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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 the 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 conventional 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.

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.

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.

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 officials and local community leaders and
representatives are expected to result in a reduction of the amount of acreage requested 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.

Jefferson Proving Ground
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DISPOSAL ALTERNATIVES AND REUSE SCENARIOS

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

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).

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).

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 permit access
to existing low water crossings (Jennings County).

Study Area 10. A 1,100 acre parcel on the western border of the base (Jefferson County).

Study Area 11. A 1,033 acre parcel in the north central portion 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 potential environmental impacts of the proposed action, the Army has identified three
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 cause
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 varying 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

Jejferson Proving Ground September 1995
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activities, reversionary clauses in favor of the Fish & Wildlife Service, wetlands, and 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 socioeconomic 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, the 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 Army 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 involving each of these intensity levels have been
developed for the study areas.

ENVIRONMENTAL & SOCIOECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES
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 generally 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 significant 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.

MITIGATION

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, and maintenance operations in accordance
with Army policies during a caretaker period will minimize

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995
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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 surreys and related actions.

The Army acknowledges that mitigation of impacts which result from reuse are beyond its control and
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. Adherence 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.

Jejftrson Proving Ground September 1995
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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) near
Madison, Indiana. This document has been prepared in accordance with the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing
NEPA.

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED

In response to changing global security requirements and the mandates of federal law, the
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 Secretary 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 end
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

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 of 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 the
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.

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

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995
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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 foreseeable).

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."

1.4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

1.4.1 Public Involvement Process

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 organizations 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 contact 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.

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 Intent
(Appendix A) in the Federal Register on December 30, 1992.
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Public Involvement Oppomtunities

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 the
document.

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,

Li
Fl
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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 concem over the 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.

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 fumished 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 the 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 I.

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 fumished 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 of the impacts associated with various reuse scenarios.

1.4.7 Contaminated Site Remediation Public Review Process

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 during 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 1980 (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 they 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

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.

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

* 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 fair 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 development 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 economic 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.

Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act. In October 1992, Congress
amended Section 120(h) of CERCLA with the Community Environmental Response
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 it 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 petroleum 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
complete 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 real 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 the
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, nitrogen 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 by 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 Government
shall engage in, support in anyway, 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. 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 Registeron March 15, 1993.
Clean Water Act. Since major amendments in 1977, the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act has been known as the Clean Water Act (CWA). 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).,

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.

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act This statute,
better known as Superfund, addresses sites where there are releases or 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, 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 are
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 to jeopardize the
continued existence of any endangered or threatened species or to result in destruction or
adverse modification of its critical habitat. This mechanism,

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995
Page 1-7



Final Environmental Impact Statement
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. The 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 prohibits the taking of endangered fish and wildlife 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 them 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 the 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 funding 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's disposal
and reuse of the JPG:

Executive Order 11990, "Protection of Wetlands," establishes a policy to avoid,.to 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 h
wetlands wherever there is a practicable alternative. The term "wetlands" means those
areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or 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 the 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 in 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 reviewing 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 have 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 that may qualify for inclusion on the National

egister 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 Officer
(SHPO).

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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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 of disposal,
and a screening process to determine whether other DoD, federal, state, or homeless 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 have any reuse constraints', or the Army
would take action to remove constraints before transfening 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 direct 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 IndianaKentucky
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 212. 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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To Facilitate environmental restoration, the installation Base Realignment and Closure
(BRAC) Environmental Coordinator has formed a BRAC 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 its BRAC Cleanup Plan
(Version I) 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 remediation based on the priorities
established bythe 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 transfer, 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, specific 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.

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
(16 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 entered 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

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 and regulations such as Title 10,
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:
e Transfer to Another FederalAgency. 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 screening 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 give 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 were no
requests from other DoD.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. 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) approved 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 Federal 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 local 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 job creation, as proposed in President Clinton's 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, 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.
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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 convey 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. Prior 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-Army 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 five members appointed by each county and staffing with 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 impacts 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, 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 addendum provides
more specific reuse alternatives for parcels throughout the JPG property. Included in the addendum
were desires for use of the cantonment area Tor 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 comer parcel for agribusiness and
economic development initiatives; a parcel near 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 national 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 disposal 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 caretaker 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.
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 plan:

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 southernmost part of the base. It
has been requested by the FWS.

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 has 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 northeastemmost
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 the 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 north 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 of this 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. Under 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 in the
northernmost tip of the northwest corner of the JPG. 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 reuse plan, upon disposal or
transfer, Jennings County may take possession of these areas.

Study Area 10 (Southwestern Reserve Parcel). This study area encompasses 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, Jefferson
County may take possession of this area.
Study Area 11 (Air Gunnery Range). This area comprises 1,033 acres in the 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.

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 the 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 comer 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 its request from 53,000 to
45,000 acres, the property would be identified solely for development under Ripley County auspices.

Three potential study areas siggested by th6 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 "I" Road), unspecified areas to be used for wetlands mitigation banking, and a site for an
unexploded ordnance research facility all fall within existing parcels.

2.4.2 Reuse Development Process

Closure and disposal of DoD installations have demcnstrated the difficulty inherent in predicting
impacts of reuse of properties. Local land use planning and zoning decisions, market and economic
forces, legal requirements, and individual developer actions exert considerable variability 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 three 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 on 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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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.

Disposal alternatives are developed to help the Army decide whether to dispose of the property with
or without restrictions, or "encumbrances." Encumbered and unencumbered disposal alternatives, as
well as a No Action Alternative, will be evaluated. Future reuse of 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

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 d 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 publiclyor
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);

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

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 perimeter 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, 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 the 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 the 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 and 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 sources of
information pointing 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 to 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

-0 No disposal (no action alternative/caretaker status).

The following subsections describe the encumbered and unencumbered alternatives to provide the
basis for evaluation of potential impacts in Chapter 5.
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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 wishes to
dispose of individual parcels of land as they become available. This EIS discusses excess
property according to the study areas descrbed 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 d
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 increased
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.

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 numerous 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 adversely
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 this
category:

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).

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, or groundwater monitoring
systems.

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995
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Restricted access. Portions of conveyed property may support on-going
remedial activities such as a groundwater pump-and-treat facility. Special use
restrictions would prohibit entry into or interference with remedial operation
and maintenance facilities.

Timing considerations. Typically based on hazardous Waste remediation
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,
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 threatened 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 protect
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 to 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 undertaken by the
private sector.

Unencumbered Disposal. The unencumbered disposal alternative is included in order to
identify and evaluate the potential to remove encumbrances allowing the property to be
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 Reuse 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.
Stud Area Acres Reuse Intensity Comments
1. Wildlife Refuge 45,000 Low Conservation and preservation

to 53 000 of natural resources
2. Cantonment Area 4 320 Low Medium High Business development
3. Southeastern Reserve 1,500 Low, Medium, High Business development; waste

facility; roadway improvement
4. Northeastern Reserve 500 Low, Medium, High Business development; waste

facility
5. Northeast Corner 640 Low, Medium High Business development -
6. Holton Parcel 130 Low Medium High Business development
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 1 100 Low Medium High Business development
11. Air Gunnery Range 1 033 Low Military training
12. East-West Corridor 140 Medium Road construction
Note: Based on continuing discussions with community leaders in the JPG region, the current FWS request for 53,000 acres
ma 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:

Unexploded ordnance

Depleted uranium

Surface water quality protection

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995
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Air gunnery range buffer
Utilities interdependencies
Historical resources

Remediation activities
Reversionary clauses

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 missions 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
EI, disposal may occur as a single event involving the entire facility 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.

CEQ 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 patterns 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.

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995
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These land use intensities refer to the ratio of persons, households, or volume of building or
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

Table 3-2. Land Use Intensity Parameters.
Intensity/Land Impervious Employee DUs per Acre' Vehicle Trips'
Use Types Surface Ratio' Density
LOW INTENSITY
Preserve/Passive 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
Office/Research 0.70 1/350 sf na 2.67/empl
Park
College/Institutional 0.60 32/acre na 2.4/person
Residential 0.30 na 9 6.95/DU
HIGH INTENSITY
Office/Business 0.70 1/250 sf na 4/empl
Park
Commercial 0.85 1/500 sf na 46.81/1000 sf
Light Industrial 0.85 1/500 sf na 3.34/empl I
Residential 0.45 na 15 5.86/DU

what number of dwellings per acre and population constitute low intensity use in a residential area.
Table 3-2 represents standards appropriate to the evaluation 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 low 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 this 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 little traffic
because they are in a remote area. Study Area 11, 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 Analyzed
Stud Area Low Intensity Medium Intensity High Intensity
1. Wildlife Refuge o
2. Cantonment Area o 0 0
3. Southeastern o o o
Reserve
4. Northeastern o 0 0
Reserve
5. Northeastern o 0 0
Comer
6. Holton Parcel o o o
7. Right of Way o
8. Northwestern o o o
Parcel
9. Low-water o
Crossings s

The HIR scenario assumes that the JPG assets reasonably capable of supporting high intensity use
will ultimately 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 that 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 buildings 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 used to calculate an
average intensity and associated impacts for each reuse intensity scenario.
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As indicated in Table 32, 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 34 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 presented 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 the JPG property.

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
Protects surface water quality
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4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

4.1 INTRODUCTION

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 developed 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;
socioeconomics 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 wastes.

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 te Jefferson Proving Ground. Assigned to the Ordnance 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, increased 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 the 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 the banks of the
Ohio River.
The installation is divided 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 the 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 test 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
for 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 fishing 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 and
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 41 summarizes land use for all three
counties. The communities just outside of the JPG facility are generally 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).

T-able 4-1. Adjacent Land Uses in the Vicinity of the JPG.
County Square Acres Built-Up Agriculture Forest JPG Water

Miles I
Jefferson 366 234 240 4 61 25 9 1
Ripley 442 282880 4 65 20 10 1
Jennings 377 241280 3 76 16 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 fie cantonment area
around Officers 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 have 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 major 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 1991 y.

4.3.2 Socioeconomic Region of Influence

The socioeconomic ROI of this EIS comprises Jefferson, Jennings, and Ripley Counties. The three
ýcounty 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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Final Environmental lingact Statementare 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.

1989 1990 1991 1992

County Percent of Percent of Percent of Percent of

Per Capita National PerCapita National Per Capita National Per Capita National

Income Average Income Average Income Average Income Average

Jefferson 12,697 72 13,352 72 13,858 72 14,936 74

Jennings s 1265 72 13 216 71 13465 70 14766 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. Table 4-3 depicts
the labor force profiles in the ROI.

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

Employment Unemployment

County 1985 Rate 1990 Rate 1985 Rate 1990

Jefferson 13,625

Jennings 9,700

88.4% 13,550 94.4% 1,575 11.6% 800

Rate

5.6%

5.5%

5.7%

90.6% 11,780 94.50/a 1,000 9.4% 690

770Ripley

ROI

10,725 91.3% 12650 94.2% 1,025 8.7%

34,050 90.0% 37,980 94.4%,, 3 600 9.9% 2,260 5.6%

Sources: Indiana University, Bloomington; Industrial Research Liaison Program, Indiana InJbnet, 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 44. The
manufacturing sector provided 33.5 percent of the jobs for the ROI in 1989. The greatest number of
jobs were from the manufacturing sector. The government sector provided 6,199 jobs, or 20
percent of the jobs in the ROI 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 trade 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 1985-1989.

Jejfjrson Proving Ground September 1995
Page 4- 6



Final Environmental Impact Statement

Table 4-4 Regional Economic Activity
Employment

Economic Jefferson County Jennings County Ripley County Regional
Activity Total

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

Agricultural 51 41 51 45.7 186 45.3 288
Services
Mining NA NNA A 27 68.8 28

Construction 499 25.7 NA NA 590 45.0 1089
Manufacturing 3,956 34.0 1,795 31.2 4,563 23.1 10,314
Transportation NA NAT 339 I1. 1 697 6.7 1,036

Wholesale 209 (20.5) 148 124.2 448 87.4 805
Trade
Retail Trade 2 571 24.0 1 198 21.5 2 123 36.2 5 892
Finance, 610 6.8 451 34.2 466 5.0 1,527
Real Estate,
Insurance
Services NA NA 1 236 9.0 2577 20.9 3 813
Government 2,714 3.9 2,267 10.2 1,218 15.3 6.199

Note: Decreases are shown in Q.
Source: Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana; Industrial Research Liaison Program, Indiana infonet, 1992; National Bureau of

Economics, 1992.
Jennings County experienced 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 fiveyear 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 hcreased 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 the same period, the
ROI experienced a net emigration of 3,100 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 24398 24616 26730
ROI 77,681 78,074 79,880

souse. 8utw•~~~~~~B. OfE--.mt An.Iys$,. 1990; U.3. U}p- -m~to om ra 1990 C... f Popu.tio-,WIH-t~g; 1ýdl-n R-1.0- t -ýsPlnig Co-mtt-

The ROI had 30,637 housing units in 1990, both owner-occupied and rental units. A total of 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 (11,921). Vacancy rate of owner-occupied
and rental units was consistent throughout the ROI, averaging 8.5%. In 1990 the median value of an
owner-occupied lome 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 4-6. Housing in the ROI, 1990.
County Housing Occupied Vacancy Rate Median Value Median

Units Housing Contract Rent
Units

Jefferson 11921 10897 8.6% $44,900 $215
Jennings s 9 129 8 351 8.51/a $43 700 $221
Rile 9 587 8,778 8.4% $49 000 $215
Total 30,637 28,026 8.5% $45,866 $217

Thirty schools are located within the JPG ROI. 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 Community School Corporation, and Milan
Community School Corporation. Table 4-7 provides inform ation on distribution of the schools among
the ROI counties and student enrollment.
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Table 4-7. Schools.
County School Elementary - Junior High Senior High 1993-1994

Districts Schools Schools Schools Enrollment
Jefferson 2 10 1 3 4,828
Jennings 1 5 1 1 4,374
Rile 4 4 1 4 4,968
ROI 7 19 3 8 14,170

Institutions of higher learning located in the tri-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 ROI. 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 and 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

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 1993).

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
JPG facility, has a police force consisting of 18 officers. Law enforcement for the County of Jennings
is provided by the County Sheriff and nine officers (Jennings County Economic Development 1992).
Ripley County has one Sheriff and five deputy law enforcement officers. 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.

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 fire 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 tri-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 of 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. Equipment and personnel have
been relocated to other government installations. On July 1, 1995, the government entered into an
agreement with two local fire departments br 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 Medical 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 nedical assistance are referred to civilian
facilities in the City of Madison. The Occupational Health Nursing Office provides ambulance
services during testing operations and installation emergencies.

The City of Madison medical support services include fie King's Daughters 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 Jefferson 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 Ripley County and
has a 24-hour emergency facility. The King's Daughters Clinic, a branch of the City of Madison's
King's Daughters 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

The JPG obtains its water from the City of Madison via supply wells located along the Ohio River.
While the service area demand avera es 2.85 million gallons per day, the Madison Water Authority
is capable of providing up to 8.0 milion gallons per day. The bul of the JPG's water demand
comes from the domestic needs of installation residents and the industrial needs of the steam heat
generation plant (USACOE 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
(USACOE 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 online 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).

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 wastes (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 been 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 10 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-1993
because the chlorine disinfection system has been 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

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 00JO02 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 own network of
steam and condensate return 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 of 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-fired 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 333kilovolt 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 65,725 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 the 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's 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 the 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 officials 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 the
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 tons 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 JPG. 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. It is believed that the ash from the unit 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 4.10.

The JPG operates a recycling program for computer paper, white office paper, aluminum
cans, and used oil. These materials are collected by private contractors. Annual recycling 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 support 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 system 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 areas 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. 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 the 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, and 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 II
survey includes a systematic, detailed examination of an area which is sufficient to determine if a
site is significant and therefore eligible for nomination to 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 single
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 (12Ri153 through 12RI157) 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 Term inal
Archaic projectile point (4000 to 1000 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-term 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.

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995
Page 4-14



Final Environmental Impact Statement

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 surrey were considered to be ineligible for the National Register of
Historic Places. No additional archaeological work was recommended for any of the 15 sites.

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 the Archaic Period (8000 to 1000 B.C.), in a 100 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, and other
maps published between 1876 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 be 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.

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

4.7.2 Historic Architectural Resources

Locations of the JPG's known historic architectural resources are shown in Figure 43. The
significance of these sites is discussed below:

The Oakdale School, built in the 1860s and one of the few remaining one-room
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 placedon the National Register of Historic Places in May 1993.

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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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 letter dated May 12, 1994, the 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.

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 the 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 processes
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, and consultation. Finally, the Plan is to address compliance
requirements related to the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act.

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 or projects involving
construction disturbance of previously undisturbed surfaces, or tillage of previously
unplowed ground remain subject to coordination requirements 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 the
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 structures eligible 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 feasibility
study tasks related to the Installation Restoration Program are familiar with historic
property compliance requirements. This shall include consulting with a professional
archaeologist prior to field work and having access to such expertise in the event of
discovery of archaeological resources.

4.8 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION
JPG's installation road net cmsists 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 (USACOE 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. Route 421, a
two lane road following the southeastern border of the base. Due b its rural location and relative
isolation, the JPG does not have any significant traffic congestion or access problems. Indiana
Department of Transportation annua[ average daily traffic figures reveal a daily rate of 3,750
vehicles on U.S. Route 421 at the JPG's Main Gate (USACOE 1991).

The JPG's rail service is owned and operated by the City of Madison Port Authority, a 24-mile 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 traffic. Runways currently show signs of concrete
spalling, and reinforcing steel bars 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.
Noise can 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 by 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 human 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 given observation period. A
day/night noise level, which penalizes noise created between 10:00 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. These noise zones help
identify compatible land uses in the vicinity of noise generators. Table 4-8 shows these zones. Zone
III is that one closest to the noise source, and Zone I is farthest from the noise source.

Table 4-8. Noise Zone Values.
Zone A-Weighted C-Weighted Noise Sensitive Land

Day- Night Level Day- Night Level Use
(housing, schools,
hospitals)

I less than 65 dBA less than 62 dBC acceptable
HI 65- 75 dBA 62-7odBC normally unacceptable
III more than 75 dBA more than 70 dBC unacceptable

Major noise sources contributing to the Installation Compatible Use Zone program at the JPG
include impulse sounds of 90 to 140 decibels caused by the testing of large weapons and blast
detonations, 100 to 115 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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4.10 AIR QUALITY
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency has established National Ambient Air Quali
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. 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 quality 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 "K" 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.

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 Office 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 boilers
which use fuel oil, the sewage treatment plant, and a single chamber with afterburner
incinerator in Building 333. Open burning 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 emissions
(Foyst, July 1993).
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 incinerator
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, 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 1994).

4.11 GEOLOGY, SOILS, AND TOPOGRAPHY
4.11.1 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 (loess).
Underlying the loess is a glacial till of Illinoisan and Wiscons inan 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 southeastern Indiana for aggregate and high purity
c.hemical-stone products. Ordovician rocks are. generally too shaly to be of commercial value
(USACOE 1991). The economic potential of the bedrock units is described 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 plateau 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 lake 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 its areas that are drained
(USATHAMA 1992).
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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 for
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
(USATHAMA 1992).
The underlying unconsolidated glacial tills are typically 25 to 35 feet in thickness and reach 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 acidity 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%.

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-
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 loams: Cincinnati, Deputy, Elkinsville, Haymond,
Huntington, Jennings, Negley, Nicholoson, Pekin, Rossmoyne, Ryker, 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 prime.farmland. Disturbances of these soils
through military activities such as air-to-ground munitions testing and ordnance detonation
decrease the likelihood that the soils would be classified as prime farmland.

4.12 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

During the spring and summer of 1993 and 1994, the Bloomington Field Office of the FWS
performed biological surveys of the ]PG. These surveys included plant surveys, stream fish
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'/a
Cincinnatic silt loam (severally 6%- 12%
eroded
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
Rossmore silt loam 0%-2% Prime
Rossmore silt loam eroded 2%- 6% Prime
Rvker silt loam 6%- 12%

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 the 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 ommunity 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. The 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. The 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.
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 (Karns, 1994).

4.12.2 Aquatic Resources
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 instream habitat varies from ebundant 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 the 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 the 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 gravel/rock riffles, boulders, deep pools, rock ledges, 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 11 feet per mile.

Little Otter Creek is the major tributary to Otter Creek on the JPG. It is abundant with
rock/riffle habitat, although much bedrock is present and the creek is too 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 instream 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 is above water
much of the year. Riparian forest varies along this creek from 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) caught 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 instream habitat is sparse and
silt 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 resulted 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. 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.
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. Specbs identified (live or recently dead) 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.

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
burnings.

More than 75 percent of the JPG land area is forested. Dominant tree species are presented 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
during cutting. Each sale results in the removal of 300-400,000 board feet of timber.

Table 4-10. Hardwood Stands on JPG.
County Acres
Jennings 7,204
Jefferson 5,763
Ripley 9,411

Volume (Board-feet)
9948,000
8030000

21,445,000

Value ($)
2,305,000
1,423 000
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. 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.
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 second 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 11.5 miles north of the firing line (Mason & Hanger, 1992). Wetlands areas are shown
in Figure 4-9.

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 located and his
foraging locations were mapped.
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The bald eagle (Halliaeetus leucocphalus), until recently a federally endangered species, and the
short-eared owl (Asio flammeus), a State of Indiana endangered species, have been observed on
the base during 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 henslowit), a state of Indiana and Federal candidate species, are also
known to exist on the JPG.

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 concern, 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 state listed.
These plants are listed in Appendix F.

4.13 WATER RESOURCES

4.13.1 Surface Water

The JPG sustains an extensive network of surface water bodies, including intermittent and
permanent streams, rivers, and 10 ponds/lakes ranging in size from 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 classified as "warm-water aquatic and full-body contact" by the State of Indiana Water
Quality Standards (Clark 1993).

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 as 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 offsite and flow independently
across the JPG. Graham Creek flows 7.6 stream miles across the JPG property and drains
approximately 5,870 acres. Little Graham Creek flows 7.8 stream miles across JPG property and
drains approximately 7,760 acres. Little Graham 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.

Jefftrson Proving Ground September /995
Page 4-33



C2-, - ~ r - -

t

L/"'wn k 1 V
Rwh Bnl-e

1 Cv ~ .. ........

Elrall

H

d

flFigure 4ll& Surface Water

MFJA -rk Cr eki orgr ates onr the JPQ and is subsequently fed by several unnam-ed
enaMir, ntT ztt t gravel substrate a~nd meanders 2.6 strearn miles across the

The I-mm~~ha~r:sare ied byt t', intisrmttmieriltbutsviaa whidh ofiginaie en the
nstattrnn ef s 5n Ken rueg8ae 4ares). Hweds Crer-:)tJoE

1 ~ ~ ~ ~ i It u r t IG~ teJ and dramts ppr taxinelr 6,1 to atrea. Trhe j ra
r ~tmerph n latucated on thm'- creekr at the base's western b OUniary. An

a~g I lnend :c( ft'jbk rj ptrn ýccend has~belenr cordbd for Harixrlst Cr;mrk
e t.)n~tn ~ C ~:tS~z!a, ggi ttnn ntear. Madison, it' ana,

isare arenth DettdUnum nmonitoring pmgvanI. The U.S. Aeny ErwMn~rmernta Hygicre
Agency heD'utwrIe h neiaoselnst em ~te ntesrr~~etr
With, thCo inA miarmi tst rxaltenilt ati~bulable to JP~is operatksnesý naei not
benearsound inteanEteVen. 11 J

JeiqLMr PT'ý-Vkq CriluTJ .Yep, k. wh rr J "0ý

Pmti 4-34



4.13.2 Groundwater
Two hydrostratigraphic units underlie the JPG. They are unconsolidated glacial deposits and Silurian
and Devonian Limestones. Low hydraulic conductivity and small hydraulic gradients result in sbw
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 till 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 Limestone
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 aid
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 10 to 100 gallons per minute (USACOE
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 monitoring wells were installed south of the firing line.
Analyses suggest that any groundwater contamination south of the firing line is localized due to slow
groundwater movement, estimated to be 15 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 govern 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 and 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 and 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 I
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 from
hazardous site were established by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation I
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 description of the circumstances and any
response taken. Covenants are required for property transfers from the federal government to
private nonfederal government entities that involve property which has been the site of storage, i
release or, disposal of hazardous materials. These covenants must warrant that necessary remedial
action has been taken and, that if additional remediation is needed, it will be conducted by the
federal government. I
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 I
environmental restoration program initiatives and BRAC activities to identify 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. I
A Draft RCRA Facility Assessment Report completed by the U.S. Environmental Protection

Agency's Region V office identified 85 solid waste management units at JPG. In addition, JPG
officials have identified another 31 sites. i
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 eview of all available documents and files. Fifty-three areas
requiring environmental evaluation were identified. In addition to focusing on hazardous waste sites, I
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 I
environmental restoration and associated compliance programs. Appendix F of that document

("Other Ancillary BCP Materials") contains a thorough listing of JPG's known and potential
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:

I
I
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1. CERFA Parcel - real property that had no history of hazardous materials or, having
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,
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 containing
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
remediated.

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
4-11 a and 4-11 b show the location of each parcel; Table 411 describes each CERFA parcel and its
parcel type.

Table 4-11. CERFA Acres by Study Area.
Areas south of the firm line
St Area Total Acres D• U E3

ID4X/HR 36 o o
3D-/NL1X/PR/HR P 40 0 o
5D-/ANPRPPS P /HRPHS 30 o 0
8D4AAJX/RDIPR/HR 10 0 o

7D4ANP/XIRD/PR/PSAHRAjS 450 0 o
8D-AAJX/PR 10 0 o
1OD4A/VPS/HS 10 o o
13D-IAA./PSIHS 10 o o
15D-/X P /HR P 10 o 0

19D4PR P 10 o
23D-/HR P/HS 10 o
28D-/ALJX P /PS/HR P 100 o 0
29D-XP/HR P 120 o o
30D-/AMPS P /HR/HS 38 o o
31 DX P/HRP 10 o 0
3204H R 20 o
33D0.HR P 30 o
2Q-4AILIX/RD 1679 0
120-/NURD 20 o
140-/AL 30 0
16Q-/A/L 10 o
1704A/L 30 o
1 8Q/N/L 10 o
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i able 4-11. LKEI-A Acres btu Area.
20Q4A/L 10 o
210-4A o
2204ALL 9 o
240-INL 10 o
260-AIL 10 o
270-/AL 10 o
4P 3078 o
9P 8 0

11p 10 0
25P 10 o
Areas north of the firing line
2D-X/PS/HR P /HS 130 o o
3D4)UHR P 50 o 0
4DL4)VHR P 40 0 0
5D-X/HR P 160 0 0
6D4X/HR P 40 o o
7D4XlHR P 60 o o
8D-/XIHR P 60 o o
9D4RD P R 1620 o 0 O
10D4X/HR P 210 0 0
11 D4X/HR P 50 o 0
12D4X/PR 20 o 0
IQ4X 47696 o
1 CERFA Disqualified Parcel (see text for definition)
2 CERFA Parcel with 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. The Army conducted
field work in two phases in order to maximize placenent 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; these 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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4.14.4 Depleted Uranium
Since March 1984, more than 100,000 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 M1, and storage of up to, 50 kilograms
of DU for use as a collimator for a 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 useful 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 ris ks 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 the 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 110 millirems per year, an amount that exceeds the exposure
limit of 100 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 -210), porcelain dentures about 1,500 millirems per year (uranium), and
each dental x-ray about 100 millirems (Department of Energy, 1994).

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, leadbased paint,
PCBs, and underground storage tanks (USTs). Information on these is presented below.

Asbestos. Management and disposal of asbestos at the JPG is performed in accordance
with Occupational Safety and Health Administration regulations (29 CFR 1926.1101) and
National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR 61, Subpart M).
Asbestos containing materials are present in several
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Final Environmental Impact Statement
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, its 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 Gate 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 exceed 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 arid 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 all 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 of UXO 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 the 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 a
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, restrictive covenants
in sale or transfer documents may be required to ensure safety and protection of
human health and the environment.

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 the 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 1,033
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,
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.

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. In
conjunction with the Cultural Resources Management Plan, land and facilities that are
sold or transferred will be subject to restrictive covenants that necessitate future
owners' obtaining permission of the SHPO prior to taking actions that might adversely
affect archaeological resources or sites eligible for inclusion in the National Register of
Historic Places.

Remediation Activities. Operations over many decades at the JPG have resulted in
localized hazardous waste contamination. The contaminants and substances of
concern include volatile organic compounds, semivolatile organic ccrnpounds, 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.

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 would 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. In 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 cn 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 sich species. Depending on proposed land
uses, such covenants could, as well, impose a requirement for buffer zones adjoining
particular sensitive habitat areas.

I
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5.0 ENVIRONMENTAL AND SOCIOECONOMIC CONSEQUENCES

5.1 INTRODUCTION

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:

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,

Reuse Scenarios - Analysis of impacts on resource attributes by study area
(Subsection 5.5) for low intensity, medium intensity, and high intensity reuse
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 the
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.

5.2 DEFINITION OF KEY TERMS

The following paragraphs define key terms used throughout this section.

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 .and examples
of direct and indirect impacts as used in this document are as follows:

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 existing 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 pattern 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 these 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 the construction site.

5:2.2 Short Term versus Long Term Impacts

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 site 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 installation-wide or regional basis.

5.2.4 Mitigation - Definitions and Responsible Parties

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

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

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

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

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 mitigation commitments associated with
these actions are identified by the use of "will" in Sections 5.3

I
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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 bythe use of "could" in Section 5.5.

5.2.5 Significance

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:

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 floodplains; 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.

5.3.1 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 of 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.

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

Jejferson Proving Ground September 1995
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5.3.3 Socioeconomics 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' bidding 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.

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. 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. 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 Waste

Utilities and solid waste impacts would occur primarily in Study Area 2, the Cantonment Area, 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, 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 in deterioration of equipment and
reduced service life. During 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 this reduction may be
temporary, as reuse of the facility comes on line. A new NPDES permit to
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replace one lapsing in June 1995 would be required for 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.

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.

Indirect. No impacts are expected.

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 adverse
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.

5.3.8 Traffic and Transportation

Direct The no action alternative would result in substantial reduction of traffic entering and
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.

5.3.9 Noise

Direct. No impacts are expected.

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.

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.

Indirect No impacts are expected.

5.3.12 Biological Resources

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

Indirect. Long term indirect adverse impacts to high quality plant communities could occur if
competition from exotic (non-native/introduced) plant species is not controlled. Exotics, having
competitive advantages over native plants due to rapid growth rates and lack of 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-icing
salts, fertilizer use, fuel use and storage, pesticide spraying, and maintenance shop activities
decrease in all studyareas. 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.
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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 and
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.

