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Final FONSI for the Central ls.me Facility 

PURPOSE 

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 

Environmental Assessment (EA) 
Central Issue Facility at 

Joint Base McGuire-Oix-Lakehurst (JB MDL) New Jersey 

MI~V 2013 

The purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a modern warehouse facility specifically designed for 
central issue operations required to support multi-service uniform requirements. 

The U.S. Army on JB MDL has prepared this EA lAW the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA: and Title 32. Code of Federal 
Regulations, Part 989, as amended, "Environmental Impact Analysis Process" (EIAP). 

Description of the Proposed Action 

The Proposed Action is to construct a medium-sized USAGE Standard Design central issue facility for 
operations required to support multi-service uniform requirements in the Dix cantonment area within the 
boundaries of JB MpL. The facility is required for the receipt, stock, issue, exchange, and turn-in of 
designated Organizational Clothing and Individual Equipment (OCIE} items to soldiers. 

Alternatives Considered 

Alternative 1 -Construct and Operate a Central Issue Facility on the Dix portion of JB MDL (Preferred 
Alternative). 

Under Alternative 1, the Army will construct a modern and efficient central issue facility near existing 
warehousing and storage facilities on Dix. The proposed site is specifically located within the industrial 
portion of the Dix cantonment area. The proposed site is considered a "greenfield site" which is an 
undeveloped site earmarked for commercial development or industrial projects and is bounded by Loop 
Street, Supply Road and Center Road. The northwestern portion of the proposed site extends slightly 
past Ramp Street. The central issue facility will be permanent construction with reinforced concrete 
foundations, concrete floor slabs, insulated metal panel and block walls, Styrene-Butadiene-Styrene 
modified bitumen roof, mechanical systems, electrical systems, and a sprinkler system. The facilities 
currently used for central issue faci lity operations will be repurposed upon completion of the Proposed 
Action, for similar storage functions. 

Alternative 2 - No Action Alternative. 

As required under NEPA and 32 CFR 989, the No Action Alternative (Alternative 2) is retained in this EA 
for comparative analysis. Under this alternative, JB MDL would not conduct the Proposed Action 
described under Alterative 1. The No Action Alternative equates with a "no-build" scenario whereby the 
project site would remain in its current condition. 

Summary of Anticipated Environmenta l Impacts Associated with the Proposed Action 

Based on the analysis in the EA, which is herewith incorporated by reference, I determine that no 
significant adverse effects are expected on any resource area as a result of the implementation of the 
proposed action. We will adhere to all installation management plans, policies and procedures. 
Furthermore, the project will adhere to several best management practices to minimize environmental 
impacts. Overall, the analysis in the EA indicates that the construction and operation of a central issue 
facility, as described under the Proposed Action, will not result in or contribute to significant adverse 
direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts to the resources in the region . 

Joint Base McOuire-Di-:-Lakchurst 
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Public Review and Comment 

The Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination -for Environmental Planning process associated with 
the preparation of the EA was conducted for 30 days, beginning 18 January 2013. The public and agency 
review of the Draft EA and Draft FONSI was conducted between 5 April 2013 and 6 May 2013. The 
notification of availability of the Draft EA and Draft FONSI was accomplished through publication of a 
legal Notice of Availability (NOA) in the Burlington County Times, the local newspaper that services the 
Dix region. A copy of the Draft EA and related documents were made available for public review at the 
Pemberton Branch of the Burlington County Library. All public comments received were addressed in the 
Final EA. 

Finding of No Significant Impact {FONSI) 

The Air Force, JB MDL has determined that the Preferred Alternative is Alternative 1 and that JB MDL will 
proceed with the construction of the central issue facility on Dix. 

I conclude that the environmental effects of the Proposed Action at JB MDL are not significant, that 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). is unnecessary, and that a FONSI is 
appropriate. The EA. prepared lAW NEPA, CEQ regulations, and 32 Code of Federal Regulations 989 as 
amended, is herein incorporated by reference. 

JOHN M. WOOD, Colonel, USAF Date 
Commander. Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

1 Attachment: 

Environmental Assessment 
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 

1.1 Introduction 
The United States (U.S.) Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) and U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) propose to 
construct a central issue facility (approximately 50,000 
square feet) on the Dix portion of Joint Base McGuire-
Dix-Lakehurst (JB MDL) in Burlington County, New 
Jersey (NJ) (Figure 1-1). This Environmental 
Assessment (EA) addresses the potential environmental, 
socioeconomic, and cultural impacts of this proposal at 
JB MDL. 

This EA has been prepared to document the potential for 
environmental impacts resulting from the construction 
of a central issue facility (the Proposed Action) on JB 
MDL.  This EA has been prepared under the provisions 
of, and in accordance with, the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 United States Code 
[USC] 4321 et seq.), Council on Environmental Quality 
[CEQ] Regulations Implementing the Procedural 
Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] 1500-1508), Army Regulation 200-1 
(Environmental Protection and Enhancement), 32 CFR 
651 (Environmental Analysis of Army Actions), and 32 

CFR 989 (Air Force Environmental Impacts Analysis 
Process).   

1.2 Purpose and Need 
The mission of the Dix area of JB MDL is to provide support to assigned and attached activities and 
support the training of active and reserve soldiers. The Proposed Action is needed to provide a modern 
warehouse facility specifically designed for central issue operations required to support multi-service 
uniform requirements.  The facility is required for the receipt, stock, issue, exchange, and turn-in of 
designated Organizational Clothing and Individual Equipment (OCIE) items to soldiers.  The facility is 
needed to support the Rapid Fielding Initiative, Army Combat Uniforms, Individual Chemical Equipment 
and climatic equipment requirements. 

Central issue operations are currently conducted in a World War II-era facility that is over 60 years old. 
Support posts are located throughout the facility making it inefficient for modern storage requirements.  
The overhead area is too low and the lighting is inadequate.  Sufficient space does not exist to fully 
support current pre-deployment and mobilization requirements. 

1.3 Scope and Content of the Environmental Assessment 
This EA evaluates the individual and cumulative effects of the alternatives with respect to land use, air 
quality, topography and soils, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, hazardous 
materials and waste, socioeconomics and environmental justice, infrastructure, noise, transportation and 
traffic, and human health and safety.   

Figure 1-1.  Location of JB MDL 
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1.4 Decisions to be Made 
The Army Reserve will decide on whether to implement the Proposed Action to construct a central issue 
facility or to continue to operate in an inadequate and inefficient facility that does not support modern 
warehousing requirements (No Action Alternative). JB MDL will decide whether or not to allocate the 
land for the project. If necessary, JB MDL will also decide upon the methodology and best management 
practices (BMPs) that would be followed to safely and effectively conduct the Proposed Action while 
minimizing adverse environmental effects.    

1.5 Interagency Coordination and Public Involvement 
NEPA ensures that environmental information is made available to the public during the decision-making 
process and prior to actions being taken. The premise of NEPA is that the quality of Federal decision-
making will be enhanced if proponents provide information on their actions to State and local 
governments and the public involving them in the planning process. The Intergovernmental Coordination 
Act and Executive Order (EO) 12372 – Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs, which has since 
been superseded by EO 12416 – Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs and subsequently 
supplemented by EO 13132 – Federalism, require Federal agencies to cooperate with and consider State 
and local views in implementing a Federal proposal. 

Public participation is a significant component of the NEPA process.  The following provides a listing of 
key public notification and participation events that have occurred as part of this environmental review 
process: 

• JB MDL conducted intergovernmental coordination for environmental planning pursuant to the 
requirements of NEPA by sending letters regarding the scope of the assessment to Federal, State 
and local governmental agencies and Federally-recognized Native American Tribes. The Final 
EA provides a list of agencies contacted during initial scoping (Chapter 8). Copies of the letters 
received from the respective agencies are included in Appendix A.   

• JB MDL published and distributed the Draft EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) for a 30-day public comment period between April 5, 2013 and May 6, 2013.  The 
mailing list for the Draft EA is provided in Chapter 9.  Notification of the availability of the Draft 
EA and FONSI has been accomplished through publication of a legal Notice of Availability in the 
Burlington County Times, the local newspaper that services the Dix region (Appendix D). Upon 
distribution of the Draft EA to the public, a copy of the Draft EA and related documents were 
made available for public review at the Pemberton Branch of the Burlington County Library. The 
JB MDL Public Affairs Officer was the primary point of contact for any inquiries from the local 
news media.  

• Copies of received responses/comments on the Draft EA have been provided in the Final EA 
(Appendix E). Revisions were made as appropriate, to the Final EA and Final FONSI based on 
the comments received. 
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2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 Proposed Action 
The Proposed Action is to construct a medium-sized USACE Standard Design central issue facility for 
operations required to support multi-service uniform requirements. The Proposed Action design includes 
a base bid and options that would be decided upon when the Army receives contractor’s bids for 
construction of the project. The base bid consists of a 39,000 square foot central issue facility with no 
parking lot, only a bus lane. The highest option includes an approximately 50,000 square foot facility 
including a 19 space aggregate parking lot and bus lane. For purposes of analysis in this EA, the impact 
discussions analyze potential impacts for the highest option; however, should the Army elect to construct 
the base bid option, the impacts presented in this EA would be minimized accordingly. 

2.2 Alternatives 
This EA evaluates the individual and cumulative effects of the following alternatives with respect to land 
use, air quality, soils, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, materials and waste, 
energy, socioeconomics and environmental justice, infrastructure, noise, transportation and traffic, and 
human health and safety.      

2.2.1 Alternative 1- Preferred Alternative 
Under Alternative 1, the Army would construct a modern and efficient central issue facility at the 
northwest corner of the intersection of Supply Road and Center Road, near existing warehousing and 
storage facilities on Dix (Figure 2-1). The central issue facility would be permanent construction with 
reinforced concrete foundations, concrete floor slabs, insulated metal panel and block walls, Styrene-
Butadiene-Styrene modified bitumen roof, mechanical systems, electrical systems, and a fire sprinkler 
system. Construction activities would include land clearing, paving, general site improvements, and 
extension of utilities to serve the facility. A Conex storage container gravel lot is also proposed along 
Ramp Street to provide overflow storage. The facilities currently used for central issue facility operations 
would be repurposed upon completion of the Proposed Action, for similar storage functions.    

The proposed site location (Figure 2-1) is 8.9 acres in size and consists of maintained lawn. The site is 
surrounded by four roadways: Ramp Street to the north, Loop Street to the east, Supply Road to the south 
and Center Road to the west. There are existing Conex storage containers located in the northwest portion 
of the site. These containers would be removed by JB MDL prior to construction of the central issue 
facility. 

The design of the building would meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) Silver 
criteria and would follow USACE standard designs for central issue facilities. Section 2.2.1.2 discusses 
the LEED components planned to be incorporated into the facility to obtain LEED Silver status. All 
construction in this project would comply with the Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) standards 
outlined in United Facilities Criteria 4-010-01 ‘Department of Defense (DoD) Minimum Antiterrorism 
Standards for Buildings.’ Physical security measures incorporated into the design include maximum 
standoff distances from roads, parking areas, and vehicle unloading areas. As shown in red in Figure 2-2 a 
56 foot AT/FP buffer has been included into the maximum design option. A portion of Ramp Street 
would also be gated for security measures between the location of the dumpster and the container area as 
shown in orange in Figure 2-2.  
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Figure 2-1.  Location of the Proposed Central Issue Facility 

Construction of the facility would take approximately 18 months beginning in Spring 2014. It is estimated 
that up to 45 construction workers would be required at the site at any given time. Construction activities 
would include site preparation, build-out of support areas and the central issue facility, and installation of 
equipment. No roadway demolition is required for construction of the central issue facility. Site 
demolition would include relocation of an existing sanitary sewer line that runs northwest through the 
middle of the site. This line would be re-routed around the proposed facility and would tie back in on the 
eastern side of the site. All necessary utilities (e.g., electricity, natural gas, communications, sanitary 
sewer and potable water) needed for operations of the facility are in close proximity to the site along 
Supply Road, Center Road, and Lexington Avenue.  

A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit would be required as there would be 
more than one acre of disturbance. Specific stormwater control BMPs would be developed during final 
site design and could include BMPs such as temporarily seeding bare soil areas with appropriate native 
vegetation to reduce onsite soil erosion. See Section 2.2.3 for a list of BMPs known at this time to be 
implemented during construction of the central issue facility. In order to provide positive drainage away 
from the proposed facility, the building would be constructed on approximately five feet of fill. Fill 
excavated for the construction of the proposed extended dry detention basin in the northern portion of the 
site would be used toward the fill needed to build the site up five feet. Constructing the facility on five 
feet of fill would allow positive drainage away from the building. Drainage would be conveyed to the 
northern portion of the site in drainage swales to an extended dry detention basin to control stormwater 
runoff (Figure 2-2). 
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Figure 2-2.  Proposed Site Layout 

The existing roadways around the site would be maintained. A pavement core would be taken to 
determine if any additional reinforcing/pavement surface would be needed on Ramp Street to account for 
the increased truck traffic. The proposed loading docks and walkways would be concrete pavement with 
the truck circulation area being aggregate pavement. The bus access drive connecting Supply Road with 
Ramp Street and the 19 personal vehicle parking spaces included in the maximum design option would 
also be aggregate.  

2.2.1.1 Site History 
Historic aerial photographs dating back to 1931 show the proposed site location was undeveloped until 
1940. In 1944 there was a railroad that ran along Ramp Street and by 1948 there were several railroads 
that ran northeast to southwest through the entire site. The railroad was still in use in 1984 when Conrail 
abandoned the former Pennsylvania RR mainline serving Fort Dix and removed their track. The Army 
owned tracks were removed in 1993. From 1993 to present, the site appears to have remained vacant. In 
late 2013, a ground penetrating radar survey will be conducted on the site to identify any subsurface 
obstructions (e.g. remnant rail lines) that would need to be removed prior to construction of the central 
issue facility. 

2.2.1.2 LEED Components 
The proposed central issue facility would attain a U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) LEED Green 
Building Silver Rating. By meeting LEED Silver certification, the project would meet the requirements 
stated in United Facilities Criteria 4-030-01 Sustainable Development Section 2-2.1 Army which states, 
“All military vertical building construction projects starting with the fiscal year 2008 military 
construction program will achieve the Silver level of LEED. LEED Ratings have a scoring system based 
on a set of required "prerequisites" and a variety of "credits" in six major categories: sustainable sites; 
water efficiency; energy and atmosphere; materials and resources; indoor environmental quality; and 
innovation and design process. In LEED Version 3, new construction and major renovations for 
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commercial buildings can qualify for four levels of certification: Certified, Silver, Gold, and Platinum. 
Certification is granted solely by the USGBC responsible for issuing the LEED system used on the 
project. LEED is a point-based system where building projects earn LEED points for satisfying the 
specific green building criteria. The minimum certification at Silver level is 50 to 59 points. The Army’s 
pre-certification estimates for the central issue facility total 53 points out of the possible 59 points. 

The Army plans to utilize sustainable building materials to the extent practicable and would integrate a 
variety of green construction practices. The Army intends to use sustainable design and energy systems to 
offset building energy costs. The Army chose an optimized building position to assist in reducing energy 
costs and plan to implement a cool roof, insulated metal panel walls, daylighting and LED lighting, 
occupancy sensors, metering, and high volume low velocity fans into the proposed facility. The LEED 
components would help JB MDL meet renewable energy goals from the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and 
the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007. Below is a brief description of the proposed onsite 
sustainable design measures: 

• Cool Roof: A roofing that has high solar reflectance and absorbs only small amounts of heat, 
which can reduce heat transfer to the indoors and enhance roof life and durability. 

• Insulated Metal Panel: The function of insulated metal panel (IMP) walls is to insulate 
buildings, reducing energy demand. IMPs reduce temperature fluctuation in a space, by acting as 
an air barrier and providing insulation and moisture protection. IMPs are well suited for 
commercial buildings due to their excellent thermal and weatherproofing performance 
characteristics 

• Daylighting and LED Lighting: Daylighting provides the opportunity to bring daylight into 
spaces not located adjacent to exterior walls. LED lighting uses less energy, lasts longer, and is 
mercury free. LED strip lighting could be used to significantly lower the lighting power density 
during unoccupied hours while still providing some illumination. 

• Occupancy Sensors: The use of occupancy sensors to turn off lights in unoccupied areas would 
reduce the overall lighting energy use.  

• Metering: Advanced utility metering would be installed to collect data for each energy supply 
entering the building and would communicate with the future base-wide energy management and 
control system. 

• High Volume Low Velocity Fans: For warehouse cooling, significant energy savings are 
realized by lowering summer ventilation to 1 cubic feet per minute/square foot using high volume 
low velocity fans. The fans would be used to minimize heating season stratification and occupant 
comfort by keeping the air in the warehouse space well mixed. 

