a community's reuse plan is to consider that reuse plan in its
environmental impacts analysis documentation. The Army has incorporated the community reuse planI
to the extent possible in the EIS. That plan, extracts of which appear in Appendix B to the EIS,
represents diverse uses to which the JPG property might be put. The community reuse plan generally
describes possible uses; the Army has incorporated to the extent feasible several of the community's
major desires. This is evident by comparing the addendum to the community reuse plan and the
formulation of the reuse studies areas set out in section 2.4.1.

Appendix B demonstrates the array of possible reuses offered by the communities in the vicinity of the3
JPG. The general proposals for reuses and their indefinite locations are insufficiently detailed to support
analyses that would be useful to parties attempting to implement those reuse scenarios. The Army's
opting to use analysis based on high, medium, and low intensity reuse does, however, permit theI
reaching of useful conclusions. For instance, a proposal estimated to constitute a medium intensity
reuse of a given study area is, through this examination of potential environmental impacts, amenable
to evaluating its desirability. Table 3-3 indicates the range of reuse intensities analyzed in the EIS for

each of the Study Areas. Impacts are analyzed in section 5.5 based on intensity levels rather than
specific land use activities that might occur in any-particular Study Area.

This analytic approach for the proposed action and the community's reuse of the installation are
consistent with applicable regulatory requirements. The Army has developed specific details of this
approach in consultation with the Council on Environmental Quality and the Environmental Protection
Agency. 3
Level of Detail. In preparing this EIS, the Army has considered a substantial amount of information
provided by many sources. Relevant information in this document pertaining to disposal and reuse doesI
not reflect all the information gathered and reviewed or all that might be included. The Army recognizes
that there is a Vast amount of information that could have been included in this EIS. Reporting all
available information is at best of marginal utility and at worst wasteful of time, energy, and money.3

Inclusion of all possible data must be weighed against the need for maintaining conciseness and
readability. Consistent with CEQ Regulations, Part 1500.4, the Army has sought to avoid an
encyclopedic document in favor of one that addresses relevant issues, particularly those bearing on
disposal and reuse. The Army believes that the EIS is appropriately organized and contains a level of



I ~detail that provides the foundation for informed decisions concerning disposal alternatives and for
evaluation of reuse.

Several commenters have suggested the inclusion of additional information in the EIS. The Army
recognizes that the value of such information varies widely but disagrees that its inclusion is helpful to
determination of the issues at hand. In many cases, suggestions for additional information pertain to
matters explicitly determined to be beyond the scope of this document. In some other cases, the.

inclusion of suggested additional information must be balanced against the need for focused inquiry
allowing the decision maker and the public to concentrate on those matters of greatest importance.

I ~~Matters that the Army has considered but, as noted, declines to include in this EIS relate to: evaluation
of water quality at stream crossings; description of RCRA corrective actions; locations and descriptions
of open burning/open detonation sites; description of past activities, including past training, performed
at the JPG; description of karst features; geologic maps showing cross-sections, exposed formations;
maps depicting all units potentially exposed to contamination; maps depicting current well locations;
listings of tested munitions; information on water hardness due possibly to elevated sulphur levels;
information on any pump tests that have been performed to verify permeability of geological units;I ~ ~~information on past use of groundwater relative to old wells north of the firing line; the ecological value
of the JPG relative to regional ecological values; description of recreational accidents; description of UXO
incidents; and a listing of all properties that are immediately adjacent to the JPG. It is noted that

information on some of these matters may be found in references cited in Chapter 8.

The baseline conditions of the JPG are adequately described to permit analysis of potential
environmental impacts and to permit informed decision making concerning disposal of the facility and
reuse. The Army recognizes that all aspects of baseline conditions could be described in more detail.
In the final analysis, however, the Army is constrained to select that level of detail sufficient to provide
what is relevant to the public and the decision maker without creating the kind of compendium shunned

by CEQ regulations.

CERFA Report Status. Section 4.14.2 of the draft EIS addresses the Final Community Environmental
Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) Report for the JPG.

In April 1994, the Army requested the Indiana Department of Environmental Management's concurrence
on the Final CERFA Report. Asserting impossibility to review the report in the brief time frame
requested, the state agency cited its nonconcurrence in the draft CERFA Report and withheld
concurrence of the Final CERFA

Report pending further review on a prioritized basis.

In January 1995, the IDEM provided the Army the results of its review of the Final CERFA Report. The
IDEM disagreed with, sought additional information concerning, or recommended corrections to 20
elements of information in the Final CERFA Report. The IDEM implicitly withheld its concurrence in the
Final CERFA Report pending clarifications to be provided by the Army, and the IDEM proposed meetings
to resolve outstanding issues identified by the IDEM.

Following coordination between the Army and the IDEM, in May 1995, the Army provided the IDEM
updated information on its efforts to comply with the State's objections to the Final CERFA Report. TheI ~ ~~Army notified the IDEM of efforts to secure qualified contractor assistance to address issues identified
by the IDEM. The contractor's work is to be coordinated with the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAG)
Cleanup Team at the JPG and actions will be documented in the BRAC Cleanup Plan.

As additional work proceeds with respect to the Final CERFA Report, the Army will continue to respond
to the views of Federal and state agencies as it carries out its obligations to take appropriate measures



to protect human health and the environment. 