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 on
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 prioritize
restoration and cleanup activities to ensure timely disposal and reuse of remaining
parcels,

Maintain necessary natural resources management measures (e.g., annual deer 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

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 be
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.

Jefferson Proving Ground September 1995
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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 unencumbered disposal
alternatives are graphically illustrated by the EIS study areas in Tables 5-2a and 52b.

5.4.2 Land Use

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. The UXO encumbrance would prohibit activities 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 turn would tend to create consistent land uses under
control of a central entity. The remedial action encumbrance would tend to delay development of
property to its highest and best use.

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Inclusion of the UXO encumbrance helps to 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 11 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.

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 to 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 reuse 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.

5.4.3 Socioeconomics 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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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.

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 facilitate
unlimited development of the JPG, resulting in a long term beneficial impact.

5.4.4 Public Health and Safety

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. A buffer zone surrounding Study Area 11 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 by
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 UXO is
detonated. Encumbrances related to remedial actions may be eliminated prior to 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 Disposal Alternative, 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 the
Study Areas. Removal of the air gunnery buffer zone related to Study Area 11 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 fossil fuels
at decentralized sites.

5.4.5 Utilities and Solid Waste

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 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.

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, 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 Disposal Alternative, Direct. Elimination of sale or transfer document clauses
prohibiting terrain disturbance in any study areas except Study Area 2 could be achieved only
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 are
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 impact 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 SIPO, 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 DisposalAlternative, Indirect. This alternative would result in a long term adverse
impact associated with the loss of National Register eligible properties. As a result, 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 Transportation

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct No impacts are expected.
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Encumbered Disposal Alternative, 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).

5.4.9 Noise

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. Maintenance of a buffer zone around Study Area 11 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.

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.

5.4.10 Air Quality

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. No impacts are expected.

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Over the long term, imposition of deed restrictions
allowing the Army right 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.

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

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

5.4.11 Geology, Soils, and Topography
Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. No impacts are expected.
Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. 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. Monation of unexploded ordnance, a necessary
antecedent of eliminating the UXO encumbrance, would result in long term adverse impacts to
geology and topography in all study areas north of the firing line, Study Areas 312 and
portions of 1.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, 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 Resources

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

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 a
beneficial impact as it will provide a safe haven for some species of wildlife already adapted to
the area. Some remedial actions may adverse!y 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 11, all these effects would occur
throughout all study areas.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Direct. Detonation of unexploded ordnance, a 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 accompany decontamination of the DU
impact area in Study Area 1.

Unencumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Erosion from areas impacted from the 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 crcur in all study areas except Study 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 Resources

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 Alternative, Indirect. The surface water quality protection clause would
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.

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

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 remedialaction 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 remediation
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.

Encumbered Disposal Alternative, Indirect. Encumbered. disposal allows for disposal of
property undergoing remediation 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.

I
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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 of
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 Armyj 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 local
redevelopment authorities to ensure that, to the maximum extent feasible,
encumbered disposal transactions are consistent with its reuse plan.

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.

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 clauses will 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 and 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 AREA

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. The 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 reuse
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 5-3b.
As these tables show, not all intensity categories are evaluated for each study area.
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5.5.2 Land Use

High Intensity Direct Impacts. Seven of the twelve study areas (2-6, 8, 10) would be affected by
the HIR scenario. With the exception of Study Area 2 (the cantonment area), 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, 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 associated 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, and police and fire protection.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. Nine of the twelve study areas (2-8, 10, 12) would be affected
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, conversion of these areas to medium intensity use
could create long term adverse impacts to local land uses patterns 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 LIR scenario would involve 10 of the 12 study areas (1-6, 8-11).
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 measures 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

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 typically 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 office space (see Table 3-2). Thus, an acre of land may
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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 %ould 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 purposes 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 Five 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 as 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.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. Ten of the twelve study areas (1-6, 8-11) would be involved in this
scenario. It is estimated that 10 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 Intensity Indirect Impacts. Creation of up to 500 jobs would not burden existing 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 10 would result in
long term adverse impacts to public health and safety by burdening existing police, fire, 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 impacts areas, thereby increasing risks of
personal injury.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

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 term
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

High Intensity Direct Impacts. No utilities infrastructure exists in Study Areas a6, 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.

Medium 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, 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 knpacts. Indirect short term adverse impacts would be similar to
those in the HIR scenario but to a lesser degree, affecting Study Areas 3-8, 10, and 12.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. Low intensity reuse of Study Areas 1-6 and 8-11 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.

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 Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. The direct impacts of this scenario would be similar to 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 of roadways
would also result in long term adverse impacts.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Low Intensity Direct Impacts. No impacts are expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

5.5.7 Cultural Resources

High Intensity 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 10 would result in long term adverse impacts to traffic 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 be 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 10.

Medium Intensity Direct Impacts. Study Areas 28, 10, and 12 would be affected by this
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
traffic 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 "H" 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 satisfy traffic
demands related to Study Areas 2-6, 8, and 10 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 8-11. As current traffic and transportation systems are
generally adequate, no impacts are expected.

Low Intensity Indirect Impacts. No impacts are expected.

5.5.9 Noise

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 are 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 accordance
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 Impacts. 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 10.

High Intensity Indirect Impacts. 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 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.

5.5.12 Biological Resources

High Intensity Direct Impacts. The HIR scenario would result in long term significant adverse
impacts to wildlife, aquatic, and plant resources in Study Areas 3-6, 8, and 10. 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 to 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 overconsumption 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 10.

Medium Intensity Indirect Impacts. Adverse impacts, on a lesser scale and magnitude, would
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.
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5.5.13 Water Resources

High Intensity 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,
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 for 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 Intensity 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, would
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.

5.5.14 Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste

High Intensity Direct Impacts. As discussed in Section 5.4.14, the Army will take necessary
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 at 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 be taken by
other parties to reduce impacts of their actions.

Land Use. Adverse impacts associated with development of Study Areas 278, 10, 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 of support
must begin with capacity analyses of services at and near a reuse site. These analyses could help
identify utilitiesservices 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 actions include

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 levels
of reuse. A potential mitigation measure which could be implemented to avoid or 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, 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.
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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 all 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 "safe 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 historic resources
encumbrances, there would be considerable potential for development and land use pattern
changes. Since the JPG is located at the intersection of three counties,
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coordinated development in the area could occur only if planning authorities of the counties worked
together. With development being unhampered to occur at virtually any location across the 55,264
acres, there would 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 Intensity Reuse. Effects of this scenario would not be confined to the JPG property.
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 and 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 resemble 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 substanlially 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 or 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 income com munities in the
vicinity of the JPG. 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 B, 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 proposed 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.

5.9 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Adverse environmental impacts which cannot be avoided would occur in the no action, encumbered
disposal, and unencumbered disposal alternatives.

No Action. As discussed in Section 5.3, this alternative could result in adverse impacts to 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.

Encumbered Disposal. None of the direct impacts of this alternative 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.

Unencumbered Disposal. Adverse direct and indirect impacts under this alternative would occur in
all resource areas except socioeconomics, utilities and solid waste, and hazardous material and
hazardous waste. Except for those arising from elimination of the encumbrance related to cultural
resources, none of the impacts are avoidable. Potential adverse impacts 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 on certainties that the impacts would
occur.

5.10 IRREVERSIBLE OR IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF RESOURCES
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., energy 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 irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources.

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 maintenance 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 term
productivity cannot be achieved.
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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 printed 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.
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401 M Street SW
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state
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United States Senate
404 Russell Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-1403
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ACRONYMS

BCP
BRAC

CAA
CERCLA
'CERFA
CEQ
CWA
DEIS
DoD
DU
EIS
EPA

FWS
HHS
HIR

/DEM
IRP
JPG
JPGRDB
LIR
MIR
MOA
NAAQS
NEPA
NHPA
NPDES
NPL
PCB
RC RA
RI/FS
ROD
ROI
SARA
SCS
SHPO
USACOE
USAEC
USATHAMA
USDA
UST

Base Realignment and Closure Cleanup Plan
Base Realignment and Closure
Clean Air Act
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act
Council on Environmental Quality
Clean Water Act
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Department of Defense
Depleted Uranium
Environmental Impact Statement
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S: Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
High intensity reuse
Indiana Department of Environmental Management
Installation Restoration Program
Jefferson Proving Ground
Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Development Board
Low intensity reuse
Medium intensity reuse
Memorandum of Agreement
National Ambient Air Quality Standards
National Environmental Policy Act
National Historic Preservation Act
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
National Priorities List
Polychlorinated biphenyls
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Record of Decision
Region of Influence
Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Soil Conservation Service
State Historic Preservation Officer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
U.S. Army Environmental Center
U.S. Army Toxic and Hazardous Materials Agency
U.S. Department of Agriculture
Underground Storage Tank



APPENDIX A

The copy of the Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental impact statement for the disposal and reuse of the
Jefferson Proving Ground is presented on the following page.
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346, Langley AFB, VA 23665-2769, Attn: Capt
Doug Hulings, (804) 7643056. Patsy F. Conner.
Air Fosre Federol Register Liaison Officer. /fR Doc.

92-31674 Filed 12-29-92,;8:45 am) BILLING CODE

-lo-01-0

Department of the Army

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Reuse and Disposal of Army Materials
Technology Laboratory, Watertown, MA
AGENCY: United States Army,
Department of Defense.
ACTION: Notice of intent.
SUMMARY: This Notice of Intent announces the
preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for disposal and reuse ofthe entire
property and/or parcels of the Army Materials
Technology Laboratory (AMTL). Watertown, MA.
In accordance with the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1988, Public Law 100-526.

AMTL is scheduled for closure in September 1995.
AS required by the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Army will assess the
environmental and socio-economic impacts of
disposal and reuse of AMTL, by using the "no action"
alternative as a baseline. Additional alternatives
include public use, industrial and commercial use
and open space or recreation use. These alternatives
and others will be further defined in coordination
with the local community and Office ofthe
Economic Adjustment.
SCOPING: The public is invited to participate in the
scoping meeting, review of the DENS and a public
meeting after the DENS is published. The scoping
meeting is scheduled for early February. The specific
date, location and time will be published in the local
newspapers 15 days prior.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For further
information, please contact Mr. Robert Jameson,
HQ US Army Materiel Command. ATTN: AMCSO,
5001 Eisenhower Avenue. Alexandria, VA
22333-0001 or Mr. David Rosa, (703) 671-7900.

Dated: December 21,1991.
Lewis D. Walker,
Deputy Assistant Secretagy ofthe Army

(Environmental, Safety & Oc0apation Health), OASA

(FR Doc. 92-31692 Filed 12-29-92; 8:45 am)

BILLING CODE 3710-08-M

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Reuse and Disposal of the Harry Diamond
Laboratory Facility, Woodbridge, VA
AGENCY: United States Army,
Department of Defense.
ACTION: Notice of intent.
SUMMARY: The action to be evaluated by this EIS
is the disposal and reuse of the Harry Diamond
Laboratory Facility. Woodbridge, Virginia, in
accordance with the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Ad of 1990. Public Law 10 1-510.
The EIS will evaluate alternative methods of
implementing the Commission's decision,
including alternative reuses of the disposed
property. Potential reuse alternatives will be
explored as further information about the
Laboratory facility is developed. Development of
the potential alternative reuses of the disposed
property will be made in conjunction with the local
community, the Office of Economic Adjustment,
and the Army. As required by the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the
Army will also analyze the "no action" alternative
as a baseline for gauging the impacts of the
disposal and reuse.
SCOPING: The public will be invited to participate
in the scoping meeting, the review of the draft
Environmental Impact Statement and a public
meeting that will be held after the draft EIS is made
available. The location and time of the scoping
meeting, to be scheduled during the month of
February 1993, will be announced in the local
news media. Release of the draft EIS for public
comment and the public meeting will also be
announced in the local news media as the dates are
established.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For further
information, please contact Mr. Bill Tagalicod, U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers, Baltimore District, at
(410) 962-4939.

Dated: December 21.1992.
Lewis D. Walker,
Depuey Assistant SecretaO, ofthe Army (Environment,
Safet, b Occepational Health), OASA (1, L&E). (FR

Doe. 92-31691 Filed 12-29-92; 8.45 am) BtLLJNG
CODE 3710-08-M

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Reuse and Disposal of Jefferson Proving
Ground, Madison, IN
AGENCY: United States Army,
Department of Defense.
ACTION: Notice of intent.

SUMMARY: This Notice of intent announces the
preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DENS) for disposal and reuse of the
entire property and/or parcels of the Jefferson
Proving Ground (JPG). Madison, Indiana. ,-:
accordance with the Defensp Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1988, Public Law 100-526,
JPG is scheduled for closure in September 1995.
As required by the National Environmental Policy
Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Army will assess the
environmental and socio-economic impacts of
disposal and reuse of JPG, by using the "no action"
alternative as a baseline. Additional alternatives
include resort or leisure facility (north of impact
area), unexploded ordnance research and
development center, light industry (south of firing
line), and third party testing. These alternatives and
others will be further defined in coordination with
the local community and the Office of Economic
Adjustment. Scoping:The public is invited to
participate in the scoping meeting, review of t he
DEIS and a public meethg after the DEIS is
published. The scoping meeting is scheduled for
early February. The specific date, location and time
will be published in the local newspapers 15 days
prior. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: For further
information, please contact Mr. Robert Jameson,
HQ US Army Materiel Command, ATTN:
AMCSO, 5001 Eisenhower Avenue. Alexandria.
VA 22333-0001 or Mr. David Rosa, 1703)
671-7900.

Dated: December 21,1992.
Lewis D. Walker,
Deputy Assistant Secreta0y of the Army
(Environmental, Safe,ý& Occepational Healti),
OA SA (IL&E).
(FR Doc. 92-31693 Filed 12-29-92; 8:45 am)
BILLING CODE 3716-as41

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the
Reuse and Disposal of Sacramento Army Depot
AGENCY: United States Army.
Department of Defense. ACTION:
Notice of intent.
SUMMARY: The action to be evaluated by this EIS
is the disposal and reuse of Sacramento Army
Depot, Califomia, in accordance with the Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Ad of 1990, Public
Law 101-510. The ES will evaluate alternative
methods of implementng the Commission's
decision, including alternative reuses of the
disposed property. Potential reuse alternatives will
be explored as further
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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,
Chapter 1, Reuse Plan Overview, pp. 1-12, and
Addendum (adopted September 20, 1994).
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Reuse Recommendations

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 of the 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 JPG Regional 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 of Operating Engineers to utilize a portion of this
space for an international training facility. This prospect has not yet been resolved and will require ongoing
discussion between the community and the IUOE. Other elements for the property south of the firing line
include I)land banking of the southwest corner for intended use as an airport; 2) designating the southeast
comer, as an area for an open space/recreation with the potential for housing. Finally, a veterans memorial
cemetery could be located either north or south of the firing line. South of the firing line is the preferred
location.

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 related businesses. Within Ripley County,
there is also a designated agribusiness area and small agribusiness/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.

Other activities which are also north of the firing line include the following. The U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS) has indicated an interest in acquiring much of this property. The land which is not
to be utilized by the counties will fall under their jurisdiction. As well, the 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 UXO is remediated. While no specific site is designated, there is an interest
in siting a solid waste management facility, with a sanitary landfill, to accommodate regional needs. As a lower
priority, there is a possibility that like-kind ordnance testing could continue. Specific land uses have not been
designated for several reserve parcels which have been identified along the cleaner areas of the base's
perimeter.
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JPG is a very large site, with the potential to accommodate all of these described uses. In general, they have
market support, meet the community objectives, or satisfy regional or federal agency needs.

Implementation Elements

It is our recommendation that JPG Regional Development Board continue to be recognized by the
Office of Economic Adjustment. This entity is needed at least during midterm 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 to insure that their objectives are realized. The management
organization must receive the needed Federal 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 sector
organizations (like MIDCOR, JCEDC) which currently are responsible for these efforts. While the community
can expect ongoing support from the Federal government, it will be necessary for the counties to also provide
financial support.

Property acquisition and conveyance will be a key part of the implementation elements. Several
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 Pryor Amendment, but which
has not yet been tested)--could apply to agribusiness areas, the industrial parks, and the

cantonment area;
" Education -- if any educational demand exists;
" Infrastructure and streets -- the right of way for these facilities atJPG;
" Airport -- 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 require purchase by a private buyer. Finally,
U.S. Fish and Wildlife would get control of the property through a direct transfer from the Army.

Property development and land use will require some type of development regulation Our report
describes recommended conditions, covenants, and restrictions, which could be applied 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. n Finally, we have recommended that air agreements be
established with the Air National Guard, as well as a like-kind testing company should that materialize.
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Financing assistance for the communities and the business park management entity will be needed:
grants and operating subsidies are obtainable during early years. The State of Indiana could also provide some

sources of financing; however, the following federal agencies are likely to be the most realistic sources of
funding:

" Office of Economic Adjustment -- management and planning assistance
" U.S. Army - marketing resources, as well as a potential joint marketing effort
" Economic Development Administration -- infrastructure, capital investment, and

planning activities

" Farmers Home Administration--development grants and loans
" Rural Electrification Administration--grants and loans for electrical service
" Department of Energy--grant, loans and technical assistance for energy concerns
" Indiana Department of Commerce--grants and technical assistance for
economic/community development concerns

'• Indiana Department of Environmental Management--grants, loans and technical

assistance for waste management concerns
- Indiana Council for Agriculture and Rural Development--technical assistance and

support for agricultural initiatives

• Department of Labor - training of former JPG employees.

The next few months will 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 will be cleaned of
contamination and environmental problems. It is important that the count- government identify an appropriate
management entity, looking at options like authoring or a non-profit corporation. (In addition a cooperative
agreement with MIDCOR and 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 of operating
the business park in the cantonment area will be necessary. More detailed engineering studies will provide
guidance for improvements and perhaps additional capital investment.

The implementation of the plan will take several years and it is important that the communities
maintain a commitment to it, during early years. ERA's report further details key components which were

described in this executive summary.
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CHAPTER I
Reuse Plan Overview

A. TARGET REUSE GOALS FOR JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND
Given a focus on finding the right mix and distribution of public and private uses for the base, and

based on our initial involvement with community leaders, ERA and the JPG Board have identified 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.
Objective 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
21 st century, the local labor force, and the targeted reuse strategy.

Goal 2 To stimulate effective land uses and redevelopment.

Objective To successfully implement land planning standards and pro
actively administer redevelopment incentives in order to achieve strong economic

development momentum.

Goal 3 To induce substantial private investment.

Objective 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.

Objective To establish an array of economic activities and investments which will
deliver a spectrum of long-term business development in the region.

Goal 5 To take advantage of this unique opportunity to meet community needs which

otherwise might go unfulfilled.

Objective To work with area business and civic leaders to identify and
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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 development goals.

Goal 6 To increase the area's inventory of public and private recreational resources.

Objective 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.

Goal 7 To phase the incremental scale of reuses of JPG in order to benefit the

sustained economic development at the base and within the region.

Objective To coordinate the multiple economic development initiatives of

all the impacted communities such that JPG reuse is supportive and not

competitive.

Goal 8 To consistently improve local government coordination.

Objective To grow and evolve the region's municipalities under JPGRDB 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.

Objective To work with all parties in the state and region to limit negative

environmental impacts and restore lands and reuse resources where feasible, aid

coordinate the phasing of remediation to the benefit of JPG and the communities.

Goal 10 To carry out the long-term reuse of JPG on as financially self-sufficient a basis as is possible.

Objective To identify and pledge those economic activity revenues,

redevelopment income, and Federal grants to the ongoing operations and

capital improvements necessary to viable JPG reuse and economic

development.
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B. LAND USE ACTIVITIES
As the JPGRDB and the ERA team identified and evaluated the different cptions for the reuse of

Jefferson Proving Ground, we carefully 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 the 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.

1. ACTIVITIES NORTH OF THE FIRING 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 Park

Description

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 dentifies approximately
640 acres reserved in the northeast corner 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. In Jennings County, the probable location will be along JPG'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 return 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 III, 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-business 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 types

of jobs would range from line production to managerial, some jobs will probably be lowskill, low-paying

jobs. Total investment in the two facilities is expected to range from $40 to $60 million. Assuming a tax
rate of 6 percent ($6/$100 of assessed value) and an assessed value that is 1/3 of market value, local

property tax revenues could approach $1,000,000. If the park is able to attract other tenants, the impacts

could increase substantially. When fully operational, the two facilities could annually consume six million
bushels of corn and 1.2 million bushels of soybeans produced by Indiana farmers. These estimates of

economic impact should be considered conservative. If the facilities are successful, these benefits will

increase over time.
Agribusiness/Industrial Park

Description

As shown on the Land Use Plan, Ripley County has planned for approximately 200 acres be
reserved adjacent to the Agri-business site for a potential agribusiness/industrial park.

Implications

As is discussed below and in Chapter III in greater detail, a agribusiness/industrial park offers

significant potential in terms of jobs and revenues. However, the market constraints facing this site are
somewhat daunting. Although the Town of Holton can provide water and sewer infrastructure, the site lies

in a general area that has plenty of cheap, unimproved land. The site is located almost a mile from the

nearest major road, Route 50. There is a very limited industrial market in Holton and other towns north of
the base. However, in the years to come, market conditions may improve to the point where an

agribusiness/industrial park at this location is feasible.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Refuge

Description

Approximately 82 % , or nearly 45,200 acres, of the area north of the firing line is proposed to

become a national wildlife refuge. The other activities north of the firing line such as the Air National
Guard and like-kind testing are likely to develop shared-use agreements with the USFWS. The agency

anticipates little or no new development costs and will maintain the land as is. Public hiking, hunting,

fishing, and certain other outdoor activities may be allowed.

Implications

The national refuge would cause the least amount of negative environmental impacts and
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would provide, the region with another recreational and open space asset. The economic benefits, 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

Description

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 JPG'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 summertime 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 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 activity must be considered a
long-term possibility since no potential operator or developer has been identified.

Implications

Aside from creating additional support for the regional tourism industry, the main benefit 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 the 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 in annual lease revenues.

Like Kind Testing of Weapons and Ammunition

Description

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 Delta
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Impact Area. In addition, the testing operation would require adequate buffer and safety zones and would
necessitate the incorporation of all land between I Road and the firing line into this land use activity.

Implications
As discussed in the following chapter, job creation benefits for this activity would be moderate.

Approximately 15 to 30 jobs would be brought to JPG if continued testing were allowed. However, these jobs
would likely require more technical skill and, hence, higher pay levels than jobs created under most other reuse
activities. From a revenue standpoint, continued testing would be fairly positive. The company has expressed a
willingness to pay a lease fee and expects to generate between $2 and $5 million annually. Conservatively
assuming a lease fee equivalent 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 along-term possibility due to the negative environmental
impacts it causes, its lower economic return, the amount of land it consumes, and its potential incompatibility

with other reuse options. Ordnance testing under a civilian company could require that a number of cantonment
area buildings be closed due to the safety and security risks the testing creates.

Military/National Guard

Description

Both the Indiana Air National Guard and the Kentucky Air Guard have expressed interest in using
JPG for operations and/or training missions. The Indiana Air National Guard would like to use the 1,033 acre
air gunnery range in the base's northern part. The Kentucky Air Guard presently uses the airfield as a drop zone
for its training missions and would like to continue to 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.

Implications ions

Economic benefits are low for these activities. The National Guard facilities will eventually employ 15
to 20 persons. Neither of the Air Guard branches will create any additional new jobs. Unless either organization

pays a lease fee, there will be no revenues from these activities. 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. (The Naval Air and Water Show held every summer in Chicago, for instance, draws
hundreds of thousands of spectators). Like the weapons testing alternative, however, there could be
complications due to environmental impacts and incompatibility with other land uses. This reuse activity should
also be considered one of lower priority. In any event, all three counties must be 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.
UXO Research Center

Description
There are currently two research and demonstration sites on the east-central border of JPG along

Route 421 to improve technologies for unexploded ordnance cleanup. Further remediation and
demonstration areas will be considered for other areas of JPG, especially at locations identified for reuse or
having a higher economic value.

Implications
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, hinge upon the
ability to clean up and remediate the UXO. All JPG land can be used for continued 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 establish itself 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. Arrangements 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 Management

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 been done yet,
the SISWD would like the option to designate a 1,000-acre site in the area south of I Road and north of the
firing line. The SISWD will own and manage the facility. The organization has also expressed interest in
acquiring facilities for its recyclable processing operation, administrative functions, and compost
operations. These operations could be housed in the area south of the firing line if the appropriate buildings
are available or near the landfill if circumstances allow it.

Implications

A solid waste landfill at JPG would satisfy the waste disposal needs of southeastern Indiana for
the many years to come and, as- such, would be providing an important community service. This benefit is
discussed in greater detail in Chapter N. According to the SISWD, the number
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of jobs created would range from eight to 16 persons. If the additional facilities are located at 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 factor in their locational decision-making
process. As a public entity, the facility would be tax-exempt.

Prison/Correctional Facility

Description

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 is 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 or state prison serving a wider population.

Implications

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 firms 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 $15 million to $50 million. As a public entity, however, there would be no property tax
revenues.

Reserve Parcels

Description

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 located 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 veterans cemetery (higher priority sites for the cemetery location are south of
the firing line).

Implications
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Future technological developments and the accompanying changes in the region's economic structure
may one day make portions of JPG 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 lowintensity activities. With the future of the regions' tobacco
industry in jeopardy, experimenting in agricultural activities such as fruits and vegetables farming could be
pursued.

Transportation

Description
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 300foot 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 internal 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 Jennings 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 transportationrelated 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.

Implications

The long-range impact of this initiative could be very important to the region. One of the area's
greatest 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 THE FIRING LINE

The 4,320 acres south of the firing line, or the cantonment area, is JPG's most 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.

Industrial/Business Park

9



Description

The main part of the cantonment area, including virtually all of the economically reusable buildings,
should be redeveloped into an industrial/business park. Under this scenario, the base buildings, infrastructure,
and other facilities would be marketed towards individual businesses and industrial users. With a substantial
lack of quality buildings for area development officials to 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 firms and other southeastern Indiana companies whose business and spatial needs
would correspond neatly with the region's competitive strengths and JPG's physical attributes. As indicated in
the Hammer Siler George economic development strategy report, some of these potential users include firms
involved in the production of electronic components, motor vehicle parts and assembly, plastics products,
telecommunications equipment, finished wood products, and fabricated metal products. In addition, with the
large amount of unimproved land south of the firing line, there would also be enough room for greenfield

development should a potential user desire it.

Implications

If the market in southeastern Indiana showed potential for strong, sustained growth, the

industrial/business park, over a period of time, could have significant economic potential in terms

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 including

manufacturing, institutional, office, and warehousing. Most of this space, roughly 250,000 square

feet, we have classified as manufacturing space. In addition, there are many munitions storage

igloos and support buildings totaling over 282,000 square feet which can be used for special use

activities such as personalized storage, small business start-up, etc. These buildings offer the

potential to accommodate well over 200 jobs. Although a detailed business plan and analysis has

yet to be undertaken, the ERA consultant team believes, based on a preliminary assessment, that

the growth in new manufacturing jobs will be slow and the absorption of the manufacturing space

will reflect this, requiring perhaps as long as ten years to fill. Job creation could be even greater

with development of greenfield sites, which is likely to require the development of speculative

space or, alternatively, firms with the resources to capitalize new construction. Assuming an

annual 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 significant

marketing resources in the area, absorption of JPG's leasable space is likely to be limited largely

to businesses already in the community and it is questionable whether the park would ever become

self-supporting -- that is, will the park receive enough income to pay for the marketing,

infrastructure maintenance, and other costs of operations.

10



Recreation/Open Space

Description

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 will

create between 10 and 20 jobs, depending on the size and nature of the course.

Housing

Description

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 country

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 market

value. Another factor that will 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.

Aviation

Description

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-related

11



activity. Should an aviation use fail to materialize, the airfield should be used for

business/industrial development.

Implications

The airfield represents a potentially very valuable economic asset for the region, albeit a 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

Description

The International Union of Operating Engineers has given the JPGRDB a proposal to use the base

as an international training center. The concept was to utilize about 5,500 acres of land and buildings for

training of both union members as well as research and training by related manufacturers.

Implications

The initial forecast estimates the creation of approximately 200 Jjobs with the potential of up to

400 jobs if other industry spinoffs are created. The JPGRDB reviewed the proposal outlined by the IUOE

and found it unacceptable, but sent a counteroffer that would permit the union to utilize some of the desired

facilities -- but at a level substantially less than the requested amount of facilities and acreage and as a

tenant in a multi-occupant business park that the community would own and manage. The IUOE has not

responded to this counteroffer.

3. CONCLUSIONS

The main component of the Reuse Plan, from an economic perspective, is the business/industrial

park area. Although there appears to be limited demonstrated market support for the park, there is

long-term potential for new job creation and tax base enhancement. If all reusable base buildings were

leased and greenfield development occurs, the industrial/business park could create a number of

replacement jobs, increase the local property tax base, and provide a large source of business for area firms
and retail establishments. However, given the area's local 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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ADDENDUM
to the

JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND REUSE PLAN
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 . 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 after considering the discussion at the August 23-24
Army negotiating meeting.

This summary was prepared after review and consideration of comments on the DRAFT 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 will
correspond.

1. Cantonment Area, Jefferson County, 4,320 acres

a. Property will be conveyed to Jefferson County, at no cost, under an economic

development conveyance.

b. Parcels could be leased or sold by Jefferson County to the International Union of Operating
Engineers (IUOE).

c. Balance of acreage will be managed by the county for continued economic 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, 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).



2. Southeastern Reserve Parcel, Jefferson County, acreage unknown

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 UXO research
-solid waste management- this area was preferred by USFWS

b. A management agreement between Jefferson County and the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) will 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 ..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. 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, 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.

5. Northeast Comer Parcel, Ripley County, 640 acres

a. This parcel, noted on the topo map as section 14 will be conveyed to Ripley County through
an economic development conveyance and could be used for the following purposes:

-agribusiness opportunity and associated buffer area(s)
-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 all 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).

6. Parcel immediately south of Holton, Ripley County, 130 acres

a. This parcel will be conveyed to Ripley County through an economic development
conveyance and could be used for the following purposes:

-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
(USFWS) would be developed to provide for the following:
-to ensure the protection of wetland and sensitive habitat thereby only meeting all 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).

7. 500 feet of right of way along north perimeter, Ripley/Jennings County, acreage

unknown

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 appropriate
transfer conveyance.

8. Northwestern parcels, Jennings County, total acreage between 350-400

a. These parcels will be conveyed to Jennings County through an economic development
conveyance and could be used for following purposes:

-business/industrial development

-general economic development initiatives



b. A management agreement between Jennings County and the US Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) would be developed to provide for the following:
-to ensure the protection of wedand and sensitive habitat thereby meeting only all 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).