2.2.2 Alternative 2 – No Action Alternative.   
As required under NEPA and 32 CFR 989, the No Action Alternative (Alternative 2) is retained in this 
EA for comparative analysis.  Under this alternative, JB MDL would not conduct the Proposed Action 
described under Alterative 1. For purposes of analysis in this EA, the impact discussions in Chapter 4 
equate the No Action Alternative with a “no-build” scenario whereby the project site would remain in its 
current condition. 

2.2.3 Best Management Practices 
To minimize impacts on the environment, the Army would incorporate the following BMPs into the 
implementation of the Proposed Action: 

• The building would be designed to meet LEED Silver criteria.   
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• The contractor would stage all necessary equipment and materials within the proposed project site 
as well as limit disturbance on site to the maximum extent practicable.  

• All on-road vehicles and non-road construction equipment at the construction site shall comply 
with the three minute idling limit pursuant to New Jersey Administrative Code (NJAC) 7:27-14 
and NJAC 7:27-15. All non-road diesel equipment shall comply with the 2004 Federal Clean Air 
Non-road Diesel Rule. 

• All diesel non-road construction equipment operating at the construction site shall use ultra-low 
sulfur diesel fuel (<15ppm sulfur) in accordance with the Federal Non-road Diesel Rule. 

• All non-road diesel construction equipment greater than 100 horsepower used on the proposed 
project site for more than 10 days shall have engines that meet the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) Tier 4 non-road emission standards, or the best available emission control 
technology that is technologically feasible for that application as verified by the USEPA. 

• During construction the contractor would implement dust control measures such as installation of 
barriers to prevent dust from blowing off site, sprinkling bare areas with water, and establishing 
vegetation at the earliest possible opportunity. 

• Standard operating procedures for safe operation of a construction site would be adhered to, 
including procedures for the safe operation and movement of vehicles, maintaining staging areas, 
and adherence to a Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan. 

• A site specific construction and operation health and safety plan, a hazardous waste management 
plan, and material recycling plan would  be provided by the contractor and approved by JB MDL, 
prior to initiation of work on JB MDL.  The plans would meet the requirements in USACE 
EM385-1-1, Safety and Health Requirements Manual. 

• Construction contractors would limit work hours to 7 am to 5 pm Monday through Friday, to 
minimize noise disturbance to nearby residents and employees; exceptions to these work hours 
must be preapproved by the Contracting Officer. 

• The Contractor would work with the JB MDL Public Affairs Office and base safety office to 
ensure that the base population is made fully aware of any necessary road closures, detours, or 
other safety measures that would affect workers or residents. 

• In the case of inadvertent discovery of human burials, prehistoric or historic artifacts or their 
remnants during the implementation of the Proposed Action, all land disturbing activities would 
cease, the site would be secured and the JB MDL Cultural Resource Manager would contact the 
NJ State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and Federally recognized tribes as applicable as 
outlined in the base Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan (ICRMP).   

• In the event of a hazardous material or petroleum spill, the system operator would immediately 
contact the base Dispatch Office at 911 in accordance with base spill response policy.  To reduce 
the potential for spills during operation, the system operator would inspect equipment and 
vehicles for leaks daily and store hazardous materials and wastes in a manner that provides 
secondary containment in the event of a spill. 

• During the design process a contractor would use ground penetrating radar to determine if 
subsurface obstructions such as underground storage tanks (USTs) are found. Should USTs be 
found, their locations would be recorded and then the USTs would be removed in accordance 
with applicable environmental and safety standards. Should contaminated soil be encountered and 
need to be removed, it would be characterized and disposed of under the watch of a professional 
to minimize potential cross-contamination and to ensure proper protocols are followed. The UST 
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would be removed and disposed of in accordance with the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA), in coordination with the JB MDL installation restoration manager. 

2.3 Permits and Approvals  
Table 2-1 summarizes permits and agency approvals and potentially applicable regulations. 

Table 2-1. Permits and Approvals Needed Prior to Project Implementation 
Material, Use, or 

Resource 
Type of 

Approval/Agency 
Requirements 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

Determination of No 
Adverse Effect/US Fish 

and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) 

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
requires that a Federal agency consult with the 

USFWS on any action that may affect endangered, 
threatened, or candidate species, or that may result 

in adverse modifications of critical habitat. 
Implementing regulations that describe procedures 
for interagency cooperation and consultation with 
regards to effects on threatened, endangered, or 
proposed species are contained in 50 CFR 402. 

The Army at JB MDL submitted consultation letters 
to the NJ regional office of USFWS and to the NJ 

Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP), 
Division of Fish and Wildlife. The consultation 
letters and responses received are presented in 

Appendix A. 
Section 106, 

historical/archeological 
SHPO Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 

Act (NHPA) requires Federal agencies to take into 
account the effects that their Federally funded 

activities and programs have on significant historic 
properties. "Significant historic properties" are 

those properties that are included in, or eligible for, 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).  

The Army at JB MDL submitted consultation letters 
to the NJ SHPO office as well as the Delaware 
Nation and Delaware Tribe of Indians, both of 

which are Federally-recognized Native American 
Tribes. The consultation letters and responses 

received are presented in Appendix A. 
Stormwater Construction NPDES 

Permit/NJDEP 
For construction of the facility the contractor would 

file for authorization via NJDEP’s construction 
General Permit to obtain stormwater management 
coverage and would adhere to NPDES regulations 

as required under this permit.  
Soil Erosion and 

Sedimentation Control 
Plan 

Burlington County Soil 
Conservation District 

A site-specific Soil Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control Plan would be submitted to the Burlington 
County Soil Conservation District for review and 

approval.  The plan would receive certification from 
the District prior to initiating construction. 

Site Disturbance Digging Permit/JB MDL A digging permit from JB MDL would be required 
prior to any subsurface disturbance. 
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2.4 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study 
Additional site alternatives off the installation were considered but were eliminated from further study 
due to the mandatory security measures needed at the proposed central issue facility. The proposed site 
location was an obvious choice as it is adjacent to the current central issue facility storage areas and has a 
compatible land use. The Installation Development Plan (IDP) shows the current and future land use at 
the proposed site as “Industrial”. The site is currently vacant and therefore extra costs associated with the 
demolition of existing facilities would be avoided. The site is also conveniently located in close proximity 
to the Dix Commercial Gate (Checkpoint 9) located off of Wrightstown Cookstown Road, thereby 
minimizing truck traffic and noise across the installation. 
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3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

3.1 General Overview 
This section describes current baseline environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic conditions of the 
proposed project site located on the Dix portion of JB MDL. The potential direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects of the Proposed Action components and alternatives on each of the resources are addressed in 
Section 4. 

3.1.1 Project Location 
The project study area is located on the Dix portion of JB MDL, located in Burlington County, NJ, in the 
central part of the State. The parcel is approximately 8.9 acres in size. JB MDL is located within the 
Pinelands National Reserve, also referred to as the Pinelands. This reserve consists of approximately 1.1 
million acres in southern NJ, managed by the NJ Pinelands Commission. The Pinelands National Reserve 
includes portions of seven counties, including: Atlantic, Burlington, Camden, Cape May, Cumberland, 
Gloucester, and Ocean. 

The proposed site is specifically located within the industrial portion of the Dix cantonment area.  The site 
is considered a “greenfield site” which is an undeveloped site earmarked for commercial development or 
industrial projects. The site is bounded by Loop Street, Supply Road and Center Road. The northwestern 
portion of the site extends slightly past Ramp Street. A parking lot is located southeast of Supply Road, 
maintained lawn and tree covered areas are located north and northeast of Loop Street, warehouse and 
storage buildings are located southwest of Center Street (Buildings 3138, 3137, 3130 etc.), and 
maintained lawn and impervious areas are located north and northwest of Ramp Street (see Figure 2-1). 
The closest residential property is located approximately one mile south of the proposed project location.  

3.1.2 Scope of Affected Environment 
This EA evaluates the individual and cumulative effects of the following alternatives with respect to land 
use, air quality, topography and soils, water resources, biological resources, cultural resources, hazardous 
materials and waste, socioeconomics and environmental justice, infrastructure, noise, transportation and 
traffic, and human health and safety.   

3.2 Land Use 
Fort Dix, McGuire Air Force Base (AFB), and the Naval Air Engineering Station Lakehurst were 
combined as a result of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) process and became JB MDL in 
March 2009, becoming the first tri-service Joint Base. The Air Force 87th Air Base Wing took primary 
responsibility for base keeping functions across the entire Joint Base, including but not limited to, real 
estate management, facility maintenance and construction, environmental compliance, energy 
management, housing management, and base planning. 

The first JB MDL IDP (e.g., base master plan) was completed and signed in December 2012. The IDP 
depicts the current and future land use of the proposed site as “Industrial”. The IDP also identified 
planning districts and coordinated them with future land uses in a manner that maintains flexibility to 
adapt to evolving and changing mission requirements. The proposed project site is located within the 
future “Joint Base Industrial Support District” (see Figure 3-1 below). The district will provide an area for 
consolidated logistics (non-munitions), for operations that are functionally dependent on large 
commercial truck delivery systems. Uses of the district would include warehousing, recycling, individual 
equipment issue, office supply, and transportation and operations maintenance. Future land uses may also 
include permanent consolidated warehouse facilities and re-activation of the railhead (JB MDL, 2012). 
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    Source: JB MDL, 2012 

Figure 3-1.  IDP Proposed Land Use and District of the Proposed Site Location 

3.3 Air Quality 

3.3.1 Ambient Air Quality 
The principal framework for national, State, and local efforts to protect air quality in the U.S. is the Clean 
Air Act (CAA) (42 USC §§ 74017642).  The CAA requires the USEPA to set National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) for pollutants considered harmful to public health and the environment. 
NAAQS are provided for six principal pollutants, called criteria pollutants (as listed under Section 108 of 
the CAA), including the following:  carbon monoxide (CO), lead (Pb), nitrogen oxides (NOx), ozone 
(O3), particulate matter (PM), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). Ambient air quality in an area can be 
characterized in terms of whether or not it complies with the primary and secondary NAAQS.  

As delegated by the USEPA, the State of NJ is responsible for protecting the State’s air quality. In turn, 
the NJDEP is responsible for interpreting and implementing those statutes pertaining to the control of air 
pollution. Pertinent regulations are found in NJAC Title 7, Chapter 27, Subchapter 13, Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. Ambient air quality standards for State and Federal NAAQS are shown in Table 3-1. 

Table 3-1. New Jersey Air Quality Standards and Federal Air Quality Standards  

Pollutant Averaging 
Period 

New Jersey State Standards Federal Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) 

Primary Secondary Primary Secondary 

Carbon Monoxide 1 hour 35ppm 35ppm 35ppm -- 
8 hour 9ppm 9ppm 9ppm -- 

Ozone 1 hour 0.12ppm 0.08ppm 0.12ppm 0.08ppm 
8 hour -- -- 0.075ppm 0.075ppm 

 

Proposed Site Location 
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Pollutant Averaging 
Period 

New Jersey State Standards Federal Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) 

Primary Secondary Primary Secondary 

Nitrogen 1 year 0.05ppm 0.05ppm 0.053ppm 0.053ppm 
Lead 3 months 1.5ug/m3 1.5ug/m3 1.5ug/m3 1.5ug/m3 

3 hour -- 0.50ppm -- 0.50ppm 
Sulfur Dioxide 3 hour -- 0.50ppm -- 0.50ppm 

24 hour 0.14ppm 0.10ppm 0.14ppm -- 
1 year 0.03ppm 0.02ppm 0.03ppm -- 

Particulate Matter (PM10) 24 hour -- -- 150ug/m3 150ug/m3 
1 year -- -- -- -- 

Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 24 hour -- -- 35ug/m3 35ug/m3 
1 year -- -- 12ug/m3 15ug/m3 

Source: USEPA, 2011 and NJDEP, 1991 
Notes: ppm=parts per million, ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 

In areas where the applicable NAAQS are not being met, a non-attainment status is designated (USEPA, 
2007). Currently, the entire State of NJ does not meet the NAAQS for ozone and is classified as moderate 
non-attainment for ozone.  Atmospheric ozone occurs when NOx, CO and Volatile Organic Compounds 
(VOCs) react in the atmosphere in the presence of sunlight (a photochemical reaction). NOx and VOCs 
are called ozone precursors and are regulated as a means of controlling ozone production. Motor vehicle 
exhaust, industrial emissions, and chemical solvents are the major anthropogenic sources of these 
chemicals.    

The October 29, 2007 NJ State Implementation Plan (SIP) established general conformity budgets for 
McGuire AFB and Lakehurst for ozone precursors VOCs and NOx. These proposed budgets were 
approved by the USEPA under 40 CFR 93.158. The 2011 general conformity budget for Lakehurst is 129 
tons per year (tpy) of VOC and 793 tpy of NOx. The 2011 budget for McGuire is 730 tpy of VOC and 
1,534 tpy of NOx (NJDEP, 2013). There is no specific SIP budget for the Fort Dix area. 

Air emissions on the Dix portion of JB MDL are primarily attributed to automobile and truck emissions, 
boilers, manufacturing operations, and painting. See Table 3-2 for a summary of the 2011 emissions data 
for criteria pollutants at Dix. The installation operates under a Title V Air Permit that covers most 
emission sources such as boilers, generators, underground storage tanks (USTs), and aboveground storage 
tanks (ASTs).  

Table 3-2. 2011 Annual Air Emissions Data at Dix 
Air Pollutant Emissions (tons/year) 

Facility 
Name 

Carbon 
Monoxide 

Nitrogen 
Oxides 

Lead Sulfur 
Dioxide 

PM10 PM2.5 

Fort Dix 14.97 17.58 2.32 2.57 7.18 1.34 
Source: JB MDL, 2012a 

3.3.2 General Conformity Rule 
The General Conformity Provision of the CAA (42 USC 7401 et seq.; 40 CFR 50-87) Section 176(c), 
including the USEPA’s implementation mechanism, Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State 
or Federal Implementation Plans (40 CFR Part 93), requires Federal agencies to prepare written 
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Conformity Determinations for Federal actions in or affecting NAAQS non-attainment areas or 
maintenance areas.  As Burlington County is currently in non-attainment status for ozone, annual PM2.5 
and 24 hour PM2.5 the procedural requirements of the General Conformity Rule are in effect for the 
Proposed Action (USEPA, 2012). A Conformity Rule Compliance analysis for the Proposed Action is 
provided in Appendix B. 

3.4 Topography and Soils 

3.4.1 Topography 
Initially charged by Congress with the 
"classification of the public lands," the 
United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
began topographic and geologic mapping in 
1879. A review of historic topographic maps 
dating back to 1906 shows the proposed 
project site as consistently level from 1906 to 
present. Figure 3-2 is a 1948 Bordentown NJ 
Quadrangle, USGS 15 minute series 
topographic map of the proposed site 
location. As evidenced in the figure and 
discussed in Section 2.2.1.1, several rail lines 
once traversed the proposed project site. 

3.4.2 Soils 
The Federal Farmland Protection Policy Act (Public Law 97 98; 7 USC 4201 et seq.) has been enacted in 
an effort to document the potential impacts to agricultural land through the NEPA process and to preserve 
land with the potential to consistently produce food and raw materials. The supply of high quality 
farmlands is limited; therefore, the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) encourages the preservation 
of soils classified as prime farmland, or soils used for agriculture unique to the State. Prime farmland soils 
are defined by the USDA as: “land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics 
for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and that is available for these uses. It has the 
combination of soil properties, growing season, and moisture supply needed to produce sustained high 
yields of crops in an economic manner if it is treated and managed according to acceptable farming 
methods (USDA, 2010)”.  

No land area on JB MDL is currently utilized for agricultural purposes. Table 3-3 below describes the 
predominant soils found on the proposed site location. Sassafras Sandy Loam is considered a “Prime 
Farmland” soil in NJ (USDA/NRCS, 2010). 

Table 3-3. Soil Types Found at the Proposed Site Location 
Percentage 

of Cover 
Soil Type  Slope Description 

100 

Sassafras 
Sandy 
Loam 
(SaA) 

0-2 percent 

Consists of well-drained, moderately coarse textured soils. The 
substratum is very sandy and contains large amounts of gravel 
in places. These soils are moderately permeable. The loamy 

sand has moderately low available water capacity and fertility 
and low organic content. 

Source:  USDA, 1971 

Figure 3-2. 1948 Topographic Map of the Project Area 

Proposed Site Location 
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For projects disturbing over an acre of soil, a site-specific Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan must 
be submitted to the Burlington County Soil Conservation District Office for review and certification prior 
to initiation of construction. 