Depleted Uranium. The Army's operations at its Depleted Uranium Firing Range have been conducted
in accordance with the license issued by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission. As required by that
license, the Army will propose a decommissioning plan to the Nuclear Regulatory Commission to identify
cleanup methodologies. Upon approval and until completion of execution of such plan, the Army will
continue to ensure continued protection of human health and the environment by taking, at a minimum,
the same types of precautionary measures as have been employed over the past decade of the range's
use.3

This EIS does not serve as the decision making mechanism for determination of issues related to DU.
As in the case of hazardous waste sites, mitigation and applicable technologies concerning Du

contamination are beyond the scope of the ELS for disposal and reuse of the JPG. The Army recognizesU
the importance of applicable cleanup technologies and intends to take all appropriate measures. Given
the present uncertainty of the resolutions that may ultimately be reached, the Army believes that
recognition of DU as an encumbrance is protective of human health and the environment.3

By letter dated February 17, 1995, to the NRC, the Army requested a restricted reuse termination of the
JPG DU license for the DU impact area. The NRC is now preparing an EIS to address this issue. The
Army anticipates that the EIS being prepared by the NRC will indicate, as a function of the expertise ofI
that agency, useful strategies that may be employed effectively for DU at the JPG.

The Army expects that the potential, if any, for migration of DU will be addressed in its firing range
closure plan. It is not believed that operation of the range to date, which has resulted in the deposit of
less than one-third the amount of DU allowed under its operating permit, has presented any substantial
issue of migration to pose a risk to human health or the environment.

The selection and implementation of institutional and engineering controls to safeguard against DU
exposures will be determined in accordance with guidance from the NRC as it determines procedures
for decommissioning of the range. Consideration in this EIS of specific controls or of the potential forI
failure of controls which have not been formulated is premature.

Caves. According to the Jefferson Proving Ground Fish and Wildlife Management Plan September 1994,I
the JPG has an extensive karst system which has not yet been documented or surveyed.

Members of the Indiana Karst Conservancy have conducted limited surveying and mapping of the cave3
system. Several caves have been mapped, and several more have been located. While early efforts
focused on the vicinity of Big Creek, caves have been found near all of the major watercourses at the
JPG. In some instances the caves are large enough for a person to sit up and, in rare instances, large3
enough to permit a person to stand. Most of the caves begin as sinkholes or depressions, and water
in them runs toward the creek with which they associated.

The leader of the 1994 exploration team reported that the caves are affected by wet weather and withoutI
much notice can flood to dangerous levels. All of the JPG's caves have good air flow and support many
varieties of biological resources (chiefly mammals, reptiles, and insects).

Specific Responses

1. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.I



* ~2. Comment noted.

3. Please see the discussions of Hazardous Waste and Level of Detail.

4. None of the reuse alternatives envision residential use in or near the depleted uranium impact area.
The Los Alamos National Laboratory study cited in the EIS evaluated a hypothetical situation that is
neither feasible nor contemplated. As a practical matter there is no reasonable likelihood of exposure

to humans in excess of the threshold cited.

5. The Draft Concept Plan of March 2, 1995 is now added to Appendix C to the EIS to give additional,-

information on the potential reuse of the JPG by the USFWS.

6. Comment noted.

7. t is within the discretion of the IUSFWS to request transfer of JPG property for use as a wildlife
refuge. The ultimate outcome of the transfer request cannot presently be predicted. Uses or areas other
than those requested by the USFWS will, ultimately, be in the discretion of other agencies or entities
responsible for their use. The balance of uses within the localities, the region, or the state are beyond

8. Please see the discussion of Analyic Approach.

9. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

10. Please see the discussions of Hazardous Waste and Depleted Uranium.

1 1. Please see the discussion of Depleted Uranium.

12. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

13. Please see the discussion of Depleted Uranium.

14. Please see the discussion of Depleted Uranium.

15. The conditions of transfer of JPG property from the Army to USFWS will be as mutually agreed
between the agencies. The USFWS will be accorded the opportunity to be as aware of conditions of the
property north of the firing line as the Army during negotiations.

16. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

17. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

18. The conditions of transfer shall be as mutually agreed between the Army and the USFWS. The
Army would be pleased to recommend encumbrances and land management considerations that the

USFWS could adopt, but recognizes the receiving agency's discretion once the transfer of property
accountability is complete. (No references to "Environmental Protection Act" certifications can be found
in the EIS.)

19. The Army believes it is responsible for public health and safety related to UXO regardless of the
alternative selected.

20. Please refer to section 2.3 which explicitly recognizes the Army's obligations regarding the'cited
activities.



21. On July 14, 1993 and again in July 1994, the Bloomington Indiana field office provided letters
containing detailed consultation and advice on species and habitat protection at the JPG.

22. Discussions of the two cited Executive Orders have been added to section 1.5.2.

23. Section 4.15 is enlarged to provide for an encumbrance pertaining to the protection of endangered
species.3

24. The discussion of a Reversionary Clauses encumbrance provided in section 4.15 does not list in
their entirety the potential restrictions to development that have been negotiated thus far between
USFWS and local planners. The Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Development Board no longerI
exists as the entity representing local counties' interests; specific content of future restrictions remain to
be determined, as there may be additional negotiations.