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 these facilities
where none exists outside the fence. Conveyance arrangement need to be mutually agreed upon.

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 IUOE has expressed interest in this property as part of its national
training center.

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 to 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.

12. East/West bisecting corridor, Jennings and Ripley County, near alignment of H. Road

and 300 ft. corridor, acreage unknown

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 extremely critical and will have long
range implications to the region.

13. Solid Waste Management, 1,000 acres, location to be determined
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 firing 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 the SISWD.



14. Wetland Mitigation/Banking, acreage and locations yet to be determined
A wetland mitigation/banking arrangement should be provided for the Jefferson, Jennings and
Ripley Counties as per the Reuse Plan.

15. Unexploded Ordnance Research, Development and Demonstrations (UXO R&D),
future locations and acreage yet to be determined

Allow UXO R&D project(s) to use any parcels within JPG so long as they do not damage sensitive
areas per USFWS.

16. Infrastructure
Nothing in this Addendum or the Reuse Plan shall be construed to preclude the counties
from installing infrastructure within the properties that were identified as having
economic development reuse potential.

17. Reversion Clauses
Given the vast amount of property the Jefferson Proving Ground Regional Development Board has
foregone to the US Fish and Wildlife Service, the JPGRDB absolutely 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 the 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.
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JEFFERSON PROM\GROUND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT BOARD
Continued Reuse Planning Functions/Activities

1. Monitor the preparation of the Environmental Impact Statement for the Reuse and . Disposal

of JPG.

2. Coordinate with 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. (Their 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\ equipment that could facilitate reuse.

4. Assist with coordination between county reuse interest and the Department of Defense Explosive

Safety Board to determine safe;.- considerations

5. Assist with determining alternatives for the screening of the property for potential UXO

6. Assist with development and review of deed restrictions imposed by the Army and US Fish and
Wildlife Service.

7. Assist local plan commissions with gaining an understanding of the property and provide assist
with including the parcel(s) into the county's master plan. That is zoning the property

appropriately.

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 development

organizations.

10. Provide assistance with the implementation of the identified reuse opportunities (per the agreed

upon reuse plan).



APPENDIX C

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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PRELIMINARY PROJECT PROPOSAL

November 1993

Jefferson Proving Ground National Wildlife Refuge

Jefferson. Ripley 6 Jennings counties. Indiana

Introduction: :'his 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 Ground (JPG) as a result of the Ease Realignment and Closure Act.

Under the screening process no other federal agency expressed interest in JPG. This property is
scheduled for closure September 30. 1995. An environmental impact study is presently being prepared

by the firm JAY under contract from the Department of Army on possible reuse alternatives for the

base &fear closure. One alternative in that EIS is the establishment of a wildlife refuge on

approximately 53,000 acres that are largely free of development.

Location and 5 zee The proposed Refuge lies just outside Madison in southeast Indiana. It is about

90 miles southeast of Indianapolis, 50 miles northeast of Louisville, Kentucky, and 65 miles

southwest of Cincinnati, Ohio. Omitting the cantonment area with its 400 some buildings and

associated developments at the south end of JPG. the proposal would entail nearly 53.000 acres in a

solid ownership about 5 miles vide and 15 miles long.

Description of Habitat: JPG lies at or near the head of the watershed of several stream tributaries

of the Muscatatuck River. The upland is relatively level and deeply dissected (e.g. 90 feet along

Otter Creek) by the southwest trending watercourses. The prevailing habitat is eastern deciduous
forest in a range of successional stages from saplings to mature or old growth timber, the latter

especially along the streams and steep slopes bordering them. !!any of the open fields existing at

the time JPG vas acquired 50 years ago are reverting to woodlands. Based on just completed CIS

cover type analysis, there 30,000 acres of mature forest and 19.000 acres of shrub woodlands.

Within these habitats are 6,000 acres of palustrine wetlands. There are 90 miles of permanent and

ephemeral screams, and 10 ponds. lakes and reservoirs of up to 165 acres. The expanse of existing

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 an ideal

opportunity for restoration management ofbiodiversity at the community level to benefit among other

species interior sorest nesting, neotropical migrant birds.

Major Wildlife Values: It is possible the biodiversity ranking for this proposed refuge cold exceed

that of any of Region 3's presently approved projects on the LAPS list. Endangered species

presently using JPG are the bald eagle and Indiana bat, the latter probably breeding. Over :00

species of birds have been documented during the breeding season, nearly 501 of them neotropical

migrants. Included among the latter are cerulean and goldenwinged warblers. both of which are also

listed among "migratory nongame birds of management concern in the United States. Other species

from that list are red-shouldered hawk and Henslow's sparrow. Other indications of wildlife value

are 50 species of mussels. 59 species of reptiles and amphibians and4l species of fish. The

foregoing are the results of limited surveys conducted



to date on only a small portion of the base. It is expected future work will document substantially

greater wildlife values than are known at this time.

Related Resources: About 30 miles to the northwest is the 7.800 acre Muscacatuck NWR. About 150 miles

to the vest in Pike and Gibson counties is =he Service's proposed 22.000 acre Patoka River National

Wetlands Project. The State of Indiana has several areas in proximity to JPG including Clifty Falls

and Versailles state parks of 1,300 and 5,800 acres respectively, three other state parks within 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 Atterbury state fish and game areas; and the Hoosier National Forest in

southern Indiana cc the vest of JPG.

Threats: Large blocks 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 detrimental to the

well-being of neotropical migrants that nest in forest interiors. Closure of JPG may expose the

forested lands to increased clearing and fragmentation for a variety of reuse 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 scream system would also likely

suffer from land uses that would expose soils to erosion. Massive 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 excavation of buried UXO.

Justification and Funding; In 1988 the Service established a formal program cc address conservation

of nongame birds. In 1990 the Partners in Flight program vas initiated to promote conservation of

these species and their habitats. Conservation of biodiversity vas described as an "overall

principle" in the Service's 1991 Vision for the Future. In the Keystone Report in 1991 it vas stated

"It should be a national goal to conserve, protect and restore biological diversity on federal

lands." Biodiversity conservation is an underlying theme in all Service legislative mandates and is

one of four principle goals of the NWRS. J?G represents the cost significant opportunity yet

identified in Region 3 to address this LAPS target in our acquisition program. The base would come cc

the Service as an interagency transfer, thus no acquisition funds would be required.

Ownership and Type o Acquisition: The property is now owned in total by the Department of Army who

is disposing of it under the Base Realignment and Closure Act. Acquisition would be in fee title

through interagency transfer.

Initial and Annual Costs: There would be no cost to acquire and probably little or none to develop

the area. Operation and maintenance funding might reasonably approximate Muscatatuck NWR.

$350,000 annually. JPG would lend itself wall to being an area with entry foe charge. visitors are

charged an entry fee under existing use permitted by :he Army. Access is easily controlled.

Contaminants and Hazardous Waste: I: is estimated there could be as many as 1,500,000 rounds of UXO

on the base. This is all conventional ordnance, no chemical, biological or nuclear weapons were

ever tested at JPG. There is an area where depleted uranium (DU) was fired. There are several Solid

waste



Management Units (SWMU) on that portion of the property proposed for NWR establishment, butthey are

old cisterns. etc. where quantities of inert ordnance were dumped. The Department of Army is still

engaged in discussions with EPA and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission as to required remediation of
UXO. SWMUs and DU. However. the Army willretain permanent liability for all contaminants or

hazardous substances and UXO problems. Any remediation costs required would be borne by them. UXO is

by fir the most pervasive hazard on JPG. However, it should not be regarded as an insurmountable

barrier to NWR establishment. JPG has been hunted since the 1950s. About 20,000 visitors are
accomodated annually. There has never been an instance of visitor injury or accident from UXO. Risk

from hunting would be many times greater.

Public Attitude: The JPG Regional Development Board is the local governments' entity established to
work with the Army to seek reuse options of the base to secure economic benefits to the local

community 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 this proposal would result in severe economic loss. They have
recommended a variety of reuse options that would likely be incompatible with NWR designation.

However the feasibility of those uses is highly questionable outside of the cantonment area given the

matter of UXO. The Indiana Wildlife Federation, the Hoosier Audubon Council and the Hoosier

Environmental Council have endorsed the formation of a national wildlife refuge.
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Block 11. Statement of Justification

(See Instructions for Preparation of GSA Form 1334)

a. Compatibility of Proposed Use with Authorized Program Proposed use of JPG is to

manage and conserve migratory birds, endangered species. ocher indigenous

species of wildlife, and allow public use compatible with the foregoing.

Management includes restoration and enhancement of habitats upon which
wildlife are dependent, it particular eastern deciduous forest, and of the

ecosystem and communities of which the wildlife species are a part. This use
would be conducted under the program of the National Wildlife Refuge System
(NWRS). The proposed use constitutes a virtual restatement of the Goals of

the NWRS. The transfer 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 NWRS program is based upon numerous statutory authorities, among

which and upon which the request for transfer of JPG is based are:

(1) "Federal Property and Administrative Services Act" of 1949

(40 U.S.C. 471-535) as amended;
(2) P.L. 80-537 Transfer of Certain Real Property for Wildlife

Conservation Purposes Act of 1948 as amended:

(3) P.L. 100-526 "Base Realignment and Closure Act" of 1988.

Other statutory authorities on which the NWRS program is

based include: Fish and Wildlife Act of 1956 as amended;

Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1929 as amended; National
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966 as

amended; Refuge Recreation Ace of 1962 as amended; and

Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended.

The appropriation supporting the NWRS is the Resource Management

Appropriation'for the Operation and Maintenance of the NWRS.

b. Internal Screening of Agency,Property

All units of the NWRS have documented goals and objectives

that are indicative of their contribution to the Mission, and

Goals of the NWRS and hence determine their continuing need

for inclusion in the System. Should a unit of the System be

deemed excess to the requirements of the NWRS, it could only

be removed by act of Congress under the National Wildlife

Refuge System Administration Act as amended. By nature, the

NWRS is an open system that is continually added to as

properties become available that can contribute to the

System's Mission viz.. "to provide, preserve, restore, and

manage a national network of lands and waters sufficient in
size. diversity and location to meet society's needs for

areas where the widest possible spectrum of benefits



associated with wildlife and wildlands is enhanced and made available."

e. Extent So Which Lands are to be Used

Allof the lands that are transferred will be fully utilized for the above

described use. This request for transfer does not include that part of JPG

known as the "cantonment area" that has numerous buildings and associated

infrastructure. The area requested for transfer is defined by the indicated

boundary on the attached map. Only that portion of JPG is being requested

that would contribute to the Mission and Goals of the NWRS.

d. Estimate of Acquisition Cost of Other Suitable Property

Based on an estimated average per acre cost of $500, 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. Further, given the presence of unexploded ordnance (UXO),
without remediation (that would-cost many times any possible land value) it

seems unlikely that JPG could be sold no matter how low the price. Thus it

is concluded that any purchase price for alternate, comparable land would
greatly exceed the possible sale price of property at JPG.

e. Economies to be Effected

It is our understanding in caking this transfer request that the military
would retain permanent liability for all UXO and other contaminants on JPG.

Further. should remediation become legally mandated, any costs would be

borne by the Army. It is assumed that any reuse that would be intrusive or
allow unconstrained public access would require UXO remediation to avoid

liability. Such clean up would be enormously expensive. However, for the

use which this transfer entails, the UXO can be considered ecologically

benign and would not require remediation Limited use by visitors would be

carefully regulated, ouch as has occurred under administration by the Army
for almost 50 years.

f. Advise re Program Curtailment/Termination

There is no plan either by the Executive Branch nor by Congress to curtail

or terminate the program of the National Wildlife Refuge System.

g. Other Pertinent facts
The following buildings appear to be able to contribute to carrying out the

identified use of JPG in support of the NWRS program. the list is

preliminary, further planning is necessary to determine exactly which

buildings are wanted for transfer. Allbuildings not requested for transfer

would be expected to be disposed of by the Army. We propose a team of

Service and Army staff identify which buildings be transferred to the

Service.

Old Timbers Lodge JPG Facility 004855 9614 sq. ft



Oakdale School 00401 1000 sq. f:
Truck Inspect. Bldg 00194 420 sq. ft
Pole barn on K Rd 00474 4107 sq. ft
IANG Pole Barn 00482 2"00 sq. ft
Pole barn Open Side 00193 5260 sq ft
Pole Barn Chaffee Rd' 00444 3224 sq. ft
Pole Earn K Rd & 1I1W 00475 2560 sq. ft

h. Proposal to Obtain Transfer Without Reimbursement
Documents required under 101-47.203-7(f0(2)

See attached certification that there are no funds available for
reimbursement for JPG. that to reimburse the Amy would require
transfer of funds from other Service programs.
The basic authority under which the Service seeks transfer of JPG
without reimbursement is P.L. 80-537. The Transfer of Certain Real
Property for Wildlife Conservation Purposes Act. This statute provides
that real property no longer needed by a Federal agency can be
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior without reimbursement if the
land has particular value for migratory birds.

i. Coordination with State. Regional and Local Entities
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 reuses of JPG. The Service is working with those
parties to attempt to accommodate feasible reuse that will mitigate the
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. National Historic Preservation List Eligibility JPG ha: not been
systematically surveyed for cultural resources meeting the criteria for the
National Register of Historic Places. The Oakdale School is on the
Register. Other structures as well as historical and archeological sites say
be eligible for the Register. Transfer of Federal real estate from one
Federal agency to another results in no legal change to protection,
preservation and consideration of historic resources. FWS has in place
institutionalized processes to ensure compliance 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, consultation with the State Historic
Preservation Officer. the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and
interested persons. and application of appropriate techniques for
preservation and mitigation as appropriate.
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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 buildings are located.

The Service has the opportunity to acquire an expansive area of 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

Jefferson Proving Ground (JPG) consists 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 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 mile perimeter to prevent public access

and provide for public safety.

2



DESCRIPTION OF HABITAT

Predominant habitat types are forested uplands, bottomland hardwoods, wet

flatwoods and frequently burned meadows. 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 of

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

migrants. 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,

3



including benthic species, insectivorous minnows, and game fish. 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 of other federal

designations, including that for research natural area, wild and scenic river,

archaeological and historic sites. The Oakdale Schoolhouse is on the National

Register of Historic Places.

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 personnel and

guests, civilian employees and guests, and other military sponsored visitors.

All these visitors are cognizant of the associated safety risks associated

with the UXO 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

management actions would also be required.

4



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 UXO's 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 36 Solid Waste Management Areas (SWMU's). These SWMU's are

not fully characterized but some known contaminants include UXO'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 #19.

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 :gay

require intrusive remediation of this area.

In the event that remediation for hazardous wastes is required by law the

potential exists for remediation levels being more stringent as a result of

a National Wildlife Refuge designation.

5



PROJECT PURPOSE

1. Restore and manage the eastern deciduous forest ecosystem through
the conservation and enhancement of floral and faunal biodiversity.

2. Conserve endangered species and their habitats.

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 andsafety from unexploded
ordnance on the refuge.

5. Provide compatible public wildlife recreation and environmental
education.

6. Protect areas of cultural and natural significance.

7. Manage for interior forest nesting of neotropical migrants.

3. Manage the fire-dependent grassland located in the southwest
corner of the post.

9. Provide extension services for the enhancement of deciduous
forest management on private lands for wildlife benefit.

6



Appendix A
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGE PROPOSAL

Jefferson Proving Grounds

OBJECTIVES

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.

- 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)

3. Restore and manage habitats for endangered plant and animal
species.

- Maintain Indiana bat maternity nesting trees
- Maintain unfragmented forested stream acreage for Indiana bat roosting

and foraging areas
- 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 unexploded ordnance on
the refuge.
- Restricted military areas will continue to be closed to public use.

Maintain perimeter 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
- Morel mushroom and berry picking
- Visitor Center -- would include functions normally provided at nature

centers, cultural information (archaeological and historical), and
the military (DOD) association

- Nature Study/Photography



Appendix A cont.
- Extension/Educational Outreach

• on site programs and materials
* off refuge programs in schools, etc.
• teacher workshops
, educational technical assistance

- Canoeing (seasonal)
- Hiking (backpacking)
- Touring (guided / self-guided / commercial)

• motorized vehicles
• foot
* bicycle

Public Information and Public Relations
• informational literature
• interpretive programs
* 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
• bridges
• Old Timbers Lodge
" farmsteads
• townsite
" mills, etc.
" Morgan's Raid cavalry route and capture site
" caves (underground railroad)
• cemetery and church sites
• military (?)

7. Manage for interior forest nesting of neotropical migrants.
- Re-forest interior open areas
- Reduce maintenance mowing of roads and firebreaks

8. Manage the fire-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.
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Executive Summary

Approximately 47,000 acres of the closed military base known as the Jefferson Proving Ground, located in
southeast 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 depleted
uranium rounds. The existence of these contaminants causes safety, management and funding concerns that
have to be evaluated prior to accepting the area into the National Wildlife Refuge System. The Department
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.

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 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 aggressive safety program and relatively passive resource
management., Because of safety and environmental concerns, soil disturbing
activities including, construction, logging and off-road vehicle use will be
prohibited.

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) Deer
Hunting Zone. Visitor activities will be monitored and enforced.

3. Physical facilities, such as the perimeter fence, parking vehicle barriers, gates and
signs will be added and maintained.

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



SECTION 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 (JPG), is scheduled for 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 the property as a
wildlife refuge. In December 1994, the Service formed a planning team to prepare a presentation for the
Defense Department 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 management
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.
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 and
Remediation Plans.

An on-site meeting was held December 14-16,1994 with the base Commander, Colonel Terry 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, 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.

DRAFT 3
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1.2 Agency Documents
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 in the transfer of
management responsibilities for and jurisdiction over the Jefferson Proving Ground.

SELECTED ARMY PLANS

Base Closure EIS

BRAC Cleanup Plan

Explosives Safety

Submission

Consistent with the Base Realignment and Closure Act of 1988,

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 offered

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. In

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.

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) Region

V and the State of Indiana are represented on the BRAC Team.

The primary purpose of the Explosives Safety Submission is to

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 will 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,

clearance depths and a summary of deed restrictions to be placed

in land transfer documents.

DRAFT 5



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:

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.

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. This

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 other
compliance documents and decisions are made. These are:

1. Completion and approval of the Dept. of the Army Final
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 the
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.

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. ISSUES 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 soil 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 the 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 necessary to determine what
management techniques are necessary for 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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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 the 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 initial 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 remediation depth of 1 foot, a parking lot at 4
feet deep and construction activity, 10 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 use 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 foot deep surface remediation 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 remediation and the level of subsequent human use is critical in 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 will prevent the Service from providing basic operation and
management support for JPG. Because of UXO, the area 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 and the rare species known to
exist on the area. This may be especially important where cleanup efforts will take place, i.e.
depleted uranium site, hazardous waste sites, demolition area etc.

Army funding will be needed for the safe and proper transfer of land management
responsibilities.
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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 long 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. The 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
remediation will be documented, along with plans and 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 potential plant to
animal transfer and potential bioaccumulation in wildlife.

A second Service concern is the consistency between UXO related restrictions to public 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 given 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 reed 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 decision 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 harvested. Overpopulation would result in the destruction of understory vegetation and
the degradation of habitat for deer as well as most other specie s of wildlife. Safety is and always
will be the primary 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 demonstrates
that safety concerns can be successfully addressed with a cost efficient program. The refuge deer
management program would contain similar 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

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 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 use
program.

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

The Comprehensive Environmental 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 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 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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SECTION 3. PLANNING ASSUMPTIONS

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.

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.

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
4.2

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 the country.

Large blocks of contiguous, closed canopy forest are rapidly disappearing in the face of the 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 habitat 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 nongame birds of
management concern in the United States." Preliminary 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. A 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 the 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:

* To conservefish, wildlife andplants listed as endangered and threatened
To protect, restore and manage the eastern deciduous forest ecosystem through the

* conservation and enhancement ofplant and animal biodiversity.
To provide nesting and migration habitatforforest -interior species by protecting and
restoring large blocks of forest habitat and managing for mature and old growthforest.

To provide limited public opportunities for wildlife-oriented recreation

* To provide research and educational opportunities with emphasis on forest interior

species andforest interior habitat.

. To provide nesting and migration 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 to 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 visitors 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" zones Providing hazard and
* safety education Controlling access with gates and perimeter fence
* Providing maps, signs and other information Providing an
* enforcement and security presence
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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 normally 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 conduct of law enforcement activities on the refuge. To do this, law
enforcement jurisdiction will need to be changed from exclusive to concurrent.

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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4.3.3 Activity Zoning Concept

A major proposal for the refuge is to divide the area into three zones with varying restrictions for
habitat management and public use. The 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 over 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.

Zone 1: Old Timbers Public Use Area (11,070 Acres)

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 area 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 Timbers Lodge.

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 decisions 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 the surface at Fort Meade. Any ordnance discovered will be removed by the Army at its cast." "The
intent of the Army is not to clear cut any vegetation located on the said lands, but rather to selectively

remove only the specific 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.

DRAFT 20



M~ap S: jPC Huntins And FLgJng Map

-~ T~.

oftom- ft"

I I ~wfm
14 TE

IN Ain, NC W, o4. v ,
4. no

.21 !



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.

Clearance of unexploded ordnance 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:

Public Use Refuge Management,

" 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 Surveys
" Mushroom and Berry Picking - Exotic Plant Control
• Use of Old Timbers Lodge for EE • Cultural Resource Protection

• Environmental Monitoring
• Facility Maintenance
• Entry Gate Staffing

Zone 2: Restricted Access Area (Deer Hunting Only)

Public use throughout the remaining refuge will be restricted by the closure of roads,
locked gates and the addition of signs clearly informing people where they can and
cannot go. The Restricted Access Area is intended for researchers studying animal and
plant populations, management staff performing occasioml resource management
activities such as controlling exotic vegetation or prescribed bums and mowing and
inspection of the perimeter fence. A controlled deer hunt will also take place in this zone.

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. 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 (GIS) 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:

Public Use Refuge Manaqemeni

" Deer Hunting * Biological Research
" Occasional Guided Bus Tours - Endangered Species Protection
on existing roads - Limited Prescribed Burning

- Passive Forest Restoration
- Plant and Animal Surveys
- Exotic Plant and Pest Control
• Cultural Resource Protection
- Environmental Monitoring
- Road, Sign & Fence Maintenance

Deer Hunting.

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 will 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 1990s, 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
W 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 in 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 SOO hunters on opening day of firearm season
with six (6) persons in the morning and eight (8 j 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 quickly.
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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- military historical
features and observe wildlife. Spring mi tion and fall colors would likely be 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 willing to provide this opportunity.

Zone 3: Closed Area

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 enclose
them, are most compatible with the needs of forest interior birds.

Public Use

Refuge Management

• None • None - Habitat monitoring by

(Except Bus Tour on Existing Roads) remote sensing and

windshield surveys

& Emergency Access

No UXO remediation is anticipated.
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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 cost 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 % 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.

4.4 Summary/Conclusion

The Draft Concept Plan for the proposed Jefferson Refuge is summarized by the following points:

1. The refuge requires an aggressive safety program and relatively passive resource management
Because of UXO and environmental limitations, soil disturbing activities including, construction,
logging and off-road vehicle use will be prohibited.

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. Physical facilities such as the perimeter fence, parking vehicle barriers, gates and
signs will be added and maintained.

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.

5. Under refuge management the Service will protect and enhance the forest
ecosystem 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.

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. Overlapping responsibilities for
this land calls for coordination, cooperation and a phased implementation of the plans.
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SECTION 5. PHASED IMPLEMENTATION

Unresolved issues associated with this project such as unexploded ordnance remediation,
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 following:

* 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

During this time frame, the Army will be responsible for safety, public use and public
involvement including the finalization of an Environmental Impact Statement.

5.2 Phase II Transition/ Environmental Remediation Phase

During this phase, unexploded ordnance and contaminant remediation and the
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 refuge 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.

Safety and security measures will be constructed such as replacing /repairing the perimeter
fence, upgrading roads, building the gate house, posting signs and improving parking areas.
Little habitat, wildlife, or fishery management will take place except deer management and
protection of threatened/ endangered plants and animals. Existing facilities will be used.
Administration 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
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During Phase II, the Transition Team will be responsible for.

* On-Site Coord. of Environmental Monitoring and Cleanup
* Conducting Fish and Wildlife Studies
* Implementation of the Safety Program Recommendations
* Coordination of all On- Site Activities
* Handling Public Relations
* Managing the Deer Population
* Development of the Refuge Comprehensive Plan

5.3 Phase Ill 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.

Public use zones of the refuge are fully opened to the public for day uses such as hunting,
fishing, wildlife observation, and trail hiking. 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 unexploded
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 enhancement and
monitoring of wildlife populations.

In the future, it is recommended that Old Timbers Lodge be updated to function as a
visitor education facility.

DRAFT 29



Bibliography for Jefferson NWR Planning
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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.

3. Jefferson Proving Ground Fish and Wildlife Management Plan, Sept. 1994.

4. Hunting and Fishing Map,1993-1994, Jefferson Proving Ground.

5. U.S.G.S. map of United States Army: Jefferson Proving Ground, 1986.

6. Cooperative Agreement for the Conservation and Management of Fish and Wildlife

Resources at Rocky Mountain Arsenal (Third Revision of the Original),l 1 /23/94.

7. Inter-agency Agreement between the U.S. Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife

Service, Region 3 and U.S. 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,

Section C, Description/Specs./Work Statement, 1994?
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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 Refuges, R3
Tom Worthington, Chief of Interpretation Recreation and Education
Bill Swanson, Chief of the Division of Realty
R.T. Sorensen, Landscape Architect/Planner
Tom Kelley. Graphic Specialist
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

BETWEEN THE DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY,
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 on 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 of the National Historic Preservation Act,
16 U.S.C. 470 et. seq. (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, 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 historic properties in lieu of identifying
such properties and establishing specific treatment or management Ilans for them prior to
closure;.

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed that the following stipulations will be adhered to in
order to take into account the effect of the Project on historic properties in accordance with the
Act.

Stipulations

The Army will ensure that the following stipulations are implemented:

1. 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 standards 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 1.13, 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 of 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 CRMP 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 800.11.



D. The Army will prepare a repbrt every two years on its implementation of the CRMP, and
provide this report to the SHPO for review, comment, and consultation as needed,.

E. The Army will ensure that the CRMP is re-evaluated and updated as needed on a five-year
implementation cycle, in consultation with the SHPO. 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 Properties

A. The Army will ensure that the structures listed in Attachment B, are secured, stabilized,
protected, and maintained in accordance with Army Technical Manual 5-801-2.

B. The JPG timber management program activities of timber harvesting and 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.

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.

1. Continuing operations of the installation whose effects will occur entirel within heavily
contaminated/low resource sensitivity areas as shown in Attachment
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 pnor to timber harvests, and these places are marked in consultation with the
SHPO 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.

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 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



to 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 undertakings 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 or 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

A. Transfer to Other Federal Agencies

1' Notwithstanding any other provision of this memorandum of agreement, it is
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 portion of JPG, except to
the extent required to address effects of environmental hazard remediation, but will provide to
the receiving agency all available information on known historic properties and areas where
historic properties are likely to occur, so that 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 agency 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 will amend this memorandum of agreement or
take other actions in accordance with 36 CFR 800 to the extent needed to specify how such
actions, if any, will be implemented.

B. Transfer to Non-Federal Agencies

1. Archeological Properties

a. If the Army proposes 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 Council and invited to
participate in planning, and that either:

i. Such property is identified in the transfer documents and made the subject
of the preservation condition set forth in Attachment D, which 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 Indiana for the transfer of such real
property; or,



ii. Such property is subjected to archeological data recovery 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 historic or
prehistoric archeological site that has not yet been evaluated in accordance with Stipulation Ill.A, the
Army will ensure that it is so evaluated. If the property is eligible for inclusion in the Register, the
Army will comply with Stipulation III.B.l.a. with respect to such property. If the property is not
eligible, the Army may transfer such property without preservation conditions or data recovery.

c. If the Army proposes to transfer to a non-federal entity any real property 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 of 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. If any such sites are identified, the Army will comply with stipulations IIl.B.l.a. or IIl.B.l.b. as
applicable before proceeding with the transfer.

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 and
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 shall ensure that it is recorded in
accordance with a recordation plan that is consistent with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards
and Guidelines for Architectural and Enqineerinq 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-day 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 Stipulaton IIl.B.2.a, b,
and c.

IV. Remediation of Health, Safety, and Environmental Hazards.

A. In pursuing the on-going Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study RI/FS of environmental
hazards at the JPG , the Army will ensure, upon execution of this agreement, that personnel
conducting the RI/FS:



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.;

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 RI/FS:

a. Descriptions of any potential conflicts between remediation and preservation of
historic properties;

b. Where feasible, recommendations about how to resolve such conflicts; and,

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 30-day review. Objection to the RI/FS by parties to this
agreement will be resolved as specified 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 800 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 has objected but such objection has been
resolved through consultation among the parties to 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 parties.

VI. Work and Personnel Qualification Standards.

A. Any work conducted under this agreement will be pursued in accordance with the
applicable Secretary of the Interior, SHPO, or Council standards and guidelines.

B. The Army shall ensure that all archeological surveys, data recovery work, and CRMP
preparation conducted pursuant to this agreement are carried. out by or under the direct
supervision of a person or persons meeting at a minimum the pertinent qualifications set forth at
Appendix C to Army Regulation 420-40.



VII. Amendments.
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 as Attachment H.

B. Upon execution of the anendment, 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 this agreement 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.

IX. Dispute Resolution.

A. Except as provided below, the Army will present parties to this agreement plans 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. If 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), and 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 pursuant to Stipulation IX.A
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 Agreement evidences that the 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.
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ATTACHMENT A
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).

B. The CRMP will be prepared with reference to:

1. The Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Preservation PI Planning
(48 FR 44716-20);

2. the Section 110 Guidelines (53 FR 4727-46; Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
and National Park Service 1989);

3. Army Regulation 420-40;

4. Indiana State Historic Preservation Plan.

C. The CRMP will be prepared in consultation with the Indiana SHPO and Council.

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 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.

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 elements of the CRMP should
be maintained in electronic media compatible with JPG's information management system.

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 the CRMP.



c. A synthesis of 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, that 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 to 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 determined 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 exist 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.