3.5 Water Resources 

3.5.1 Regulatory Framework  
Surface Water and Groundwater 

Water resources at JB MDL are regulated under the under the jurisdiction of the NJDEP, Bureau of Water 
Quality Standards and Assessment under NJAC 7:9B, surface water and NJAC 7:9C, groundwater, as 
well as the USEPA, under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and the Clean Water Act 
(CWA). NJDEP has the primary responsibility for protecting NJ’s surface and groundwater from 
pollution caused by improperly treated wastewater and its residuals, as well as destruction of watersheds 
from development.   

Stormwater and wastewater discharges are regulated by the USEPA and the NJDEP, under Sections 401 
and 402 of the CWA (permitting requirements) through the NPDES. See Section 3.10 Infrastructure for 
detailed information pertaining to stormwater and wastewater discharges. 

Drinking water supplies are monitored and protected under the National Primary Drinking Water 
Regulations, 40 CFR § 141; National Secondary Drinking Water Regulations, 40 CFR § 143; and the 
Bureau of Safe Drinking Water under the NJDEP. Through the SDWA, USEPA sets standards for public 
water systems to provide safe drinking water to its consumers by limiting high levels of contaminants in 
drinking water. In order to comply with provisions outlined in the SDWA and the Primary Drinking 
Water Regulations, JB MDL conducts sampling of all drinking water supply systems and each portion of 
JB MDL (i.e. McGuire, Dix, Lakehurst) employs a Wellhead Protection Plan.  

Wetland and Floodplains 

EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands 1977 directs Federal agencies to (1) minimize destruction, loss, or 
degradation of wetlands and (2) preserve and enhance the natural and beneficial values of wetlands when 
a practical alternative exists. In 1987 NJ adopted the NJ Freshwater Wetlands Protection Act (NJSA 
13:9B, rules at NJAC 7:7A). Additional provisions governing transition areas were adopted in July of 
1989. In 1994, the NJDEP assumed responsibility in most of NJ for the Federal wetlands permitting 
program, also known as the "Federal 404 program" because it stems from section 404 of the Federal 
CWA. The Federal 404 program had previously been administered in NJ by the USACE. The EPA 
oversees the NJDEP’s wetlands program in accordance with the Federal CWA and a Memorandum of 
Agreement between the NJDEP and EPA. While NJ’s freshwater wetlands program operates in place of 
the Federal 404 program throughout most of the State, the USACE has retained responsibility for the 
Federal 404 program in all interstate and navigable waters (including adjacent wetlands). Projects in these 
waters remain subject to USACE jurisdiction as well as to the NJDEP wetlands program and therefore 
may require both a Federal 404 permit from the USACE and a NJDEP permit from the State (NJDEP, 
2012). 

EO 11988, Floodplain Management 1977 states Federal agencies shall provide leadership and take action 
to reduce the risk of flood loss and minimize the impact of floods on human safety, and preserve the 
natural and beneficial values served by the floodplains.  The EO directs Federal agencies to avoid 
floodplains unless the agency determines there is no practicable alternative. When the only practicable 
alternative is to site within a floodplain, a specific step by step process which is outlined by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency must be followed. 
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3.5.2 Surface Water  
The proposed project site is located within the Crosswicks Neshaminy watershed which ultimately drains 
into the Delaware River Basin. The majority of surface waters located within the Dix cantonment area 
have been engineered. There are no surface waters within the proposed project site. The closest surface 
water to the proposed project site is located approximately 570 feet northeast of the Loop Street site 
boundary (see Figure 3-3 below). It is an un-named intermittent tributary that flows south.  

 

Figure 3-3.  Existing Surface Waters and NJDEP Mapped Wetlands 

3.5.3 Groundwater  
The Dix portion of JB MDL is located within the Outer Coastal Plain aquifer system. Several major 
hydrogeologic units have been identified in the area including shallow units (the Cohansey Sand and the 
Kirkwood Formation) and one deep regional unit (the Potomac Raritan Magothy System). Together the 
two shallow aquifers are estimated to contain as much as 17 trillion gallons of water (Pinelands 
Preservation Alliance, 2012). Because of the high water table and permeable soils, the underlying 
groundwater resources are particularly sensitive to contamination making groundwater pollution 
prevention an important issue on the installation. Recharge to the underlying aquifer systems occurs 
primarily through the infiltration of precipitation. Burlington County receives an average annual 
precipitation of 46.82 inches.  

The Dix portion of JB MDL obtains potable water from both surface and groundwater sources. The 
primary source of potable water on Dix is a surface water diversion on Greenwood Branch of the North 
Branch of Rancocas Creek. The New Lisbon Pumping Station pumps water from the Rancocas Creek to a 
water treatment plant on Dix where it is treated before being distributed. Dix also utilizes groundwater 
wells which tap into the Potomac Raritan Magothy aquifer. This water is filtered for the removal of iron 
and manganese before distribution. All water sources are tested and treated to ensure that State quality 
standards are met. 
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The entire Dix cantonment area is located within a classification exception area (CEA) that was 
implemented in February 1999 based on groundwater contamination resulting from several contaminated 
sites in the cantonment area. The CEA restriction depth is 100 feet and is in effect for an indeterminate 
number of years.  

3.5.4 Wetlands and Floodplains 
Based on National Wetland Inventory (NWI) mapping the proposed project site and adjacent areas do not 
contain any wetlands. According to State wetland data there is a five acre isolated wetland associated with 
the un-named tributary located on the east side of Loop Street however it is outside of the Proposed 
Action property boundary, see Figure 3-3 above.  

There is a small ditch located in the northern portion of the site that runs parallel with Supply Road and 
Ramp Street. This ditch is not mapped by NWI or the State of NJ. It is believed to be a remnant from one 
of the rail lines that ran though the site in the 1940’s as there are no records of this ditch being constructed 
for drainage purposes. As per NJDEP Wetland Regulations NJAC 7:7A it was concluded this ditch would 
be of ordinary resource value and consequently has no buffer. The Army decided that further analysis was 
not warranted. 

3.6 Biological Resources 

3.6.1 Regulatory Framework 
Protection and management of biological resources at JB MDL is mandated by a number of laws, 
regulations, and guidance documents. The primary statutes, regulations, EOs, and guidance that direct, 
and apply to, the management of biological resources at the installation include the following: 

• Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 1531 et seq.)  
• Endangered Species Preservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 1531) 
• Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1975 (7 USC 2801) 
• Fresh Water Pollution Control Act, as amended by the Clean Water Act (33 USC 1251 et seq.)  
• Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act of 1980 (16 USC 2901 et seq.) 
• Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934 (16 USC 661 et seq.) 
• Migratory Bird Conservation Act of 1966 (16 USC 715) 
• Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (16 USC 703-711) 
• Sikes Act of 1960 (16 USC 670 et seq.), and Sikes Act Improvement Act of 1997 
• AFI 32-7064, Integrated Natural Resources Management 
• EO 11991, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality, 24 May 1977 
• Pinelands Comprehensive Management Plan (N.J.S.A. 13:18A-1 et seq., N.J.A.C. 7:50 et seq.). 

3.6.2 Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan  
A Joint Base Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP) is under development. Until the 
new INRMP is promulgated, natural resources for the study area are addressed by the previous INRMPs 
for Fort Dix (Fort Dix, 2007). The INRMPs provide detailed descriptions of the natural resources present, 
identifies management issues, and establishes specific natural resources management activities. Where 
available, more recent natural resources data and reports were used to characterize the natural 
environment.   
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3.6.3 Vegetation  
The majority of the vegetation on the proposed project site consists of maintained lawn. Within the small 
ditch located in the northern portion of the site that runs parallel with Supply Road and Ramp Street there 
are several species of herbs and shrubs including yellow foxtail (Setaria pumila), milkweed (Asclepias 
syriaca), common mullein (Verbascum Thapsus), queen annes lace (Daucus carota), golden rod 
(Solidago canadensis), poison ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), and yellow starthistle (Centaurea 
solstitialis).   

3.6.4 Mammals 
Due to the proximity of the site to developed areas, wildlife within the project area is limited to those 
species that have adjusted to human activity. Wildlife species within the project area are primarily those 
associated with open spaces and forest edge habitats. Onsite vegetative habitat is generally poor in nature 
consisting mainly of maintained lawn and the site is surrounded by development including roadways and 
highly fragmented patches of wooded areas. Therefore, it is unlikely that the site is able to support much 
diversity of wildlife. Grassland mammal species (e.g., eastern gray squirrels [Sciurus carolinensis] and 
rodents [Rodentia]) are expected to be most common. Other mammals that may reside in the area are of 
the proposed project site are those typically found in suburban settings in NJ; including groundhogs 
(Marmota monax), eastern moles (Scalopus aquaticus), eastern cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus floridanus), 
and possum (Phalangeriformes). White-tailed-deer (Odocoileus virginianus) are present throughout the 
majority of the Dix area and JB MDL and may graze in the project area in the evenings when human 
presence is lessened.  

3.6.5 Avian Species 
Most bird species require multiple habitats during their annual cycle. For many avian species forested 
areas provide roosting spots, and open spaces provide areas to catch rodents. The proposed project site 
may contain foraging habitat, as it is maintained lawn, for a variety of bird species that feed on seeds as 
well as raptors and scavengers that prey on small mammals. The site itself is unlikely to be used for 
roosting as the site does not contain trees however there is a five acre forested wetland area on the 
northeast side of Loop Street, outside of the proposed project site boundaries, which may be used by bird 
species for roosting. 

3.6.6 Reptiles, Amphibians, and Aquatic Species 
Because of their unique life cycles, amphibians often require both aquatic and terrestrial habitats. 
Depending on the species, they may require damp areas (creeks, streams, swamps, mud puddles, ponds, 
etc.), moist soil, and/or places to burrow in order to keep their skin moist. An isolated five acre wetland 
outside of the proposed project boundary, located northeast of Loop Street presents an area suitable for 
species adapted to aquatic breeding.  Amphibians generally breed and lay eggs in wetlands and other 
aquatic habitats and then move to terrestrial areas to over winter. Amphibians use a wide range of 
terrestrial habitats adjacent to wetlands and streams, typically consisting of leaf litter, coarse woody 
material, boulders, small mammal burrows and cracks in rocks. Although the proposed project site is near 
an isolated wetland which may be ideal for breeding, none of the terrestrial habitat requirements exist on 
site therefore making it unlikely amphibians utilize the site. Amphibians likely use the northeast land 
adjacent the isolated wetland feature which contains leaf litter and woody material (see Figure 3-3). 

Similar to amphibians, reptiles can live in terrestrial, aquatic, or riparian habitats. Reptiles also require 
suitable hibernation and aestivation habitats which may be present in the form of large woody material, 
brush piles, rock piles or outcroppings. Although the proposed project site is near an isolated wetland 
which may be ideal for reptiles to live and forage, none of the hibernation and aestivation habitat 
requirements exist on site therefore making it unlikely reptiles utilize the site.  
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Overall, it is most likely that any herptiles present would include species adapted to more upland or wide-
ranging habitat conditions (e.g., black rat snake [Elaphe obsolete]) (USACE, 2006). 

3.6.7 Special Status Species 
The Federal Endangered Species Protection Act provides protection to threatened and endangered species 
listed at the National level. The NJ Landscape Project mapping (a mapping tool used by the State to map 
known occurrences of protected species and their likely habitats) addresses such species and none were 
identified in the general area of the site. 

The NJ Endangered and Nongame Species Conservation Act of 1973 established a list of wildlife species 
designated by the State of NJ as threatened or endangered. The law prohibits taking, possessing, 
transporting, exporting, processing, selling, or shipping State-threatened or endangered species. “Take” is 
defined as harassing, hunting, capturing, or killing, or attempting to do so. According to the NJ Landscape 
Project, there are no threatened or endangered species identified on the proposed project site. There is 
however one NJ-species of special concern, the wood thrush (Hylocichla mustelina) noted as a 2002 
breeding sighting on and around the proposed project site (NJDEP, 2013a).  Special concern species are 
not necessarily afforded legal protections; however, they are noted as warranting special attention because 
of inherent vulnerability to environmental deterioration or habitat modification that would result in them 
becoming threatened. The wood thrush breeds in cool mature, lowland, mixed or more typically, 
deciduous forests, particularly mesic to damp woodlands with an abundance of saplings, often near 
swamps or water. It prefers a shrub sub-canopy layer, shade, and an intermediate soil moisture regime. 
Wood thrush nests are built in trees or shrubs; nests are made of herbaceous stems, leaves, grasses, and 
mud (Roth et al. 1996). 

JB MDL sent informal consultation letters to the USFWS and the NJDEP Endangered and Nongame 
Species Program, NJ Division of Fish and Wildlife to verify that the project would have no effect on any 
Federal- or State-protected species or critical habitat within the vicinity of the proposed project. In a 
response dated January 31, 2013, the USFWS acknowledged concurrence with JB MDL’s determination 
that no Federally listed or proposed threatened or endangered flora or fauna are known to occur within the 
proposed project’s impact area and therefore the Proposed Action would not significantly affect any 
protected species or their critical habitat. In a response dated February 27, 2013 the NJDEP, Office of 
Permit Coordination and the Departments Division of Fish and Wildlife acknowledged the proposed site 
is indicated as valued habitat for species of concern great blue heron and the wood thrush. The Division 
of Fish and Wildlife does not foresee any impact to open waters and suggests a general timing restriction 
on the mechanical trimming or removal of trees to protect nesting birds covered under the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (see Appendix A). As the proposed site location contains a single tree which is not planned to 
be removed or trimmed the Proposed Action would not significantly affect any protected species or 
critical habitat. 

3.7 Cultural Resources 
The NHPA Sections 106 and 110 (16 USC 470 et seq.) and NEPA regulations require all construction 
receiving Federal funding to identify the potential prehistoric and historic cultural resources in an area. 
The regulations also state the need to determine what potential adverse impacts could occur if the 
Proposed Action was completed. 

Cultural Resources are managed on JB MDL through the implementation of the draft ICRMP 2012-2017.  
It outlines specific procedures for consultation with the NJ Historic Preservation Office, the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation, the National Park Service, Federally recognized Native American 
tribes, and other potential partners in cultural resource management. The ICRMP is developed according 
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to Department of Defense (DoDI 4710.02, 4715.3) and Air Force (AFI 32-7065) requirements in order to 
protect resources significant to American history and prehistory (JB MDL, 2011).   

3.7.1 Area of Potential Effect 
The area of potential effect (APE) for archaeology includes the proposed project site bounded by Loop 
Street, Supply Road and Center Road and the northwestern portion of the site which extends slightly past 
Ramp Street (see Figure 2-1). Ground disturbance related to construction would include grading over the 
entire site, excavation of a dry detention basin, building foundation, footers, parking lot and utility 
connections to a maximum depth of 36 inches below the current surface. The APE for historic 
architecture was considered to be the same as the APE for archaeology. 

3.7.2 National Register of Historic Places 
Section 106 of the NHPA requires that Federal agencies identify whether any historic or cultural 
resources that are listed, or potentially eligible for listing, on the NRHP could potentially be affected by 
the Proposed Action. The NRHP is an index of America’s historic places. It identifies districts, sites, 
buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in American history, architecture, engineering, and 
culture. 

There are no historic resources within the project APE that are listed in the NRHP.  There are also no 
known NRHP eligible historic resources within the project APE.  See Section 3.7.4 for the closest NRHP 
eligible historic architecture. 

3.7.3 Potential for Archeological Resources 
There have been no historic or prehistoric archaeological sites identified within the project APE.  As 
previously discussed, the proposed 8.9 acre site has been disturbed and is located in what was once a 
heavily developed portion of the former Fort Dix.  In addition to the warehouses discussed in Section 
3.7.4 below, several railroads were constructed at this location between 1940 and 1963.  Figure 3-4 below 
is a 1948 Bordentown NJ Quadrangle, USGS 15 minute series topographic map of the proposed site 
location. As evidenced in the figure, several rail lines once traversed the proposed project site.  

 

Figure 3-4.  1948 Topographic Map Showing Historic Rail Lines on the Proposed Site  

Proposed Site Location 
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The road beds and rails were removed in 1993 and the buildings demolished in 1996.  Due to the degree 
of historic disturbance, the proposed project site is considered to have a low potential for containing either 
prehistoric or historic archaeological resources.   

3.7.4 Potential for Historic Architectural Resources 
The project site does not contain any historic structures listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP. The 
proposed project site is located within a former location of National Register (NR) eligible World War II 
temporary buildings (SHPO Opinion 6/7/1996; ID #853).  The buildings were demolished after meeting 
the mitigation requirements described in the Letter of Opinion; therefore, the historic resource is no 
longer present. NR eligible building 3135 (SHPO Opinion 3/7/2003) is located approximately 0.17 miles 
southwest of the proposed project site (see Figure 3-5 below).  Building 3135, a locomotive repair facility 
built in 1942, was found individually eligible for the NR under criterion A as the only railroad specific 
building extant on Fort Dix associated with the immense World War II mobilization on the installation.  
Building 3135 is not visible from the project site as warehouse buildings 3136 and 3137 stand in between 
(see Figure 2-1).    