25. Current policies at JPG permit limited numbers of recreational users north of the firing line. SuchI
recreational use is closely controlled as to time, place, and type of activity. Absent complete remediation
of UXO, the difficulties of which are presented in section 4.14.3, similar kinds of restrictive measures due

to the presence of UXO would be required in the future.

26. The listing of mussels is added to Appendix F.

27. The conclusion that there would be beneficial impacts by leaving UXO in place is based on
evaluation of habitat destruction in recovering the UXO versus habitat maintenance in not recovering
UXO.I
28. Even at presumed full build out to obtain a level characterizable as high intensity reuse there would
be provision for recreational, conservancy, and natural resource values. In light of these set asides
common to land use planning, it is believed that there would not be any additional impacts to the citedI

species.

29. In response to a request for guidance by the JPG on June 8, 1993, the State Historic PreservationI
Officer on July 20, 1993, determined that the referenced project sites were not eligible for inclusion in
the National Register of Historic Places.

30. The Cultural Resources Management Plan is an Army planning document that is non-binding on anyI
other agency, entity, or person. As noted in section 4.15, objectives supported by the Cultural Resources
Management Plan would be achieved after disposal by institution of encumbrances subjecting future land
use to restrictions protective of archaeological resources or sites eligible for inclusion in the NationalI

31. The MOA is intended where feasible to pass on to successor owners the same kinds of obligations
under the National Historic Preservation Act as would be applicable to the Army, a Federal agency.
Interdepartmental transfer of portions of the JPG to the USFWS would in no way diminish the USFWS's
obligations under the National Historic Preservation Act. Please see section IlA of the MOA at Appendix3
D.

32. Please refer to section 2.3 which indicates Army policy for inactive facilities and areas. The policy
accommodates the Army's obligations to maintain historic resource s.3

33. The Army may, as part of its ongoing caretaker function, determine the desirability of continuing the
controlled deer hunting programs to manage deer populations that impair natural resources management
goals.

34. The address for the USFWS has been corrected at page 7-1.3



1 ~35. The Army declines to speculate on future Congressional appropriations, the purposes to which they
may be used, or the conditions under which recipients may quality.

I ~36. The Draft Concept Plan of March 2, 1995, is now added to Appendix C to give additional information

on the potential reuse of the JPG by the USFWS.

37. Please see the discussion of CERFA Report Status.

38. Comment noted.

I ~39. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

40. Comment noted.

41. The likelihood of increased poaching and trespassing is speculative. As stated in section 2.3, the

Army will provide security for the installation.

1 ~42. Detailed hazardous waste site remedial action studies have not been conducted of areas north of
the firing line. There have, however, been studies related to biological resources and cultural resources,
both north and south of the firing line. These form the basis of the data and analysis throughout the

document.

43. Text material at section 3.3.2 is intended to be explanatory. The need for or duration of monitoringI ~ ~cannot be precisely foreseen. Specific responses to encumbrances may have to be developed for each
case.

44. Figure 4-1 lb ("Identification of CERFA Parcels (South of Firing Line)") and Figure 4-12 ("Estimated
Distribution of UXO") represent the Army's judgment as to the location and concentration of UXO at the
time of this study's preparation. Figure 4-1 lb identifies several SWMU's south of the firing line such as

the gator mine range in the southeastern portion of the cantonment area. The purpose of these maps

is to identify the known locations of waste, to include areas of UXO.

45. Sections 2.2.3 and 4.14.2 address the ongoing RUIFS, indicating that the studies pertain to
hazardous waste sites located south of the firing line. There is no need to further identify the RIIFS by
adding "South of the Firing Line."

46. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste. Cessation of operations and regulatory closure
actions for Building 305, a temporary storage area for hazardous waste, represent a degree of detail not
likely to materially aid decision making for disposal and reuse.

47. Please see the discussion of CERFA Report Status.

48. Please see the discussion of CERFA Report Status.

I ~49. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

50. The final paragraph of section 4.14.4 recites the conclusions of the Los Alamos National

Laboratory's report Depleted Uranium Human Health Risk Assessment, Jefferson Proving Ground.
Inclusion of all background data, calculations, assumptions, and other factors constitutes greater detail

* ~~than is useful to decision making for the proposed action.

51. As provided in section 2.3, the Army is responsible for caretaker functions.

52. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.



53. Appendix A is a copy of the Notice of Intent to prepare an environment impact statement, publishedI
in the Federal Register on December 30, 1992. It provides notice to the public that "...the Army will
assess the environmental and socioeconomic impacts of disposal and reuse of the JPG." Consistent
with CEQ Regulations, the Army has provided opportunity to comment on this draft EIS, and the Army
conducted a public meeting to allow the public opportunity to express its opinions about the draft EIS on
April 25, 1995.

54. The proposed action is disposal of the JPG. The community reuse plan is not a matter subject toI
the discretionary action of, nor implementable by, the Army.

55. The "NEPA guidelines" (presumably, the CEQ Regulations) provide for analysis of an agency's
proposed action and alternatives to the proposed action, including a no-action alternative.

56. Encumbrances affect each of the 12 study areas to varying degrees. Please see section 5.4.1.

57. Please see section 3.3.3 which states the policy adhered to in preparation of the EIS. Table 3-1
indicates the degree to which the community reuse plan has been incorporated into the analysis of the

proposed action's environmental impacts.