. f. Procedures for the identification and evaluation of historic properties that may be

affected by Army activities at JPG, providing for identification and evaluation to take place in a
timely manner during theplanning of any actions that might affect historic properties.

g. Procedures for the management of historic properties within JPG, including 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 110 Guidelines, Section 110(a)(1), Discussion (b);.

ii. Procedures for affirmatively preserving historic properties, with reference to
the Section 110 Guidelines. Section 110(a)(1), Discussion (c);

iii. Procedures for the maintenance of historic properties, with reference to the
Section 110 Guidelines. Section 110(a) (2), Discussion (d)(1)(i);

iv. Procedures for the avoidance or mitigation of adverse effects on historic
properties, with reference to the Section 110 Guidelines, Section 110(a)(2), Discussion (d)(1)(iii)
that ensure the Army's compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic 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 110 Guidelines, Part III, 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

i. A discussion of the known or probable locations of Native American cultural items,
as that term is defined in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act;

ii. 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 permits under Section 4 of the Archeological
Resources Protection Act of 1979, 16 U.S.C. 470aa, et seQ.;

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 items; and,

vii. What will constitute proof of consultation under e. above.



ATTACHMENT B:

KNOWN HISTORIC STRUCTURES AT JPG

Building 485

Building 401

Bridge 17

Bridge 25

Bridge 27

Bridge 28

"Old Timbers Lodge"

"Oakdale School".

"Stone Bridge"

"Stone Bridge"

"Stone Bridge"

"Stone Bridge"
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ATTACHMENT D:
STANDARD PRESERVATION COVENANT FOR ARCHEOLOGICAL SITE

In consideration of the conveyance of the real properly 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 [himself/herself/iself],
[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 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 archeological site] which would affect the physical integrity of the [name
of archeological 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 b
mitigate the adverse effect of the proposed activity on the [name of 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 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 of analysis, preparation and dissemination of reports, disposition of artifacts and other
materials, consultation with Native American or Other organizations, and reinterment 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 shall promptly report any
such disturbance to the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer.

3. The Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer shall be permitted at all reasonable times to
inspect [name of archeological site] 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 or hereafter
provided by law, the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer may, following reasonable notice to
[name of recipient], institute suit to enjoin said violation or to require the restoration of [name of
archeological site]. 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 Officer may at his
discretion, without prior notice to [name of recipient], convey and assign all or part 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 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 fee simple tale 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.

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..



ATTACHMENT E:

DATA RECOVERY STANDARDS

1. Archeological data recovery shall be carried out in accordance with a data recovery plan
developed in consultation with the Indiana SHPO. The data recovery plan shall be consistent with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines 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:

a. The property, properties, or portions of properties where data recovery is to be carried
out;

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 importance;

d. The field work methods to be used, with an explanation cf their relevance to the
research questions;

e. The methods to be used in analysis, with an explanation of their relevance to the
research questions;

f. The methods to be used in data management and dissemination of data, 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. 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 public;

k. The methods by which interested Native American groups or others with special
interests in the property, if any, will be kept informed of the work and afforded 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 archive 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 with 36 CFR
Part 79, except that human remains and artifacts associated with graves shall be treated in
conformance with Indiana State law.



ATTACHMENT F:

STANDARD COVENANT FOR REAL PROPERTY THAT MAY CONTAIN
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:
insert 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 permitted to
be undertaken on [parcel designation] which might affect the physical integrity of archeological sites
without first conducting an intensive survey as defined in the Secretary of the Interior'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 b 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 identification of an
archeological site, the [name of recipient] vI 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 of 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 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 of analysis, preparation and
dissemination of reports, disposition of artifacts and other materials, consultation with Native
American or other organizations, and reinterment of human remains.

5. [Name of recipient] shall make every reasonable , effort to prohibit any person from
vandalizing or otherwise disturbing any archeological site determined by 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 above conditions are being observed.

7. In the event of a violation of this covenant, and in addition to any remedy now or hereafter
rovided by law, the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer may, following 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 in connection with such a suit, including all court costs and attorney's
fees.

8. [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 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, 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 fee simple title or any other lesser estate in
parcel designation] or any part thereof.

10. The failure of the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer to exercise any right or
remedy granted under this instrument shall riot 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 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:

STANDARD 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], State of Indiana, which is more fully
described as: Insert legal .description], [Name of property recipient] hereby covenants on behalf
o himself/herself/itself], (his/her/its] hers, 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) h accordance with the recommended approaches in the Secretary of the Interiors
Standards for Rehabilitation 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 or
permitted to be undertaken on [name or property] which would affect the integrity or the
appearance 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 or
hereafter provided by law, the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer may, following
reasonable notice to [name of recipient], institute suit to enjoin said violation or to require the
restoration of [name of property]. The successful party shall be entitled to recover all costs or
expenses incurred h connection with such a suit, including all court costs and attorney's fees.

5. [Name of recipient] agrees that the Indiana State Historic Preservation Officer may at its
discretion, without prior notice to [name of recipient], convey and assign all or part 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 lesser estate in (name of
property] 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.

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 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 H

AMENDMENT FORM

AMENDMENT #

DATE:

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

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 briefly]

2. Amendment:

[Specify]

By:

Executive Director

Date:

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

By:

Commander, Jefferson Proving Ground

Date:

By:
Commander, U.S. Army Test and Evaluation Command



Chief Date:

of Staff
U.S. Army Materiel
Command

By:
Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army
for Installations and Housing

INDIANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER

Date:

By:
State Historic Preservation Officer

Date.
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APPENDIX E

National Ambient Air Quality
Standards.

Primary Secondary
Pollutant (Health Related) (Welfare Related)

Standard
Standard Level Averaging Level

Averaging Time Concentration Time Concentration
Particulate Annual Arithmetic 50 ug/m' Same as

Matter Meanb Primary
(10 microns) 24-hour' 150 ug/m' Same as

Primary
Sulfur Dioxide Annual Arithmetic (0.03 ppm) 3-hours' 1300 Ug/MW

Mean 80 lg/M 3  (0.50 ppm)
24-hour' (0.14 ppm)

365 ug/m
Carbon 8-hour' (9 ppm)3 No Secondary

Monoxide 10 mg/m Standard
1-hour' (35. ppm . No Secondary

40 mg/m° Standard

Nitrogen Annual Arithmetic (0.053 ppm) Same as
Dioxide Mean 100 ug/m 3  Primary
Ozone Maximum Daily (0.12 ppm) Same as

1-hourAveragedd 235 ug/m 3  Primary
Lead Maximum Quarterly 1.5 ug/m3 Same as

Average Primary
a Parenthetical value is an approximately equivalent concentration.
b TSP was the indicator pollutant for the original particulate matter (PM) standards. This standard has 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 ug/rn3 the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year above 150
ug/rn9 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.

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.

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 and
endangered species.
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Tree Species Identified on JPG During Forest Inventories

Common Name

Black Ash
White Ash

Beech
Black Gum
Black Cherry

Dogwood
Eastern Red Cedar

Red Elm

Hemlock
Pignut Hickory
Ironwood

Honey Locust
Sugar Maple
Bur Oak

Chinkapin Oak
Northern Red Oak

Scarlet Oak
Swamp White Oak
Persimmon
Virginia Pine

Sassafras
Sycamore
Tulip Poplar

Scientific Name

Fraxinus nigra
Fraxinus a nericana
Fagus grandlfolia
Nyssa sylvatica
Prunus serotina

Comus tiorida
Juniperus virginiana
Ulmus rubra

Tsuga canadensis
Carya glabra
Ostrya virginiana

Glenditsia triancanthos
Acer saccharum
Quercus macrocarpa

Quercus muehlenbergii

Quercus rubra
Quercus coccinea

Quercus bicolor
Diospyros virginiana
Pinus virginiana

Sassafras albidum
Platanus occidentalis

Liriodendron tulipifera

Common Name

Green Ash
Basswood

Bigtooth Aspen
Black Walnut
Box Elder

Eastern Cottonwood

American Elm
Hackberry

Mockernut
Shagbark Hickory
Black Locust

Red Maple
Black Oak
Chestnut Oak

Northern Pin Oak

Post Oak
Swamp Chestnut Oak

White Oak
Eastern White Pine
River Birch

Sweetgum
Willow

Scientific Name

Fraxinus pennsylvanica
Tilia amedcana

Populus grandidentata
Juglans nigra
Acer negundo

Populus dettoides

Ulmus americana
Celtis occidentalis

Carya tomentosa
Carya ovata

Robinia pseudoacacia

Acer rubrum
Quercus velutina
Quercus prinus

Quercus Ellipsoidalis
Quercus stellate

Quercus michauxii

Quercus alba
Pinus strobus
Betula nigra
Liquidambar styraciflua
Salix nigra



Endangered, Threatened, Rare and Watch List Plants
Found on JPG during the 1993 Inventory of Special Plants and Natural Areas

(Hedge et al. 1993)
Common Name Scientific Name Statusa
Clustered foxglove Agalinis fasiculata E

Twining bartonia Bartonia paniculata E

Blunt-lobe grape-fern Botrychium oneidense R

Thicket sedge Carex abscondita WL

Louisiana sedge Carex louisianica R

Pretty sedge Carex woodii R

Spotted wintergreen Chimaphilamaculata WL

Black bugbane Cimicifuga racemosa WL
Elliptical rushfoil Crotonopsis elliptica E
Crinkleroot Dentaria diphylla R

Round-leaved boneset Eupatoriurn rotundifollum E

Gokfenseal Hydrastis canadensis WL
Ridged yellow flax Linum striatum R

Running pine Lycopodium clavatum R
Tree clubmoss Lycopodium obscurum E

Climbing fern Lygodium palmatum E

Small sundrops Oenothera perennis R
American ginseng Panax quinquefolium WL
Dwarf ginseng Panax trifolium R

Green-fringed orchis Platanthera lacera WL

Purple fringeless orchis Platanthera peramoena WL
Maryland meadow beauty Rhexia mariana var. mariana E

Longbeak arrowhead Sagittaria australis E
Lesser ladies'-tresses Spiranthes ovalis R
Little ladies'-tresses Spiranthes tuberose R

Slick seed wild-bean Strophostyles leiosperma T

False hellebore Veratrum woodii WL
Smooth white violet Viola blanda R

Netted chain-fern Woodwardia areolata E

State Status: E - Endangered; T - Threatened; R - Rare; WL - Watch List



Fish Species

Common
Gar family
Longnose gar

Bowfln family
Bowfin

Herring family

Gizzard shad
Minnow family
Central stoneroller

Spotfin shiner
Common carp
Striped shiner

Redfin Shiner
Bigeye chub
Bigeye shiner

Silverjaw minnow

Silver shiner
Mimic shiner

Suckermouth minnow
Bluntnose minnow

Creek chub

Hybrid minnows
Sucker family
White sucker

Northern hogsucker
Spotted sucker
Black redhorse

Golden redhorse
Redhorse sp.

Catfish family

Black bullhead

Yellow bullhead

Channel catfish

Brindled madtom
Pike family

Grass pickerel

Silverside family
Brook silverside

Sunfish family

Rock bass
Green sunfish
Bluegill

Longear sunfish
Smallmouth bass
Spotted bass

Largemouth bass
Hybrid sunfish

Perch family

Greenside darter
Rainbow darter
Fantail darter

Johnny darter

Orangethroat darter
Logperch

Blackside darter
Total

Collected at Jefferson Proving Ground during June, 1993 Stream Survey
(Pruitt et al., In Prep.).

Name Scientific Name # Cauqht
Lepisosteidae
Lepisosteus osseus 2

Amiidae
Amia calva 1
Clupeidae

Dorosoma cepedianum
Cyprinidae
Campostoma anomalum

Cyprinella spiloptera
Cyprinus carpio
Luxilis chrysocephalus

Lythrurus umbratifs
Notropis amblops
N. boops

N. buccatus
N. photogenis
N. volucellus

Phenacobius mirabilis
Pimephales notatus

Semotilus atromaculatus

Catostomidae
Catostomus commersoni

Hypentelium nigricans
Minytrema melanops
Moxostoma duquesnei

M. erythrurum
golden + black (field ID)
Ictaluridae

Ameiurus melas

A. natafs
Ictalurus punctatus

Noturus miurus
Esocidae
Esox americanus vermiculatus

Atherinidae
Labidesthes sicculus
Centrarchidae

Ambloplites rupestris
Lepomis cyanellus
L. macrochirus

L. megalotis
Micropterus dolomieu
M. punctulatus

'M. salmoides
Lepomis

Percidae

Etheostorna tiennioides
E. caeruleum
E. fabellare

E. nigrum
E. spectabile
Peroina caprodes

P. maculata
41 species

434

60
4
1075

265
25
312

339
109

2

8
1512

778

3

103

86
1

30

13
93

5
17
1

3

4

11

41
247
24

195

12
13

8
8

38
173
72

313
255
5

3
6703



Common Name
Salamanders

Barbours Salamander
Spotted Salamander
Jefferson Salamander

Red-spotted Newt
N. Dusky Salamander
M. Slimy Salamander

Redback Salamander
Ravine Salamander
S. Two-lined Salamander

Longtail Salamander
Cave Salamander
Mudpuppyp

Frogs
E. American Toad
Fowler's Toad

N. Chorus Frog
Spring Peeper
Cope's Gray Treefrog

Green Frog
Bullfrog

Southern Leopard Frog

Pickerel Frog
Wood Frog
Turtles

Common Snapping Turtle
Eastern Box Turtle

E. Spiny Softshell

Lizards
Five-lined Skink

Snakes

Midland Water Snake
Queen snake
Kirtland's Snake

E. Garter Snake
Southern Black Racer
Black Rat Snake

N. Ringneck Snake
E. Hognose Snake
Northern Cooperhead

Amphibians and Reptiles of Jefferson Proving Ground
(Karns 1986; Karns, pers. commun.)

Scientific Name Habitat'

Ambystoma barbouri WRC
Ambystoma maculatum W
Ambystoma jeffersonianum W
Notopthalmus v. viridescens W
Desmognathus f. fuscus RC
Plethodon gatinosus W
Plethodon cinereus W,RC
Plethodon richmondi W
Eurycea cirrigera RC

Eurycea Longicauda RC
Eurycea lucifuga RC
Necturus maculosus Stream

Bulb a. americanus W,OF
Bulb woodhousii fowled W,OF

Pseudacris triseriata W
Pseudacris c. crucifer W
Hyla chrysocefs W

Rena clamitans melanota P
Rana catesbeiana P

Rana utricularia W,OF

Rana palustHs W
Rana sylvatica W

Chelydra s. serpentine P
Ten-apene c. carolina W,OF

Apalone s. spinifera PRC

Status'

A
A

S
A

S

A
U
A

A
S

I,SC

U
A

A,SC
A
A

A
A
A

A
A

A
A

I

Eumeces fasciatus

Nerodia Sipedon pleurafs
Regina Septemvittata

Clonophis kirtlandii

Thamnophis s. sirtafis
Coluber constrictor priapus
Elaphe o obsolete

Diadophis punctatus edwardsii

Heterodon platirhinos
Agkistrodon contortfix mokasen

W

RC,P
RC
W,RC

W,OF
W,OF
W,OF

W
W,OF
W

A

S
S,T

A
A
A

A

U
U

a W=woodland, may be associated with ponds, water in open fields during breeding season; RC=riparian corridor; OF=old field; P=pond

b A=abundant; I=insufficient information; S=spotty distribution, may be abundant where found; U=uncommon;

?=identification uncertain; T=Indiana threatened species; SC=Indiana 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

Canada goose
Wood duck
Sharp-shinned hawk
Red-shouldered hawk
Red-tailed hawk
Wild turkey
Great blue heron
Killdeer
Mourning dove
"Black-billed cuckoo
Barred owl
'Chimney swift
'Ruby -throated hummingbird
Common flicker
Downy woodpecker
Red-bellied woodpecker
"Great crested flycatcher
'Least flycatcher
"Eastern wood pewee
'Barn swallow
"Rough-winged swallow
Common crow
Carolina chickadee
White-breasted nuthatch
'House wren
Mockingbird
Robin
Eastern bluebird
Cedar waxwing
'White-eyed vireo
"Warbling vireo
'Black-and-white warbler
*Swainson's warbler
'Golden-winged warbler
"Worm-eating warbler
'Northern parula
'Yellow -throated warbler
"Magnolia warbler
'Louisiana waterthrush
'Yellow-breasted chat
-Hooded warbler
House sparrow
Eastern meadowlark
Common grackle
'Orchard oriole
'Summer tanager
Cardinal
Indigo bunting
American goldfinch
'Chipping sparrow
'Grasshopper sparrow
Song sparrow

Scientific Name

Branta canadensis
Aix sponsa
Accipter striatus
Buteo lineatus
Buteo jamaicensis
Meleagris gallopavo
Ardea herodias
Charadrius vociferus
Zenaida macroura
Coccyzus erythropthalmus
Strix varia
Chaetura pelagica
Archilochus colubris
Colaptes auratus
Dendrocopos pubescens
Centurus carolinus
Myiarohus crinitus

Empidonax minimus
Contopus virgins
Hirundo rustics
Stelgidopteryx ruficdis
Corvus brachyrhynchos
Pares carolinensis
Sitta carolinensis
Troglodytes aedon
Mimes polyglottos
Turdus migratorius
Sialia sialis
Bombycilla cedrorum
Vireo griseus
Vireo gilvus
Mniotilta varia

Limnothlypis swainsonii
Vermivora chrysoptera
Helmitheros vermivorus
Parula americana
Dendroica dominica
Dendroica magnolia
Seiurus motacilla
Icteria virgins
Wilsonia citrina
Passer domesticus
Stumella magna
Quiscalus quiscula
Icterus spurius
Piranga rubra
Cardinalis cardinalis
Passerine cyanea
Spines tristis
Spizdla passerine
Ammodramus savannarum
Melospiza melodic

Common Name

Mallard
Turkey vulture
Cooper's hawk
"Broad-winged hawk
American kestrel
Bobwhite
Green-backed heron
American woodcock
"Yellow -billed cuckoo
Screech owl
Whip-poor-will
Belted kingfisher
Red-headed woodpecker
Pileated woodpecker
Hairy woodpecker
'Eastern kingbird
*Acadian flycatcher
Eastern phoebe
Homed lark
Tree swallow
Blue jay
Black-capped chickadee
Tufted titmouse
Carolina wren
"Gray catbird
Brown thrasher
"wood thrush
'Blue-gray gnatcatcthr
Starting
"Red-eyed vireo
'Yellow -throated vireo
*Prothonotary warbler
'Tennessee warbler
'Blue-winged warbler
'Yellow warbler
'Cerulean warbler
'Prairie warbler
'Ovenbird
"Common yellowthroat
'Kentucky warbler
'American redstart
"Bobolink
Red-winged blackbird
Brown-headed cowbird
'Northern oriole
"Scarlet tanager
"Blue grosbeak
House finch
Rufous-sided towhee
Field sparrow
Hp~nlnw's qnarrnw

Scientific Name

Anas platyflynchos
Cathartes aura
Accipter copper;
Buteo platypterus
Falco sparverius
Colinus virginianus
Butorides virescens
Philohela minor
Coccyzus americanus
Otus aslo
Caprimulgus vociferus
Megaceryle alcyon
Melanerpes erythrocephalus
Dryocopus pileatus
Dendrocopos villosus
Tyrannus tyrannus
Empidonax virescens
Sayomis phoebe
Eremophila alpestris
Iridoprocne bicolor
Cyanocitta cristata
Pares atricapillus
Pares bicolor
Thryothorus ludovicianus
Dumetella carolinensis
Toxostoma rufum
Hylocichla mustelina
Polioptila caerulea
Stumus vulgaris
Vireo ollvaceus
Vireo flavifrons
Protonotaria citrea
Vermivora peregrine
Vermivora pines
Dendroica petechia
Dendrocia cerulea
Dendroica discolor
Seiurus aurocapillus
Geothlypis trichas
Oporomis formosus
Setophaga reticilla
Dolichonyx oryzivorus
Agelaius phoeniceus
Molothrus ater
Icterus galbula
Piranga olivacea
Guiracacaerulea
Carpodacus mexicanus
Pipilo erythrophthalmus
Spizella pusilla
Ammodramus henslowii



JPG Breeding Birds Listed by the State of Indiana and/or the FWS

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 warbler
Worm-eating warbler
Cerulean warbler
Hooded warbler *

Henslow's sparrow
Northern harrriera

a not detected during the 1993 survey but a pair was observed on JPG durng the 1994 breeding season

source: U.S. FWS 1987,1991,1993; IDNR 1993.



Mammals which Probably Occur on JPG
(based on distributions presented by Mumford and Whitaker 1982).

Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name

Order MARSUPIALIA (Marsupials)
Virginia Opposum Didelphis virginiana

Order INSECTIVORA (Insectivores)
Masked Shrew Sorex cinereus
Short-tailed Shrew Blaring brevicauda

Eastern mole Scalopus aquaticus
Order CHIROPTERA (Bats)
Little Brown Myotis Myotis lucifugus

Indiana Myotis Myotis sodalis a
Eastern Pipistrelle Pipistrellus subflavus
Red Bat Lasiurus borealis

Order LAGOMORPHA (Rabbits)
Eastern Cottontail Sylvilagus tloridanus

Order RODENTIA (Gnawing Mammals)
Tamias striatus

Easter chipmuk Sciurus carolinensis
Gray Squirrel

Tamiasciurus hudsonicus
Reveire Castor canadensis

Beaver
\Alh;,~fn3t,N hN•,,e Peromyscus leucopus

Southeastern Shrew
Least Shrew

Keens Myotis

Silver-haired Bat
Big Brown Bat
Hoary Bat

Sorex longirostris
Cryptotis parva

Myotis keenfi

Lasionycteris noctivagans
Eptesicus fuscus
Lasiurus cinereus

Prairie Vole
Muskrat
Norway Rat

Order CARNIVORA (Carnivc

Coyote
Gray Fox

Least Weasel
Mink

Microtus ochrogaster

Ondatra zibethicus

Rattus norvegicus

Zapus hudsonius

)res)

Canis latrans

Urocyon cinereoargenteus

Mustela nivalis b

Mustela vison

Woodchuck
Fox Squirrel

Southern Flying Squirrel
Deer Mouse
Meadow Vole

Woodland Vole
Southern Bog Lemming
House Mouse

Red Fox
Raccoon

Long-tailed Weasel
Strieed skunk

Marmots monax
Sciurus niger

Glaucomys volans
Peromyscus maniculatus

Microtus pennsylvanicus

Microtus pinetorum
Synaptomys cooped
Mus musculus

Vulpes vulpes
Procyon lotor

Mustela frenata
Meohitis meohitis

Order ARTIODACTYLA (Even-toed Hoofed Mammals)
White-tailed Deer Odocoileus virginianus

a Federally and State of Indiana endangered species b Indiana

species of special concern



Mussels Occurring at the JPG

Common Name
Fat Mucket
Pocketbook
Salamander mussel
Wabash pigtoe
Little spectacle case
Floater
Cyclinder papershells
Rainbow creekshell
White heelsplitter

Scientific Name
Lampsifis siliquoidea
Lampsi/is cardium
Simpsonaias ambiguaa

Fusconaia flava
Villosa lienosab

Pyganodon (Anodonta) grandis
Anodontoides ferrussacianus
Villosa iris..
Lasmigona complanata

a Federal candidate species (category 2); State of Indiana species of special concern b State of Indiana species of special concern

bState of Indiana species of special concern



APPENDIX G

The hazardous waste summary is extracted from Version I Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Cleanup

Plan, Jefferson Proving Ground, Madison, Indiana, April 1994.
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APPENDIX F
OTHER ANCILLARY BCP MATERIALS

Sites in the Southern Cantonment Area/Off-Base

JPG-01: Building 185, Old Incinerator This unit is a 556 square foot incinerator used from 1941 to 1978 to
bum small ammunition a well as paper products. Particulate matter that had settled on the surrounding soil
and within tire stack itself are of concern. The particulate matter may have included hazardous substances
from disposed materials. The building recently stored open containers of waste polyurethane contaminated
with methylene chloride and full/empty containers of chlorine gas. This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-02: Building 177, Water Quality Laboratory. This site generates minor quantities of laboratory
wastes. including cleaning detergent and residual sample waste. According to a USEPA Environmental

Audit conducted in 1990. no further investigation of the site is warranted.

JPG-03: Building 177, Waste Water Treatment Pima (WWTP). This 682-square foot unit consists of
primary and secondary treatment for sanitary wastes as well as some light industrial wore (boiler blowdown

and photographic wastes). In the past. infiltration of surface water into the Sanitary Sewer System (see
JPG-55) caused the concentrations of ceded solids to exceed the NPDES limits. A fish kill was attributed to
cyanide release: from the unit in 1978. The facility ins since changed film processing methods to exclude
black and cyanide use, thereby mitigating similar contaminationproblems. A Sewage Sludge Application
Are: (see JPG-45) and a satellite accumulation area are also located adjacent to this plant. This site is part of
the ongoing RM.

JPG-04: Burn Area South of Engineers Road. This 2-acre unit is located just south of Engineers Road and
east of Papermill Road. It was used to bum explosive-,contaminated waste and fuses in the mid-1970s and
hat since been overgrown with v. This site is part of the ongoing RM.

JPG-05: Abandoned Landfill This 1-sae unit just south of JPG-04 consists Of trenches and mounds that
were used to landfill photographic wastes and other refuse. This area was the only on-installation landfill

south of the firing line and was used from 1941 to the 19 7 0s. It was the probable recipient of pesticide
container:, ash from the old incinerator (JPG-01) sad paint wastes. This site is pan of the ongoing RM.

JPG46: Bum Arm This area consists of four trays used in open burning (OB) unserviceable propellants.
They were installed in 1986. spread out in as area measuring 200 feet by 200 feet. 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 Pike Road in the southeast portion of the facility.
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Extensive use of herbicides have historically been used to clear vegetation. This site is part of the ongoing
RI/FS.

JPG-07: Wood Storage Pals. This am is located on the airport runway and is used to stockpile wood debris
prior to open burning by the facility's fine department.. This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-08: PCP Wood Storage Pile.. This pile is located on the airport, due west of the hangar, about 50 feet
from the Wood Storage Pile (M-0M. The PCP-traced wood is accumulated prior to disposal at an off-site
landfill. This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-09: Disposal Ana, Behind Building 211. Ibis area war reportedly used in 1957 to dispose of red
Wad and barium sulfate waste generated during the inert munitions process An unknown amount of methylene
chloride was also reportedly dumped between the rails of the railroad tracks behind Building 211. This site is
part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-IO: Building 208, Photographic Laboratory This site has been used since the mid 1970s to process
film related to the facility's activities. Discharges of cyanide and silver to the sanitary sewer occurred prior to
198.0. A silver recovery process is currently being used. Following removal of the silver, the waste chemicals
am fed into a distillation apparatus, eliminating the need to dispose of chemicals in the santiary sewer. No
further action is planned for this unit.

JPG-M- Building 333, Incinerator. The unit is used to treat burnable waste, including paper
produces, debris, plywood, polyurethane, and iron oxide. The may have been contaminated with methylene

chloride. The incinerator has been in use since 1978. This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-12.: Buildings 281 & 295, Indoor Firing Ranges. These buildings were used to test small arms for

training until the early 1980s. Lad dust from the firing of ammunition is the primary environmental concern.
The RI/FS is being conducted to determine the extent of lead contamination This site is part of the ongoing

RI/FS.

JPG-14.. Burn Area Near Gate 19. This 0.5-acre area was reportedly used from the 1950s to the 1970s to burn
construction debris as well as unserviceable propellants. In addition. trichloroethylene (77217 was disposed at
the unit. Currently, the am is overgrown by tall vegetation and the extent of this area is indiscernible. This sine
is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-15: Gate 19 Landfill. Empty pesticide containers, incinerator ash, polyurethane/methylene chloride
wastes, red lead. and TCE reportedly have been disposed in this 12-acre site. The landfill is currently
undergoing closure. The RI/FS is underway to study the migration of contaminants.

JPG-27, 28, 29: Solvate Disposal Pits. These sites am located adjacent to Buildings 602, 617, and 279.
respectively, which were all ammunition assembly plants. Buildings 617 and 279 have been deactivated. From

1970 to 1978, waste solvents/degreasers (including TCE) were disposed
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in 3-foot diameter. 3-foot deep gravel-filled pits. An estimated 4 to 500 gallons of TCE may have been
deposed in these pits. The current RI/FS 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
determine if groundwater had been affected.

JPG-30: Fire Training Pit. 'Ibis 200-square foot, 2-foot deep pit is located adjacent to the airport runway. Wood
soaked with petroleum products was ignited to train fire-fighting personnel. Although currently inactive,
petroleum products have likely entered subsurface soils due to incomplete combustion. This site is part of the
ongoing RI/FS

JPG31, 69, 94: Building 105. IPG-31 is a temporary storage area located within a metal shop where waste
fluids such as cutting oil, cooling fluids, and napthalenic oils are temporarily stored before they are properly
disposed of offsite. The use of 55-gallon dorms within steel containment pans makes the potential of release
very low.

JPG-69 contains a former solvent tank and lead casting operations, both of which have Ieen 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 service in 1986.

JPG-94 is a locomotive maintenance pit located within the building. It is a 36-foot-long by 5foot-wide trench
covered with steel plates. The trench allowed arms to the underside of locomotives and may have received
fluids that were drained, spilled, or leaked from the locomotives No records exist documenting whether the
trench was cleaned out after locomotive maintenance ceased. It is assumed that the pit became operational
along with the building. It is not known when the locomotive maintenance operations ceased.

Of the three sites located win Building 105, JPG-94 is the only one requiring further evaluation in the
ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-33: Building 204, Insecticide/Herbicide Storage. The building has a concrete floor, and waste quantities
are reported to be small and appropriately handled. Any accidental spills inside the facility would be
contained; however, past practices are not well known A small building just east of Building 204 appear: to
be used for mixing herbicides and rinsing containers. 'the area is contained. yet them is possibility of
contamination via runoff. This site is part of the ongoing RM.

JPG-34, 82, 91: Building 227, Weapons Maintenance Workshop. JPG-34 consists of a
concrete pad situated approximately 30 yards east of the building. spills have occurred in the past. 'Ibis
workshop was replaced in 1990 by the Satellite Accumulation Shed (MG-82). The ongoing RM will assess
the stints of a former UST site; and if necessary it will be remediated by the USACE in coordination with
the IDEM.

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 from the operations conduced in the workshop.
This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.
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JPG-91 is a Magnaflux Fluid Satellite Accumulation Shed. No further action is planned, based on
Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPC-35, 49, 57, 58, 62, 80: Building 186, Equipment Maintenance Slop. This Wilding contains six
AREEs described below.

JPG-49, the Antifreeze Accumulation Area, consists of a 55-gallon drum to collect used antifreeze sad an
antifreeze recycling unit. This recycling system is located within Building 186. which is an enclosed
structure with a concrete floor. No further response action a planned based on Groundwater Consultation

No. 38-26-KQ80-90 (U.S. Army Environmental Hygiene Agency (USAEHA)).