 

Figure 3-5.  National Register Eligible Building 3135  

3.7.5 Native American Consultation 
As stipulated in Section 101 of the NHPA, the DoD Instruction 4710.02, and EO’s 13007, 13084 and 
13175, JB MDL is required to consult with Federally-recognized Native American tribes affiliated with 
the installation, through what is known as a government-to-government relationship (G2G). It is the 
responsibility of the installation to invite Federally-recognized Native American tribes with a historical, 
geographic, and/or linguistic association to the area that is now JB MDL into a G2G relationship. JB 
MDL invited three tribes to participate in a G2G relationship.  Of the three, two tribes expressed interest:  
the Delaware Nation and the Delaware Tribe of Indians, both of which requested to be consulting parties.   

JB MDL is in the process of establishing G2G relationships with both tribes. Until a formal relationship is 
established, all projects involving substantial subsurface disturbance, require consultation under the 
Section 106 process with both tribes. The proposed central issue facility site has not been surveyed for 
Native American, historic or prehistoric archeological sites. However, previous disturbance at the site 
makes it unlikely that intact archeological sites would be found. Nevertheless, G2G consultation with 
both tribes was conducted. Copies of the letters and responses can be found in Appendix A. 



 
 
Final EA for the Central Issue Facility  May 2013  
 

Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 3-12 

3.8 Hazardous Materials and Waste 
Hazardous materials are defined by 49 CFR 171.8 as “hazardous substances, hazardous wastes, marine 
pollutants, elevated temperature materials, materials designated as hazardous in the Hazardous Materials 
Table (49 CFR 172.101), and materials that meet the defining criteria for hazard classes and divisions” in 
49 CFR Part 173. Transportation of hazardous materials is regulated by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation regulations within 49 CFR Parts 105–180. 

Hazardous wastes are defined by RCRA at 42 USC 6903(5), as amended by the Hazardous and Solid 
Waste Amendments, as “a solid waste, or combination of solid wastes, which because of its quantity, 
concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics may (A) cause, or significantly 
contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in serious irreversible, or incapacitating reversible, 
illness; or (B) pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when 
improperly treated, stored, transported, or disposed of, or otherwise managed.”  

To prevent potential environmental hazard issues, JB MDL maintains a Pollution Prevention Plan. The 
objectives of this plan are to reduce or eliminate the impact any operation or activity might have on the 
environment, through the reduction or elimination of wastes, more efficient use of raw materials or 
energy, and reduced emissions of toxic materials. 

3.8.1 Hazardous Materials and Petroleum Products and Wastes 
Air Force Instruction (AFI) 32-7086, Hazardous Materials Management, establishes procedures and 
standards that govern management of hazardous materials throughout Air Force installations and outlines 
the requirements for a hazardous materials management program. The Dix portion of JB MDL has a 
Hazardous Waste Management Plan which is maintained under their Pollution Prevention Plan (JB MDL, 
2008). The plan prescribe the roles and responsibilities of all members with respect to the waste stream 
inventory, waste analysis plan, hazardous waste management procedures, training, emergency response, 
and pollution prevention. The plan establishes procedures to comply with applicable Federal, State, and 
local standards.  

There are no records indicating that hazardous materials, petroleum products or wastes were generated on, 
stored on, or disposed of at the proposed project site location. 

3.8.2 Underground and Aboveground Storage Tanks 
AFI 32-7044, Storage Tank Compliance, identifies compliance requirements for USTs, ASTs, and 
associated piping that store petroleum products and hazardous substances. USTs are subject to regulation 
under RCRA, 42 USC 6901, and 40 CFR 280. 

As stated earlier, the site was previously developed. Several railroads and buildings were constructed at 
the proposed project site location between 1940 and 1963.  The road beds and rails were removed in 1993 
and the World War II temporary buildings were demolished in 1996.   

There are no records indicating that there were USTs or ASTs associated with the old buildings. There are 
also no records indicating that USTs or ASTs were ever used on, stored on, or disposed of at the proposed 
project site.  

3.8.3 Lead, Asbestos, and Polychlorinated Biphenyls 
There are no records indicating that lead, asbestos, or polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) were generated 
on, stored on, or disposed of at the proposed project site however, it is known that World War II 
temporary buildings once housed the site. These buildings were removed in 1996. It is possible that 
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during demolition the materials were not hauled away in entirety and small pieces remained on site. 
Given the age of the buildings it is probable that the demolition debris could have included the following: 

• Building materials in older buildings (pre-1980) are assumed to contain asbestos. Asbestos exists 
in a variety of forms and can include siding, ceiling tiles, floor tiles, floor tile mastic, roofing 
materials, joint compound, wallboard, thermal system insulation, boiler gaskets, paint, and other 
materials. Demolition debris could have included any of the items listed above. 

• The Federal government banned the use of most lead based paint (LBP) in 1978. Therefore, it is 
assumed that all structures constructed prior to 1978 could contain LBP. Paint chips that fall from 
the exterior of buildings can contaminate the soil if the paint contains lead. Demolition debris 
could have contained lead based paint. 

• Chemicals classified as PCBs were widely manufactured and used in the US throughout the 
1950s and 1960s. The production of PCBs was banned in the US in 1979. PCBs are a group of 
organic compounds used as dielectric and coolant fluids in equipment such as transformers, 
capacitors, fluorescent light ballasts, electric motors, and hydraulic systems. Demolition debris 
might have had PCB containing equipment, particularly fluorescent light ballasts. 

3.8.4 Environmental Restoration Program 
The Defense Environmental Restoration Program (DERP) was formally established by Congress in 1986 
to provide for the cleanup of DoD property. The two restoration programs under the DERP are the 
Installation Restoration Program (IRP) and Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP).  

The Dix portion of JB MDL currently has 33 IRP sites and 3 MMRP sites. The closest DERP sites to the 
proposed project are IRP sites managed under CERCLA for groundwater and soil contamination (Site ID 
TUO19a) (see Figure 3-6).  

 

Figure 3-6.  Existing Contaminated Sites Near the Proposed Project Site 

The groundwater IRP is located approximately 550 feet southwest of the site and the soil IRP is located 
approximately 750 feet southwest of the proposed project site. There is also an IRP site (Site ID TU581) 
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located approximately 1,700 feet east of the site which is a former barracks area that contains subsurface 
soil contamination resulting from UST’s associated with the former barracks. As discussed in Section 
3.5.3, a CEA to a depth of 100 feet was designated site-wide for the Dix cantonment area in February 
1999 based on contamination from several contaminated sites within the cantonment area.   

3.9 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
The existing conditions for socioeconomics and environmental justice describe population, income, 
housing, and labor force characteristics in a comparative manner from the smallest geographic units in the 
immediate vicinity of the site (municipalities or counties depending on the parameter reported) to 
increasingly larger geographic areas (counties, States, and the United States depending on the parameter 
reported). The project site is located on the Dix portion of JB MDL in New Hanover Township, 
Burlington County, NJ.  

3.9.1 JB MDL Economic Contribution 
JB MDL spans more than 20 miles east to west with 42,037 contiguous acres. It is located within two of 
the largest counties in NJ, Ocean and Burlington, and bordered by 10 townships or boroughs.   

JB MDL is one of the largest employers in NJ and accounts for 1.5 percent of total NJ gross domestic 
product (JB MDL, 2011a).  JB MDL has approximately 40,000 assigned personnel that are a mix of about 
31 percent military and 69 percent civilian. Service members and their family members living and 
working on and around JB MDL contribute to an overall economic impact of $6.9 billion to the State of 
NJ (JB MDL, 2011b). JB MDL’s annual payroll is $3 billion, with base contract expenditures of 
approximately $2.2 billion (JB MDL, 2011a). 

3.9.2 Regional Economy 
The largest percentage of employees by industry across all spatial levels is the educational, health, and 
social services industry. The second largest industry for Burlington County and NJ is the professional, 
scientific, and management, and administrative and waste management services industry, in which 
approximately 11 percent of employees are employed (US Census Bureau, 2011 and US Census Bureau, 
2011a). The second largest industry for New Hanover Township is public administration (US Census 
Bureau, 2006-2010).  

The percentage of persons employed in the armed forces is 13.2 percent in New Hanover Township, 1.1 
percent in Burlington County, and 0.1 percent in NJ (US Census Bureau, 2006-2010, US Census Bureau, 
2011 and US Census Bureau, 2011a). For complete information regarding employment by industry see 
Table 3-4 below. 

Table 3-4. Overview of Employment by Industry 

Employment Types 
New 

Hanover 
Township 

Burlington 
County 

New 
Jersey 

Population 16 Years and Over in the Labor Force 2,385 241,331 4,596,702 
Percent of population 16 years and over in labor force employed 

within the armed forces 13.2 1.1 0.1 

Employed Persons 16 years old and over in Civilian Labor Force (by industry) 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 52 1,626 14,702 
Construction  107 11,778 259,043 

Manufacturing 84 18,951 396,329 
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Employment Types 
New 

Hanover 
Township 

Burlington 
County 

New 
Jersey 

Wholesale Trade 11 8,601 160,966 
Retail Trade 96 24,538 469,625 

Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 66 12,447 242,906 
Information 7 6,074 134,690 

Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 57 18,737 385,143 
Professional, scientific, management, administrative, and waste 

management services 134 25,732 517,257 

Educational, health, and social services 379 51,423 942,587 
Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and food services 129 13,222 325,783 

Other services (except public administration) 63 9,518 186,453 
Public administration 205 17,560 195,076 

 Source: US Census Bureau, 2006-2010, US Census Bureau, 2011 and US Census Bureau, 2011a. 

3.9.3 Local Economy 
New Hanover Township encompasses approximately 22 square miles, of which 90 percent is Federally 
owned according to the 2007 Township Master Plan Land Use Element Update. New Hanover is bordered 
in Burlington County by North Hanover and Wrightstown Borough to the north, Springfield Township to 
the west, Pemberton Township to the south, and Plumsted Township, Ocean County, to the east. 
According to the Master Plan, of the 2.09 square miles of civil portion, 80 percent is agricultural, wooded 
or vacant. New Hanover Township is predominately rural in character, with a residential center located in 
the Village of Cookstown. The main commercial corridor runs along Wrightstown-Cookstown Road 
[County Route (CR) 616], offering commercial and retail services to the military personnel on the Joint 
Base and the civilian population. 

The unemployment rate in New Hanover Township, NJ, is 8.6 percent which is slightly higher than the 
US 2012 average of 8.1 percent (NCSL, 2012). Job growth in New Hanover Township is 1.9 percent. 
Future job growth over the next ten years is predicted to be 35.3 percent. Recent and future job growths in 
New Hanover Township are both higher than the US percentages of 0.4 and 32.1, respectively (Best 
Places, 2010). 

3.9.4 Housing 
The home ownership rate in Burlington County from the 2010 census was 79.0 percent compared to the 
state-wide rate of 66.9 percent at that time. With the economic downturn and housing market decline that 
started in late 2008, it is estimated that the home ownership rate has declined in the last couple of years in 
Burlington County. According to the State Division of Banking and Insurance, the annual number of 
foreclosures in Burlington County increased steadily from 1,312 in 2005 to a high of 3,391 in 2009 (NJ 
Division of Banking, 2011). However, this annual figure represents only 1.9 percent of the total housing 
units in the County (US Census Bureau, 2012). The annual number of foreclosures in the State of NJ 
increased steadily from 20,253 in 2005 to a high of 66,717 in 2009 (NJ Division of Banking, 2011); this 
figure represents 1.8 percent of the total housing in the State of NJ (US Census Bureau, 2012). 

According to the 2010 US Census there is a total of 613 housing units in New Hanover Township of 
which 551 are occupied and 219 are owner-occupied. The average household size of owner-occupied 
housing units is 3.02. There are 332 renter occupied housing units with an average household size of 3.13 
(US Census Bureau, 2010). 
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3.9.5 Environmental Justice 

3.9.5.1 Geographic Distribution of Low Income Populations 
The Census Bureau's 2006-2010 American Community Survey showed that (in 2010 inflation-adjusted 
dollars) median household income in New Hanover Township was $63,796 (with a margin of error of +/- 
$9,062) which is less than both Burlington County and NJ. The per capita income for the Township was 
$15,387 (+/- $1,620) which again is less than Burlington County and NJ. About 0.7 percent of families 
and 0.7 percent of the population were below the poverty line which is significantly lower than 
Burlington County and NJ (see Table 3-5 below) (US Census Bureau 2006-2010). 

Table 3-5.  Income Statistics for the State, County and Local Township 
Demographic and Social 

Indicators Fort Dix CDP1 New Hanover 
Township 

Burlington 
County New Jersey 

Total Population 7,716 7,385 449,567 8,834,773 
Per Capita Income $12,338 $15,387 $34,802 $34,858 

Median Household Income $81,292 $63,796 $76,258 $69,811 
Total Number of Persons at or 
Below Poverty Level (ABPL) 316 52 23,827 830,468 

Total Percent ABPL 4.1 0.7 5.3 9.4 
Sources: US Census Bureau, 2012, US Census Bureau 2006-2010, US Census Bureau, 2010, and US Census Bureau 2010a 
1: Census Designated Place (CDP) 

3.9.5.2 Demographics 
The 2010 census measured populations for the State of NJ, Burlington County, and New Hanover 
Township.  As of the 2010 US Census, New Hanover Township’s population was 7,385, reflecting a 
decline of 24.2 percent from the 9,744 counted in the 2000 Census, which had in turn increased by 2.1 
percent from the 9,546 counted in the 1990 Census. The population of Burlington County increased 10 
percent from 1990 to 2002 and increased 2 percent from 2002 to 2010. The estimated 2011 population in 
Burlington County is 449,567. The population of NJ increased 8.9 percent from 1990 to 2000, and 4.7 
percent from 2000 to 2010. The US experienced large population growths of 13.2 percent from 1990 to 
2000, and 9.7 percent from 2000 to 2010 (US Census Bureau 2012, US Census Bureau 2006-2010 and 
US Census Bureau, 2010). 

Fort Dix CDP is located in portions of New Hanover Township, Pemberton Township and Springfield 
Township, which had a 2010 Census population of 7,716 (US Census Bureau, 2010a).  The racial makeup 
of the Fort Dix CDP, New Hanover Township, Burlington County and NJ is shown in Table 3-6 below. 
The Fort Dix CDP and New Hanover Township both have a larger percentage of minorities when 
compared to the County and Statewide percentages. 

Table 3-6. Population and Race 
Demographic and Social 

Indicators Fort Dix CDP New Hanover 
Township 

Burlington 
County New Jersey 

Total Population (2011 
Estimate) -2 -2 449,567 8,834,773 

Total Population (2010) 7,716 7,385 448,734 8,791,898 
Percent Change - - 0.2 0.5 

Race1 (values indicate percentage of population), 2010 U.S. Census Data 

Percent White 52.6 54.1 75.2 74.1 
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Demographic and Social 
Indicators Fort Dix CDP New Hanover 

Township 
Burlington 

County New Jersey 

Percent Black or African 
American 34.5 33.6 17.3 14.6 

Percent American Indian 
Alaska Native 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.6 

Percent Asian 1.9 2.0 4.6 8.7 
Percent Native Hawaiian and 

Other Pacific Islander 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Percent Reporting 2 or More 
Races 4.0 3.4 2.5 1.9 

Persons of Hispanic or Latino 
Origin3 21.5 21.0 6.7 18.1 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2012, US Census Bureau, 2010, and US Census Bureau, 2010a  
Notes: 

1. The racial classifications used by the Census Bureau were issued by the Office of Management and Budget on October 
30, 1997.  The Office of Management and Budget requires five minimum category of race, including White, African 
American, American Indian and Alaska Native or Pacific Islander.”   

2. Information was not available. 
3.     Persons of Hispanic origin may be of any race. 

3.10 Infrastructure 

3.10.1 Potable Water Supply 
The primary source of potable water on the Dix portion of JB MDL is a surface water diversion on 
Greenwood Branch on the North Branch of Rancocas Creek. The New Lisbon Pumping Station pumps 
water from the Rancocas Creek to a treatment plant on Dix where it is treated prior to distribution. After 
treatment, the water flows to a ground storage clear water reservoir and is then pumped to elevated tanks 
that provide storage and distribution. There are three elevated tanks with a combined capacity of 2 million 
gallons. The New Lisbon Pumping Station has a 4 million gallon per day (mgd) pumping capacity (Fort 
Dix, 2007) and the demand on the system is approximately 3.2 mgd in the summer months and 1.5 mgd 
in the winter months.  