58. Please see the discussion of Analyic Approach.

59. The Record of Decision has not yet been prepared. Factors influencing the ROD are stated at
section 1.1, as well as other portions of Chapter 1 and the remainder of the EIS.

60. Appendix C indicates the potential uses to which the JPG may be put under USFWS custody andI
management. The Army declines to speculate on the duration of custody or management by the
USFWS or any other entity or person after disposal.

61. The Army recognizes the limitations imposed on property reuse inherent in the, encumbrances
process. The types of limitations and their effects are explained in section 3.3.2.

62. The cited section reads "The Army will seek to avoid, reduce, or compensate for adverse impacts."
The terms "avoid, reduce, or compensate" are taken from CEQ Regulations section 1508.20
("Mitigation"). Mitigation includes "compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute
resources or environments." Used in the manner intended by the Council on Environmental Quality, the
term "compensate" should not be interpreted as indicating any intent of the part of the Army to provide
the affected counties any lump sum payment based on alleged economic loss due to UXO

contamination.

63. The Army believes sections 2.3 and 3.2 adequately describe the caretaker function.

64. Under the No Action Alternative, the Army will provide for caretaker operations until disposal.I

65. Text will be amended to reflect the succession of the local redevelopment authority.

66. The Army believes that buildings not subject to utilities interdependencies are, all other things being
equal, more marketable.

67. The Army is committed to full support of the President's Five Point Plan as described in section
1.5.1.3.

68. The Army believes that the discussion of the Pryor Amendment contained in section 1.5.1.4 isI
adequate and that the level of detail suggested exceeds what would be needed for the public's
understanding of the process discussed.



I ~69. The community reuse plan is not an alternative of disposal. Please see sections 2.4 and 2.4.1.
Potential impacts of reuse have been evaluated in terms of high, medium, and low intensity land uses.

70. Encumbrances are identified and described in section 4.14. Inclusion of further detail would not
materially aid decision making on disposal.

71. Please see the discussion of CERFA Report Status.

72. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

3 ~73. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

74. The cited paragraph will be amended to include "As appropriate, utilities easements will be
referenced in or incorporated into property conveyance documents."

75. Comment noted.

1 ~76. The addendum to the community reuse plan contained in Appendix B represents the latest iteration
of community ruse planning. The Army believes that as events continue to unfold, changes to the
community reuse plan will be made by any of several parties involved in the reuse process.

77. The "Interlocal Cooperation Agreement," forming the Jefferson Proving Ground Regional
Development Board (contained as an appendix to the community reuse plan dated July 1994), was
executed on September 24, 1993.

78. The Army will provide for caretaker operations until disposal. Please see section 2.3 and 3.2 which
describe the caretaker function.

79. Section 3.3.2 should be read in conjunction with section 4.15. These section provide an adequate3 ~description of encumbrances and allow analysis of impacts.

80. The Army will provide for caretaker operations until disposal. Please see sections 2.3 and 3.2 which

describe the caretaker function.

* ~~81. Data are provided in current dollars.

82. For any portion of the JPG that is leased or transferred, occupants will be required to obtain their
own fire protection. For those portions of the JPG under Army cognizance, appropriate fire protection
will be provided via agreements with the local volunteer fire departments. Plans for the JPG fire
department have called for its cessation of operations on June 30, 1995, with relocation of equipment
and personnel to other government installations. Concurrently, on July 1, 1995, the government would
enter into an agreement with two local fire departments to provide fire protection services for JPG until
the time of final disposal.

I ~~83. The Army will provide for caretaker operations until disposal.

84. Section 3.3.2 identifies the Army policy not to expend funds to unencumber property solely toI ~ ~~increase its market value.

85. Figure 4-1 lb ("Identification of CERFA Parcels (South of Firing Line)") and Figure 4-12 ("Estimated
Distribution of UXO") represent the Army's judgment as to the location and concentration of UXO at the
time of this study's preparation.

3 ~86. Investigations into the possible presence of and response appropriate to UXO have been



undertaken. As a result, the Army is able to inform the public, as well as is currently known, of the
presence of UXO south of the firing line. Please see Figure 4-11 b ("Identification of CERFA Parcels
(South of Firing Line)") and Figure 4-12 ("Estimated Distribution of UXO") represent the Army's judgment
as to the location and concentration of UXO at the time of this study's preparation.

87. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

88. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.I

89. Please see the discussion of CERFA Report Status.

90. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

91. The Army respectfully declines to speculate on future regulations within the jurisdiction of another
agency. Until such regulations might be issued, the Army will continue to take those measures deemed
necessary to protect human health and the environment.

92. The Army does not believe the cited references are contradictory.

93. Please see the discussion of Depleted Uranium.

94. Please see the discussion of Depleted Uranium.I

95. Please see the discussion of Depleted Uranium.

96. Figure 4-9 indicates wetlands that have been identified at the JPG. Current regulations preserve
wetlands themselves; they are less effective in controlling activities on adjacent properties having
potential to impact the wetlands. In appropriate cases, the Army may find it desirable to includeI
restrictions in property conveyance documents to provide for added protection of these resources.

97. The Army supports the President's Five Point Plan (please see section 1.5.1.3) and intends to
dispose of the property in a timely manner, in parcels if need be, so as to facilitate reuse of the property.
Caretaker operations may be a necessity for some indefinite period.

98. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail. 

99. The long term land use and socioeconomic impacts of the disposal alternatives are addressed in
section 5.4.2. Please see also Table 5-2a. The Army expresses no opinion on characterization ofI
property reuse north of the firing line as creating a "void" or "long-term liability to the region."

100. The Army recognizes its accountability concerning and obligation for remediation of hazardous
waste sites. The Army will continue to exercise its best judgment over expenditures required concerning

101. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

102. The Comment mis-quotes the text at section 5.4.4 which predicts "..long term adverse impact to
public health and safety as UXO is detonated" (emphasis added).

103. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

104. The Army agrees that availability of infrastructure is important to economic developmentI
opportunities. Section 5.4.5 states the Army's recognition that, in Study Area 2, continued utilities
interdependencies could retard growth. That is, manpower and other resources needed to operate the



I ~utilities may represent relatively high costs when, in the early stages of development, there are fewer
"customers" available to share the burden.

105. The Comment mis-quotes the text at section 5.4.15 which refers to "...remedial investigations
occurring in, Study Area (portions south of the firing line) and 2" (emphasis added). The Army does
not believe there are remedial investigations of which the community has not bee informed.

I ~106. The Comment misrepresents the text at section 5.6, which noted that "coordinated development
in the area could occur only if planning authorities of the counties worked together' (emphasis added).
The Army understands that reuse may proceed by the action of individual counties.

107. The cited Executive Order does not define "low income populations" in terms of income levels.

108. The Comment mis-apprehends the text at section 5.7 which provides that "...the disposal method
itself would not create environmental impacts" (emphasis added). The Army is taking action,
independent of this EIS, the evaluate matters raised in the Comment.

I ~109. Please see the discussion of Analytic Approach.

* ~110. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

Il1. Please see the discussion of Analytic Approach.

112. The general descriptions of reuse activities and their proposed locations are insufficient to permit
analyses as advocated. To date there have been no cleanup activities conducted that are related to
specific redevelopment possibilities; rather, cleanup actions have and will continue to be performed to
meet the requirements of applicable laws and regulations. The Army declines to warrant the suitabilityI ~ ~of JPG property for particular commercial uses. The Army recognizes that its obligation with respect to
UXO differs from a presumed responsibility to assure a future owner that the property is adequate to
support his intended uses. In the example cited (suitability of property for a landfill), investigation of allI ~ ~~geological conditions would represent Army investment of resources to improve the marketability of a
parcel and would, therefore, contravene the policy stated at section 3.3.2.

* ~~113. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

114. Please see the discussion of Caves.

I ~115. The Army declines to speculate on the level of demand that may develop among state
governmental, local governmental, and private entities for future use of the JPG.

* ~116. The Army declines to speculate on the outcome of ongoing discussions concerning potential
- ~~classification of UXO and future regulations within the jurisdiction of another agency. Until such

regulations might be issued, the Army will continue to take those measures deemed necessary to protect
* ~human health and the environment.

117. Please see the discussion of Analytic Approach.

118. Section 5.5.12 indicates that high intensity reuse would result in long term significant adverse
impacts to biological resources in six of the study areas and that medium intensity reuse would result
in adverse impacts to biological resources in five study areas. These predictions implicitly recognize the
values of the biological resources in the areas mentioned. The Army is not persuaded that elaboration
on scale" would materially contribute to the analysis.

119. Section 5.5.15 serves as a starting point to identify actions that successors of the Army may



employ to conserve and protect the JPG's resources.

120. As a member of the communities in which it is located the Army must be circumspect in its efforts
to treat all divergent views equally. The Army believes that it has adhered to applicable requirements
in providing information to the public concerning this and other proposed actions. Reporting on or
attempting to evaluate "social controversies" flowing from the Army's announcement of its proposed
actions is beyond the scope of the document.

121. Please see the discussion of Analytic Approach.

122. The Army is not "withholding" transfer of property to the USFWS. Negotiations between the
USFWS and the Army for transfer of the JPG are ongoing.

123. Comment noted.

124. Zoning decisions for Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley counties are within the sole province of
officials of those counties. Zoning and land use planning decision may benefit from studies such as this

EIS.

125. Federal laws and regulations (please see section 2.2.6) prescribe the measures that the Army must
take to dispose of property previously contaminated by hazardous waste or, in the interim, to lease suchI
property. The Army is obligated to adhere to such measures designed, in part, to provide for the
continued assurances of the health and safety of community residents.

126. Negotiations between the USFWS and the Army for transfer of the JPG are ongoing.I

127. The Army believes that the zoning authority exercised by local officials is sufficiently flexible to
respond in a timely manner to disposal decisions and events as they occur. The Army declines toI
suggest to the counties what may be in their best interest.

128. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

129. Wastes potentially subject to remedial action are described in section 4.14, and their potential
impacts on disposal and reuse are analyzed in Chapter 5. The Army recognizes that these wastes must
be either fully remediated or that, consistent with Section 120(h) of CERCLA, remedial actions approved
by cognizant regulatory agencies must be underway prior to transfer of the property.

130. Sources depicting wetlands did not disclose minor tributaries in the same detail as other general
maps available to the document preparers. Neither figure is drawn to scale.