JPG-57 consists of a 1,000-gallon waste oil UST (Tank No. 17) located inside and outside of this shop,

constructed of galvanized steel that is painted for corrosion protection, and an indoor tank that feeds waste
oil to the outdoor tank. The USTs are approximately 8 years old and currently active. No release: have bees
reported or observed, and no response action is planned.

JPG-58. an Oil/Water Separator loosed just outside of Building 186, consists of a concrete pit 3 fen by 3 fen
in size and manages wastewater from the Floor Drain sad Wash Rack (JPG-62, below). Oily liquid: are

piped off the top of the fluid and an disposed of in the Tank No. 17 Waste Oil UST (JPG 57, above). The
wastewater from the Oil/Water Separator is discharged to the Sanitary Sewer System (JPG-55). Solids an

collected and disposed of at an of site sanitary landfill annually. No further response action is planned based

on Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-90 (USAHEA).

JPG-62 consists of a floor drain within the building and a wash tacit immediately outside. The floor drain

consists of a trench about 18 inches wide and 12 inches deep that spans the length of the shop. The wash
rack is a 4 foot by 20 foot gate over a 3-foot-dap concrete pit that collects liquids from vehicular washing

and maintenance activities. This sine is pan of the ongoing RIIFS.

JPG-80 is an accumulation era for used batteries. These is no evidence of a release from this area, and no
further action is planed.

JPG-36: Building 305, Hazardous Waste Storage Area, This unit is used as a temporary storage aura (less
than 90 days) of RCRA hazardous waste prior to removal by DRMO contractors Waste stored here have

included stoddard solvent, PCB-contaminated oil, electrical transformers, asbestos, copper slats. scrap

propellant, and bagged ash. A closure plan ha,: been approved for Building 305, a required under RCRA.
This site is put of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-37: Transformers. JPG currently hat a program in place for inventory, control, sampling, and ultimate

removal of all PCB-containing transformers. No further response action is planned.
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JPG-39, 93: Building 116, Locomotive Maintenance Area. JPG-39 is a concrete trench in the floor of the
budding that may have been used as part of the maintenance of locomotives. No further information regarding
this site exists. This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-93 is a potential solvent pit. A break in the concrete next to the north side of the building resembles a
rock-coveted area similar to the solvent pits at Buildings 602, 617, and 279 (JPG-27, 28, 29).
The RI/FS is currently evaluating these areas.

JPG-41: Debris Dump North of Airport This unit is located to the west of the new incinerator (Building 333).
The unit was reported to be a solid waste disposal area used for dumping construction debris from
approximately 1955 to 1972. but appears to have been used more recently for the disposal of brush, woods.
and tree trimmings. No further action is planned for this area.

JPG-42: Papermill Rood Disposal Ana. This unit consists of an open field with few distinguishing features. It
was used from approximately 1949 to 1968 for unknown purposes. Ground staining, along with debris,
mounded material, vehicles, and containers were noted in successive aerial photographs. The area is presently
overgrown, but stressed. There is no information regarding the nature of potential contaminants at this site.
This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-43: DRMO Ana. This site, located a the northeast corner of Paper MM Road and Infrantry Road
(adjacent to Building 189), consists of a flat, gavel-covered open storage area approximately 150 feet wide
and 300 feet long. The area is currently used to store scrap metal, scrip equipment, and materials from the
facility prior to being sold to offsite vendors. A small portion is used to store spent lead-acid vehicle bacteria
to offsite recycling. The southeastern corner of the site wit used prior to 1980 for the storage of waste oil and,
transformers with PCB concentrations of less than 50 parts per million. This site is part of the ongoing RM.

JPG-44: Yellow Sulfur Disposal Area. This area was identified in previous Investigations. An analysis of
area samples confirmed the presence of sulfur as the p8 in the area is generally less than two. This site is part
of the ongoing RJFS.

JPG-45: Sewer Sludge APPS Meet. Four areas located in the vicinity of Budding 185 and Building 177 were
formerly used as drying beds for the sludge generated at the WWTP. In the past, high concentrations of silver
and cyanide were reported in the WWTP. This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-46: Potential Munitions Dump Site. A historical installation map indicated an area near the intersection
of Tokyo Road and the railroad tucks that may have been used to dispose of ammunition. The accuracy of the
map showing the location of the disposal area is questionable: no records exist that would indicate the type
and quantity of materials dumped a this location. Also, an initial geophysical survey found no evidence of a
dump site. This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.
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JPG-47: Gator Z Open Burning Arias. 'this area is located is the southeastern portion of the facility, known as
'Gator Z.' Debris from materials used during mine tasting ,vas stockpiled and burned in a flat, open. nonvegetated
arm Since there was a potential for ordnance components to be embedded in the refuse, it was burned before
disposal. The unit was operated from 1985 until 1991, when the scrap was approved for disposal is the new
incinerator, (JPG- 11). This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-48-9 Gator Z Mine Scrap Disposal Area. Tan unit consists of an open pit, with approximate dimensions of 12
feet x 25 fen x 5 fen. The pit was reportedly a disposal area for the components of 'bouncing betty' mines. The only
scrap disposed of here may be the steel carcasses of these mines, but these may contain explosive residuals. It is not
known when the unit wet: fast used, and it reportedly was last used in the late 1970. This aim is put of the ongoing
RI/FS.

JPG-49: Building 186, Antifreeze Accumulation Area, See JPG-35.

JPG-50. - Building 179, Former Chemical Store. The unit consists of a 25 feet by 15 feet
former shower room where 2 drums of photographic wastes had bees stored from 1979 to
October 1980. Building 279 was certified to be clean, gad was closed is September 1993. A
RI/FS is underway for the solvent pit located just outside Building 279 (JPG-29).

JPG-51: Waste Storage at Hangar. This 20 square foot room a located within the roam airport hangar.
Non-hazardous wastes are stored in 55-gallon drums directly on the concrete ground surface. No secondary
containment system exists, but storage is indoors mad over a concrete floor. No further response anion is planned,

per Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26- (USAEHA).

JPG-54: Building 148A, Former Transformer Stomp Mss. The unit is located outdoors. north of Building 108A in a
fenced-is area. This unit stored transformer that may have been filled with PCB oils. The time of operation is
unknown. No releases were documented or observed. No further response action is planned; per Groundwater
Consultation No. 38-26- (USAEHA).

JPG-55: Sanitary Sewer System This is a regulated unit, located throughout the southern porter of the facility. It
consists of below-grade pipes that are used to convey sanitary wastewater from the photo development laboratory
and boiler blowdown from the facility generators. The unit has: been in use since 1941. No further response action
is planned.

JPG-56: Storm Sewer System. The unit, located throughout the tern portion of the facility, consists of concrete
catch basins, open ditches, and below grade lines that are used to convey runoff away from developed portions of
the facility. The unit currently manages stormwater runoff only. The unit has been in use stow 1941. No further
response action is planned per Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-RQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-57: Building 186, Wants Oil UST (Tank No. 17). See JPG-35.
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JPG-58: Oil/Water Separator. See JPG-35.

JPG-59: Building 110, Oil/Water Separator. The unit is located am to the driveway am in front of Building
110. The unit is comprised of a concrete pit with a lid about 3 feet by 3 feet in surface area, and about 5 feet
deep, containing an Oil/Water Separator. No releases have been observed or reported. Oil/grease and solids
from the carwash and garage in Building 110 were managed until 1980. No further response aclion is
planned per Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-", 61: Building 136, Pig Shop. JPG-60 is looted just west of the building consisting of an
approximately 20 foot by 20 foot am on a 6-inch thick asphalt pad that is used for sandblasting operations.
Vehicles and other equipment are sandblasted there prior to being painted inside Building 136. Red primer
containing lead was used in the pan as a installation coat. Waste sand is collected and analyzed for
hazardous contamination. The unit began operations in 1942 and is still active. 'Ibis site is part of the
ongoing RI/FS.

IPG-61 is located outdoors, between Buildings 136 and 121 on asphalt. It consists of steel contaminated
pans and garbage cans used to store empty paint caws and associated wastes such as rags, ex. No further
response action is planned. per Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26- (USAEHA).

JPG-62: Building 186, Floor Drain and Wash Rock See JPG-35.

JPG-63: Building 115, 208, 325, Photo Lab Drains. The unit consists of the floor drains and
associated piping beneath Buildings 208, 325, and 115. The floor drains in each of the buildings
were used to convey spent photo developing solutions, which contained high levels of cyanide
and silver, to the sanitary server system. The use of cyanide-bearing photo development
chemicals ceased in 1980. Building 115 was used as the photo development lab prior to 1970;
Building 208 has bees used for this purpose since 1970. Building 325 was used as the x-ray
photo development lab from 1965 to 1987. X-ray film is now processed in Building 208. No
further response action is planned.

JPG-64: Building 602, Former UST and Sob Staging Min. Contaminated soil was excavated in 1988 during
the removal of a leaking US? and was stockpiled is the parking lot east of the building. The soil was
contamilinated with No. 2 fad oil, which hid leaked from tanks is the . area. A sample of the excavated soil
showed TPH levels of 146 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). The soil has subsequently been disposed offsite.

The former UST was utilized to stone No. 6 fuel oil. In 1990, the IDEM received notice that No. 6 fuel oil
had been released to a ditch near Building 602. This tank (which had already been removed) was identified
as the source, since other tanks in the am stored No. 2 fuel oil. "Ibis site is part of the ongoing RJIFS.

JPG-65: USTs. Currently there am 37 USTs that were instilled between 1941 and 1992 with capacities
ranging from 300 to 25,000 gallons. Four of these tanks are in-place but inactive. The tanks have been used
for the storage of fuel oil. diesel fuel, leaded and unleaded gasoline.
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kerosene. and white gas. The facility began a program to ensure compliance with federal. state. and local
regulations. In 1988, 10 inactive tanks were removed, and soil sampling in the excavation indicated that
leakage of tank contents has occurred. Some contamination from metals (e.g., lead) may also have occurred.
All USTs a the facility am being managed in accordance with Indians UST regulations.

JPG-64: Building 103, Oil Spill. The Building 103 oil spill took place is April 1988 and was caused by the
overfilling of an UST at the Central Heating Plant. About 300 gallons of No. 2 Heating Oil were spilled,
covering about 600 square fen of soil south of the building. Most of the oil went into a nearby containment
ditch, and approximately 65 part of the spill war recovered from the ditch during the initial spill response.
Most of the remainder was removed using absorbants, which were subsequently landfilled or incinerated.
According to facility personnel, the spill was clawed up in 3 boors, and neither the storm sacra nor
groundwater was affected. This area is of concern because of the nature of the contaminants and the lack of
soil sample data confirming the cleanup. This site is put of the ongoing RL/FS.

JPG-67: Building 118 Gas Station. This unit consists of an office building (Building 118);, a diesel pump
house (Building 128); a gasoline pump house (Building' 111); the dispersing pumps; and underground
piping from three UST's. The unit has been in continuous operation since 1942. The USTs am tested
annually. These tanks will not met the new standards for USTs, due to lack of cathodic protection and spill
control. The area is of concern due to the age of the underground piping sad. the large quantities of fuels,
which am managed at the unit. This site is part of the ongoing RM.

JPG-69: Building 105, Solvent Tank/Lead Casting. See JPG-31.

JPG-70: East- West Runway Test Area. This site war used for flare testing. The site is rectangularly shaped
and is approximately 50 fact wide and several hundred feet long. The types of wastes that have resulted in
the burning of flares have net been documented. Most flares contain magnesium, white phosphorus,
sulphur, and either potassium or sodium woe. White phosphorus is poisonous when ingested and is
ignitable at Ambient temperatures. This site is put of the ongoing RM.

JPG-74: Gator Z, Mine Test Area. This site is located in the southeastern portion of the
facility west of the Fast Perimeter Road between Mine Field Road and a tributary to Harberts
Creek" encompassing approximately 220,000 square yard:. There am 26 mine test pits placed
in two rows parallel to Mine Fie ld Road. Water and sediment samples were collected from
Harberts Creek in January and July 1992. Silver was detected in both sample efforts. The exact
source may be the Mine Test Area, the WWTP, or runoff from the sludge application area.
This site is pact of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-76: Opts Water Supply Wells. Two drinking-water wells, located near the Madison Country Club in
downtown Madison, were formerly used to supply JPG with its- drinking water. Three USTs, each with a
300-gallon capacity, supplied emergency power to the pumps. These USTs have ban removed from the
site. Although field screening efforts conducted in May 1993 concluded that the site did not contain
significant volatile organic compound (VOC)
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contamination, and no further action was recommended for the former USTs at the site. the USAEC has since
determined that the site was contaminated and recommended remediation. The USACE completed the field
work on this remediation.

JPG-77: Building 610, 611, .111, Low level Radioactive Waste Storage. M1 is a portable facility that bas been
used for temporary storage of depleted uranium (DU) penetrators after they are recovered from the impact
field. Presently, Buildings 610 and 611 are used for this purpose. 'Ibex have been in use since 1986 and are all
covered by a license from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC).

JPG-78, 79: Building 506. JPG-78 is comprised of solvent distillation stills. No further action is planned,
based on the Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-79 is a 1,1,1-TCA accumulation area. No further action is planned, based on the Groundwater
Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-80: Building 186, Spent Lead/lAcid Battery Storage. See JPG-35.

JPG-81: Building 111, Waste Filler/Methylene Accumulation. No further action based on Groundwater
Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-82: Building 127, Satellite Accumulation Shed. See JPG-34.

JPG-83." Building 600, Scrap Propellant Accumuion and Storage Shed. No further action is planned,
based on Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-84: Building 534, Scrap Propellant Accumulation Area. No further action is
planned, based on Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80.92 (USAEHA).

JPG-85: Building 534 TCU Stomp. No further action is planned, based on Groundwater Consultation No.
38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-86: Building 325, Scrap Fuse Accumulation Area, No bather action is planned, bred on Groundwater
Consultation No. 38-26-KQ$0-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-87: Portable Oil/Water Separator. No further action is planned, based on Groundwater Consultation No.
38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-88: Building 117, Cyclone. No further action is planned, based on Groundwater Consultation No.
38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-89: Former Berg 136, Water Cue. No further action is planned. based on Groundwater Consultation
No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).

JPG-90: Buildings 186, 127, 216, Safety Kleen Cleaners. No further action is planned, based on
Groundwater Consultation No. 38-26-KQ80-92 (USAEHA).
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JPG-91: Building 117, Maganaflux Satellite Accumulation See JPG-34.

JPC-92: Asbestos-containing Material ACM have been identified in many facility buildings, including pipes
insulation, roofing, siding, and tiles. An asbestos survey was conducted in 1988 and again in 1993. Some
asbestos abatement has occurred and the materials were disposed of at the Gate 19 landfill. Currently,
ACM are managed through the Asbestos Manages Plan in accordance with state and federal regulations.

JPG-93: Building 116, Potential Solvent Pit. See JPG-39.

JPG-94: Building 105, Locomotive Maintenance Pit. See JPG-31.

JPG-95: Building 259, Discharges Fill Pipe. This site consists of a horizontal pipe that exists s the building
and extends to the edge of the nearby railroad tract:. There is a black tarlike material on the ground surface
at the end of the pipe, which appear: to be some type of POT: it a assumed that the pipe was formerly used
to discharge some type of hydrocarbon. Leaching or infiltration of the possible hydrocarbon material is
considered the only potential some a the site. 'Ibis site is pan of the ongoing RIIFS.

JPG-96: Building 181, Former USTs. Two.USTs were located at this sine. One bad a capacity of 500
gallons, the other 650 gallons; both were removed in the-Spring 1942. RCS of soil samples collected from
the excavation raged from 14.4 to 650 mg/kg TPH. This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-97: Potential Well/Tanks at Artillery and Infantry Roads. 'this site of two
vertical pipes that rise approximately 3 feet above two former building floors. The history and
former uses of the site are unknown. This site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-98: Concurs Vault Near Airfield Railroad Tracks. There is no information on tire forma use of the
site, but it appear: to be a vault for underground piping that possibly leads to USTs at the former fuel
storage area across the road northwest of the vault. The vault, the associated piping, and potential USTs
would constitute possible contaminant sources. The site will be remediated by USACE in coordination
with the IDEM.

JPG-99: Potential Unexploded Ordnance at Airfield. Reportedly, ere area located on the southwestern side
of the northwest-to-southwest runway was used as a mine mortar test Me& This site is part of the ongoing
RI/FS.

JPG-100: Flare Test Sites at Airport. These two sites have apparently been used to launch flares for flare
testing, according to historical reports. The flares were reportedly launched onto the east-west runway.
Most flares contain magnesium, white phosphorus, sulphur, and either potassium or sodium nitrate. This
site is part of the ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-101: Potential Mine Test Ana, South cf Airfield. This area is characterized by numerous round
surface depressions that appear to be the result of possible mine or mortar impact. ,?he
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area has long since remained inactive, as evidenced by the thick growth of vegetation. This site is part of the
ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-102: Ammunition Storage Igloos. Most of the 32 ammunition storage igloos are located along Igloo Loop
at the astern end of the cantonment area: they consist of earth-covered concrete bunkers. Ibis site is put of the
ongoing RI/FS.

JPG-103: Potential UXO South of firing Line. There are three possible munitions testing areas: the Rocks
Range, the hand-grenade testing area, and the mine test arcs. Potential contaminant sources include UXO and
explosive . This site is part of the ongoing RIFS.

Sites in the Northern Firing Range

JPG-13: Ammunition Demilitarization Area. This unit, located west of Morgan Road and north of F-firing
Line Road. consists of an area used to bum explosive charges from shells and for undefined demilitarization
of other munitions. The area was first identified in aerial photographs. but its exact boundaries are unknown.

JPG-16: Ordnance Disposal Area. This unit, located at the erection of Morgan and 'C' Roads, consists of a
35-foot by 12-foot by 5-foot unlined pond used for the disposal of munitions collected during cleanup
operations at facility ranges. The unit contains numerous corroding shells, which reportedly contain no
explosive residues.

JPG-17: Landfill Off York Road The unit is on an extension of York Road, just north of 'B' Road and south
of the 4.5 Mortis Impact Range. It consists of a landfill that was reportedly used to bury inert projectiles and
metals recovered from the impact areas, but facility perms could not be certain of all the landfill contorts. 1 1w

naval size of the landfill is not known, but the unit is located within a clearing in the woods that is
approximately 200 feet square in size.

JPG-18: Abandoned Grenade Disposal Wells. These two wells are leased at the northwest corns of tire
intersection of Recovery and ' G' Roads. File material radiates that 100 to 200 riot control grenades and other
munitions-related material were disposed is the wells. Only one of tire wells has been loaned.

JPG- 19: Munitions Test Pond. This unlined pond covers an area approximately 300 fen by 600 feet formerly
used to test munitions' performance under wiser. Residual explosive materials are of concern.

JPG-20: Macadam Test Pond. This unit also tested the performance of munitions under water. The water was
drained in the 1970s and found to hold no munitions, but the possibility of contamination to the surrounding
soil his never been investigated.

JPG-21: Cistern Disposal Sits. 'Ibis site could not be located by facility personae! but is reported to be at the
northwest comer of T and Cottrell Roads. File materials indicated that waste fuels were disposed in this
cistern.
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JPG-22: Brute Area This unit is in the southwest end of the 1,600 east impact arts. just east of Cottrell Road:
it consists of 0.25-acre of land used to bum projectiles and propellants. This area was abandoned in 1980.

JPG-23: Detonation Area, This unit is located in the north central portion of no, north of Graham Creels and
west of Bombfield Road. It consists of about 10-acres used for open detonation (OD) of unserviceable
munitions.

JPG-24, 25: Landfills Near Hunting Lodge. These units (1-acre each) managed trash and debris from Old
Timbers Lodge; they have become contiguous and indistinguishable. The combined Landfill covers an area
of about 100 feet by 100 feet on each side of the access road to the unit. Facility representatives indicated
that ordnance may have been disposed in ponds near the landfill

JPG-26: Landfill. This unit is located north of the firing line. and to response action is planned at this time. It
was used for approximately. 2 years for the disposal of trash and construction debris.

JPG-32: Depleted Uranium Firing Range. This unit is used as an impact area for the testing of munitions
containing depleted uranium and is regulated by a NRC license. After firing, the facility attempts to recover
the projectiles, but only 25 percent have been recovered. Low level radiation as well as explosive rescue and
metal contamination art of concern. The preparation of the DU Decommissioning Plan is underway and is
being managed by the TECOM.

JPG-38: Unsurfaced Roads. Used motor oil was sprayed on unsurfaced roads for dust control.

JPG-40: Landfill at 4.5 Mortar Impact Range. This unit is located near the northeast comer of the 4.5 Mono
Impact Range. The exact wastes managed at this unit (if any) are not known. This um has been inaccurately
identified in many of the facility documents a JPG-17. However. IPG-17 is actually _loosed south of the 4.5
Mortar Impact Range and is discussed as the Landfill Off York Road. As a result of the inaccurate
identification, very little information has been collected regarding the portion of this unit in the northeast
comer of the 4.5 Impact Range.

JPG-52: Air Gunnery Accumulation Ana This unit is located in the north central portion of the facility, west
of Bombfield Road and north of JPG-23. It consists of a 55-gallon drum where sled slugs are collected and
stored before they are detonated.

JPG-53: Air Gunnery Scrap Equipment Ana. This unit stored scrap equipment that was later placed on the
Aircraft Target Range (JPG-71) as targets.

JPG-68: Firing Range Impact Areas. This unit consists of the 50,000 acres north of the firing line. It is
estimated that 7.6 million out of 23 million rounds fund into this area ate unexploded (Government
Accounting Office Report #NSLAD-90-42). Residual constituents of propellants and explosives may be
present throughout the northern area.
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JPG-71: Air Gunnery Range. The unit is located in the north-central portion of the facility south of K'
Road and west of Bombfield Road. It is used by both the IANG and U.S. Air Force as an air gunnery and
bombing practice area. The unit consists of 750 acres of relatively flat open field.

JPG-72: Air Bombed Storage Tank Target Area This area is located off Center Recovery Road just north
of "F" Road. It houses approximately eight storage tanks used as impact range targets.

JPG-73: Family of Scatterable Minus Ana. This is a test area approximately 100 yards by 400 yards in
size for mines, specifically those designated as Family of Scatterable Mines.

JPG-75: Bromacil Ana. This area is located east of Jinestown Road. north of the Faring Lice. This area
war identified by aerial photographs as a vegetation-free area approximately 65 to 70 acres in size. Bromacil.
an herbicide. was used to clear this area.

Additional Anus Identified in CERFA Report
The following section describes areas identified during the CERFA site visit and documents search of the
IDEM Spill Reports.

POL Release: Approximately 25-30 gallons of hydraulic fluid were released on 5 May
1993 near Bridge No. 1 on Jinestown Road at Middleford Creek in the range area, north of
the firing line. 'The cause war a ruptured hydraulic line on a bushhog. A dike, water
skimmer, and containment of exposed soil and water were used to control the rele ase.

Impoundment at Airport: During the automobile drive-through survey conducted in
October 1993, a pond containing ammunition boxes west of the airport was identified by
environmental personnel. They described a sheen on the surface of the pond. possibly due
to decaying organic matter an occurrence that is often observed in shallow ponds at JPG.
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APPENDIX H

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 DISPOSAL

AND RE-USE OF THE
JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND

APRIL 25, 1995

331 E. Main Street

MADISON, INDIANA 47250

LOIS JACKSON

Shorthand Reporting - Depositions

168 W. Hutchinson Road

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,

3 1995, at the Salvation Army Auditorium, 331 East Main

4 Street, Madison, Indiana: That said meeting was taken in

5 shorthand and on a tape recorder by Lois Jackson, a Notary

6 Public in and for the County of Jefferson, State of

7 Indiana: That the following transcript is provided of said

8 meeting:

9

10

12 MR. PAUL CLOUD: I would like to welcome everyone

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

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

2



1 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

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

8 process goes.

9 Our purpose here this evening is to receive your

10 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. Our purpose is

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

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

20 everyone. The draft EIS that we're reviewing tonight was

21 prepared by Jaycor Corporation under the supervision of Mr.

22 Jim Davidson of the U.S. Army Materiel Command and Jim is

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

25 your thoughts and comments on the disposal process and
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re-use process, but the key here is that the ultimate

decision on the re-use is going to be made in Washington; so

it's very important that we know what your comments and

concerns are and that you take advantage, either of this

meeting tonight or take advantage of putting your comments

in writing and sending them in to us and I assure you that

all comments will receive consideration.

Again, I would like to welcome you to this

evening's hearing and, at this time, I would like to

introduce Mr. Jim Davidson of the U. S. Army Materiel

Command and Jim will conduct the proceedings for the

remainder of the evening. Thank you very much.

MR. JIM DAVIDSON: Good evening. It's a pleasure

to be here tonight to conduct this hearing. As Colonel

Weekly mentioned, I work for the Army Materiel Command. The

Materiel Command is the major Army headquarters for the

Jefferson Proving Ground. We are based in Alexandria,

Virginia. The Materiel Command is also the proponent for

the draft Environmental Impact Statement on the disposal and

re-use of the Jefferson Proving Ground property, which is

the subject of tonight's hearing.

This is the agenda for tonight's hearing. Before

taking your comments, I want to explain the purpose of the

hearing and also discuss the process that we went through to

4



1 produce the draft Environmental Impact Statement. I will

2 also briefly overview the organization and content of the

3 document. One administrative point before I get into this

4 presentation: If you intend to make a verbal comment

5 tonight on the document, you need to sign in up at the small

6 table just inside the door. What we're going to do is,

7 after I finish my presentation, we'll take your verbal

8 comments. We ask you that you keep yourself to about five

9 (5) minutes. We will take your comments in order that you

10 sign in on the sheet. So that's what we're looking forward

11 to. Next chart, please, Paul.

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

15 Document, and most importantly we're here to listen to your

16 Comments on the document. Public law directs the closure of

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

20 result, we are considering options for disposal of the real

21 property. The Nation Environmental Policy Act or NEPA,

22 for short, requires us to study environmental consequences

23 of major federal actions such as the closure of the proving

24 ground. The resulting NEPA study will serve as a decision

25 making tool for property disposal decisions. Because of the

5



1 complexity of the disposal action, the Army is preparing an

2 Environmental Impact Statement - the highest level of NEPA

3 analysis. This chart displays the key events in developing

4 an Environmental Impact Statement. For your information,

5 starting in the upper left corner, the notice of intent for

6 this document occurred on December 30, 1992. The initial

7 scoping meeting to scope - get public's input on what should

8 be reviewed in the document occurred on February 11, 1993.

9 The draft EIS - the subject of tonight's hearing - was first

10 made available to the public on March 31, 1995. The

11 hearing, of course, is tonight. The final Environmental

12 Impact Statement, a document that will incorporate all your

13 written and verbal comments on the document will be

14 available in either late July or early August this summer.

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

18 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 its

22 alternatives. Advance knowledge of the significant impacts

23 influences decision making.

24 This chart displays the standard format for

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 is a cross reference in Chapter Three of

4 the Army's study which links your community's plan for

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

9 the Army. There are three (3) alternatives under

10 consideration: Number one is encumbered disposal of the

11 property to new owners. By encumbered disposal, I mean

12 there would be certain land use restrictions imposed on the

13 new owners. The second alternative considered is

14 unencumbered disposal. That analyzes the possibility for

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.

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

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

7



1 in the Environmental Impact Statement. These resources are

2 described in detail in Chapter Four of the document. The

3 environmental consequences on each of the thirteen (13)

4 resources are evaluated in Chapter Five of the document.

5 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

9 a 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.

15 Now it's time to hear from you.. As I mentioned

16 earlier, you need to sign in at the front table if you

17 intend to make a verbal statement tonight. We 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

21 these written comments at the front table or mail them to

22 the address shown on this slide. Your written comments

23 should be postmarked - excuse me, your mailed in comments

24 should be postmarked by May 15, 1995. A copy of the charts

25 that are being displayed tonight will accompany the public

8



1 hearing transcript, which will be included in the final,

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

5 public record and now I'll start taking those verbal

6 comments. The first person to sign in is Mr. Richard Hill.
7

8 MR. HILL: Good evening. My name is Richard Hill.

9 I am President of Save The Valley, Incorporated, which is a

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

13 of those has to do with continued monitoring. One of our

14 main concerns involves the question of continuation of

15 monitoring for possible health and safety risks after the

16 Army has disposed of JPG. We feel it is essential that

17 areas be sampled and tested on a regular basis in order to

18 measure migration of any toxic substances. We do appreciate

19 the danger inherent in any major clean-up efforts due to

20 presence of UXO in areas North of the firing line.

21 Therefore, continuous monitoring seems to be an acceptable

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

25 of DU and its toxilogical - toxicological hazard as a metal.

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 a

5 number of possible mechanisms for migration of DU outside

6 the immediate impact area. This is of particular concern to

7 people outside the JPG borders who live on and otherwise use

8 this creek for purposes such as fishing, recreation - maybe

9 their livestock might get in there; so, for these reasons,

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 do

13 understand that there is to be a separate EIS for the DU

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

20 - just briefly - the preservation of JPG as a wildlife

21 refuge offers a unique opportunity for this part of the

22 country. By the very nature of past use, much of JPG is

23 actually unsuitable for other uses. There are currently no

24 other areas of this large scale available in Indiana for

25 protection of natural habitats. Such habitats are being lost

10



1 every day and are becoming extremely rare. We feel that

2 such an opportunity may never arise again on this scale in

3 Indiana. I will not list here all the natural and historic

4 features that are worth preserving as these are quite

5 extensive, already very well known, and thoroughly described

6 in other documents, including in the DEIS.

7 Also, word on other proposed uses North of the

8 firing line - some impacts that might apply here. There is

9 much discussion of other uses other than the wildlife refuge

10 for areas North of the firing line. We must express our

11 opposition to uses that would compromise the integrity of

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

17 the firing'line. There seems to be a number of development

18 minded persons wishing to turn lead or, in this case, UXO

19 riddled land into gold. It seems obvious that any future

20 use of even moderate intensity would require substantial

21 clean-up efforts to remove UXO. A direct quotation from the

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

11



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 considerably

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, anything that can possibly go wrong will

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. Avery

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

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

4 in writing?

5 MR. HILL: Yes. I'll give them to you as soon as I

61 get finished.

7 MR. DAVIDSON:' Certainly. If you could spell the

8 name of the next person you're speaking in behalf of?