The Dix portion of JB MDL also has four potable groundwater wells which tap into the Potomac Raritan 
Magothy aquifer. The groundwater wells are secondary as the State of NJ mandates that primary sources 
be surface water. Each of the groundwater wells has a capacity of 1 mgd, but are limited by the Dix 
groundwater allocation permit issued by the State. The allocation permit allows for 155 million gallons 
per month (mgm) and the estimated monthly demand on Dix is 106 mgm (NJDEP, 2013b). Any of the 
four potable groundwater wells can be used for potable water at any given time as long as Dix does not 
exceed the water allocation permit limit. Dix currently utilizes one groundwater well for potable purposes 
and the remaining wells are used in emergency conditions for fire protection. The potable groundwater 
water is filtered for the removal of iron and manganese before distribution (Fort Dix, 2007). All water 
sources, surface and groundwater, are tested and treated to ensure that State quality standards are met. 

The proposed project site does not currently contain any buildings and therefore does not utilize potable 
water resources. However, there are existing potable water lines along Supply Road, Center Road, and 
north of the proposed site along Lexington Avenue. 

3.10.2 Sanitary Sewer Service 
The sewer system at JB MDL consists of a collection system, a number of lift stations, and a tertiary 
wastewater treatment plant. The wastewater treatment plant is located on the Dix portion of JB MDL and 
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serves both Dix and McGuire. Domestic wastewater is discharged into the sanitary sewer system, which 
flows to the treatment plant through a system of gravity and forced mains. The design capacity of the 
wastewater treatment plant is 4.6 mgd. The total combined flow to the treatment plant averages 2.5 mgd 
and Dix contributes approximately 55 percent of that average daily flow (MAFB, 2005). 

The proposed project site is not currently used and therefore does not currently utilize sanitary sewer 
services. However, there are two existing sanitary sewer lines that run through the site diagonally, one 
northwest and one northeast from Supply Road to Ramp Street. There are also existing lines along Supply 
Road and north of the proposed site along Lexington Avenue.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

3.10.3 Electrical Service and Distribution 
The electrical system on the Dix portion of JB MDL was privatized in 1996 and is now owned, operated, 
and maintained by General Public Utilities. The privatization agreement with General Public Utilities 
requires that electricity be provided on an uninterruptable basis. The electricity on Dix is supplied via a 
34.5 kilovolt (kV) transmission loop that originates at a substation in Cookstown, approximately five 
miles east of the installation. Two circuits (26 kV each) and six substations (4.16 kV each) provide 
primary and back up capacity to Dix (Fort Dix, 2000). 

The proposed project site is not currently used and therefore does not currently utilize electrical services. 
However, there are existing electrical service lines along Supply Road and north of the proposed project 
site along Lexington Avenue.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

3.10.4 Stormwater System 
The Public Complex Permit Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan for Dix identifies a number of 
locations where stormwater is discharged into watersheds within the installation. Stormwater on Dix is 
directed by natural drainage patterns or modified drainage facilities. Stormwater in developed areas of 
Dix are collected by extensive stormwater drainage networks that discharge to detention ponds, Hanover 
Lake, or streams (Assiscunk, Crosswicks, and Rancocas creeks) all located within the Dix portion of JB 
MDL. The majority of Dix drains into the Rancocas Creek Watershed and the Crosswicks Neshaminy 
Watershed both of which drain into the Delaware River Basin. A small portion of Dix drains into streams, 
such as Hurricane Brook which ultimately drain into the Atlantic Ocean (Fort Dix, 2000 and Fort Dix 
2006). 

The Dix area of JB MDL has an active Stormwater Pollution Prevention plan (SWPPP) that was 
developed in accordance with the NPDES, 40 CFR Part 122; NJ Stormwater Management Regulations, 
NJAC 7:11; NJ Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Program; and several other Federal, State, and 
county water pollution control regulations. The purpose of the SWPPP is to compensate for the added 
stormwater runoff and the possible runoff of pollution caused by development and industrial activities. 

The proposed project site is not currently used. The majority of the site is maintained lawn and 
stormwater is left to naturally percolate in these areas.   

3.10.4.1 Stormwater Regulatory Requirements 
Construction activities on JB MDL that disturb one or more acres of land are subject to Federal and State 
soil conservation and stormwater pollution regulations. The 1972 amendments to the CWA prohibit the 
discharge of any pollutants to waters of the U.S. from a point source unless the discharge is authorized by 
a NPDES permit. Recently, the USEPA issued a Final Rule for the CWA concerning technology based 
Effluent Limitations Guidelines and New Source Performance Standards for the Construction and 
Development point source category. All NPDES stormwater permits issued by the USEPA or States must 
incorporate requirements established in the Final Rule. This Rule was effective February 1, 2010 and will 
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be phased in over four years. All new construction sites are required to meet the non-numeric effluent 
limitations and to design, install, and maintain effective erosion and sedimentation controls, including the 
following: 

• Control storm water volume and velocity to minimize erosion 

• Minimize the amount of soil exposed during construction activities 

• Minimize the disturbance of steep slopes 

• Minimize sediment discharges from the site 

• Provide and maintain natural buffers around surface waters 

• Minimize soil compaction and preserve topsoil where feasible. 

Section 438 of the Energy Independence and Security Act (42 USC Section 17094) establishes into law 
new stormwater design requirements for Federal construction projects that disturb a footprint greater than 
5,000 square feet of land. Additional guidance is provided in the USEPA’s Technical Guidance on 
Implementing the Stormwater Runoff Requirements for Federal Projects under Section 438 of the Energy 
Independence and Security Act.  

In 1975, the State Legislature passed Chapter 251, P.L. 1975, the Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Act 
of NJ. This legislation gave local conservation districts the power to control soil erosion and 
sedimentation by requiring the submission of a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan. The contractor 
would submit a Soil Erosion and Sediment Control Plan for the Proposed Action to the Burlington 
County Soil Conservation District for their review and approval. Finally, the design of the proposed CIF 
would meet the stormwater requirements within Dix’s existing Public Complex Permit Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan. 

3.10.5 Natural Gas 
Natural gas is supplied to Dix by Public Service Electric and Gas (PSE&G) company. Under the 
privatization agreement, PSE&G is required to provide Dix with the gas it needs on demand therefore the 
chance of a service interruption is precluded (Fort Dix, 2000). 

The proposed project site is not currently used and therefore does not currently utilize natural gas 
services. However, there are existing natural gas service lines along Supply Road and north of the 
proposed project site along Lexington Avenue.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

3.10.6 Solid Waste 
Wastes can generally be divided into three broad categories, including hazardous, nonhazardous, and 
universal wastes (see Section 3.8 for Hazardous Materials and Waste). Nonhazardous wastes are typically 
thought of as residential or municipal waste. Universal wastes are certain hazardous wastes, e.g. batteries, 
which, when managed or recycled properly, are not included as hazardous waste. 

Disposal of solid waste at JB MDL is conducted through a facility support contract with a licensed waste 
hauler. The solid waste from Dix is transported to the Burlington County Landfill in Mansfield, NJ. The 
Burlington County Landfill was opened in 1989 and at the current rate of receiving wastes has a permitted 
capacity until 2016. The capacity of the Burlington County Landfill is 6,977,174 tons (Energy Justice, 
2012). There is currently a plan for expansion so the landfill will have permitted capacity until 2027.  

JB MDL is mandated by the Qualified Recycling Program to meet a 50 percent diversion goal for 
nonhazardous solid waste and a 60 percent diversion for construction and demolition debris, which is 
required by 2015 from the U.S. Defense Department sustainability performance plan. The Burlington 
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County Occupational Training Center is the contractor for recycling programs on the Dix and McGuire 
portions of JB MDL. In 2011, they recycled more than 2,000 tons of material. As the proposed project 
site does not house any buildings and is maintained lawn solid waste and recyclables are not currently 
generated or disposed of on site.   

3.11 Noise 

3.11.1 Regulatory Framework and Background 
Noise regulations have been established at all levels of government, from local municipalities to Federal 
agencies. Although, there is great variation in the controls established by different municipalities, the 
Federal guidelines provide widely accepted standards, which are reasonably consistent among the various 
agencies. Congress passed the Noise Control Act in 1972, specifically authorizing USEPA to promulgate 
regulations establishing maximum permissible noise characteristics for products manufactured for 
interstate commerce. In addition, USEPA was directed to publish information about the kind and extent of 
effects of different qualities and quantities of noise, and to define acceptable levels under various 
conditions to protect public health and welfare. This information was then used by other Federal agencies 
in establishing criteria applicable to their programs. 

Noise can have an adverse effect on humans and their activities, as well as on the natural environment. 
The impact of noise is highly dependent upon the characteristics of the noise (e.g., loudness, pitch, time of 
day, and duration) and the sensitivity (or perception) of the noise receptor. The standard unit of sound 
amplitude measurement is the decibel (dB); however, since the human ear is not equally sensitive to 
sound at all frequencies, the A-weighted scale (dBA) is typically used to measure noise as it relates 
human sensitivity. The USEPA has classified noise levels for several common sounds along with typical 
human responses or perceptions for these noises (Table 3-7). 

Sound travel over distance is acted upon by many factors. Temperature, humidity, wind direction, 
barriers, and absorbent materials, such as soft ground and light snow, are all factors in how sound will be 
perceived at different distances. The most significant way that noise is attenuated is from the divergence 
of sound waves with distance (attenuation by divergence). In general, this mechanism results in a 6 dBA 
decrease in the sound level with every doubling of distance from a point source (i.e., rate of dBA decrease 
from the source is based on a logarithmic scale). For example, the 84 dBA average sound level at 50 feet 
– associated with clearing and grading during construction – would be attenuated to 78 dBA at 100 feet, 
72 dBA at 200 feet, and to 66 dBA at 400 feet. 

Table 3-7. Noise Levels for Common Sounds 
Sources1 Noise Level (dBA) Response 

Carrier deck, jet operation 140 Painfully loud 
Live rock music 130 Limits amplified speech 

New York subway station 90 Hearing damage (8 hours) 
Dishwasher 80 Annoying 

Freeway traffic (50 ft) 70 Telephone use difficult 
Air conditioning unit (20 ft) 60 Intrusive 

Light auto traffic (100 ft) 50 Quiet 
Breathing 10 Just audible 

Silence 0 Threshold of hearing 
  1Noise levels decrease with distance from the source and are reduced by barriers, both man-made 
(e.g. sound walls) and natural (forested areas, hills, etc.). 
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3.11.2 Sensitive Receptors and Existing Noise Levels 
Certain land uses, facilities, and the people associated with these noise levels are more sensitive to a given 
level of noise than other uses. Such “sensitive receptors” might include schools, churches, hospitals, 
retirement homes, campgrounds, wilderness areas, hiking trails, and some species of threatened or 
endangered wildlife. The closest sensitive receptor is family housing, located approximately one mile 
south of the proposed project site.  

Existing land uses abutting the project site include “Industrial” (see also Section 3.2, Land Use). 
Regionally, the largest contributors to ambient noise levels in the proximity of the project site are 
vehicular traffic along Fort Dix Road as a result of workers commuting and delivery trucks traveling 
to/from the industrial and commercial businesses.  

No noise data is available for the project area specifically; however, the area is relatively quiet with 
background levels assumed to be similar to a normal suburban residential area around 45 - 50 dBA. It is 
also assumed that surrounding noise levels are around 55 - 65 dBA from high traffic levels during the 
morning and early evening peak commute travel times and occasionally during times of heavy truck 
deliveries to the existing issue facilities and surrounding industrial facilities.  

3.12 Transportation and Traffic 
Commercial traffic (trucks) traveling to and from the Dix area of JB MDL use Checkpoint 9 off of 
Saylors Pond Road.  Checkpoint 9 is available 24 hours a day, but is actively manned between 5am and 
4:30 pm. Trucks arriving outside those times are instructed to call security for entrance.  Based on data 
from the 2011 Joint Base Regional Transportation Mobility Study (T&M, 2011), Checkpoint 9 received 
3,813 trucks (inbound) on one day in November 2010.  The peak hours were between 6am and 8am where 
an average of 460 trucks entered per hour.  Between 8 am and 5pm, the gate received 180 trucks per hour.  
Between 7am and 5pm (the work hours under the Proposed Action), the gate received 2,089 vehicles (see 
Appendix C). 

The primary routes from this checkpoint include:  Saylors Pond Road (Route 670), Route 68, CR 537, 
Route 206, CR 616, and CR 528.   Several small towns are located within 5 miles of the gate along these 
routes, including Wrightstown, Pemberton, Cookstown, and New Egypt.   Major highways in the area 
include the NJ Turnpike and I-295 to the west and Route 70 to the south (see Figure 3-7 below).   

The existing cantonment road and street networks are generally adequate to serve transportation needs on 
Dix however, capacity may be exceeded during periods of infrequent mobilization (the population during 
peak mobilization is approximately 18,000 persons). As previously stated, the proposed project site is 
bounded by Center Road, Supply Road, Ramp Street and Loop Street. The area is industrial in nature and 
the roads bounding the site are not often traveled, with the exception of deliveries to existing Buildings 
3138, 3137, 3130 etc. The most highly traveled road near the proposed project site is Fort Dix Road 
which intersects Center Road.  

The average daily traffic on Fort Dix Road from 4 April 2011 and 6 April 2011 was 5,348 vehicles. Peak 
eastbound traffic (towards the Route 68 gate) occurs between 6am and 8am, with an average of 540 
vehicles per hour and a peak of 598 vehicles per hour.  Peak afternoon traffic (westbound) occurs between 
3 pm and 5 pm, with an average of 489 vehicles per hour, with a peak of 707 vehicles per hour (NJDOT, 
2011). See Appendix C for hourly traffic volumes on Fort Dix Road summarized above.  
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Figure 3-7.  Road Network Surrounding Checkpoint 9 

3.13 Human Health and Safety 

3.13.1 Police and Fire Protection 
JBMDL is connected to the 911 Emergency System should an emergency requiring police protection 
occur.  The JB MDL Police force provides primary response to emergencies. The JB MDL Fire and 
Emergency Services Division provide fire suppression, crash, rescue, emergency medical, hazardous 
substances, and structural fire protection for all personnel at JB MDL. There are four fire stations located 
throughout JB MDL, two of which are on Dix. The closest fire station to the proposed project site is 
located north off of Delaware Avenue, opposite Snyder Lane approximately 0.5 miles away. 

3.13.2 Medical 
The 87th Medical Group is an outpatient medical treatment facility operating on JB MDL. There are also 
several medical clinics located throughout JB MDL for military use. The ambulatory care clinic is located 
less than a mile northeast of the proposed project site on Neely Road. Additional medical facilities 
include Buttonwood Hospital in Pemberton, Virtua Memorial Hospital in Mount Holly, and the 
Community Medical Center in Toms River. 

3.13.3 Construction Safety 
The health and safety of onsite military and civilian workers are safeguarded by numerous DoD and 
military-branch specific regulations designed to comply with standards issued by the Federal 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA), USEPA, and State occupational safety and 
health agencies. These standards specify the amount and type of training required for industrial workers, 
the use of personal protective equipment, administrative controls, engineering controls, and maximum 
exposure limits for workplace stressors. 

Proposed Site Location 
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All contractors are required to conduct construction activities in a manner that does not pose any risk to 
workers or personnel and are responsible for following ground safety regulations, worker compensation 
programs, and industrial hygiene programs. Contractor responsibilities are to review potentially 
hazardous workplace operations; to monitor exposure to workplace chemical (e.g. asbestos, lead, 
hazardous materials), physical (e.g. noise, high exposure to heat or cold, working from heights, tripping 
hazards), and biological (e.g. infectious waste, insect bites) agents; and to recommend and evaluate 
controls (e.g. ventilation, respirators) to ensure personnel are properly protected or unexposed.  

In NJ, the rate of injury cases per 100 full-time workers in the heavy and civil engineering construction 
sector is 3.7, which are down from 4.7 the previous year (BLS, 2012). 

3.13.4 Ordnance, Explosives, and Munitions Safety 
Unexploded ordnance (UXO) is any munitions, weapons delivery system, or ordnance item that contains 
explosives, propellants, and chemical agents. UXO consists of munitions that (1) are armed or otherwise 
prepared for action; (2) are launched, placed, fired, or released in a way that they cause hazards; or (3) 
remain unexploded either through malfunction or design. UXO presents an immediate safety danger 
(from explosion) and a long-term health threat (from toxic contamination). The proposed project site is 
not located within or adjacent to any UXO caution or UXO sweep areas.   