131. The FEIS will use best available copies for reproduction.

132. Please see the discussion on CERFA Report Status.

133. The Army included reference to the cited draft report because it identified 85 solid waste 
management units.

134. Please see the discussion of Analytic Approach.

135. Section 2.4.2 recognizes the potential obligations of future property owners to analyze
environmental impacts of their own proposed reuse actions. The Army declines to speculate or commit
to courses of action that may be selected by entities whose actions are beyond the control of the Army.

136. Conclusions reached in section 5.5 are based on evaluation of existing conditions (presented in3



I ~~Chapter 4) in light of projected high, medium, and low intensity reuse scenarios. Descriptions of the
parameters for the impacts are provided in section 5.2.

137. The suitability of the airfield at the JPG for like-kind reuse is subject to several matters, including
the outcome of SWMU investigations. Funds for runway repairs, FAA approval of flight operations,
surrounding uses, and local zoning decisions will also bear on the ultimate use of the site.

I ~~138. The Army recognizes that SWMU investigations could affect reuse decisions pertaining to current
cemetery locations but is uncertain whether additional graces would be placed at those sites.

139. The Army is committed to performing appropriate corrective actions. The Army declines to
speculate whether future uses would result in activities requiring their own corrective actions.

140. Negotiations are underway between the Army and USFWS for transfer of land north of the firing
line. The USFWS's awareness of the potential impacts of UXO on the feasibility of its proposed reuse
are evident in Appendix C (as enlarged by inclusion of information made available since completion of
the DEIS). An interagency transfer of the property would not involve use of a deed having restrictive

covenants per se.

141. The Army believes that, in the absence of specific reuse proposals, speculation on the universe
of environmental compliance obligations of future owners does not materially aid in its decision making.
The Army's recognition of encumbrances does, however, provide a useful starting point for future owners'
consideration of factors that may circumscribe their proposed reuses.

I ~142. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

* ~143. Sections 2.4.2 and 3.4 specifically recognize the currently imperfect development of reuse
* ~~scenarios.

144. The EIS does not imply the applicability of RCRA to less than the entirety of the installation. The
Army does not agree that RCRA will necessarily apply to all future owners' or operators' activities
occurring on JPG property. Scenarios can be constructed in which RCRA would not apply to future
owners of portions of the property. The degree of acceptance by the USFWS for responsibility for
corrective action related to sites having contamination caused by Army activities remains subject to

negotiations between the agencies.

145. Not coincidentally, the Army has listed UIXO first among encumbrances identified in section 4.15.I ~ ~~Details as to the degree of potential risk to human health and wildlife remain to be fully understood,
pending refined development of the USFWS proposal, negotiations between the agencies, and further
remediation action-related investigations north of the firing line.

U ~146. Please see Appendix C (as enlarged since publication of the DEIS) for further information
concerning the USFWS's request for transfer.

1 ~~147. Please see Appendix C (as enlarged since publication of the DEIS) for further information
concerning the USFWS's request for transfer. The Army declines to comment on EPA's evaluation of
the acceptability of the USFWS plan for use of property as a wildlife refuge.

148. Officials of the agencies entering into the MOA did not believe that, at the time of the document's
execution, there was a need to include a map delineating the locations of agricultural leasing areas.
Omission from the MOA of reference to RCRA requirements should be not interpreted as an indication

of the Army's intention to disregard them.

149. As stated in section 4.14.2, the inclusion of the information in Appendix G is for the purpose of



providing ".. .general information on the location, status, and potential or intended actions" respecting
hazardous waste sites identified at the installation. The Appendix contains neither recommendations nor
evaluations of recommendations by other federal or state regulatory agencies. The Army fully recognizes

that the information contained in the Appendix is subject to refinement as additional studies in theI
regulatory remedial process occur.

150. The Army is committed to its obligations respecting historical resources, as set forth in the MOA
included as Appendix 0. The Army has contracted for preparation of a Cultural Resources ManagementI
Plan, with completion anticipated in September 1995. How the consultant's recommendations (such as
application to the SHPO for nomination of the entire cantonment area as a historic district) might comport

with proposed reuses remain to be seen.

151. As noted in section 2.2.5, the Army and the USFWS are cooperating to ensure recognition of and
adequate management measures for biological resources at the JPG. To date, no studies have
specifically addressed current and future impacts UXO may pose for biological resources. As a result
of the public review process for the DEIS, the Army is adding an encumbrance recognizing endangered
species concerns. It is not believed that detailed analyses of such potential impacts of UXO need to be
conducted to render decisions on the Army's present proposed action.

152. Please see the. discussion of Hazardous Waste.

153. The Army believes it is in compliance with applicable requirements concerning the disposition of
asbestos.

154. Reuse ana lyses are based on intensity levels rather than specific land use proposals that mayI
occur in each Study Area. Potential impacts of reuse based on intensity levels are analyzed for each
Study Area. Potential impacts on air quality are assessed at section 5.5.10.

155. As noted in section 4.14.4, 7 of the JPG's 252 transformers contain PCBs in excess of the TSCA
threshold. Caretaker actions described in section 3.2 will include attention to the condition of all electrical

equipment. Whether specific transformers will convey upon disposal and management practices withI
respect to them remain to be determined.

156. Please see the discussion of Hazar dous Waste.

157. Army officials are coordinating with both the U.S. EPA and IDEM to reach agreement on the

Remedial Investigation.

158. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

159. The JPG consists of 55,264 acres and the cantonment area is approximately 4,320 acres, resulting
in there being approximately 50,944 acres north of the firing line. The approximate sizes of the 12 Study
Areas are shown in Figure 2-4.

160. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

161. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

162. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

163. Full examination of potential groundwater contamination is not necessary to determination of
encumbered versus unencumbered disposal of the JPG. Groundwater at the JPG is not used as a
potable water source. Section 4.14 and figures accompanying that text identify and describe sources
that may potentially affect groundwater.



I ~~164. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

165. The Army declines to comment on either the contents of rules under consideration by another
federal agency or their possible effects on future users of the facility. The Army expresses no opinion

on the EPA's apparent intention to deny a land use proposal not yet submitted to that agency.

166. Comment noted.

167. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

168. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

169. Please see the discussion of Caves.

1 ~~170. Figure 4-13 for the FEIS will be amended to reflect more accurately the location of the DU range.

171. The DU range, as well as several former landfills, are cited in Appendix G.

172. Section 4.14.3 refers to Figure 4-12 as a representation of "-.probable locations of UXO,"and the
Figure is captioned "Estimated Distribution of UXO" (emphasis added). Refined information concerningI ~ ~~UXO will be provided in future studies based on archival research as well as other means of ascertaining
the location of UXO.

* ~~173. As stated in section 4.13.2, the UXO remediation costs were reported in the Cleanup and Reuse
* ~~Options Study (1992). Discussion of the cost estimates and inclusion of Table 4-12 are intended to

provide information on the extent of the UXO and to point to some of the resource allocation decisions
facing the Army and potential users of the property. Inclusion of the methodologies used to obtain the

cost estimates appears unnecessary to understanding to the issues at hand.

174. Section 4.14.1 indicates the JPG's authorization to conduct thermal treatment of propellants and
explosives at open burning and open detonation facilities. The rationale for the permitting does not
appear to be relevant to the issues at hand.

175. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

176. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

3 ~~177. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

178. The Army agrees that final decisions regarding UXO have not been reached.

1 ~~179. Section 4.15 states "The JPG conducts semiannual groundwater sampling from nine impact area
wells and two background well; to date, no analyses have shown migration of radioactive materials
through soils to groundwater." As to potential DU contamination of groundwater, the Army is constrained
by the facts of record. EPA's suggestion that facts may be otherwise is conjecture. Potential
contamination of surface water remains subject to evaluation as noted in section 4.15.

3 ~~180. The Army believes hazardous waste issues are adequately addressed in sections 5.3.14, 5.4.14,
and 5.5.14, (each captioned "Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Wastes"). Section 5.5.14 states that

"..the Army is committed to remediating all hazardous conditions associated with contamination caused
by past or present activities on the JPG" (emphasis added). Specific delineation of Chapter 5 of
Installation Restoration Program activities, as opposed to RCRA-driven activities, has not been deemed
necessary to aid understanding of the alternatives under consideration.



181. Since it was the Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Development Board, not the Army, which
prepared the community reuse plan, the Army declines to comment on that document's sufficiency or
consideration of all available topics as might be imposed by EPA. The Army has addressed RCRA and
CERCLA issues in its evaluation of potential reuse scenarios.

182. The Army declines to comment on whether or how other federal agencies might enforce the
applicability of regulations on future users of the JPG property.

183. The Army's hazardous waste encumbrance provides a means for assuring that future activities in
the vicinity of past site uses would be screened to assure the continued safety of property users.

184. Figure 4-1 lb indicates areas in the vicinity of the airfield that potentially pose hazardous waste
cleanup issues.

185. Section 4.5.6 notes that the State of Indiana has approved JPG's closure plan for the Gate 191
Landfill. Construction of the landfill cap commenced in June 1995.

186. Appendix 0 is included in the EIS to provide a foundation for understanding the magnitude and 
nature of the hazardous waste sites throughout the JPG. The Army recognizes that information
concerning these sites continues to be refined as additional investigatory steps are taken. It is
anticipated that issues raised relative to each of the Comments will be addressed in the context of
appropriate ongoing or future remedial action studies.

187. The Army declines to speculate on the intentions of surrounding law enforcement agencies to
maintain the mutual aid agreement recited in section 4.4.1. Upon closure, security at the JPG will be
provided as a function of caretaker status. It should be noted also that on April 15, 1995, the Govemnor
of Indiana accepted retrocession of exclusive federal jurisdiction to concurrent jurisdiction for the entire

JPG property.

188. The Army declines to make public, and thereby compromise, the security plan that will be
implemented in conjunction with execution of caretaker responsibilities.

189. Section 3.2 specifically indicates the Army's intention to maintain perimeter fences.

190. The Army does not agree that construction of new roads will necessarily require fencing or that 
fencing alone would be adequate in certain circumstances. Security measures to protect the public or
future owners from potential hazards of UIXO, from interference with ongoing remedial measures, or from
exposure to other potentially hazardous sites will be evaluated on case-specific bases. In understandingI
its obligations for continued security and protection of human health and welfare, the Army will not limit
itself merely to fencing but will consider a whole range of controls appropriate to each situation.

191. The Army believes the term "controlled access" is sufficiently generally understood so as not toI
require detailed explication.

192. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

193. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

194. The Army, recognizing that the UISFWS has jurisdiction by law and expertise concerning protected
species and other biological resources, has worked diligently with that agency. As indicated in section
2.2.5, the Army and the USFWS are working together closely for the identification and protection of

biological resources at the JPG. Please see the responses also to Comments #21 and #23.

195. Survey actions appropriate to specific leases or property transfers will not be known until such



I ~~proposals are submitted. The Army is unable to agree with the suggestion that surveys will be required
in every instance.

196. The Army recognizes the ecological importance of NTMB3 populations and has taken an active role
in supporting their continued viability. The Army does not believe that analysis of potential NTMB3 habitat
at the JPG and such habitat throughout the Midwest, in light of potential forest fragmentation, materially
aids in decision of the issues at hand. Potential reuses are only generally defined. This, coupled withI ~ ~~poor predictability of how much forest fragmentation might occur at the JPG as a result of those reuses,
makes estimates of cumulative impacts highly speculative. It is noted that reuse of the majority of the
installation as a wildlife refuge, under the management of the USFWS, holds considerable promise thatI ~ ~~there would be no forest fragmentation.

197. The Army, recognizing that the USFWS has jurisdiction by law and expertise concerning protected
species and other biological resources, has worked diligently with that agency. As indicated in section
2.2.5, the Army and the USFWS are working together closely for the identification and protection of
biological resources at the JPG. Survey actions appropriate to specific leases or property transfers will
not be known until such proposals are submitted. Please see the responses also to Comments #21 and

#23.

* ~198. Please see the response to the preceding Comment.

199. The Army is constrained with respect to implementation of mitigation measures upon reuse. The
Comment suggests a degree of control over reuse and attendant mitigation that exceeds the Army's
authority. Section 5.5.15 states that "Specific mitigation actions are not proposed for the general
intensity-based reuse scenarios evaluated inthe EIS,' and in that section the Army recognizes ...general
mitigation actions which could be taken by other parties to reduce impacts of their actions." (emphasis

* ~added).

200. As indicated in sections 2.3 and 3.2, the Army recognizes on ongoing obligation to protect human
health and the environment, both presently and in the future during caretaker operations. It is anticipated

* ~that the Army will provide for those measures needed to ensure the attainment of health and safety
protective of goals implicit in the Comment. The particular form those measures will take requires
evaluation in light of case-specific circumstances which are, at present, to numerous and varied to be

* ~~usefully included.

201. Please see the response to the preceding Comment. Implementation of measures needed in
recognition of encumbrances will be tailored to the specifics of each situation insofar as known by the

Army at the time of leasing or transfer of property.

202. Please see the response to Comment #23.

I ~~203. The Army does not agree in the efficacy or necessity of restricting all types of terrain disturbance
within one-half mile of water courses in order to provide for the continued protection of the Indiana Bat.
In some cases, one-half mile may be insufficient for the intended protection and in others such a buffer
may be excessive. The Army anticipates that, in consultation with the USFWS as appropriate, it will
apply restrictive covenants tailored to proposed activities.

204. The Army is committed to its obligations under the MOA contained in Appendix D. Potential use
of restrictive covenants in addition to those recited in the MOA may be considered based on the results
of current and planned additional surveys and the details of land use proposals as they are presented
to the Army at the time of leasing or property transfer decision making.

205. The Army will appropriately notify lessees and purchasers of the presence of asbestos in buildings.



206. Section 4.15 is enlarged to provide for an encumbrance pertaining to the protection of endangered 
species. The form and content of lease or deed provisions reflecting the encumbrances must await
specific circumstances.

207. Please see the response to the preceding Comment.N

208. RCRA does not specify certain prohibitions after successful closure of an open burning/open
detonation site. Theoretically, a "clean closure" should allow nearly any reuse of a parcel of JPGU
property. The Army recognizes that site-specific aspects of open burning/open detonation units at the
JPG may impair certain reuse activities, especially in an interim use scenario such as may be found in
a leasing arrangement. The Army intends to adhere to its obligations under RCRA to meet all relevantI
closure requirements for its open burning/open detonation units. Evaluation of proposed reuses must
be deferred, however, until there is opportunity for consideration of all site-specific factors.



ACRONYMS

BCP Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Plan
BRAC Base Realignment and Closure
CAA Clean Air Act
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
CERFA Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CWA Clean Water Act
DEIS Draft Environmental Impact Statement
DoD Department of Defense
DU Depleted Uranium
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
FWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
HHS U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
HIR High'intensity reuse
IDEM Indiana Department of Environmental Management
IRP Installation Restoration Program
JPG Jefferson Proving Ground
JPGRDB3 Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Development Board
LIR Low intensity reuse
MIR Medium intensity reuse
MOA Memorandum of Agreemenc
NAAQS National Ambient Air Qualit,, Standards
NEPA National Environmental Policy Act
NHPA National Historic Preservation Act
NP DES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
NPL National Priorities List
PCB3 Polychlorinated biphenyls
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
ROD Record of Decision
ROI Region of Influence
SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
S~Cs Soil Conservation Service
SHPO State Historic Preservation Officer
USACCOE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
USAEC U.S. Army Environmental Center
USATHAMA U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture
UIST Underground Storage Tank
UXO Unexploded Ordnance