9 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-i-l-o and he's an attorney. He's our attorney in a lot of cases

12 and he was doing some work on this for us. Anyway, he couldn't be here

13 tonight. He has an illness in the family so he had a statement here and

14 I told him I'd read it for him.

16 Save The Valley and later on tonight Hoosier

17 Environmental Council will have expressed their concerns

18 concerning the JPG Environmental Statement. However,

19 a mention of the EIS and its lack of specificity concerning

20 non-federal landowners, private landowners and their

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

25 be able to control these encumbrances and accordingly, their

13



1 environmental 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

5 of sound discretion, land use planning, infrastructure

6 developments. The suggested adherence to deed restrictions

7 and enforcing of zoning substantial decision regulations and

8 building permits; however, the Army, to our knowledge, has

9 not approached Jefferson County zoning authorities regarding

10 proper classification and zoning of the land South of the

11 firing line. Also, there is no mention in - that the Army

12 has approached Ripley and Jennings Counties regarding their

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

20 authority. This re-use, the Army considers, indirect

21 impact. 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

24 description of the circumstances and any response taken.

25 Covenants are required for property transfers from the
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1 federal government to private, non-federal entities that

2 involve property which had been the site of storage,

3 release, 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

7 do the people of Jefferson, Ripley and Jennings Counties

8 have that the federal government will remain in charge? The

9 encumbrances - some encumbrances are identified as UXO and

10 DU. After twenty-five years, the Army suggests that the

11 outlined parcel intended for community development would be

12 burdened with a reversionary 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

17 who receive title from the federal government?

18 The reversionary clause could have an effect on the

19 county's land use, decisions respecting developed parcels

20 and may be in conflict with the Fish and Wildlife Service's

21 reversionary interest. Discussions have occurred between

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

3 our opihion, do the same and commence zoning regulations and

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.

9 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

15 to act in the county's best interest. Also, if parcels are

16 transferred to private landowners and if zoning is not

17 accomplished 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,

21 future generations can have no assurance of any proper

22 Planned growth or any safety for the business invitees or

23 the surrounding JPG populus from unexploded ordnance and

24. depleted 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

8 the deadline in the Federal Register notice. I certainly

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 are 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

22 Impact Area and it's with that primary focus that we

23 structure our comments here tonight.

24 We believe that the Army's Draft Environmental

25 Impact Statement is a good starting point because it lays
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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

10 Draft Environmental Impact Statement is that there appears

11 to be some inconsistencies and ambiguities and whether

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

17 different alternatives.So building on that, it may somehow

18 affect the comparison of the alternatives. We think that a

19 more quantitative analysis would help in shedding light on

20 what are the impacts and insuring that they are objectively

21 compared.

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
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1 we'll be evaluating similar things like human health

2 environmentally, other impacts associated with remediation

3 and disposition of that property.

4 I would be remiss if I did not point out that, at

5 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

15 the different alternatives so I 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 Marxen. Would you please spell the name for the

20 reporter, please so that we can get it correct on the record?

21 MR. MARXEN: Good evening. My name is Mike Marxen

22 - M-a-r-x-e-n and I'm representing the U.S. Fish and

23 Wildlife Service. I'm located in our regional office for
24 the Upper Midwest Region up in Twin Cities, Minnesota. The
25 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service continues to be interested in
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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

4 reaffirmed our interest. Preliminary findings show the

5 proving ground contains several high quality wetlands, woods

6 and streams supporting healthy and diverse wildlife

7 populations. The large expanse of Eastern deciduous forest

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

14 this year, the Fish and Wildlife Service prepared and,

15 submitted to the Army an EPA - a draft refuge concept plan.

16 This plan is more detailed and represents a significant

17 departure from the 1993 preliminary concept plan which

18 appears in Appendix C of the Army's draft EIS. The plan in

19 Appendix C is no longer valid. Therefore, it should be

20 withdrawn.

21 The purpose of the draft concept plan is to

22 generate discussion on details of safety, clean-up and

23 liability between the three primary agencies involved.

24 That's Fish and Wildlife Service, EPA and the Army. The

25 ideas put forth so far by the Fish and Wildlife Service are
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1 very preliminary because several unresolved issues affect

2 the Army, EPA and Fish and Wildlife Service. These issues

3 center around unexploded ordnance, associated clean-up,

4 liability safety. You may have heard and read proposals for

5 refuge - public use such as deer hunting, fishing on old

6 Timbers Lake and a hundred thousand visits annually. I want

7 to emphasize that no decision has been made to allow or not

8 to allow these activities or this level of activity. At

9 this time, we do not know what activities are compatible

10 with unexploded ordnance. We do not know what areas are

11 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

15 are made.

16 Public access on national wildlife refuges is

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

20 and liability concerns can be resolved. This is still the

21 case; however, it appears that the problems faced at JPG are

22 significant. The process of developing a public use plan

23 will take longer than anticipated and use may be more

24 restricted than we originally anticipated because of the

25 unexploded ordnance.
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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 will

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 the

10 decision to be made. Thank you.

11

12 MR. DAVIDSON: Next speaker listed is a

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.

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
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1 place up, but then the - oh, the Wildlife - 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

5 they're doing - they're swapping property here that's

6 supposed 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

9 plenty of turkey. We have plenty of wildlife and we have a

10 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

15 they're doing with the public outside - the farmers and

16 folks like that are getting that problem, so there's a -

17 there's a lot of - like you say, there's a lot of property

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

22 going to work out, but that is something I'm putting forth

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

25 turkeys and we don't need all that extra right now. The
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1 State and the Governor are trying to figure out how to

2 control the wildlife and things like that because people are

3 getting killed. People are getting their cars tore up and I

4 - I'm wondering why the insurance companies aren't raising a

5 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 I don't think we need any extra breeding ground for deer

9 so I - and I would like to see if there could be - maybe

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 if

13 not, I would say they go ahead and swap the land. Well,

14 thank you.

15 MR. DAVIDSON: Could you spell your last name,

16 please?

17 MR. LAWBURGH: L-a-w-b-u-r-g-h. That's like

18 Edinboro - instead of Lawburgh - instead of Edinboro.

19 MR. DAVIDSON: Thank you.
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



1 M-a-l-o-n-e-y. I'm representing the Hoosier Environmental

2 Council tonight. Hoosier Environmental Council is a

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

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

9 general concerns. First of all, we have serious

10 reservations about the format of the Environmental Impact

11 Statement in the terms of it being a very generic analysis,

12 of categories of uses when there are specific, reasonably'

13 foreseeable re-use plans are known at this time and should

14 have been analyzed in more detail during this process. It

15 is the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act and

16 its guidance 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

20 the decision makers and the public to be completely informed

21 about the process. NEPA is not just a law that requires

22 Procedure for procedure sake. It's a law that, if

23 implemented properly, is intended to lead to good decisions

24 and we don't think that the Environmental Impact Statement

25 in its current format will do that. We are - there are
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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 and

5 I quote: we 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

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.
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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; particularly 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

9 availability of land throughout the region for private

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

15 agri-business 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

19 mentioned earlier of the long term environmental

20 considerations there such as the depleted uranium and the

21 UXO and the need for continued monitoring of potential

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.

6 And finally to conclude, we would say that if the

7Environmental Impact Statement does go back and meet the

8 spirit and intent of NEPA in completely analyzing all the

9 considerations that are involved with the disposal and

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 firing

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

18 reporter, please.

19 DR. EID: My name is Bobby Eid - E-i-d, and I'm

20 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

2 samples related to soil, ground water and surface water; and

3 my suggestion if this analysis - data is analyzed and

4 conclude the analysis and the results are (inaudible)

5 included in order to assist potential contamination of the

6 enviromental media - potential transport of contaminant,

7 this would be a great improvement to the EIS. The other

8 comment I would like to have is related to the UXO

9 contamination and the cost of remediation. It is mentioned

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

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

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 could be explained to the public in order to show what kind

21 of cost and benefits related to the risk that could be

22 sustained from having the DU and the UXO together 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 the4

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

9 approach is lacking in the EIS; so my suggestion that if

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

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 not discuss

23 in detail aspects of mitigation and mitigation i-technologies, . Maybe one

24 of the obstacles is to find the appropriate technology in order to clean

25 the UXO's and the
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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 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

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.

8 Another important issue which is the - Mike has

9 touched on but I would like to add more, which is the

10 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 know -

15 to say clearly whether there is contamination or

16 there is no contamination based on accurate analysis and then

17 subsequent if there is a need for remediation/ I think that is

18 the cost of such remediation would be cumbersome to do it.

19 MR. DAVIDSON: Your five minutes have
passed.

20

21 DR. EID: So are you just - you know, one - two last

22 points I would like to make if you could allow me. So therefore, I

23 would like to - if you can address more, it does not also describe

24 what kind of contamination in the environment (inaudible) in

25 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

3 potential transport in the future based on mudling of the

4 contaminant transoort in this (inaudible) and. as vou know.

there are some mudling approaches you can - and then you can

support your assumption that there will be no contamination

in the future near the boundary at least of the DU impact

8 area.

9 I would like to - last comments I would like to

10 make because of the lack of time is the land use

11 restriction, institution and control. It is good if the

12 EIS 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 the

21 encumbered disposal option, the EIS relies on land use

22 restriction and the limited use of the property for the 14

23 safety of the public. 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
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1 better description of the kind of controls that can be

2 managed on the site. I thank you.

3 MR. DAVIDSON: Thank you. All right. I understand

4 there is no more interest in making verbal comments

5 tonight. That brings the hearing to a conclusion then. I

6 want to assure you again that each of these verbal comments

7 tonight, as well as all written comments, will be documented

8 in the Final Impact Statement along with an official Army

9 response to each. I thank you for your time. It's been a

10 pleasure to be here.

11

12

13
14
15
16

17
18
19
20
21

CONCLUSION OF MEETING

STATE OF INDIANA
COUNTY OF JEFFERSON

I, Lois Jackson, do hereby certify that I am a
Notary Public in and for the County of Jefferson, State of
Indiana, duly authorized and qualified to administer oaths:
That the foregoing meeting was taken by me in shorthand and
on a tape recorder on April 25, 1995, at the Salvation Army

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.
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U United States Department of the Interior

ISH AND 1AIWL[FE SER'I1CY
Bishmp Henry •b•pple Fcdcrni Building

I Fed"n- Dnw

Fort snel.ig, MN 55111-4056

MAY 5195

I P--'. JarzD%:er: Z

-. Materiel Comr.ar.d

Alexrdria. ,rir. na 22!33-0001

Mr. A-er

The "- ;ieh and Wldii:4e Service 'tervice) ,as reviewed the DDL,1

T:.'.4rznnenta.. -npact Sztaeeyet k:)9S) for :he Zisposa. A-n-! Rouse oi =he

Jefferson Prcving Groud JPG) in Madison, indiana, dated February i99r

Gartezra. C*amrernte:

The Service generally supports the encumbered dispoeal alternative as many ot

t.he ootential land use restrictions are consistent with the establishment and

ma.-agqmetn of s uzitioual wildlife refuge. However. am a Federal agency tha:

has expressed forumal interest in transfer and management of approximately

4ý.,C` acres of the JIG, wa have eeveral concerns with Contamination
i•.vtzploded ordnance (UXO), and othcr hazardous materiels and hazardous

wastea) of the property and the extent of future clean up activities.

The Encumbered Alternative implies limited or no clean up activities, while
".h* Unencumbered AlteOrnative implies full clean up, Contamination studies for

tIe pwrposed national wildlife refuge lands (Study Area 1l, north of the

firing line, have been deferred (pages 2-5) or have not been cotsplecd a2 in
the case mf t7XO. Because of che lack of information on the extent and type of

iontaminarlnn on lands north of the firing line. the Service, while supporting

-he inumbe^-ad Alternative. im not agreeing that clean up will be limited or
urnr.ces sary.

Clean uo and Remediation

There iz confusion regarding the 'ssmie ot clean up and remediation within this
docuMent- The R:IS states that the dec,.,'aon regarding clean up alun

r:.rediation are -3aprate from this E.vironmen.tal Ympact Statement tE:SJ
Sec'-Ion -4.-,' However, the alternative ar-alysie clearly looks at clea, up

as -' bas•i for t-e action and no actzon alte-r.ative9. 1 lease explain if -he

de:isio- to ca.ea:- in is separate fom phrs C$ process and it it :s, provie

-ti-itior for 7-an decision. Further ,ere. Since Ctean uP wO,-, :onst1_Lt~
a -.a':r .ederal ac,-on, what Nationa. Env.ror-'•ental Prctecit-n Act ;..MpA,

•r:.css would cove' Such action?

I
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.r" :ames a'.3..cn -

*~ cr~nrrrcr~ss.clean 't CC7-2e:1:5 esrV ~ '.u

sjn1nIs 1r 1 In' C-t7 01;_ PJ.ý~

I nr: '_- XC czna-:.n&a:-.e. c*ean u;: c=-:,nns. vhc ,s rsc~o..~t.
s -_,rs"t ' '-3r,3fer anz! It4:or tansfr. and :hýie &Ku~,

.," . . dol-a-z at J2G -- ":e next 5 e'ears. All c'-f :-s± f
cls-%:ssed for each alterna:i:-e -nclud-no -he no actiao. alter.azive. Future
:-tar. -,p activities will have a ma2or i:rp~ac on tne Army." S ability to dispose
-f teorerpety, as we'! as, restrict fu:uze u3es of -he land.

Tndera. to Peder*7 rsfer 3
etause o: the national wildlife refuge proposal. a maiý Po-txoý of; ,TG 1.R

trzpezed as a Federal to Federal transfer of land where transfer is by-
•'•r'sd•€ rior ct by d**d. The DZ:S is defic-len: in ran24.•n4.nc sir~ua-ions a-A

rhat. would be different under the Federal to Federal transfer.

the Final 5S1. orovide information to clarify the Federal t:, Federal
trcn-,fer in appropriate locations throughou¶t .he docu,-enot incudlnq the I
discussion on oncurance pses 3-2 and 3-3, refereneem to Snvironmental
Trotection Act certification and the Jiacueior. on hxzardoue wiste ir section.
5,.4.14:

Public Health and Safet,

ULider the Encumbercd Alternative, the Ai-my has determined that moast UO clean 1
.p L.Orch of the firing line is not financially or technically feasible. Thi.s
being the .... "", aQ believe that the responsibility for public safety related
to t7XO should ,-e-aeij -ith the Armv under the Encumbered Disposal Alternative.
The Service is unwilling to assume responsibility for public safety given the
unkaown•unfamiliar nature of ihe hazatdu caused by UXO or any other hazardous
substances either known or unknown. Clearly, the Army .hoald retain full
liability and responsibility for all prior military use. The Encumbered
Alternative will require an ongoing need for nice security to protect public
health and wafety. Mhe hazard of UXO. as well as the need co maintain site

security, should be stated in the Consequences Section. 1
rInder the Encumbered Alternative, the transfer of land may be delayed due to

h*a2rd'As wuta* or IXO remediation requirements. During this time, it is not
clear it the A-v will maintain site security and safety as mentioned under
!:! caretaker alcernative. Please clarify under appropriate sections.

Specific Commsents:

da'noe red Species

Z- .$.2, page 1-3, clearly and accurately outlines the Sectien 7
consual.tion process under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended
:ZSA,- Pigure 2-3 on Page 2-4 indicates that Section 7 ccnsultat-sn was
Zotmoleted in July 1994. Sectinn 2.2.3, page 2-6. i.plies that the document
"rfearonn Proving *ro,=.ni Fish and WViditfe Management Plan, September 1994,

- 94, t osi.-es the completior. of formal con'uitaaion under Sectcin I
of the ESA. To daý-. no Section 7 corsu'.tation has occurred concerning the
dismcsal and reuse of '-N and the Final ?IS should clearly indicate tnat
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.- /c:;s s-daz:LB are :cll-c'ed. no *t-rhmr ::nS,:atizarn ' ntecerzary fzr the

cas ad r*w.;s c! -7 as recr~i-ed ;....ier Ceerion I of :Stha it tho~c

n a C" t

=ilale or if oct ý:and 3re zhan~eo sinianty, Pleas

:ontact *ur.'fice for farther coiaultaticn.

I • -

Section 1.5.2 fails cc adreoss two Executive -rders Thai• ar• 1vIei .u h
zlorur .-:d rt,4 of JPG! Executive Order 21938 - F odplain management and

Execý;tive Order I90 - Protection of Wetl3nds. The Final EIS shouild include
a discssicn of complicnce of the disposal al:;rnat!ves with these ExecutIve3 Orders.

i ..... e.

•eion "3.3.4 .st. and Section 4 1-5 define* the nInkeencumbrancez proposed
for the preferred alternative of disposal. If the Army Interds to ncoporae
the habitat crotecticn measures for the indiana bha dirc-.;e..d in the Pr cedin?

.•dar, orad Secies comnents, a tenth Qnc-.mbranco , ered S0c:iz. sh (ad
h- J•edd and ri!.ined. The 'Reversionary Clauses' encumbrance only reflects a

cortion of t"e e-ot~iat4d restrictive covenants. A mayor portion of Study

AXca S cannot Ibe developed due to itn proximety tn Old Timbers Lake anc no

development, are jwt two examples. The Reversionary Clause encumbrance

discussion should be expanded in the Final ETS to indicate that several other

a restrictions have been established. Those changes zhould then be reflected
throughout the document in pertinent Sections such as 2.4.1 Qnd 5.4.12.

iUnder the UXO encumbrance, the DEIS indicates that restrictive covenants in

tranafer dccunentz may prohibit terrain disru;tive activities. It is our

understanding that the Army/Departm.nt of Defense safety policy would alco
restrict r14ceaLtional activities particularly in high hazard areas. Provide
furtEher discussion On Army sufey pulicy on tUXO and how it would affect future

reuse at J•W.

Te discussion of aquatic resource& on page 4-3) indicates that Appendix F
,,ntains a species list of mussels found in Otter Creek. Owever. that !Ist

j xis rot ineluded in the bThES-

~i-locicaI arj water Resourtes
:n S4ction S.4.12 and .4.13 a.nd In table 5-2b it is 3tated that under the

Z =-*-1 Alternative all Indirect :iacts will be keneficia: It is not
.•wr.; wha: *n.vironmentl. i.Tpacts there could be by leaving the n'ýioritv of UX10

,n place. To claim beneficia. impacts is 'sisleading. We suggest :he document
be Changed :o no impact or .Mtknow-. Imp&ct. •reli'.ary biological surveys
indicate %hat the •reserce* of UXO has net had a negative impa-t on merrescria'i
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=a 51J3aZt 0e:03w .5 arrow ina. addi:ption, h r:0e' o o ar Uz fto a

17l-r7 l-eand reearch esoeur e-sa. ...

£805 On _,t 7o -O ICht2 ,-nOfcc t r 30: -2- Aea1

~ a~w-th -h* It-de~nOd ai-tl*.d Itr~v-de ti'.Zer so nair
::r grassland hird sp~ecies incljdl.no tine crasrco Cr arrcid ano :thOar
=andida".e henalow s sparrow. in addition. h 0!d~~so acras of !reated
w'etland occur .4.-i Study Area 23

~.l-rlRedou;rces
Pa-e A-I5 Piea3c clarify who determined the archýeolog:cAl sices 'eile
fcr t:ue National Reoistcr: the contract 3rchec ooget. The Army. or the Srate
H;storicca Preservation Officer? zi determinatltn was madt by by •Z tb-
ctn~ract.r and t:h A-x"y, it is not definitive.

?3ae 4-IS. A Cut-rx' Resourc. NanamaM•ft Plan desig.ed to intgrate histcrie

urtrt.'a.iion with.""f 'A myasion and programs" has limited. ýtlliiy once J25
pasea out :f .rxmy Tontrol. Apparently, this purpose derives from Cho
YA.an,o:rd~m Ae-ent (i1MOAý and is, therefore, not amenaibe to ciange in zho

Page 4-16. The MOA 'Right specify transfer of historic preservation .
responsibilIties to a succeeding Vederal agency (i.e.. Service). bz tohe
Service is not required to accept whatever responsibilities the AzWT -&ts .s (ýj
gas$ on. Only the signatory parties to the MA are bound to its terms.

Page 5-7. "i'he MOA (reference page 4-15' provides for -interim orotection of
historic properties, buz not for preservation or maintenance of those
properties. Thus custodial status (theno action alternative) could result in
direct adverse impact to standing structures (bridges, schoolhouse, lodge.
etc.) from insufficient maintenance 3
CuMUlative Ioacts

Page S-31, S 9, states the UXO creates a "safe haven" for wildlife and plat I
zpeciee. It ehould also state that because of the need to maintain the

perimeter fence for site security and the restrictions -ZXO may place on doer

hunting in certain areas, wildlife and plant species can become damaged by
h:gh deer populations unlese they are controlled.

Distribution List '

-h* aldress Lited on page ?-I for the SBcomingtcn 3offze of The Fish and
.ildl~fe Servicm is incorrect, the correcz address isI

S.$. F;.h and wlidilf. Service

620 Souh wa:>eer Street
PIoom:.nctn., Irndiana 41404,

I
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INDIANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
We make Indiana a cleavter, healthier place to live

E100UaA 10 N• ort Aven

AwJ rl .rn" IO 114.60166

Kath, Proseru In.A jj'
23, 1 993r05 T 1epha. 31¶ 232 d6Oj

VA." 23, 1995 n Hejp . 4I 604,$ 1

Mr. James Davidson
U.S. Ar"y Katerial Command
ATTN : AMCSOS001 Eisenhower Avenue

Alexandria, Virginia 22333-001

Dear Mr. Davidson:

Re: Review of the Draft Environmental
IM~act Statement for Disposal and I
Reuse of the Jefferson Proving
Ground, February 1995

In a letter dated Aril 19, 1994, IDEI did not concur with the CERFA
Report. IDDI staff dO not agree that the environmental condition of the I
facility has been adequately determined by the JPO CEPFA Report.

Section 120(h) requires State concurrence of the CERFA Report for real
property not on the National Priorities List (NPL).. JPG is not an NPL
site and therefore, the CERFA Report requires concurrence by IDEX.

Page 2-S. 5 erihnn 2-2-3-- 1st Bullet:-

it should be stated that IDEN and EPA staff have found inconsistencies
with the Arnj,' analytical protocols that bring into question the
validitI of the JPO RI data euality. The Arw is conducting a data
validation effort. IDEN and EPA staff are reconsidering the usegulness
of this data and providing ov 5sight for the validation rocees,

This paragraph states, *RII/S activities north of the firing line have
been deferred pending more definitive land use planning., IDEM staff
are deeply concerned with the failure of the UIS to address our
concerns north of the firing line. IDEN staff have commented on
numerous occasions of the need for an environmental investigation north
of the firing line. The Army needs to address concerns associated with
UXO north of the firingline which include the contamination of soil
and groundwater. Potential contamininants include heavy metals and
explosive residues from cracked and leaking shell cases. Additionally.
the extent of contamination posed by numerous solid and hazardous waste
man.agement units north of the firing line has not been investigated.

An tq"i Oppaýn",%y 9npL,,,,
P-ý'ff , P-..,.j Pa:.- I
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I ~r. James Davidson

Page 2
May 23, 1995

paaa 2-7. Smetion 2-2-.. 2nd Paragramh:

The State is the lead regulatory agency for non-NPL sites. Approval byg
IDM( is also required,

page 2-10- Section 2.3 2nd Pararaph4.

with !imiced security under Caretaker Status is the likelihood of
increased poaching and trespassing a concern?

Paae 2-10 Seaninn 2-A I- 2nd Ppra~ranh-

3 Analysis of potential environmental impacts is facilitated by dividing
the JPG into study areas. How can an environmental act be
formulated for Study Area I (Wildlife Refuge) when there has been noS ienvironmental investigation north of the firing line?

zage 3--• Raetin 1-1 2. 2rid Rullat:

3 in the discuss3ion of "Enc .jmbered ALreas., it ned to e speifiead j
continued monitoring of known problem areas is included in "mediateon
Activities.' Although landfills are mentioned. other problem areas3 that need monitoring, such as the DU impact area, are not.

Pane A ~-111atta4n A j 2d aanak

i The area south of the firing line potentially contains significant
amounts of UXO. The AM has not demonstrated that the southern

rtiAon oI the facilit is clear of UXO.

Pao. 4-37. Section A-13.2. lst Paraisranh-

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study should be referred to as

the RI/VS South of the Firing Line.

Page A-17. Agetign £ A 14 2nd Parapragh.-

This section should include a description of RCRA closure activities
currently being conducted at building 305. The approved closure p an
is dated May 1992. No closure work has been Co!Vleted to date, and
should be addressed in the DVIS.5 Pane 4-.25 eet•ign 4.1a.2. iet Pa~aranah*

It should be stated that IDEKM and EPA have not concurred with the
findings of the JlK CEP.?A Rapor•.

PAag 4-39- Section 4 14 2- IRE,

As of the close of 1994, the draft report was under review by State of
Indiana environmental officials.' This statement is incorrect.

!



James Davidson
Page 3 1
May 23, 1995

-n a letter dated April. 19. 1994, IDEM did not concur with the CERFA
Report, nor were comments adequately addressed. in a letter dated
January 17. 195*. IDER reviewed the Army-s responses to IDIU's cormen.s
on the draft CERFA Report. IDL4 requested a meeting to resolve
outstanding issues. To date, the Army has no: responded to IDIX's
January 17, 1995. coubent letter.

Paeg 4-1O- Ea0 ion &_Ia.0 ltt paragraph:

In addition to a safet, hazard, UXO can also be an environmental hazard,
witih The gesibility to contaminate soil, surface water and
groundwater.

ItAdo &-49, A5eri"ft £ -5

The date used for the various ratings and evaluations is not included. 1

For instance, the report mentions that the exposure dose Tor the DU
Impact area would be 110 millirems per year, but does not provide the
background data, calculations. and assumptions that produced this j
number.

Who will be responsible for continued site and groundwater monitoring?

IDEI staff believe this stud does not propose a comprehensive
environMental investigation of the site and SUserily defers major
environmental concerns to later, unspecified. inestigations. The Arw •
currently has no plans to conduct an eAvironmental investigation north
of the firing line. There is a lack of pertinent data qoncerning the
extent oa contamination posed 4 UXO and the solid and hazardous waste
tnagenent units locate norh of "the firing line. The DRZS Ls
incoSplete and leaves significant envirornentle concerns unaddressed.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft Environmental
xipact Statement. If you have any questions please contact ma at
(317) 233-6425. 1

Sincerely, 1

John 4,1. ale~yJr.. Project Manager
Defense Environmental Restoration Programn
Office of Environmental Response U

3311: Mg
cc: R. Osborn

K. Mason-Smith 3
K. Quirk
P. Cloud !

• | ,
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I Pmay 12, 1995

jefferson Proving Ground
Local RedeveloPolnt Authority
Jefferson County Courthouse
200 E. Main Street
Room 103
Madison, IN 47250

Mr. Jim Davidson
US Army Materiel Command
ATT7- AMCSO
5001 Eisenflowe? Avenue
A1exindria, Virglnia 22333-0001

Dear Mr. Davidson"

To start my cement*, this DRAFT ENVIRONHE4TAL IMPACT STATKNSNT,
FEBRUARY 1995 and the process by which It waS Prepared isI unsatisfactorY# unacceptable and seemingly does not meet the
requirements of Army Regulation 200-2 and the National
Enviroenswtal Policy Act.

I Attached are letters submitted by Dave Daghir Chairman of the
Jefferson Proving Gromrd Regional DevelOpmet Board (JPGRDB) and
Bob Grewe, Redevelopment Coordinator for the JPGRDB.

Mr. Daghir's Maech 15, 1994 letter to Mr. Paul Johnson indicated
concern about the preparation of the EIS and subsequently requested
cooperating agency statu4 be provided to tihe JPG7DM per ISEPA
guidelines.

GOwe's Aguqut 18, 19"4 letter to Paul 3ohnson refers to Daghir's
SMarch 15 letter. Greve indicted that it tr-e JPGRDB does not hear

froG Hr. Johnson as to the cooperating agency status request, the
jpG•mg Will contact Mr. Ray Clark with the Council of Environmental
Quality for further guidance on how the community can participate
in the KIS process.

I
I
I
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Because of a seemingly clear disinterest on the part of the Army in
providing any level ot com. flty engagement into the EIS
preparation, no further correspondence was submitted.
After reading the Draft CIS it seems clear to me why the Army did
not want the community involved. This docunent does not address
reuse concerns or impacts, only disposal considerations and very
little at that. Had the commnity Xnown In advance the scope of
the EIS, we certainly would have indicated long before now our
concern over the matter.

That leads to another concern regarding the EIS process. Mr. Bob
Jameson held a "scoping sooting" in February or 1993. This scoping
meeting only requested input from the public on reuse alternatives. |
At no time during the meeting or since has the community been
informed as to the scope of the £15. This process (scoping)

"determines the scope of issues to address in the CIS and identifies
the significant issues related to the proposed action. This is I
taken from Army Re. 200-2. Clearly this February 1993 scoping
meeting did not meet the necessary requirements and did not give
the community an opportmity to provide input and gain an
understanding of this EIS format.

The following are cements from the Executive Suary section. 3
The introduction states the 91S 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 mdispoeal" of the JPQ and that reuse is
to be analysed only as a secondary and cumulative impact of
disposal and further that rense is a direct action of Other
federal, state and local and private entities. This is

mmcceptable. The proposed action analyzed in the US9 should be
tne coinanity reuse plan.

Does this proposed action of *disposal* and not reuse meot the WEPA
FaidelInvs?

The Draft claims the Army has identified three alternatives to
disposal. They are as follows:
1. No Action
2. Encumbered disposal
3. Unencumbered disposal

The Army's preferred alternative being encumbered disposal. I

I
I
I
I

____ ____ ___ ____ __!
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If for reason the Army contnues to use the alternatives inI preparing the uS tus emd lear and prvided "nget
detail as to what the encumbrances are for ,ndividual ParceIs.
ALso the deta'ils of the encumbrances. General statements regardingI those outlined an pages 4-46 - 4-48 or unacceptable and cannot
provide the community an appreciation or understanding of the
impact of encumbrances on reuse of JPO property.

It was y understanding that the preferred alternative to be
considered within the MIS is the coinity's JP1 reuse plan. Isthis not the directive Gvn at Previo, =matin u bst t.e

and OSD? Why is only the disposal action being considered? Is
this consistent with IMPA guidelines?

Why bother to even mention the community reuse plan in the EIS if
it has no bearing on the outcome of the Record of Decision( ROD 1?
The community was informed at a recent Restoration Advisory Board
meeting that the ROD will stats that the Army will decide to take
no action or dispose of the property with encumbrances or
unencumbered. If there is more to Army's declsion-making that will
be included in the ROD, the community needs to know in great detail (Sq)

S what that will be.