Explosive safety quantity distance (QD) arcs are imaginary arcs surrounding facilities used for the 
storage, handling, and maintenance of munitions to provide a safety buffer in case of a detonation inside 
the bunker. Certain activities and personnel density limits are instituted within these arcs to protect people 
and facilities from explosion and fragmentation. On JB MDL, the Air Force Manual 91-201 establishes 
the size of the clearance zones based upon QD criteria or the category and weight of the explosives 
contained within the facility. The nearest QD arc to the proposed project site is located approximately one 
mile east on the McGuire airfield. 
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4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1 General Overview 
This section identifies potential direct and indirect effects of the alternatives for each resource area 
described in Section 3 and compares and contrasts the potential effects of those alternatives.  The 
potential environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic effects of implementing each identified alternative, 
as well as any required mitigation associated with each alternative, are all presented.   

4.2 Land Use 

4.2.1 Effects of Alternative 1 
No significant adverse land use impacts would be anticipated to result from the implementation of the 
Proposed Action. The current land use zoning of the proposed project site and surrounding areas is 
“Industrial” with the same designation for the future according to the IDP (see Figure 3-1) (JB MDL, 
2012) and is therefore in-line with JB MDL master planning.  Minor impacts are expected as the proposed 
project would change 1.9 acres of the 8.9 acre undeveloped land to developed land. Aside from minor 
adverse aesthetic impacts, construction and operation of the central issue facility would not be expected to 
cause any physical alterations to adjacent properties. 

The Proposed Action requires development within the Pinelands Preservation Area. However, the 
construction of the central issue facility is consistent with the function of the military installation and is 
sanctioned by JB MDL. The development of the facility would, with the adherence to environmental 
BMPs in Section 2.2.3 and the sustainable design and construction described in Section 2.2.1.2, result in 
less than significant adverse impacts to the environmental resources of the Pinelands Area. 

4.2.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction 
activities or land development would occur at the site; therefore, there would be no impact to land use 
from the Proposed Action. The proposed site would not be developed as described in this EA and 
consequently, there would be no associated changes in the use of this land. 

4.3 Air Quality 

4.3.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
Construction of the facility would produce short-term, low-level, intermittent, and transient emissions of 
CO, PM2.5, and NOx from vehicles, and trucks and the operation of construction machinery, as well as 
PM2.5 and PM10 associated with earth and material movements that would be associated with land clearing 
and other activities. Appreciable impacts on ambient air pollution concentrations from vehicle emissions 
are expected to be minor because traffic increase from construction and personal vehicles would be small 
and temporary and most of the construction equipment is expected to stay onsite until the construction 
phase is over. Thus, construction activities would not be expected to produce a significant degradation of 
ambient air quality. 

For construction estimates, emissions factors for fugitive dust emissions were obtained from the US 
EPA's document “AP42, Fifth Edition, Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, Volume 1: 
Stationary Point and Area Sources".  As construction activities vary substantially day to day depending 
on the level of activity, the specific construction activities occurring at the time and the prevailing 
meteorological conditions the USEPA provides an emission factor for un-controlled total suspended 
particulate (TSP) matter of 1.2 tons/acre/month of activity to represent the overall construction activity on 
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the site (USEPA, 2005). Table 4-1 provides an estimate of fugitive dust emissions from construction 
activities. These fugitive dust emissions are expected to be below any applicable regulatory criteria. 

Table 4-1. Total Suspended Particulate Emission Estimates Resulting from Construction 
TSP Emissions 

 Uncontrolled Controlled 

Activity Area of 
Activity 
(Acre) 

Duration 
of 

Activity 
(Months) 

Uncontrolled 
Emission Factor 
(ton/acre/month) 

Controlled 
Emission 
Factor1 

(ton/acre/month) 

Total 
Emissions 

(ton) 

Total 
Emissions 

(ton) 

Clearing 4 1 1.2 0.36 4.8 1.44 
Excavation 3 2 1.2 0.36 7.2 2.16 

Filling 3 2 1.2 0.36 7.2 2.16 
Grading 4 1 1.2 0.36 4.8 1.44 

Construction 4 6 1.2 0.36 28.8 8.64 
Total  52.8 15.84 

Source: USEPA, 2005 
Notes: 1: Controlled emission factor depends on dust suppression measures to be used at the site. This value has assumed 
implementation of dust control measures discussed in Section 2.2.3 
 
There would be no increase in the existing troop level or vehicle operations. Approximately 20 employees 
would be traveling to the central issue facility daily during operations. These employees would likely use 
the existing parking area located southeast of Supply road. There would also be 19 aggregate parking 
spaces and a bus lane to be used by military traveling to/from the facility for issue, exchange, and turn-in 
of designated OCIE items. These employees and soldiers do not represent new commuters. Therefore, no 
increases in mobile emissions are anticipated from government owned and privately owned vehicles. The 
purpose of the Proposed Action is to provide a modern warehouse facility specifically designed for 
central issue operations where soldiers can pick up and return their OCIE items in one stop. Central issue 
operations are currently conducted in several locations, thus, the Proposed Action would reduce mobile 
emissions resulting from car travel. 

The Proposed Action would include new stationary sources of air emissions. The design of the facility is 
underway and the exact sizes and types of heating elements in the building are not finalized. However, it 
is likely that the facility would utilize a natural gas fired heating and ventilation unit for the warehouse 
and a variable refrigeration volume system with a DX cooled and gas fired dedicated outdoor air system 
for the office and issuing areas for most of its heating needs, as well as domestic hot water heaters. Based 
on preliminary hydraulic calculations, a diesel fire pump would be required to supply the sprinkler system 
demand of the proposed facility. 

Table 4-2 below summarizes the total projected air emissions resulting from stationary (boilers and diesel 
fire pump) and mobile sources (construction equipment and vehicles) associated with the Proposed 
Action. These emissions were estimated based on typical boiler and diesel fire pump specifications, 
construction equipment and vehicle types. Actual specifications of construction equipment and vehicle 
miles have been estimated based on similar projects. The full discussion including calculations used to 
develop these estimates can be found in Appendix B. 
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Table 4-2. Summary of Proposed Action Emissions 
Annual Emissions (tons per year) 

Activities VOC CO NOx PM10 SO2 PM2.5 

Operational Stationary Sources 
Natural Gas Boilers 0.007 -- 0.12 -- -- -- 

Natural Gas Water Heaters 0.003 -- 0.06 -- -- -- 
Diesel Fire Pump 0.003 0.008 0.03 -- <0.001 -- 

Construction Mobile Sources 
Construction Equipment Diesel 0.32 0.99 1.01 0.29 0.28 0.20 

Road Vehicles 0.24 2.26 0.24 0.01 0.003 -- 

Total 0.57 3.26 1.46 0.30 0.28 0.20 
 

Based on the estimated emissions in Table 4-2 above, the Proposed Action is not anticipated to 
significantly impact existing or future air quality. With the exception of General Conformity requirements 
(see Section 4.3.1.1 below) impacts to air quality are determined by the impact of stationary sources. As 
displayed in Table 4-2 above, significant impacts to air quality are not anticipated from the use of the 
proposed stationary sources. The air emissions from construction equipment and construction workers 
personal vehicles would be considered a minor local and temporary impact. 

4.3.1.1 General Conformity Rule 
Proposals for Federal actions must evaluate potential changes in direct and indirect air emissions caused 
by the proposed actions and must determine whether the proposed actions conform to applicable State and 
Federal implementation plans. The maximum increase in air emissions that is exempt from a detailed air 
quality analysis is called the “de minimis” level. If emissions of a criteria pollutant do not exceed the de 
minimis level, then the Federal action is considered to have minimal air quality impacts and the Federal 
action is determined to conform for the pollutant under study and no further analysis is necessary. If the 
total direct and indirect emissions of a pollutant are above the de minimis level then a formal general 
conformity determination is required for that pollutant. 

As stated in Section 3.3, Burlington County is currently in moderate non-attainment status for ozone. 
Burlington County is also in non-attainment for annual PM2.5 and 24 hour PM2.5.  The de minimis levels 
for each pollutant are defined in the Federal Conformity Rule and vary depending on the pollutant and the 
severity of nonattainment status. For a moderate ozone nonattainment area, the de minimis criterion is 100 
tpy for the ozone precursor NOx and 50 tpy for the ozone precursor VOC. There is currently no de 
minimis level set for PM2.5, therefore PM2.5 was excluded from Table 4-3 below. 

Based on the emissions in Table 4-2, the Proposed Action emissions are not expected to result in 
exceedance of the de minimis levels for NOx or VOC set forth in the General Conformity Rule. Thus, the 
Proposed Action is exempt from the CAA conformity requirements and does not require a detailed 
analysis of air quality. See Appendix B for a general conformity record of non-applicability for the 
Proposed Action. 
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Table 4-3. Proposed Action General Conformity Analysis 
Pollutant Project Emissions  

(tons per year) 

Ozone de minimis Level 
(tons per year) 

NOx 1.46 100 
VOC 0.57 50 

Source: USEPA, 2011a 

4.3.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No-Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. Implementation of the 
No Action Alternative would not have an impact on existing air quality and current conditions would 
remain the same. 

4.4 Topography and Soils 

4.4.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
The contractor would submit a site-specific Soil Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan to the 
Burlington County Soil Conservation District for review and approval. This plan would need to receive 
certification from the District prior to initiating construction. Under the Proposed Action alterations to the 
topography of the area would be moderate. Grading would be required for the facility’s foundation, 
swales, and dry detention basin (see Section 4.10 for more detail regarding stormwater). It is estimated 
that approximately five feet of fill would be needed to raise the proposed facility to the required elevation. 
Given the project site’s limited topographic variation, the planned change in topography is considered to 
be moderate. Soil excavated for the creation of the dry detention basin would be used toward the 
additional five feet of fill needed for the facility’s foundation thereby reducing the amount of offsite fill 
needed to be brought on site. The excavation and reapplication of surface soils could cause the mixing of 
shallow soil horizons, resulting in a blending of soil characteristics and types. This blending would 
modify the physical characteristics of the soils, including structure and texture that could lead to reduced 
permeability and increased runoff from these areas. Soil compaction and blending could also impact the 
viability of future vegetation. Thus, long-term minor impacts to soils may result from incorporating 
excavated and offsite soil into the site grading. 

The soil type at the project site is considered by the Natural Resource Conservation Service as a prime 
farmland soil (USDA/NRCS, 2010); however, the project site is located in the Dix cantonment area, an 
area used for industrial activities, billeting, administrative support and training, therefore future farming 
practices at the site are not anticipated. 

Construction of the facility would require the removal and relocation of an existing sewer line that runs 
northwest through the site as well as clearing and grading the existing lot to install the building 
foundation and detention basin. This disturbance would temporarily create dust from wind erosion. Soil 
disturbance could result in increased erosion potential from loss of ground cover and exposure of bare 
soils to precipitation and runoff. The total disturbed area would be kept to the minimum necessary to 
complete the work (up to 4 acres) and would be confined to the site boundaries. Minor short-term impacts 
to soils are expected as existing soils have already been disturbed throughout much of the proposed 
project site through previous land development and clearing activities. Furthermore, potential impacts 
would be controlled or avoided through the use of appropriate BMPs and soil stabilization/revegetation 
techniques during and after the construction phase. Appropriate BMPs would be required per the NPDES 
permit (discussed in detail in Section 4.5, Water Resources) and selected based on site specific conditions. 
With the adherence to the BMPs described in Section 2.2.3, there would be minimal impact to soils 
during construction. 
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No impact to soils and topography are expected during operation of the facility, once construction is 
completed and the site is revegetated and maintained lawn is once again established.    

4.4.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction, 
activities or land development would occur at the site; therefore, there would be no excavation of land. 
The land, in its current condition, would remain in place, and the topographic features and soils would 
remain undisturbed. Therefore no impacts from soil blending, increased soil erosion and associated 
sediment-laden runoff to adjacent waters would occur. 

4.5 Water Resources  

4.5.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
Surface Water  

There are no surface water features within the proposed project site; therefore, no potential exists for 
direct impacts to surface waters. Initial construction activities on the project site would require the 
removal and relocation of an existing sewer line that runs northwest through the site as well as clearing 
and grading the existing lot to install the building foundation and detention basin. All of these activities 
would create the disturbance and exposure of soils resulting in increased runoff.  As there would be over 
one acre of disturbance, and construction activities could cause erosion of sediments into adjacent surface 
water features located offsite, an NPDES General Permit would be obtained to ensure compliance with 
the NJDEP, Division of Water Quality sediment and erosion controls. To minimize potential impacts to 
water resources a General Permit would require the preparation of a SWPPP. This plan includes BMPs 
for erosion control and pollution prevention requirements. Considering that the nearest natural surface 
water (an un-named tributary) is approximately 600 feet east of the site across Loop Street, it is unlikely 
that any natural water bodies would be affected during construction. BMPs would be implemented and 
maintained during land-disturbing activities to further prevent the potential of indirect impacts to surface 
waters. There is always the potential for surface water contamination from hazardous spills that could 
occur during construction activities; however, BMP’s for minimizing the potential for spills would be 
outlined in the construction stage SWPPP as a condition of the General Permit. Ultimately, adherence to 
the SWPPP would minimize erosion and sediment impacts to water quality as well as minimize the 
potential for spills; therefore, impacts to surface water resources would be reduced to minor.  

The proposed central issue facility would increase the amount of impervious surface at the project site by 
approximately 1.9 acres; therefore, increasing stormwater runoff. Approximately 0.6 acres of the 
impervious cover would consist of a dense graded aggregate parking lot consisting of 19 spaces and a bus 
lane. The dense graded aggregate is considered semi-permeable and typical surface infiltration rates range 
from 0.2 to 0.6 inches per hour. This aggregate would contribute to minimizing the amount of stormwater 
runoff resulting from the new impervious surfaces. Preliminary site designs for the proposed facility 
include a swale ultimately ending at an extended dry stormwater detention basin. It is anticipated that 
adequate stormwater management would be included in the design of the facility and runoff would be 
contained onsite to the maximum extent practicable thus minimizing potential impacts to surface waters 
located off site to negligible.  

Construction activities would require water from JB MDL sources for concrete work and washing 
machinery and tools. Water for construction would be obtained from existing potable water sources on 
Dix. This water use would be short-term and minor relative to the amount of water available on the Dix 
portion of JB MDL (see Section 3.11, Infrastructure).  
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As discussed in Section 3.5.3, the Dix portion of JB MDL obtains potable water from both surface and 
groundwater sources. The primary source of potable water on Dix is a surface water diversion on 
Greenwood Branch of the North Branch of Rancocas Creek. The operation of the proposed facility would 
require potable water withdrawals for use. The proposed facility would not increase the number of 
employees from current levels. The potable water withdrawals under the Proposed Action would be offset 
by the non-operation of the World War II-era issue facility and support posts. In addition, the Proposed 
Action has been designed to achieve LEED Silver certification which would promote minimizing water 
consumption, thus, beneficial impacts are expected to result from operation of the new facility as it would 
use less water than the existing facilities. No impacts are expected to occur to potable water resources in 
the area and they are expected to continue to be a viable source within the region. 

Groundwater 

There would be no direct impacts to groundwater from construction of the project, as it is not expected 
that any drilling or extensive excavating would be required at the site. During construction, there would 
be a short-term minor potential for groundwater contamination to occur from the operation and 
maintenance of construction vehicles and equipment (e.g., accidental fuel spills). The potential for 
contamination to occur would be minimized through the implementation of the SWPPP. Any potential 
impacts associated with the leaking of substances (i.e., fuels, oils, and other lubricants) into soils and 
entering groundwater aquifers would be avoided through the use of BMPs to prevent spills or leaks. 
Therefore, no impact to groundwater is expected to result from the Proposed Action. 

Wetlands and Floodplains 

The Proposed Action site layout is concentrated on the southwestern portion of the site (Figure 2-2). The 
dry detention basin in the eastern portion of the site is to be located over 50 feet south of the existing ditch 
on site and approximately 230 feet northwest of the NJDEP mapped wetland located offsite on the east 
side of Loop Street. Therefore, no NJDEP wetland areas or their associated buffers would be disturbed 
during the construction or operation of the proposed facility.  

The layout of the facility would not encroach on any surface waters or their existing buffers. Construction 
and operation of the facility would not occur within or adjacent to any designated 100 or 500-year 
floodplains and therefore, would have no impact on upstream floodplain elevations or downstream flood 
conveyance. Thus, the Proposed Action would have no impacts to floodplains. 

4.5.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction 
activities or land development would occur at the site, and there would be no impact to surface waters, 
groundwater, wetlands, or floodplains in the vicinity of the project area. 