How can you state on page ES-3, Znd paragraph under Environmental
and Socioeconomic Consequences that quote *There will be no
significant impacts in Connection with any of the three disposal
altematives•7 The sentence above you stated there would be a
variety of short and long term adverse impacts. Removin 50,000
acres from a regio o e f etuity will have i asur abl.
environmenta and socioeconosie iIacs (0

Why does the following paragraph 3 only address direct adverse
impacts of impact on p e iOs? A•emn't positive impacts worthy of
being included in the xecutilve It'arY?

The next paragraph 4 states that the proposed action of disposal
would not contribute to significant camulative impacts. Clearly
the disposal of land with limitations will have a great impact in
termse o7 the lielzbooo of it being pte0ctive in teors of
Communiticonmi dev:elroent. Once again it is imperative that
these encgumrances be rdysseed in detail.

Under the mitiA!tion section it in inteesting to note the phaseScomesate for adverse impec-t5 in te firt sentence. Will the

Ary •consider comoj efniting Jefferson, Jennings and Ripley County
for lost dielveT c jtu/economlc opporu y e o the
inability to reuse nearly 50,000 acres of land due UXO
contamination?

U 3
I
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Caretaker as a word and activity needs to more clearly defined for@).
the purposes of this document. It is referenced thrOughOut. This
document seems to indl-cate that caretaker services will be provided
after September 30, 1995 closure. JM officials have indicated to ,.

the coumffunity that no caretaker will be provided after closure and
no funds are provided or budgeted for these expenses.

Paragraph 3 under mitigation mentioned the counties redevelopment m

authorities, this should be amended to reflect the creation of a (ThE
single development authority, the Jefferson Proving GrouId Local
RedeveloPment Authority (JFGLRA).

In this same pararraph. what is the sigificance of identifying
buildings not having int*rdependnt utilities system? Is this

Identification being coordinated with the JPGLRA?

The following are comments relating to the balance of the DRAFT
SIS. 3
Page 1-6
The community takes eacxption to the statement that the Army has "
taken an active role ip promding local coimunity assistance.
Clearly the persons at JPG have been extremely accommodating.
However the Army has not provided the cosmunity any level of
assistance. They indicated community involvement in providing
caretaker services was illegal, which is surprising since other I
communities are engaged in such activities. The Army did not
follow through on a coamitment that the community would enter into
a cooperative agreement for the reuse and marketing of JPG. I
Finally the methods used by the Army to diminish the objectives and
goals of the cosmmnity's reuse plan are questionable.

Within paragraph 1.5.1.4 the lanauage used to discuss economic
development conveyance should reflect verbatim that used within the
Interim Final Rule to avoid confusion and interpretation by readers
and evaluators.

Page 2-1
once again there is concern on the part of the community that reuse I
is not being considered. Other concerns is why the Army Is using
multipie intensities for evaluation when they have the community
rse plan for "the alternative".

The cowtunity also has concern about the lack of detail describing
thea encumberences. This lack of detail cannot allow or provide for
a full evaluation of the Impact of the encumbered disposal
alternative.

4
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I Page 2-5

First paragraph references the RI and co-aents received from the
State of Indiana and EPA. It is the understanding of the cvo nilty
that the State of Indiana, Department of Environmental Management
(IDEM and LPA did not approve or concur with the RI and may in
fact have had significant disagreement regarding the content and
preparation of the RI. Should this be the case, such disagreement
and comments should be noted and addressed in detail herein.

Also noted in this paragraph is that RI/FS activities north of the
firing line have been deferred pending more definitive land use
planning. This is unacceptable and has been since nothing was
noted in the EIS for closure about the area north of the firing
line. This 21$ cannot be complete without detailed evaluation and3analIs of the threat UXO and related mission waste have been
fully evaluated. Figure 4-11a indicated a number of CERFA parcels
north of the firing line, yet no RI activities have been initiated.
The Mason-Banger JPG Cleanup and Reuse Options lists in great
detail the constituents and byproducts of the various propellants
and explosives used at JPG and notes the potential for
contamination should such materials migrate. An Rf/FS and RO for

the area north of the irngolete t assure-that the
comimamity's health is not at risk and •here is no need for more
definitive land use planning prior to initiating this activity.

5 Page 2-7
First paragraph should note the need to preserve or in many cases
identify utility easements at JPG.

Page 2-8
First paragraph under state and local screening, the Army should
remember that Title XXIX states that the ET)C should be used onlyIwhen other federal disposal authorities for the 'intended* land use
cannot be used to accomplish the necessary economic redevelopnt.
t w &,Wld be importast to note within the EIS what constitutes the
intendd land USe The munity would charge that intended land

uses are spelled out in the reuse plan. The Army to date horever
in discussing their intentions with the community avoid the term
"intended" land use and instead simply state that the EDC can be
used only when no other federal disposal mechanism is available,
period. intended land use should be identified and agreed upon by
the coimmnity as part of this WIS document. Without this agreed
upoidentiiaon, i gives the Army the freedom to act withoutipon tfctl -x _

regard ot the cofitmitiss land use interest and will provide cause
of 2oning and land use problems later.

I page 2-9
Paraqraph 2.2.7. the JPGRDB was formed January 1993 not September, 0-

I
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Appendix B, copies of the community reuse plan and addendum are
poor quality. The JPGLRA can provide better quality copies to be
incorporated in the revised EIS.

The section on Caretaker Status is completely unacceptable. The
community has been told that not a single dollar is available for
caretaker services after September 30, 1995. This EIS must be
revised to reflect the fact that no caretaker services will be /•
provided or the kr' must inform the community as to their plans
for a level of caretaker services. This inconsistency on this
important subject is unacceptable and makes the KIS unacceptable 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 E1 .

Page 3-1
3.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE is unacceptable. Please note the reasons
listed above. I
Pase 3-2
3.2.2. until these encumbrances are defined in greater detail and
identified an to which parcels thY' a1Mly to this section is
unacceptable. Without such information it is impossible to
determine the impact of such a disposal action. g
Page 3-9
Top paragraph indicates that the Army will find it necessary to
implement caretaker actions for some period of time, This is
unacceptable language if no such caretaker arrangement is
conte=plated by the Army.

Page 4-6/
Table 4-2 on per capita income needs to address whether or not the
dollars are current or constant (have they been adjusted for
inflation). This can have an impact on the sumary statement about
having a strong regional economy and healthy growth.

Page 4-104.2.2 Fire protection section needs to define what constitutes a

fire protection raqulreQent. &IsO the fact that because JPG makes
up such a large portion of Monroe Township and limits the available
taz dollars and subsequent ability of Monroe Township to
effectively fund a volunteer firs fighting service should be noted.
In the past JPG has provided fire fighting service for citizens of
Monroe Township. i

6
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Page 4-12
4.5.3 notes that the caretaker will be responsible for implementing
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan. In lighnt of-the conmunity's
iunderstanding that no caretaker services w1L± be prov•ced, who willbe responsible for implementing thi' storzmwater plan?

4.5.5. should address and evaluate the need to possibly retro-fit
electrical service across the installation and to buildings and
facilities to facilitate reuse.

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
line. Now 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 very 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 should be completed
and included as part of this XIS ocumenetation.

Paragraph 5 notes that ash from an incinerator was placed in
landfill at Engineers Road. Anal !is as to the composition and (j
potential hazardous nature of this ash should be addressed.

3 Page 4-36
4.13.2 ' indicates that no comprehensive tgýndwater monitoring
proaram wxists at JPO. Such a program must be initiated at JPG to
ensl•re the migration of hazardous materia.s in quickly identified
to protect the health and safety and the comnmity and for
remediat ion Purposes.

5 Page 4-38
CERVA documentation is noted herein. It is the understandina of
the Vwuminity that both IDED and EPA did not concur with the CERFA
report. The co ments and reasons for the nonconcurrence b IDEM
and EPA should be noted within this section.

Page 4-40
4.14.3 should provide an analysis Of the risks, dangers and hazards
associated with UXO, particulaTlX the risk and mLiration of )
constituents materials off-site. Again, the Mason-Manger Cleanup
and Reuse Options report gave n•merous reasons for concern about
the presence of UXO in large concentration over extended periods of
time.

I
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P.Iso, this section should note in detail the current situation
regarding the EPA rule-making process in order to determine it UXO -
will be regulated under RCRA and/or CERCLA. A draft rule is to
published October 1995 and a final rule October 1996. These
pending rules could have significant impact on the future
remediation of UXO at JPG.

AIsO note the first sentence indicated that UXO may be found in
specific places south of the firing line. Yet the preparers used
a statement by Ken Quirk on page 4-13 that no UXO should be present
in--n-d T1-south of the firing line.

page 4-42 1
A complete EIS on the depleted uranium at JPG has just started with
the pre-scoping meeting. How can the Army begin to consider makinq
a recora of decision as to the disposal of JPG when a consideration I
so larqe as the risk to health and human safety posed by testing
100,000 kilograms o epleted uranium has yet to be 'determined.
This Is unacceptable. The Army cannot contemplate any disposal
action until after the environmental impact of this past use of JPG
and potential risk to human health is evaluated and agreed on by
all concerned parties.

Even in the brief narrative provided in the DRAFT EIS, no mention
is made of potential migration of depleted uranium.,5

Page 4-47
Another discussion of deleted uranium that does not address (
migration by aiT Or ingestion by anisals/people.

Page 4-48
Last paragraph discussed -wtlands and the potential to impose
restrictive coveziants to protect them. The DRAFT EIS should
address how wetlands will be identified and why restrictive (
covenants mlgftt be necessary since federal legislation exists that
provides protection of wetlands. I
Page 5-1
The No Action Alternative Disposal Alternatives are unacceptable. 3
Page 6-3
The No Action Alternative is unacceptable.

Page 5-4
5.3.3. Should address the fact that No Action will not allow for
reuse and the creation of now jobs. g

I
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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
of the area north of the firing line. We find it difficult to
comment on or to imagine how the Army can make a disposal decision
without the consideration of the long-term environmental
consequence of JPG's concentration ot UXO. We feel such an
analysis is necessary to assure the comunity will not be eXposed
to long-term health risks.

Also under this section the encumbered alternative notes that
generally land use would not change. The Army has to coma to terms
within the EIS that nearly 50,000 acres will be removed frOm a
regions economy forever. The impact of this loss is immeasurable.
The economic factors are enormous and will plague this region
forever. Yet no where is this spelled out clearly in the NIS. For
the general public, reader, reviewers and decision-makers, this
needs to be clearly spelled out and addressed. The NIS should
clearly point evaluate the long-term economic iqact associated
with neatly 50,000 being a void 21 long-term liability to the
region. It will continme to increase local/regional commuter and
transportation cost due the size and location of facility. without
addressing this issue in a manner that will be understood fully by
the general public this &IS document misses the entire
environmental issue that citizens affected by the reuse and
disposal of JPG face.

5.4.2 first paragraph, last sentence needs to be explained in
greater detail as to what is being conveyed on the paxt of the
preparer. Of course remedial action would delay developtent, but
that is appropriate and reasonable to assure public health anct
safety concerns are met. There is no reason for such a statement

to appear herein.

Page 5-13
The siddle of first paragraph indicated that considerable
inveastment of Azmy resources would be required to eliminate tae
remedial acetion.wncubrances. Who cares? The Army caused the need 10)
for remodiatlon and thy should be held accountable. This sentence
is unnecessary and should be withdrawn.

1Road crossineg over stream is referenced several times throughout
the docuelt. Details as to how surface water quality is effected Qby suchl use sh•ould be docimented -herein.

3 Page 5-14

I
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First paragraph say! cleanup of UXO would have adverse impact to
public healtfl because of detonation of UXO as part of the cleanup. I
Is the coumunity to imply that they have been exposed to a public
health risk for 50 years while JPG has been in operation. This is
a significant statement and if accurate may be cause of a health
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 government activity that threatened human
health.

This section Should provide analysis as the risk to human health
for the UX0 to stay and deca and is constituents componts to ( •
migrate into soil and water.

5.4.5 states that Costs associated with management of utilities
could frustrate econnmic development and have long term adverse
impacts on socioeconomiC conditions. How can anyone make such a
statement. This statement must be remOVed from the text.
Availability•Of infrastructure is key to providing economic
develoIment opportunities. JPG utilities provide positive
development factors.No one hmm said or proven that the comunity
cannot manage the JPG utilitieS. "

Page 5-18
5.4.14 third paragraph indicates that a remedial investigation is
occurring in study area 1, the wildlife refuge area north of the
firing line. It this is so the Community is not aware of2 this
activity and need* to infaore.

Page S-31
5.6, fifth paragraph states the need for working together. This is I
not the case. Developeont and reuse could take place by the
actions of individual counties.
Page 5-32
5.7 should provide data as to wh&t Income level constitutes low-
income Populations.

Also it is impossible to mAke a stat•et•e that JPG does not create
an ad,~ers health rih of nirig line has
been iitiaten , evaluation of the depleted uranium has been
completed by the Nuclear Regulator? Commission and the EPA and IDEM
have not concurred on aM ArMy environ6mntal documents to date.

0
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This concludes the commentS of the Jefferson Proving Ground Local
Redevelopment Authority on the DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
FOR REUSE AND DISPOSAL OF JPG.

3 Any questions reqarding thi comments can be directed mty office
812.273.5230 or Bob Grewe at 812.265.4769.

I Sincerely,

Wilmer E. Goering, I
Attorney, Jefferson Count ,IndianaI

I
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1ay 15, 195•.s-

may av, 1deo-Envmronrnntal I
Ja~mes Uivdeon Council
U.5 Army M1toriel Coemiand
500 ZliSenhuaer Ave. 3
Alexandria, VA 2233i-0001

3.3: Draft mnvironmental Impact Statement for Disposal and
Reuse of Jefferson Proving Ground

Dear Mr. Davidson:

Following are the comflenta of the Zoomier znviconmental Council on I
the DEIS for the disposal and reuse of Jefferson Proving Ground-

Porent of bDl (7)
REC objecte to the generic nature of the DEIS and belisvms it is
not consistent with the irements of the Wational Rnvironsental
Policy Act that provide that an environmental impact statemnt will U
be a "detailed statement" on the environmeantal effects and
alternatives to a proposed action. Instead, the DEIS analyzes
categories of actions such as encumbered or uttwncumbered disposal
and three levels of reuse "iuiteiity.' I
Theee generic categories were used even though more sp•cific
disposal/reuse options were well-known and likely to be the final
outcom. In the DBIS the Army declare* that the reason for the E
generic nature of the reuse analysis is dli. to thsir limited
control over reuse activities once the Army lives up the land- Yet
in reality, one rouse option. the national wildlife ref ug, is
totally within the Army*& control according to the disposal "
sOreeninl parocess got forth by statute.

Second, the Army has prematurely decided, prior to the conclusion,,
of the SIS process, that certain lands will noo bc included in the E
wildlife refuge by making a surplus decision on these lands on
March 9, 1995, twen•ty-two days before the release of the D081, and
months before the Record of Decision will be completed. Zn fact, I
for at least one of the reuse options, the disposal deceision will
determine the reuse activity. Again, this in the wildlife refuge
option. necause of this and the other deficiencies of the OSx, a
the document will become what is specifically prohibited by the E
143PA requlations: an after-the-fact justification of a decision
already nAde (40 CPR lS02.2).

One of the purposes of an RIS is as a disclosui e document; to U
provide the mosc complete level of information to the dcieoionnaker
,and, the p-blic so that a well-informed decision on proposed actions
can be made. On thle point the D0Z3 fails completely Much more
information wa, available to the Aro han appeared in the DUIS
This information consisted of additional biological informatio • I
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from the IDNk and the US FeeS; from the economic otudies done for

the JPG kDO; and from information on the pubJic land and recreation
situation J.Ai Indiana provided by NEC. Had all this information
been fully presented in the 091S, the Army and the public would3 have a much more informed analysis of the merits and drawbacks of
each proposed disposal/reuse option.

Moce discussion on these topics will occur in the following
SacLionw of or commnts.

AlteanatLvee
As noted asbho, -the generic nature of the disposal and reuse
alternatives diminishes the effectiveness of the DEIS. This is a
particularly impotLant deficiency of the bRIS given that specific,
and lixely reuse eptions were available tor analysis. Theme
options include; 11) the national wildlife refuge; (2) the J31Iegional Development board's plan and its components: agriblusiness
parks, a solid waste landfill, road expansion, commercial
devwlopment, and the operating engineers training center. Each of
theme alternative@ will create site-specific environmental impacts
or benefits, specific economic impact& or conslderatione, and
social impacts. Despite the exlitence of these known reuse
o•tcOmes, the DN!S contains vezy little discussion, analysle, or
comzparison of them. This does not at all qualify as the *rigorous
exploration and evaluation of all reasonable alternative* required
by ONPA (40 CVlE 1502.14).

Examples of ulte-spucific issues that have not been fully
ccn isdered are:
(11 the sevironmental innets of the various development proposals
for Parts o Jf "G. These include the impacts of a ribasinese-type
developm nt In northern end of 310 on water quality, vegetation,
wildlife, aod voila; the impicts an soils, water, vegetati , air
quality, road*, and adjacent property values of a regional solid
waste landfill; the impact, of comercial develop mnt or heavy
equipment training on wetlands and vegetation; the impact* of road
reconstruction or widening on water quality, vegetation, and
wildlife.
(2) the envr nmental and economic imacts of cleanup activitie.
related to the various rodovelonmnt possibilities. What level ofZ-1anup of UXO, for *x ~qle, is necessary for the developominz of au
agribusiness park, or a landfill.
(3) the suitability of JPG lands for various reuse options, such as
commercial dovml"rmnt or a landfill. Zs the land, given its
geological conditions or the presence of UKO or hazardous waste,Iuitabie for a particular development project.

affected Oa.iommeat
*The discusse.on of the affected natural and socio-econoaic
anvirurunxiLt of the 31G region vas extreimely cursory, given theavailability of much more information on theme subjects.
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in particular, there ua little discussion of the regional (D
landscape from an ecological standpoint. This discussion should
have included more than just a description of existing public land
units and a qeneral outlilne of surrounding land uses. Both the
reports from the 10"m and the U.S. Fish and wildlife Service
described the Importance of large and diverse naturai areas in the i
luwvr midwCet, given that so much land is in private hands and
developed to om extent.

No discuasion oacutrs on the biological value or regional abundance
.t the watlands resource, mature hardwood forest, or high-quality
strzems at jPG. These natural communities are all rare in the
lower miid.rst. rho size of the hardw•od forest at JYG is very.iynific€itt regionally. Large intact forest is Increasingly
recognized for its importance as successful habitat for forest-

dwelling wildlife including interior dependent migratory birds.

Indiana has a very limited public lend base constituting about
three poercent of the total land area in the state. Demand for
outdoor recreation opportunities is high, and several large urban
populations are within one-day's drive of southeastern Xndiana-

The discussion of GeooIM On 13&49 4-24 does nor discuss _the 14DTorosence of karat features such as the caves which exist at .-g.

Earlier studies on JPG and the regional economy, including the
Kason end Hanger Ueport and the Rameer, Siler, George Associates
study contained much mre information on the regional economic
circumstances and the relative impotance of JPG to regional socio-
economic conditions. Particularly important in their discussions
and to the outcome of the JPG disposal process is the issue of
demand for and availability of land. This single issue will be a
priMary determinant of whether development of JPG produces the
predicted economic tenef ta obs created, etc. Aet it receives
virtually no discussion in the DRIS. As as noted an these earlier
reports, there is an "abundance of land" in the JPG region
available for the types of development proposed by the RDM reuse

plan. Given the environmental, coot, and safety issues connected
witb redevelopment of JPG versus this development occurring on
lands outside the proving ground, the projected economic benefit.
of JPG development are highly suspeot. Yet this issue is neglected
in the DAIS. The analysis that does occur on pages 5-22 and 5-23
is oversimplified and incomplete. Projecting that high intensity
redevelopment of J7G would produce a 73% increase in jobs over the
present employment level (page 5-23) for the entire region is
wildly speculative given all the economic factors at work.

The affected environment at JPG includes the sianificant issues of
unexploded ordnance, hatardou3- ast*, and deplctcd uranium. The
n.TS d.a.cusslon of these potential contaminante, their cleanup (
relationship to development activitieso and future =onitorgi5 o1
environmental quality are extremely limited. There is no

31



I
!

jiscuaion of the controveryv over the claseificatior, of unexplaoded5 ordnance as a non-haszardous waste.

Znvirosentsl and Socio-9eono•Lc Cossequences
The charta and limited telt that compare the impacta of generic
alternatIvea do.es not allow the public to compare the marite of thw
various specific reuse options that are likely to occur.
Specifxcally, impacts are redbeed to three possibilities --
beneficial, adverse, or significant adverse. This cursory analysis
taii, to describe or compare the real severity and scale of theSimmaLu rrup the vwasou. ,umse options.

The comparison of only three reuse -intensities- in thie section
inappropriately lumps together rouse activitice that could hQve
very dissiailaz lmpaots. For example, residential development,

!omunity parks, golf courses, and preaervz.. are categorised all a.
low intenmsty' reuses. yet these activities can have

slgnificantly disparate taipects, particularly on biological
rumourcee. we question the validity of using land use p-lanning
intensity standards to categorize and compare the environmental.
impacts of various davelopment or preservation reuses.

On pjae 5-27, the *Geology, Soils, and Topography" discussion of
high intensity direct impacts has no discussion ofthe effects of
agribusiness development in the northern parcels of JPG_

On page s-2, the ,iological Resources- discussion of madima and
igh inýtensity reuses is wholly inadequate. *wiith virtually no

Lsaon he scale or signifJcance of the effects of
development in theae areas. In particular, there Fe no
ackn-ov1edgement of the presence of high.quality natural communitimeI that was documented by the IDlR Inventory of March 1993.

On page 5-31 in the 'Mitigation' section, the discussion of adverse
impacts to biological resources io virtually meaningless. These

_mpate Include move than degradation of surface water* or forced
relocatio~s. Again, the failure to address the regional
iNia. ioa no of 3P a or the -ct, of_,abitat loss and3IEW1sentation make thianalyi baly useful.

This section contains no discussion of social controversies that
may arise over proposed reuse options. lu particular, citisen
obje-Lione have already been expressed to several of the JVG pos's
preferred reuse plan components, including the agribusines3 p.•rks
at the northern and of the proving ground and the solid waste
landfill. noise, odor., increased traffic, and lowered property
valuem are all socio-economic factors with potential for
contzove*iy related to these developments. The most likely tenant'
being considervd for tho agribusiness park, the egg-leying
facilities, has generated a great deal of public opposition.

!4
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Unav.idable A-verse Envir.eamntal InpactelirreverJble or
irretrievable Citments of R&MoUr•osI
The li-mited nature ot thesn discussions on pages 5-33 and 5-34 are
sywptomatic of the document's failure to irsclude all available
information and in particular, reasonably foreseeable outcomes fromj• •
the proposed rIuse options. We disLpute the assertion that the / U
act..Os undertaken by non-Army entities are not presently well
enough defined to make estimates on certainties that the empacts
,would occur. - -- tEA requ.rVes mre" than only an evaluation of I
cartain outcomes, and the Army's LAnistence in refusing to evaluate

the impacts of specific reuse options that are reasonably
foreseeable though not guarant•ed serves to invalidate the entire
analysis-

In fact, the disposal decision made at JPG wijU represent an
irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources if it chooses
to dispose of certain parcels of land that are also included in theproposed wi;ldlife refuge boundaries. The surplusing of pa~resi

announced on March 9, 1995 incLcatea that this decision has Already
heen made.

Other lesa08
Given the specific ailitary real estate disposal and screening
process net out by federal law and regulation, we on what
authority the ArM? is using to withhold the tran r of the 53r 0OQ23G
acres M requested by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on March
28" 1994.

As recognised in the DE!S, a princ1ipl goal of MEPA is to assure
that fedearal agencies makeo :o=n and inforAme decisions bamed on
th, available inforimation and a full consideration of the -likeiy
impacts. poeltive and negative, of their decision. The 4affarson
irovin9 Ground anvironmantal impact statment in its present form U
will fail to achieve that goal. On the other band, an BZS that 3
fully looks at the reasonably likoly reuse outcomes, that coparea
thhoice bbetwen a wildlife refuge or a hage-Da of
develoement proposal n am the land north of the firing li"e that

nlyse. the soots and imacto of these davsilant proposais and
the lIkelihood they would aver occur given the presence of 010, the
safety and liability issues, and the need for this JPG land, the

only sound decision that could result is the transfer of the I
reqaested 53,000 acres to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service for a
neAt:onaZ. illidfje refuge. This is the action sUpparted by the
0oosier invironumntel Council.

Nat'aral b~a~s )ollcy Dixector
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Save Th. %all -v and the Hoosier Environmental Council have

alreadv -nrrs8d their concerns concerning the JPG environmental

I :t.4t m.n ;..-.er, . mention of the ETS and its lack of soecifiritv

, n..n-f-d-raI land oninerq. orivat& land owners and their

' sJrn s 'r ao r7a! friends nwd be addressed at this time.

3 Ininmherei disoosal suggests that the Armv has formulated a plan

tn considr ,---rtain enriumbranres on certain owners facing a condition

.f transf'-: ýhp Arm." suggests it may be able to control these

enrumhrsn,--• and scrordintIv their environmental impacts.

Th. Armv authnrizes that mitigation of imoacts would result in

I reuse nf ýhe ,IPG land and beyond the control of their authority. The

FIR s ts mars that future owners could take.- include exercise

3 f sound discretion, the land use olanning and infrastructure

develonments. It. quaests adherence to deed restrictions and

enforcement ,f zoning. substantial decision regulations and building

nermits.

However. the Army. to our knowledge. has never aooroached

Jefferson rountv zoning authorities regarding oroper classification

and zoning of the land South of the firing line. Also. there is no

Mention that the Army has aoproached Ripley County and Jennings County

reRarding their comorehensive zoning plans for the area North of the

firing line.

Sn hnu dneA nronnnod action analyzed in the EIS concern itself

trrnnrrlv ith the dainnsal of the entire JPG facility' The EIS

I Mggests that reuse ýf the installation of future occunants is beyond

I ý dir.ot r..-,.rr:l -f t rmv. The Armv acknowledge% that mitigation

-f imna4-• "hirh reslt from reuse %re heyond its control and

3 hnri Thi rse the Arm.- ,-nniders an indirect imoact.

I



The Army recognizes CERCLA requires that all Federal property

transfers sperifv any release. storage or disposal of hazardous

materials at the site alone with a description of the circumstances

andi any rpeaonsp taken. Covenants are renouired for nropertv transfers

from the Fedpral anvernment to orivate non-federal entities that

invnol% nronert.v which had been the site of storage. release or

diano'sal of hazardniis materials. These covenants must warrant that

np(-Pssarv remedial action has been taken and that if additional

rpmediation is needed, it will be conducted by the Federal government.

What assurance do the neoole of Jefferson. Riolev and Jennings Countv

have that the Federal government will remain in charge?

The encumbrances are identified as unexploded ordinance (UXO) and

denleted uranium (DU). After twenty-five (25) years the Army suggests

that the outlving parcel intended for community development would be

burdened with a reversionary clause favoring the Fish and Wildlife

Service.

Why not just transfer the oropertv North of the firing line to

the Fish and Wildlife Service so that no maior liability decisions

need be faced bv any non-federal land owner or by private individual

land owners who receive title from the Federal government. The

reversionary clause could have an effect on a counties' land use

dprisaons respnecting undeveloned parcels and may be in conflict with

the Fish and Wildlife Services reversionary interest.

Discussions have occurred between Save The Valley's attorney.

Thomas Dattilo. and the Jefferson County zoning attorney and zoning

officials that suggest Jefferson County ma" consider pursuing zoning

classification for that nortion of JPG that exists within Jefferson

cou-ntv. Jennings and Rinlev Count.v should, in our ooinion. do the

samp and commence zoning regulations and renuirements for their

.,iintie,' nort ions of JPG: 7oning nrovides for orderly and olanned

I
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I
growth within a county and must be done before transfers of any real

E estate narcels are made between the Federal government and the

re•pective counties.

The Fish and Wildlife Service and their rights and interests in

the JPG facility should also be considered by the zoning authorities

of the resnective counties: in this manner orderly and planned growth

hust might he acrnmnlished. Tts a pitv the government didn't think of

this significantly enough to direct the respective counties to act in

the counties' best interest.

-Also. if narcels are transferred to orivate land owners, and if

7oning is not accomnlished beforehand. the populace surrounding JPG

i ill suffer substantial oroblems. most likely environmental hazards.

Tn connlusion, if the counties fail to zone JPG. fiture

generations can have no assurance of any nroper planned growth or any

safety for the business inviti-s or the surrounding JPG pooulace from

unexploded ordinance and depleted uranium.I
Dated: lnril 25. 1995 On Behalf of Save The Valley

I Thomas M. Dattilo
Attorney
311 East Main Street

Madison. Indiana 47250
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SAVE THE VALLEY, INC.

April 25, 1995

U.S. Army Materiel Command, ATTN: AMCSO
5001 Eisenhower Averane
Alexandria, VA 22333-0001

ATTENTION: Mr. James Davidson

SUBJECT: COMMENTS REGARDING THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
STATEMENT CONCERNING THE DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF THE JEFFERSON
PROVING GROUND

Dear Mr. Davidson:

Save the Valley, Inc. is a not-for-profit cwAroamental organization with members resding
primarily in Southeatern Indiana and Northern Kenucky- The great maority of our membership
resides within a fifty mile radius of the Jefferson Proving Gro•nd.

This reidency pattern vests our orgaazabio with an inem ri&ls to make omea
reardiW the DEIS. You will find ourliminay comnnets emdow& We expect that
additiondl comm will be made represeai• our poitoe

We hope that our commets win be given due consideratio in the uimate disposibion of
the Jefferson Provn Grmund.

Sincery,

Richard HilM
Presiden

P.O. Box 8 3. Madison, IN 47250
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1
I COMMENTS REGARDING DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL

IMPACT STATEMENT CONCERNING DISPOSAL AND
i REUSE OF THE JEFFERSON PROVING GROUND

IINTRODUCTION
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 JPG.

i CONTINUED MONITORING

One of our main concerns involves the question of continuation of monitoring for possible health
and safety risks 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.

We do appreciate the danger inherent in any major clean up efforts (due the presence of UXO) in
areas north of the firing line. Therefore, continuous monitoring seems to be an acceptable
alternative, at least from what we can tell at this time.

This is of special concern in ad 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 necessary to
ensure that migration of such contaminants through the soils to ground and surface waters is

3 The fact that Big Creek rum right through the DU Impact area gives rise to a mnmber of possible
echasm for m ti of DU outside the immediate impact ar This ias of particular

to people outside the JPG borders who livre on and otherwise use this creek fbr purposes sich asIfishig, recaton, waterig livestock (either purposely or by chance of livestock wandering ito
the creek, etc.). For these reasons, we recommed samling not only water and soil, but also
biolki nhabitas that muld conceivably cry the cortammiants away from the immedi e

We do umderstand that there is to be a separate EIS for the DU area and these concerms will be
expressed during that proces l. However, this prei• DEIS does address the disposal and
reuse of the entire JPG. The currem DEIS also identifies depleted uranium as an encunmbrance to
be considered. Thus, we wished to address this concern now.

I
I
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THE WILDLIFE REFUGE PROPOSAL

Preservation of JPG as a wildlife refuge offers a unique opportunity for this part of the country. m
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 wil not list here all of the na and historic features that are worth preservin as theseare i
quite extensive, already very wel known, and thoroughly described in other documents. We
recommend referencing the DEIS for further information on these features.

OTHER PROPOSED USES NORTH OF THE FIRING LINE

There is much discussion of us other than the wildlife refuge for areas north of the firing line.
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 believe that there are ample areas of opportunity for development lying outside JPG or south
of the firing fine. There seems to be a number of deve/opment minded persons wishing to turn
lead (or in this case, UXO riddled land) into gold. It seems obvious that any future use of even
moderate intensity would require substantial clean up efforts to remove UXO. A direct quotation
fiom the DEIS tes: qDue to istorical practices at the JPG, unexploded ordnance (UXO) may
be found anywhere north of the firing lihe (p. 4-40).

Additionafly, UXO cleanup co estimates listed in the DEIS give figures as high as $87,624 per
acre in foested areas ($58,977 per acre in bare land areas). Is this land really worth that mch?
Is there not other uncontaminated and that could be had for conaidera less? ft is true that
these amre the high, worst cawe figures, However, as we all have often erieaced, anything that
can possibly go wrong, wil go wrong and wua coats often fr exceed prected ones. i

It is also that developers would not directly pay these cleamup cost& However, they are true
coasM whether they are paid by devellopers or by our tax dollars.

A vey credible source of opinion comes from many f6iends, neighbors, and reatives who have
worked at JPG for many yes. At many of the meetings concerning the JPG cJosure, as wel 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.

I
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UNfTED STATIES ENVIOMUENTAL PROTECTION A43ENCY
AE0ION 5

77 WEST JACK(SON BO0JI.VAF40
CHIiCAGO. IL W604-'3590
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Mr. Janes Davidson
U.S. Amy Nateriel Command
ATTN: AXSCO
5001 ZEisenhover Avenue
Alexandria, VA 22333-0001

RI: Draft Znirormantal impact Statement for the Disposal asd
Reuse of the Jefferson Proving Ground, Xadison, Indiana

Dear Mr. Davidson:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Invironwental Policy Act, and Soctimo 309 of the Clean Air Act,
we have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact StatemeAt (DEIS),
dated February 1995, for the disposal end reuse of the 3effeorson
Proving Ground, located in Kadison, Indiana.

our review of the DRIe has resulted in a rating of 00-2. N The
"s0, indicates that, based upon Our review of the information
provided in the DEIS, there are significant environmenMtl impacts
that should be avoided in order to adequately protect humansi and
the emnxoiament. owevez, Vs feel that the potential for adverse
impa4ct to both humansae and the environment could be avoided by
providing additional protective measures in the final 22s.

The "3" in the rating indicates that the DZ8 doe" not fully
contain sufficient information to tally assess envionamntIl
impacts and that additional information, data, *ra analyses
should be Included In the Final USI.

our specific omats are provided in the enclosure to this
letter. we would appreciate the opportunity to meet vith you
regarding thes comits . Alo, as you have already discussed
with Cswo Alexander, Of my Staff, we offer to review preliminary
drafts of the final 226 as they are developed, in order to help
ensure that our Issues have been addressed. Please contact Carol
at (313) $85-4344 to arrange future sootingS and document
reviews.

sincerely,

Shirley iýtchell, Chief
Planning and Assessment Branch
Planning and Kanagement Division

Eclosure
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5.5. spa MaG3o I
COJOUMS ON T"IIBFRInr&Y 195 DB11 103 mmRMlroMUO PRv GROUV"

The 7rz3 should provide detailed inforzation concerning the
following: 1) baseline anvirormntal conditions at 3PG,
including the dJi tion 1of parcels at JVG according to the
tandard seven LaeategosieS. 2) im-Acts and environmental

degradation associated with specific land use types regarding
reuse, 3) hazardous wastes at JIG. including the need tot further
investigations and necessary compliance actIvities, 4) public
safety, 5) property adjacent to J31, 6) vildlife ard unique or
high quality natural areas, and 7) mitigation of potential
impacts for each reuse scenario outlined in the DIIS.

1. S=ArM CLVU N V U -ThL CMIDITIOINS AT JPG AND PARCEL
DISIGUATION WIDER C=FA

In &eneIal, the DP3S does not fully disclose the environmental
baneline conditions at JPG. The ZX8 should provide thorough
information basl na conditions at JIG wi.hr rd to
hazardous 0aRt O# ilogical rogorea i ,n cud w NSWourcas.
yor example, there have been no investigations regarding baseline
conditions north of the Firmns Line (FL). The Irns should
include a description of remaining 1n@Meded ordnance (to=) and

,as there La the potential for contamination in I
the form of metals, explosives, herbicides, and uranium.

The Ful8 should also include a desariion of the o.sible
Vast , poduct, and degadtion ontituents that are possible
at the satire facility. This Information vi.i be necessar for (1)
remedial invosti ations. and inform the kublic of what Vi n
potentially be left in place with rogard to reuse scenarios.

rn general, the figures depicting maps in the DUE are not always
consistent when representing the different features at J3G. For I
example, Figure 4-9. devicting the Wetland Inventory Nan and
Fieure 4-10, depitng surface vater, do not shov the creeks with
the same detail or locatio6t. Naps that will be included In the
71Is should be checked tor consistency.

Also. Attachment C. a ma depicing arch olo icel aas, is a not
legible, and a new map should be ilded in the i$.

I
I
I
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The DZZS references the Knvironmerntal Baseline Study
(EBS)/Covaunity Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CMFA)
Retport. Hoverer, it should be clarified that concurrence has not (C)
boe given on Ahe !33 by our agency or the Indiana Departednt of
inyronmental Nanagement (IZ)zR) According to CURIA, Public Law
I*102-43, u.s.C. U ecCtion 9420(h), and DOp&rZent of Defense
policy, an CBS is required, and a revised =e which desiqnates
parcels unde seven dietinct categories must be siaheitted to the
regulatory agencies for reviev. Terefore. the 711S should
Indicate that the 04wrant US is a Pro•o&sed do6amt, as the
regulatory agencies wmy require parcels to be ranked differently
thn originally proposed in the current M35, based upon further
investigations.

In addition, it should be noted that the RCRA Facility
Aneseit. mentioed i DNS. is a final
report aid not a drat•.

II. ]n3wmOu3Iwm DWAcTs TO. LoD USs ?puS ASOCwZD

The 0118 should include an ahallis of a uixture ot high. medium,
and Iw reuse scenarios and associated envitonmental ipaicts.
The DZ S do" not thoroul1 decibe otent Id cts to1:1
PoC erty at JP. vIth r• rad to t* saecifieuse.scenarios.
ingreateone of a&s. lated IMe!ts from reuse should be analysed
in greater detail.

The 0312 states that, in many cams, land use cannot be knownI until an evner a•tually takes control of proparty. The ODS also
states that, based oan the specific reuse plans developed by other
parties, additionl environmental documentation may be necessAry.
The IriS should clarify mactly vhat eviromental documentation
vould be reMired of tutuze ,ov a since it is the Ur y

irea~wibliU of DW, under the. WeihllrrmwtlIoi•CARRO~~ibthe ationsl W ronwmnta MPO a
it. ! , id the lb and to a ea vith
M-f~i~ml nvtzol"ormemtal -••1• t -O = % ore oak-,k ntoTm*4

decisin8 goardq~ to avoro~rste remedial and rouse

activities,

The DZIS oonta ins statenents that there wil1 be no direct or
Indirect impacts to the environment due to certain rouse
intensity categories. The basis for determining that there will
be no directr indirect, or cumlative ipts to the environment
should be stated e fnforuation which serves as a basis for
these determinations should be include4 in the PEIS.

For example, Section 5.5.11 states that no indirect impacts aze
expected to occur to soils under the Low Intensity category,
however, there is no analysis or documentation to support this
statement.

I
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it should be noted that airport reuse is contingent upon Solid
Waste 1anagement Unit [SWMU) investigation&. Reuse of the
caetey must consider th& locations of ilolUs beaing nveatigated
and twi& v Mth reard to placement of graves.

Rouse as a reccll center yoUld be considered a SKU voeuld
need yosrectve action. Reuse as a wildlife refuge suet consider
t isl.cts on humans and vildilfe with regard to risks
associated WXO. left in place. With regard to UXO, reuse
decia _canot _e d atermined without further envirosenmtal
investigations and/ar extensive deed restrictions which have
accounted for worst-case seenarLoi.

The fact that reuse may include the transfer of land to new AcRA
Ovners/Operators should be addressed in the F7ZS.

The Y5I1 shloud also dicuss the need for a risk assessament to be
coMieatd for J•G•.n t en RZ1IP north of the FL. should (A
be developed and should address the yosaibility that the transfer
of DroMperM My nrot occur VitJout further inve4tigations.

It should be noated that reuse scenarios outlined in the DMIS say
not rearseent final reuse dsterminations at Ji.

It should also be noted that PA reaulations MMJV to the entire
facility and that new owners o oertore would be tub1ect to
compliance with ICMI. With regard to App*e x C, it Should be
noted that SM liability vill be transferred vith the lad&
obtained by U.S. IUS, and the Service Dust coMly with ACRA Iinterim status and future permitting requirements.

With reard to res as a -ildlfe ref the, h protection of
nublio Safety and vwldlife should be addressed concerning the
risXs LavelvixV UZO left in Ola"..
The r 28, 1924 roitt for transfer of excess real and

related property south of the firln' line by the U.S. YVS appgars
to be oUtdatod., It appears that U.S. MS is currently expressing
to the U.S. SPA that only property north of the firinW line will
be requested, according to the latest draft Concept Plan dated
1935. This change noeds to be clarified in the FIX$, and the
newest version of the concept Plan should be used. 3

I
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The Vro"sal for a National Wildilfe Refuge is not the current
Concept Plan. In order to comply with ACRA reguirements, we.
believe that general publicUSe i* not acceptable at this time,
minte rem-eial investiaatien ad a r2s2 assesasment have not been
pemr7-lod, AJso, the plan does not address tCMn compliance for
the regulated open detonation ranges. An, there may be future
impacts from the upcoming proposed Nunitions Rule, that may
restrict activities within the range areas, inclUding the bufferI Z@oes

With regard to Apedix D, the locaton of the agricultural
Leasing areas should be Identified on a sap. Also, the appendix

I does not reference RAM requiremente that are applicable.
Should agricultural crops be considered regarding reserve
parcels, risk assessments required by RCIA and CRRCLA must
consider food-chain impacts.

The F79$ should clari•y the fact that the recomaendatians used in
t.~e~ppedix64 not reflect both Federal and state3 recommendations as to activities ft the=e sites. The PSIS should

state that the information In this ap im is sub ect to change&

based on current CCIA end ACM =nvestigatieWs.

U The DIM8 states that the Indiana SHPO has recommended that a
historic preservation consutant be retained to determined which
buildings should be included in the historic district. !be FTs
should state hethe a consultant vill be retained and how this "-'

consultant vill be alloyed to omplete this assessment with
reow&d to reuse Activities.

11I. RAZARDOUS U•KkIA5 INgUi&rTIog

The DMIS does not analyse beth current and future ipatst of
exsisting gAO with -reAgga t the biological resources at JPG.
Cleanup activities proposed appears to be focused solely on human
rouse activities at 3 and does net thOughly account for
biological resources.

The "MXS should include a schedule of on-goinq remedial3a-tvities planned or reasonably anticipated in the future.

Jsesoe-•to hainind l ateils should be disuosed of in a landfill
licnsned to handle such materials.

WVith regard to Clean Air Act (CAA) conformity, the DZzS states in
Section 5.8 that no information has come to light that the
proposed action (disposal of JPG) would cause classification or
the local air quality district as being in a non-attainment
status or otherwise constitute a violation of Section 176(c) of

i the CAA.

I
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In addition, the DEIS States in Section 5.S.10 that no impacts
are expected under the Nigh, Medium, and Low reuse categories.
The 731$ should state how these conclusions were determined. The
use of air modeling can aid in the assessment of potential
Impacts. It is expected that most reuse activities vii imtpactr m
air quality to some degree. All potential air impacts Ko ardinq
reuse should be stated and asseised for each rouse scenar o
outlined in the 59S.

The mF1 should state how DOD rill ensure tat PC2 transformers
Vill e oitored for potentiaIl IeaL"X after base closure.

.Tbe ]1S should state whether contaminants are migratiL•
off-site, and should describe the nature of any contaminants.
including planned remodiea ac-tions.

With regard to data validation and Quell Assurance and Qali t y I
Control, the ]qmedial Investication (3!) dtes not have
concurrence from our agency and the Indi Denaý tmnt of
tnvirorakntal Xnagesent (lDER). Also, the agencies do not agree
Vith the deletion Of units based upon existing data.

Compliance with corectiv, action is not addressed in the DziI
and the oojen burning and open detonation units vere not
described.

A=eage in the TRIO should be modified to reflect property north
-of tJaft rL.

The : IS should Includ the p oll oin: 1) A description of past
act v vitide o *a t trafor ed at 2,
descr l"on of karst features mentioned in Section 4.12. 3) A
geologic Sap which includes crom-p-ections, exposed foriatons 6
4) A cwrent map (see Wius 4-4) deplati all units potentially 0
e~o~ee to contaMi n 5I A sma devicting current vell
Iocations, and 6) A list of tested muitions.

The DXI states that lead was Identified in surface water
samples. Data ingluding levels, sagMling dates, and locations
should be described in the flZS.

The MIS should identify natural levels of sulphur in the
viTcn ity of JW and determine whether sulphur levels at TG are
due to munitions.

Toe DZI$ states that there are "probable other locationes of
croundvater contamination. All potential areas of contamination
should be described in the FZ1S and indicated on a say. In
addition, the FZll should provide information regarding sampling
locations and assess the potential for uranium in groundwater.-

I
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permeability of the units should also be included in the FEIS.

The Air National Guard say be subject to the forthcoaing
smuitions WeI ln t-he 9 ;urs. Ttlo Guard say th ~phdL~ e

detonam r ina ([the Resource CosWervation and Recovery Act (j=
)reguCA lted unit), as that it is subiect to RCRAI permitting and closue requiremets.

With regard - o Section 4.10 of the DEISa if t1e open burning and
open d etonaton uaits yore peraited. RCR& vld re5ire aI (jk
assessents for those units and reuate missions roe them.

scan4.13.2 of the 0313 should &ascribe past use of the
grountdvter in the till, as there are many old vells north of the
#i'-J •lifne.

3 potential contamination sources ifclude tha munitions disposal
vellf. 1ToS MIS should gdfres@ th~e*& Potefttlll 4'ourCel.

Section 4.13.2 of the DCLI should also aedreos the torwt flov•,ondt~o A m• eow• 2jes~wt at thle tic-ifft, zt. is our
understs nq that a cave survey is currently being performed.

Intormation trot that survey should be included in the rlzX.

U WM!h resard to Fioqax 4-1,3 of the DRBI, the etat location of the

depletrd uranium (OJ) range conflicts vith the topoxgraphic map3 for the facllity.

The DIMS should spectiy that the D0 range and landfill is also (j3 ~regulated as a MWO wnder SCRA

we recomead that the mp labeled Fg1re 4-12 n the D•LI be
Updaed after the Completed search rea istor cal arch vms.

I Withrecardto Scot ion 4.14.3 of the 0213. a dec~inof the
method Upon which the cost estimates were calculated a!d What,
speci:fcally is included in those costs should have beanI included.

Section 4.14.3 of the DIIS should have addressed the need for S
obtainina a &C.&A permit for the &reatant of MXW. Section 4.13.2
of the DITS should desaribe grnundvater investiaI'onm required
under RCRA for the OBIOD units and corrective a= .on.

Section 4.x4.1 of the Oi1s should have inclluded a description of
RCIA corrective action.

I
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Once the historical archive search I. completed. a new list of ( 1
svwus should be evaluated based on a covqleted search.

According to the DZS, it appears that UXO north of the firing
line Viil remain. Please be advised that we have not determined
whether that will be the remedy for the facility and that removal
of some or all portions of UXO contaminated areas may be reqiried
in the future. The Ym[$ should indicate that a final decision
has not been dGtentmined.

with regard to Section 4.15 of the 011S the statemant that there
is no contamination of surface water or groundwater due to
depleted uranlum, may not be accurate.

Chaper S of the DZ1S should have addressed RCSA hazardous waste
treatment or disposal.

The Counity Reuse Plan (CRP), located in Appendix a of the
Dais. does not address RCRA .and CEICLA jopliac under reuse
scenarios. It should be noted that now ownermrs are able for
Corrective Action associated with the creation of any noe SwusU.

with raXrd to the proposed M30 research center, should any
cleOp/ emdiation take place, the center would be subject to

.W•A reulmations.

The location of any recreational activities described in the €.P,
should be located.a safe distance from the RC euRIcaated
open burning grounds area until th•t site is clean closed.

Reuse of the airfield, per the CR., Vill das4ed on the results of
the RL2I3 "Vnvestigation. There are several areas at t" airport, 4
Il"I•the th naeye, which are currently wuder Investigation.

The Gate 19 landfill should be monitored for ai atinu.
ainant, Also, any la'ndfills that my bave had hazardous

wastes disposed of (e.g., ash from incinerators that burned small
ammuiition) should reqpire long-term monitoring.

in addition we have several comments on the information
contained in ADpnidix G and they (in the order that they appear
in the OiS) are as follows:

JPr-06: The text should include the fact that this is & RCRA
regulated unit, seeking closure. This unit is proposed to be U
separaied out or the PI/7S. I

I
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IJPG-1S: This unit is regulated by the RCUA Subtitle 0 programimplemented by Indiana Department of 2nvironsontal Management(JOCK). Also, asbestos has been placed in the landfill.

S JPG•-7: The text states that waste oil is stored in this active
tank and tat no further action is planned. Clarication should
be given with regard to whether this is a JtCMA regulated tanX

I needing to g0 through closure.

JPG-36: Please clarity whether the term *stoddard solvent" is
actually 'standard solvent-" Also, the statub of closure should
be specified, and wthether there has been a certification approved
by ID=.

I.11-50: Please state what authority this was closed under.

JPO-S4: The text should indicate whether closure ot those units
Is required urde. TSCA.-

33r0-47: A list or vast** disposed of in this unit should -be
included.

1 .1P0-S: Should this mnit be transferred, a sewer Integrity test
say be required to evaluate whether the photo lab materials
leaked into the sail.

310-50: The text should state that the unit is requlated by the
clean Water Act or other applicable lava.

I jpG-6O: The temxt should state whether the vaste analysis has ever
verified that the material is charact*rized as hasardous waste.

3 30G-61: Please clarlty whether the toer -steel contaninatoe• is
actually asteel eentaioment.• Based on the RcA& Facility
inspection, the area nee"s soe basic clean up.I-
J37-63: A sewer integrity test should be performed to determine
whether cyanide and silver wastes did not migrate outside the

n drains or sear.

1rn-a4 and 310-86: The text Should indicate whether these units
are go day storage areas. Also, the Vaste type, unit type, and
accumulsation time should be addressed.

JVG-16: The text should state the period of operation of this3unit.
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J1G-23: The text should indicate that this is a RCRA regulated
unit. -

JpG-38: Please clarify vhat was the used &otor oil. Also, please
specify whether a vaste analysis can be provided.

JPO-S2s The text should indicate that this In a RCRA regulated
generator accumulation area. I
IV. PUSLIC SA7WT

The security function, provided under the Directorate of Lay
Enforcement and Security, in an extremly important component at I
•G, due to the potential for threats to public safety from UXO
areas. The D018 states that a mutual aid agreement exists with
the City of Madison. the surroundina munieipalities, and the ,jAU
Xndiana State Police. The r=13 should state whether this
agreement will be In effect after base closure prior to property
being conveyed to now ownlers.I

The IRIS should also state the mamter in which DOD will ensure
security at JPG. A detailed security plan should be included in
the FZ11.

The DEIS states that more than 43 Miles of Chain link fence
tomned vitJ barbed vire surrounds the Perimeter of 3PC. The 7219 (U
should state whether the fence will be maintained after base
closure.

fev r•ods built will at J@ vill require security fencaes and DOD
must ensure compliance with security requirements for regulated

The DRXI should provide a detailed description of what is meant
by controlled access.

The DXZS should also provide a description of any accidents -
involvLn@ human recreational use and VXO that have occurred at

With regard to the addendum to the CUP, should East/west
corridors be created, fencing must be Installed to restrict
access to UXO areas.

I
I
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v. ADJACXrX PROPIWTIES

The FIXS soould provide a list of all Properties that are
iomediately adjacent to JPC. The FElS should describe activities
taXing place on bordering properties (e.g., construction, vater
or air emissions). In addition, these properties should be

. visually inspected and information regarding the presence of
environmental degradation should be described in the FZIS. Any
descriptions of environmental degradation should include whether
IPG Is/was a potential source or whether activities on bordering
properties may impact property at JG. Potential impacts to 3PG
should be addressed vith regard to reuse scenarios in the FErs.

I IV. WILDTIFE AM • I GH QUALM? NATURAL ARZKS

In order to comply vith section 7 of the ndangered Species Act,
we recomend that anY activities rqardian the closure and rouse
of JIG, incl.dinj •those activitie, associated vith environmental
investigations and oImpliance. having the lqtential to affect
proposed or listed- threatened and endangered spicies be
coordinated vith the U.S. Tish and Wildlife Service. BlocaIlmton
'F'iold office (jS. 2pecifically, we recommend consh.1 tation vith
iWA-- protectr ' the Indiana bat, regarding activities occurring
within one-half mile of all *treams and tributaries an Ji1. in
addition, the potential for impacts to the Indiana bat occurring
off-site (both indirect and cumulative impacts) must be
considered In the F111.

Prior to the IslInntation of lease agreen. or.property
traI, Tfer, we recommen" that surveys for endangered species b.
conducted vhere t are is habitat associated vith these specie.
For e&aMPle, bald eagle6 are knovn to have utilized jPG.
survey@ for rest along large lake areas should be conducted

i prior to timber cuts in those areas.

Aooordiang to broeding bird suveyO Conducted at 3P4 (Appendix F
of the 0218), the base Is host to A large diversity of
neontroapical migratory birds (WIWa). In general, populations of
mnim species have declined in the Wideast. For many species of
XT15s, euieoeeUl reproduction is dependent upon forest interior.
Forest fragmentation creates additional forest edge, whereby
nests become prone to predation. The 7ZIS should address adverse
impacts to NTH. due to the pmeential of foest fragment.ion
from cause activities. The 7118 should also address the
potential tor cumulative iU&Cts to Wfl@ VPoulato1ns in the
Xidvest should forest fragmentation occur at JPG (e.g.. the
cizule~m varbler Is a Federal candidate species).

The D0IS also states that there are numrous Feral and State
listed plants occurring or having the Potential t1o occur at jp8.

V urvys for these plant species (e.g., the Federally oenangered
Running bufalo clover) should be conducted.

I



I'

-11- !

In addition. surveys for other species,. such as the Salaaander
usesl an~d HenslOW's s~arrov, both Federal candidate species

should be conducted prior to property transfer. We recoamsn
that you Coordinate these surveys with yWS and the Indiana 3
Department of Natural Resouarces.

VIz. ICTIGktION I
The DZS discueses jf al. Potential Mitigatiý e eas ures to

avoid o4 minimite ers Jacas to natural resources With
reagd to rese activities at 3RO;. H VOeer, the DEIS does not
provide a recomandations or affirmative statements that these

ititgation measures viii be imp~leanted. ,The XIS should
indicate under what aoeciiic conditions Vill mitigation measures
be utiltsed. Details Moncernnfg lpecific measures at .specifi
sites under-the various reuse scenarios should be provided in the
P215. Also, we recommend that mitigation should be implemented
in addition to encumbrances which are required by law.

V. recommend that the tollowing deed restrictions be incorporated
into any lease agreem•ats or property transfer doc•mants in order U
to protect the historic, cultural, and natural resources
currently at JIG. ge recogiise that there viii ne" to be
easesents to allow DOD and its contractors access to property to 3
implement cleanup activities.

We reco~mend that access restrictions be implemented to protect
the -blic from ham durins remedial actions. Also, we stlronly
recm~med that extensive deed restri 4ions be incorporated to

lmit aacce*s with r"egad to reuse activities north of the FL. In
adition, an intorzation/education plan should be developed and 3

icluded in Tbe MS in ordar to ineorm the public (in the
vicinity of M16) of restricted areas.

We also racommend that restrictions re9ar ding the existing small
aMs r,@e and landfill sites be implemented to preveht
inapprooriate reuse activities; including agricultural reuse and
any land modification Which would impact in-place remedies or
inhibit proper monitoring requirements.

Deed restritctons should include a 100-foot buffar around
wetlands to helo arevant degradation due to reuse activities.
OUGGeSt that you contact IWS for informatFiot n o otetinq the I

roohkery.3
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Deed restrictions should include a requirement that new owners
.contact FWS prior to implementing disturbance-related activities
takina place vithin one-half mile of all streams and tributaries
to 2ro tet, the existinA VouDlation of endangered indiana bats at

Deed restrictions should be utilized in order to protect historic
roperq ties! and ultural resources at JI.G maw ovners should

contact the state Historic Preservation Office (S3I")- should any
rouse activities have the potential to impact these resources.
Should areas which have the potential to contain these resources
not be surveyed prior to land transfer, nev owners should have
surveys conducted, In consultation with the SH)PO, to protect
important resources.

Motification in deeds should be provided with regard to the
transfer of any building. with asbestos-containing Wtateriale.

3 IAlso, prior to land transfer, deed restrictions should be
uitilixed to protect Federal and state listed plant peocies at '
JI?"

3 In addition. deed restrictions should be utilized for large
tracts of forested lands to prevent fragntation to help ensure
Succesaful re1r1duction of the numerous varieties or (ED3 populations Vhick nest at JIG.

We agree vith the determination in the DIIS that upor. transfer to
a non-federal entity of any property eligible for listir.g on the
nWational Register of Historic Places, DOD will include a
restrictive clause In the deed which prohibits ground disturbing
activities v•dtbot the iritten consent of the Indiana 8X9O.

I The FRIG should disause the use of encumbrnces reqgrdlnq the
applicAbility of 3C& to certain areas. Since XCRA recuira.
ce in .reglatory mandates an hoy the open burn • an/Ol
detonation inita will be Malvtainedt certmin uses of those sites
may be prohibited. klso, RCRA corrective action may result in
eIbrances on SMNU 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 the JPG.
The Comments to which these responses correspond are presented in Appendix H.

Six topics are predominant among the Comments received fom individuals, private organizations, and 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. Information 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 resulting from decades of use of the installation. As indicated-in section
2.2.3 and 4.14 of the EIS, 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 conceming the cleanup process. As additional data are gathered and evaluated, the Army will
continue to take appropriate measures protective of human health and the 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 north 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-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.

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 caretaker status that the
Army has used in this document is believed to provide useful information on how to proceed with dsposal. 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, 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 plan 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 24.1.

Appendix B demonstrates the array of possible reuses offered by the communities in the vicinity of the 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 the 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.

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 does 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.

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



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.

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; 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. The 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 (BRAC) Cleanup Team at the
JPG and actions will be documented in the B RAC 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.

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 EIS for disposal and reuse of the JPG. The Army recognizes 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.

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 of that agency,
useful strategies that may be employed effectively forDU 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 for failure of controls which have
not been formulated is premature.

Caves. According to the Jefferson Proving Ground Fish and Wildlife Management Plan September 1994, 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 cave 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, large 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 without 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.



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. It is within the discretion of the USFWS 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 the control of the Army.

8. Please see the discussion of Analytic Approach.

9. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

10. Please see the discussions of Hazardous Waste and Depleted Uranium.

11. 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 dted 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.

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 longer 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. Such 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.

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 cited species.

29. In response to a request for guidance by the JPG on June 8, 1993, the State Historic Preservation 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 any 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 National Register of Historic Places.

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 lilA of the MOA at Appendix 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 resources.

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.



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.

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.

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.

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 monitoring cannot be
precisely foreseen. Specific responses to encumbrances may have to be developed for each case.

44. 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. Figure 4-11 b 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 RI/FS, indicating that the studies pertain to hazardous waste sites
located south of the firing line. There is no need to further identify the RI/FS 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.

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, published 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 to 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 Analytic 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 and
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.

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 is adequate
and that the level of detail suggested exceeds what would be needed for the public's understanding of the
process discussed.



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.

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.

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 adequate 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.

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 to increase its market
value.

85. 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.

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.

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.

95. Please see the discussion of Depleted Uranium.

96. Figure 49 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 include 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 of 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 this obligation.

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 development 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



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 1 (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.

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.

109. Please see the discussion of Analytic Approach.

110. Please see the discussion of Level of Detail.

111. 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 suitability 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 all 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.

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 such 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.

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 to 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 in



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.

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.

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 UXO first among encumbrances identified in section 4.15. 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.

146. Please see Appendix C (as enlarged since publication of the DEIS) for further information concerning the
USFWS's request for transfer.

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 the regulatory remedial process occur.

150. The Army is committed to its obligations respecting historical resources, as set forth in the MOA included as
Appendix D. The Army has contracted for preparation of a Cultural Resources Management 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 analyses are based on intensity levels rather than specific land use proposals that may 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 with respect to them remain to be
determined.

156. Please see the discussion of Hazardous 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.



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.

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 concerning 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.

177. Please see the discussion of Hazardous Waste.

178. The Army agrees that final decisions regarding UXO have not been reached.

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.

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 4-11 b 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 19 Landfill.
Construction of the landfill cap commenced in June 1995.

186. Appendix G 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 Governor 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 UXO, from interference with ongoing remedial measures, or from exposure to other
potentially hazardous sites will be evaluated on case-specific bases. In understanding 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 to 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 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. 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



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 NTMB populations and has taken an active role in supporting
their continued viability. The Army does not believe that analysis of potential NTMB 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 with 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 that 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 in
the 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.

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.

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 JPG 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 relevant 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.