4.6 Biological Resources  

4.6.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
Impacts to biological resources generally occur because of habitat modification, land disturbance, 
disturbance to or taking of rare, threatened, or endangered species, or exposure to environmental 
contaminants. No impacts to State- or Federally-listed threatened or endangered species are anticipated to 
occur as the USFWS concurred with JB MDL’s conclusion that the site does not currently support any 
listed species and would therefore have no impact. A special status species, the wood thrush, is noted as a 
2002 breeding sighting on and around the proposed project site (NJDEP, 2013a). The NJDEP, Division of 
Fish and Wildlife also noted this and recommended a general timing restriction on the mechanical 
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trimming or removal of trees between March 15th and July 31st to protect nesting birds under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Currently a single tree exists on site along Supply Road which is not planned 
to be trimmed or removed for the proposed project. The wood thrush sighting was more than likely not on 
the proposed site itself as the wood thrush typically breeds in cool mature, lowland, mixed or more 
typically, deciduous forests, particularly mesic to damp woodlands with an abundance of saplings as 
opposed to maintained lawn. As the proposed project site does not contain typical wood thrush habitat the 
Proposed Action would have no effect on the wood thrush or its habitat.  

Development of the facility would involve disturbing up to 4 acres of land that has a history of 
disturbance in the general area of ongoing human disturbances containing sparse vegetation and marginal 
wildlife habitat. During initial land clearing activities, wildlife would be displaced from the site due to 
human activities (e.g., equipment movement) causing them to avoid the area. Impacts from the loss of 
terrestrial wildlife habitat would be minor as the project site consists of low-quality vegetative habitat and 
exists in an area generally characterized as industrial. Development of the site would result in a loss of 
habitat for any species currently utilizing onsite resources or those in the area that could; however, large 
amounts of similar habitat exists directly north of the site, thus, minor impacts would be expected.  

In addition, during operations, human activities onsite may cause avoidance of the area by some wildlife 
species; however, this effect would be negligible considering other industrial buildings operating in the 
area (e.g., Buildings 3138, 3137, 3130 etc.) already cause some degree of avoidance. No impacts to 
wetland habitat located northeast of the site on the opposite side of Loop Street are expected as erosion 
and sediment BMPs and appropriate stormwater management measures would be implemented during 
construction and operation to minimize adverse impacts to water quality (see Section 4.10 for stormwater 
management). Therefore, impacts to wildlife would not be considered significant as a result of the 
Proposed Action. 

4.6.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction or land 
development would occur at the site; thus, no impacts to wildlife or vegetation would occur. Additionally, 
the No Action Alternative would not result in any impacts to threatened or endangered species found in 
the vicinity of the area. 

4.7 Cultural Resources 

4.7.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
National Register eligible building 3135 (SHPO Opinion 3/7/2003) is located approximately 0.17 miles 
southwest of the proposed project site (see Figure 1).  Building 3135, a locomotive repair facility built in 
1942, was found individually eligible for the NR under criterion A as the only railroad specific building 
extant on Fort Dix associated with the World War II mobilization on the installation.  Building 3135 is 
not visible from the project site as warehouse buildings 3136 and 3137 stand in between, therefore the 
proposed project is expected to have no effect on Building 3135 or it’s viewshed.  Buildings 3136 and 
3137 are both semi-permanent, concrete block military warehouses built in 1942.  Although they were 
once part of the large group of railroad-related facilities, they were found to be substantially altered at the 
time of survey in 2002 and lacked the integrity to be considered for eligibility for NR inclusion under 
criterion A. Therefore, the proposed project is considered to have no effect on Buildings 3136 and 3137. 

There have been no historic or prehistoric archaeological sites identified within the project APE.  The 
proposed project site is located in what was once a heavily developed portion of the former Fort Dix.  Due 
to the degree of historic disturbance, the proposed project site is considered to have a low potential for 
containing either prehistoric or historic archaeological resources. Should archeological sites be 
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inadvertently discovered during the construction phase of the project or in the course of normal 
operations, JB MDL would cease operations, contact SHPO, and ensure compliance with all applicable, 
statutory, regulatory, and policy requirements.  Therefore, the proposed project is considered to have no 
potential to adversely affect archaeological resources. 

In a letter received 22 February 2013 from the NJDEP, Historic Preservation Office (see Appendix A), 
the Office acknowledged concurrence with JB MDL’s determination that the project would “have No 
Impact upon cultural resources on or eligible for inclusion in the `State and National Register of Historic 
Places”. In a letter dated February 14, 2013 the Delaware Tribe indicated that their review of the proposed 
project site indicated that there are no religious or culturally significant sites in the project area and 
therefore they defer comment to the SHPO (see Appendix A). As stated above SHPO determined the 
proposed project would result in “no effect” to historic properties. In an e mail dated May 21, 2013, The 
Delaware Nation responded that upon research of their database and files they found that the location of 
the project does not endanger known archaeological sites of interest to the Delaware Nation and to please 
continue with the work as planned (see Appendix E) (JB MDL, 2013a). Thus, the proposed project is 
considered to have no potential to adversely affect cultural resources. 

4.7.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. Implementation of the 
No Action Alternative would not result in adverse impacts to cultural resources in the vicinity of the 
proposed project area. 

4.8 Hazardous Materials and Wastes 

4.8.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
Construction activities would require the use of certain hazardous materials such as paints, welding gases, 
solvents, preservatives, and sealants. It is anticipated that the quantity of hazardous materials used during 
construction activities would be minimal and their use would be of short duration. Contractors would be 
responsible for the management of hazardous materials and petroleum products, which would be handled 
in accordance with Federal, State, and USAF regulations. Hazardous waste generated during construction 
would be properly managed and stored on site in accordance with RCRA. Preventative measures and 
BMPs, such as providing fencing around the construction site, establishing contained storage areas, 
responding immediately to spills, and controlling the flow of construction equipment and personnel 
would help reduce the potential for a release to occur. Thus, impacts from hazardous wastes are expected 
to be minor. 

As there are no records indicating that USTs or ASTs were ever used on, stored on, or disposed of at the 
proposed project site, the Proposed Action is expected to have no impact. In late 2013, a ground 
penetrating radar survey is going to be conducted on the site that will identify any old building 
foundations, rail beds or other subsurface obstructions that would need to be removed prior to 
construction of the facility. Should a UST or AST be found it would be removed including any associated 
contaminated soil by a licensed contractor in accordance with applicable regulations under the 
supervision of JB MDL remediation staff. 

There are no DERP sites located within or adjacent to the proposed project site. The proposed project is 
located within a CEA for groundwater. However, there would be no direct impacts to groundwater from 
construction of the project, as it is not expected that any drilling or extensive excavating would be 
required at the site. Thus, there would be no contact with or impacts from contaminated groundwater. 
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No hazardous materials or wastes are to be used or generated during operation of the central issue facility 
therefore no impact is expected to result from operation. 

4.8.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction 
activities or land development would take place at the site; therefore, no impacts associated with 
hazardous materials and waste management would occur. 

4.9 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

4.9.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
Construction of the proposed project would require approximately 45 workers at any given time to be 
onsite and construction is anticipated to take 18 months. It is expected that these construction workers 
would be hired from the available labor pool in the project area, which is sufficiently large enough to 
absorb this demand without negatively impacting labor availability. As it is assumed the majority of the 
workforce would be drawn from local candidates, no increase in population or need for housing is 
anticipated. 

Short-term, moderate, beneficial effects on the local economy would be expected under the Proposed 
Action due to expenditures from the implementation of the construction of the facility. Short-term, minor 
increases in local business volume and employment would be expected under the Proposed Action as 
well. The use of local construction workers would produce increases in local sales volumes, payroll taxes, 
and the purchases of goods and services resulting in short-term, indirect, minor, and beneficial increases 
in the local economy. 

The Proposed Action would not increase or decrease the number of persons employed or stationed at JB 
MDL; therefore, no significant effects on demographics or social services and conditions would be 
expected. The Proposed Action would occur entirely on JB MDL. Possible adverse effects from 
construction activities could include increased traffic and noise levels and decreased air quality, but these 
effects would be short-term, intermittent, and minimal, and would likely effect on-installation residents 
more than off-installation populations. Therefore, disproportionate impacts on minority or low-income 
populations would not be expected. 

4.9.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction 
activities or land development would take place at the site; therefore, no socioeconomic or environmental 
justice impacts would occur. 

4.10 Infrastructure 

4.10.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
The proposed facility would connect to an existing natural gas line adjacent the site. The existing water 
lines immediately adjacent the site do not have the required pressure or flow for the proposed facility 
therefore they would connect to the existing 12 inch main that runs north of Lexington Avenue. The 
existing sanitary sewer line running northwest through the site would be relocated and laterals would be 
used to tie the proposed facility into the existing sanitary line. The electrical service to the facility would 
be derived from an existing 12,500/7,200V overhead line. The new electrical service would include 
primary underground service lines feeding to a new pad-mounted loop-feed transformer. No generator or 
electrical service back-up is required for the proposed facility 
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The Proposed Action would not result in significant effects on the installation’s infrastructure. Long-term, 
beneficial effects would be realized from implementing improved infrastructure and the centralization of 
functions. In addition, the Proposed Action has been designed to achieve LEED Silver certification. This 
would promote minimizing the use of electricity/energy and water consumption as well as the 
optimization of construction waste management and storm water management techniques. 

During construction the demand on existing utilities services to support construction of the facility would 
be minimal. Impacts to existing public utility systems are expected to be negligible during the 
construction period, as direct use of utilities would be limited to electrical lines. It is expected that 
temporary portable sanitary wastewater facilities would be provided and wastewater would be transported 
by commercial services for disposal. Potable water would be provided by temporary onsite water tanks. 
Electrical power would be provided by temporary connections to nearby power lines and use of portable 
generators to operate construction tools and machinery. 

Operation of the facility would require connections to existing potable water, sewer, electrical, natural gas 
and communications lines. Connecting to these utilities would not require major upgrades to any existing 
JB MDL utility infrastructure. As discussed in Section 3.10, the necessary utilities needed for the facility 
currently exist along Supply Road, Center Road, and Lexington Avenue. The proposed facility would tie 
into these existing lines. Connection of new utility lines to existing lines would be coordinated with the 
appropriate JB MDL office to prevent potential disruption to users of the same services and, therefore, 
negligible impacts to existing utility lines are expected during construction. Accessing the utilities would 
also have a minor impact as the supply lines with the exception of the water line along Lexington Avenue, 
currently abut the project site along Supply and Center Road (see Figure 2-1).  

The proposed LEED Silver construction design of the proposed facility would have long-term 
operational, beneficial effects as it would increase energy efficiency (reducing electricity demand), 
increase water use efficiency and reduce potable water usage. 

4.10.1.1 Stormwater System 
There are no surface water features within the proposed project site; therefore, no potential exists for 
direct impacts to surface waters during construction or operation. As there would be over one acre of 
disturbance, and construction activities could cause erosion of sediments into nearby water features (five 
acre wetland and associated un-named tributary on the east side of Loop Street) located offsite, a NPDES 
General Permit would be obtained prior to construction to ensure compliance with the NJDEP, Division 
of Water Quality sediment and erosion controls. To minimize potential impacts to water resources a 
General Permit would require the preparation of a SWPPP. This plan includes BMPs for erosion control 
and pollution prevention requirements. Typical BMPs include stabilizing exposed soils with straw and 
implementing sediment control measures such as fiber rolls and silt fencing, sediment ponds and so forth 
to remove sediment that has mixed with water. 

The proposed central issue facility would increase the amount of impervious surface at the project site by 
approximately 1.9 acres; therefore, increasing stormwater runoff. Approximately 0.6 acres of the 
impervious cover would consist of a dense graded aggregate parking lot consisting of 19 spaces and a bus 
lane. The dense graded aggregate is considered semi-permeable and typical surface infiltration rates range 
from 0.2 to 0.6 inches per hour. This aggregate would contribute to minimizing the amount of stormwater 
runoff resulting from the new impervious surfaces. Preliminary site designs for the proposed facility have 
the building constructed on approximately five feet of fill to provide positive drainage away from the 
building. Drainage would then be conveyed to the northern portion of the site in a drainage swale 
ultimately ending in an extended dry stormwater detention basin. 
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Dry detention basins are stormwater basins that are designed to provide temporary storage of runoff and 
functions hydraulically to attenuate stormwater runoff peaks. Dry detention basins are designed to 
completely empty out between runoff events, typically within 48 hours, and therefore provide mainly 
runoff control as opposed to water quality control. They do however provide some water quality benefits 
by allowing the settling of particulate matter. Figures 4-1 and 4-2 below show a typical extended dry 
detention basin before and after a rain event.   

 

Figure 4-1. Typical Extended Dry Detention Basin When Empty 

 

Figure 4-2. Typical Extended Dry Detention Basin When Full 

It is anticipated that adequate stormwater management would be included in the design of the facility and 
runoff would be contained onsite to the maximum extent practicable, minimizing the amount of runoff to 
receiving waters. Thus, impacts to stormwater resources are expected to be minor. 
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4.10.1.2 Solid Waste 
During construction, minor amounts of typical construction refuse and debris would be generated and 
would need to be disposed of properly. Areas of soil would need to be excavated in order to install the 
building’s foundation and utilities. However it is assumed this soil would be used as fill to raise the 
proposed building footprint five feet therefore, no soil disposal would be needed. The Burlington County 
landfill currently accepts construction waste. The amount of municipal solid waste and construction waste 
generated during construction of the facility is anticipated to be minor and would not significantly affect 
the capacity of the Burlington County landfill. 

During operations the long-term quantity of solid waste generated would be similar to existing levels as 
the number of personnel (approximately 20 employees) and types of activities would remain the same. 
Therefore no impact to solid waste levels is expected to result from operation of the proposed central 
issue facility.  

4.10.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction 
activities or land development would occur at the site, therefore, no additional facilities would be 
constructed and baseline conditions in terms of stormwater, usage rates of existing utilities and generation 
of solid waste would remain the same. Therefore, no impacts to infrastructure would occur. 

4.11 Noise 

4.11.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
Construction noise would be localized, intermittent, and temporary. Increases in noise levels during 
construction would mainly result from the use of heavy construction equipment (e.g., bulldozers, scrapers, 
dump trucks, and concrete mixers). Given the equipment needs of the construction phase, the typical 
noise levels onsite would be expected to remain within the range of 75 to 90 dBA. Construction noise 
levels onsite would primarily be limited to the immediate vicinity of the project site and would primarily 
affect the health of the construction workers. However, adherence to appropriate OSHA standards, such 
as use of hearing protection would protect the workforce from excessive noise. 

Construction would occur during daytime hours (i.e., between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m). Based on the noise 
levels listed in Table 4-4 below, the overall sound level during construction of the facility would be 
approximately 93 dBA at the source, which is a conservative estimate as it assumes all the equipment 
would be operating continuously and at the same time. 

Table 4-4. Common Equipment Sources and Measured Noise Levels at 50 feet 
Equipment Typical Noise Level in dBA 

Backhoe Excavator 85 
Bulldozer 80 

Grader 85 
Dump Truck 91 

Pump  76 
Compressor 81 

Source: Bolt et.al, 1971 
dBA=A-weighted decibels 
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Considering the distance to the closest residential area is approximately one mile south, it is expected that 
any incremental noise increase from construction work would significantly attenuate. Noise levels would 
further be reduced by barriers such as vegetation and building structures located between the project site 
and the residences. Thus, incremental increases in sound levels would not be significantly discernable 
above and beyond existing noise conditions at any of the sensitive receptors.  

Truck deliveries to and from the facility would be the principal contributor to increased noise levels 
during operation as noise would be generated during loading/unloading activities at the facility and from 
vehicle-related noise along the travel routes. These noise impacts are expected to be minor and 
intermittent (see Section 3.2.10 for transportation and traffic-related impacts) and would be distributed 
throughout a 10-hour work day (between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday) and would not 
significantly increase the noise levels above and beyond current noise levels characteristic of the area 
(i.e., industrial and storage activities). 

Truck deliveries to and from the facility once operational would be the principal contributor to increased 
noise levels, as well as noise from loading/unloading activities. These noise impacts are expected to be 
minor, intermittent (between 7 a.m. and 5 p.m., Monday through Friday) and similar to the existing noise 
levels in this industrial area. Therefore, operation of the proposed facility would not significantly increase 
the noise levels above and beyond current noise levels characteristic of the area (i.e., industrial and 
storage activities). 

4.11.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction 
activities or land development would occur at the site; therefore, there would be no increase or adverse 
noise impacts in the vicinity of the project area. 

4.12 Transportation and Traffic 

4.12.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
The same roads currently used to access the proposed site would also be used by construction vehicles to 
the project site (i.e., Center Road, Supply Road, and Loop Street). Fort Dix Road is the main road that 
contractors would use from Commercial Gate 9 to access the roads immediately surrounding the proposed 
project site. Project-generated traffic volumes during construction would be produced by construction 
workers commuting to and from the project site, as well as by material suppliers and heavy construction 
service vehicles. The total peak work force during construction would be approximately 45 workers, and 
these workers would most likely be phased in (e.g., initially with structural engineers, excavators and 
concrete workers). Commuter traffic from the construction workers are expected to be minor in 
comparison to existing traffic volumes as workers would be phased in and it is assumed that some 
workers would commute together reducing the total number of vehicles traveling to the project site. 
Because the project site is an open area, it is anticipated that adequate space would be available to stage 
equipment and vehicles; thus, impacts to the circulation of and access to the project area would be 
negligible. Generally, construction impacts to existing transportation resources would be temporary and 
localized (i.e., limited to proximity of project site).  

To reduce the potential for traffic accidents, the contractor would provide all appropriate measures to 
allow project trucks to safely make turns onto and off Fort Dix Road from the proposed project site, and 
adequately warn other vehicles about the presence of slow-moving trucks entering and leaving the site.   
These measures would be coordinated with the Security Forces Squadron and could include, but would 
not be limited to: the presence of flag people, flashing lights, warning signs, and reducing the speed limit 
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on Fort Dix Road during the project.  By implementing these traffic management strategies, the impacts 
to traffic safety and traffic flow would be minor. 

No new employees would be required for the operation of the facility. Personnel at the existing facilities 
would be transferred over to work at the proposed central issue facility. These employees do not represent 
new commuters. Therefore, no increases in traffic are anticipated from government owned and privately 
owned vehicles during operation of the facility.  

4.12.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction 
activities or land development would occur at the site. Therefore baseline conditions of traffic levels 
would remain unchanged resulting in no impacts to transportation and traffic. 

4.13 Human Health and Safety 

4.13.1 Effects of Alternative 1  
The potential for accidents and injuries to personnel during both construction and operation of the 
proposed facility would be comparable to that of a small industrial facility and would not exceed the 
capacity of available area healthcare services. It is important to note that the construction workers would 
not be able to use the JB MDL healthcare services unless it was an absolute emergency. The construction 
workers would utilize off site hospitals (e.g. Buttonwood in Pemberton etc.). The off-site healthcare 
facilities are well staffed and would not be impacted as the workforce would be drawn from the current 
labor pool in the area and would not represent an increase in local population. The JB MDL police and 
fire department is well staffed and would be available to assist in a fire emergency if needed. As stated in 
Section 3.13, the closest fire station is located approximately 0.5 miles from the proposed site location. 
Therefore, no impacts to medical, fire or police are expected to result from the Proposed Action. 

Potential occupational health and safety risks during construction of the proposed facility are expected to 
be typical of risks for any other commercial construction site of comparable size. Health and safety 
concerns include: the movement of heavy objects, including construction equipment; slips, trips, and 
falls; the risk of fire or explosion from general construction activities (e.g., welding); and spills and 
exposures related to the storage and handling of chemicals and disposal of hazardous waste. The 
construction contractor would develop, implement, and maintain a Worker Protection Plan. This plan 
would implement OSHA (29 CFR 1910, and 29 CF 1926) and would define policies, procedures, and 
practices implemented during the construction process to ensure protection of the workforce, 
environment, and the public. During construction, safety measures such as providing fencing around the 
construction site, establishing contained storage areas, and controlling the movement of construction 
equipment and personnel would reduce the potential for an accident to occur. Hazardous materials that 
may be used during construction include paints, welding gases and solvents. BMPs would be employed to 
reduce any impact associated with the use of these materials (see Sections 2.2.3 and 4.8.1). Thus, it is 
expected that only minor adverse health and safety impacts would occur during construction. 

Based on data compiled by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, in 2011 within the nonresidential building 
construction industry, the injury rate for construction workers was 3.6 percent and the fatality rate was 0.1 
percent (USBLS, 2011; USBLS, 2011a). Although a specific construction plan has not yet been 
developed, for purposes of analysis, it is assumed that the number of construction personnel would peak 
at 45. Therefore, construction-related injuries would be expected to peak at two per year and fatalities 
would be well below one (0.05). Considering that the aforementioned safety planning would occur, no 
greater than the industry average for injuries and fatalities would be expected. 
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The proposed project site is not located within or adjacent to any UXO caution, UXO sweep areas, or QD 
Arc areas and therefore no impact is expected to result from implementation of the Proposed Action. 

4.13.2 Effects of Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. No construction 
activities or land development would occur at the site; therefore, there would be no change to existing 
safety conditions, safety rules or regulations and, thus no impact would be anticipated. 

4.14 Cumulative Impacts 
The CEQ regulations implementing NEPA require the consideration of cumulative impacts as part of the 
review process (40 CFR 1508.7): 

“Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what 
agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result 
from individually minor, but collectively significant actions, taking place over a period of time.” 

This section analyzes potential cumulative impacts to selected resource areas described in Section 3. The 
effects associated with the facility are analyzed in combination for their incremental contribution to 
cumulative effects when added to impacts from other planned and reasonably foreseeable actions. For an 
affected resource area, each reasonably foreseeable future action, including the Proposed Action, adds an 
increment to the total (cumulative) impact. For this analysis, the past and present effects are accounted for 
in the existing baseline of the affected environment section (Section 3) of this EA. 

For future actions to be relevant to the cumulative effects analysis, the actions must affect resources (be 
the cause of some type of effect whether beneficial or adverse) within the region of influence for the 
analysis. The region of influence for this project is generally limited to the property boundaries of the 
project site, Dix cantonment area, Burlington County, or the Crosswicks Neshaminy Watershed, 
depending on the environmental resource. 

4.14.1 Installation Development Plan 
The 2012 IDP is the first master plan since the standup of the Joint Base in 2009 and aims to further the 
BRAC goals of reducing costs while furthering mission effectiveness. JB MDL proposes to implement 
the IDP and changes to future planning characteristics, including revised zoning boundaries and 
designations. The IDP will serve as a guide for land use changes, programming capital improvements, and 
establishing general policies to improve the built and social environment of the installation community. 
Planned projects in the IDP are derived from the Automated Civil Engineering System and are discussed 
within the capital improvements program (CIP) portion of the IDP. The CIP projects include construction, 
demolition, infrastructure, and renovation activities. A review of the IDP was conducted to identify any 
potential projects that could add and interact with the Proposed Action leading to cumulative impacts. 

JB MDL has many projects planned for the near future. JB MDL spans over 42,000 acres, therefore 
projects that are planned to occur within the next two years near the Proposed Action, which is 
specifically located in the Dix cantonment area, were evaluated to determine potential cumulative 
impacts. These projects are described in Table 4-5 below. Projects planned to take place on portions of 
Lakehurst and McGuire portions of JB MDL were considered too far in distance to incur cumulative 
impacts and in most cases take place within a different County and Watershed than the Proposed Action.  
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Table 4-5. Potential Future Development Projects on the Dix Portion of JB MDL 
 

Name of Project Type of 
Project 

Project 
Year Description 

Outdoor Recreation 
Issue and Storage 

Facility Building 6045 
Demolition 2015 

This project would demolish Building 6045 to 
include removal of concrete foundation and slab, 

hauling, disposal, excavation and backfill, and 
termination of utility services. The asphalt 

parking lot would be demolished. Site restoration 
would include general area cleanup, grading, 

placement of topsoil, and seeding. 

Walson Hospital 
Complex Demolition 2013 

This project includes the complete demolition of 
the building and associated infrastructure and 
restoration of the site as maintained grassland. 

Consolidated Dining 
Facility Construction 2014 

Construct a new, sustainable, energy efficient, 
30,257 square foot Consolidated Dining Facility 
to eliminate deficiencies that exist in the current 

dining facilities in the 5400 area. The new 
Facility would provide one centralized building to 

include dining, food service, kitchen areas, 
offices, men's and women's restrooms, storage, 

mechanical, electrical and communications 
rooms, and fire alarm and suppression systems. 
Design also includes necessary physical security 
and antiterrorism measures, accessibility for the 
disabled, vehicle unloading areas, and parking 

areas. 

Outdoor Recreation 
Equipment Rental and 

Storage Facility 
Construction 2015 

A 12,500 square foot outdoor recreation 
equipment and storage facility is to be 

constructed to provide functional floorspace for 
the secure storage and efficient issue of outdoor 

equipment, supplies, and merchandise. Site 
improvements would include parking with 

lighting and maintenance free landscaping. The 
proposed site for the facility is the current 

outdoor recreation issue and storage facility 
(Building 6045) described in line one above. 

Repair Stormwater 
Systems Infrastructure 2013 

The repair of deteriorated/ineffective stormwater 
management infrastructure including replacing 

piping and catchbasins, cleaning lines to remove 
blockages, and also repaving New Jersey Avenue. 

 

4.14.2 Cumulative Impacts Associated with Alternative 1 (Proposed Alternative) 
All demolition, construction and infrastructure activities generally would be expected to result in minor 
short term increases in noise, air emissions, potential for erosion and transport of sediment into surface 
water bodies, generation of small amounts of hazardous materials and wastes, and generation of 
construction and demolition waste. All demolition and construction activities generally would be 
expected to result in short-term job creation and materials procurement. 

The planned projects including the Proposed Action are likely to cause periods of traffic congestion or 
detours within the Dix cantonment area, most notably at Commercial Gate 9.  Truck trips associated with 
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the construction and demolition of the Proposed Action and other projects listed in Table 4-5 would also 
likely contribute to occasional traffic congestion and delays within the cantonment area. However, these 
trucks would travel to and from Commercial Gate 9 on the north side of the base, and would not be likely 
to contribute to traffic delays in the areas of road improvement (New Jersey Avenue) described in Table 
4-5. The largest project, the demolition of the Walson Hospital, would generate thousands of truck trips. 
JB MDL specified a short term dedicated truck route for that project to alleviate delays at Commercial 
Gate 9. 

Approximately 4 acres of soils would be disturbed by development of the Proposed Action and 1.9 acres 
of this land area would be changed from maintained lawn to impervious surfaces. The Consolidated 
Dining Facility would increase impervious cover in the Dix cantonment area by less than 5 acres. The 
Outdoor Recreation Equipment Rental and Storage Facility would have a negligible impact on soils as the 
existing facility is to be demolished and then replaced with a new and improved facility. The Walson 
demolition project would convert 8.5 acres of land from impervious cover to maintained lawn reducing 
stormwater runoff and impervious cover. The stormwater system improvement projects would not 
increase impervious cover in the cantonment area. Thus, taken together, the Proposed Action and 
cumulative projects listed in Table 4-5 would decrease impervious cover on the Dix portion of JB MDL 
by approximately 2 acres. Overall long-term cumulative impacts to land use are expected to be beneficial 
as JB MDL reduces redundancies in support functions and facilities thereby reducing impervious cover 
and increasing operational efficiency. 

Considered cumulatively, planned installation development projects have the potential for short-term, 
minor, adverse effects and long-term, minor, adverse effects on vegetation and wildlife. The majority of 
all planned installation development projects would occur within built-up areas of the cantonment area, 
which would primarily affect non-forested upland and urban upland communities that are modified, 
landscaped, and mowed regularly. The permanent removal of modified and landscaped areas would be a 
long-term, negligible, adverse, cumulative effect. Demolition of facilities would partially offset 
potentially long-term, adverse, cumulative effects from construction of facilities by providing previously 
developed areas that require less vegetation removal.  

4.14.3 Cumulative Impacts Associated with Alternative 2 (No Action Alternative) 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Proposed Action would not be undertaken. Therefore, no 
cumulative environmental, socioeconomic, or cultural resource impacts resulting from the Proposed 
Action would be anticipated. 

4.15 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources 
An irreversible commitment of resources is defined as the loss of future options. The term applies 
primarily to the effects of use of nonrenewable resources such as minerals or cultural resources, or to 
those factors such as soil productivity that are renewable only over long periods.  It could also apply to 
the loss of an experience as an indirect effect of a “permanent” change in the nature or characters of the 
lands. An irretrievable commitment of resources is defined as the loss of production, harvest, or use of 
natural resources.  The amount of production foregone is irretrievable, but the action is not irreversible.  If 
the use changes, it is possible to resume production. 

The Proposed Action would not have irreversible impacts in terms of land use because future options for 
using the 8.9 acre site would remain possible. A future decommissioning process could restore the site for 
alternative uses, ranging from open space to other installation development. The location of the proposed 
issue facility is consistent with the surrounding installation uses and would not affect surrounding land 
uses. Construction materials, except to the extent they can be reused or recycled should the issue facility 
be decommissioned in the future, would be irreversibly committed. 
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The primary irretrievable impacts of the Proposed Action would involve the use of energy, labor, and 
materials during construction and operation of the facility. However, the use of these resources would be 
negligible in terms of the overall availability of these resources in the region. 

4.16 The Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of the Human 
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity 
The CEQ regulations require consideration of “the relationship between short-term uses of man's 
environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity” (40 CFR 1502.16). Short-
term uses of the human environment are considered those occurring during the construction and initial 
implementation of the project. Long-term effects are those caused after the action has been completed and 
is in full and complete operation.  

Construction and operation of the facility would require short-term uses of land and other resources. 
These pertain to the activities that have been described throughout Chapters 3 and include such effects as: 
aesthetic impacts from the conversion of vegetated, undeveloped land to a facility; impacts on air quality 
from fugitive dust emissions during construction; erosion and sedimentation impacts, which generally 
would be mitigated through the use of control measures; loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat caused by 
land-clearing activities; impacts on the capacity of utility services; impacts to water resources from the 
use of groundwater for potable needs; and traffic impacts attributable to the transport of personnel and 
materials to/from the site. 

The commitment of resources (land, energy, labor, and materials) to construct the issue facility in the 
short-term would result in several long-term positive environmental benefits. The project would 
demonstrate innovation in green building technology, energy efficiency and renewable energy. The long-
term productivity associated with the Proposed Action includes the ability of JB MDL to reduce its 
infrastructure costs that will in turn reduce Federal deficits or allow more funding to be directed to the 
primary mission. 

4.17 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
There would be no significant unavoidable adverse impacts from the construction and operation of the 
proposed issue facility. The project‘s impacts to the environment would be negligible given the LEED 
design of the facility. During construction, there would be a minor unavoidable, although temporary, 
increase in construction related noise at the site as well as minor soil erosion, which may occur due to 
natural elements (i.e., wind and rain). Construction activities would conform to all applicable soil erosion 
control regulations, which would minimize these impacts.  
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5. COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES AND CONCLUSIONS 

Based on the analysis presented in this EA, Alternative 1 is the Preferred Alternative.  The evaluation 
performed within the EA concludes that, with the adherence to sustainable operations and best 
management practices in Section 2.2.3, no significant impacts would occur as a result of implementation 
of the Preferred Alternative.   This analysis determines that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is 
not necessary for the implementation of Alternative 1 and that a FONSI is appropriate. A summary of 
impacts for both alternatives is provided in Table 5-1 below. 

Table 5-1. Summary of Impacts 
Resource Area Alternative 1 – Proposed Action – Construct Central 

Issue Facility 
Alternative 2 – No 
Action Alternative 

Land Use 
Minor impacts are expected as the proposed project 
would change 1.9 acres of the 8.9 acre undeveloped land 
to developed land. 

No Impact 

Air Quality 

Fugitive dust emissions are expected to be below any 
applicable regulatory criteria and the Proposed Action is 
not anticipated to significantly impact existing or future 
air quality. The contractor would employ dust control 
strategies to minimize effects from construction 
equipment.  These air emissions would be considered a 
minor local and temporary impact. The Proposed Action 
includes new stationary sources including natural gas 
boilers, water heaters and diesel fire pump. Significant 
impacts to air quality are not anticipated from the use of 
the proposed stationary sources. The Proposed Action 
emissions are not expected to result in exceedance of the 
de minimis levels for NOx or VOC set forth in the 
General Conformity Rule. 

No Impact 

Topography and Soils 

Site work would have a minor, short-term effect on soil 
erosion.  It is estimated that approximately five feet of 
fill would be needed to raise the proposed facility to the 
required elevation. Given the project site’s limited 
topographic variation, the planned change in topography 
is considered to be moderate. Long-term minor impacts 
to soils may result from incorporating excavated and 
off-site soil into the site grading 

No Impact 

Water Resources 

Water use during construction would be short-term and 
minor relative to the amount of water available on the 
Dix portion of JB MDL. Beneficial impacts are expected 
to result from operation of the new LEED Silver facility 
as it would use less water than the existing facility and 
support posts. No NJDEP wetland areas or their 
associated buffers would be disturbed during the 
construction or operation of the proposed facility. 

No Impact 
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Resource Area Alternative 1 – Proposed Action – Construct Central 
Issue Facility 

Alternative 2 – No 
Action Alternative 

Biological Resources 

No Federally-listed or State-listed threatened or 
endangered species would be affected.  On January 31, 
2013 the USFWS acknowledged concurrence with JB 
MDL’s determination that no Federally listed or 
proposed threatened or endangered flora or fauna are 
known to occur within the proposed project’s impact 
area and therefore the Proposed Action would not 
significantly affect any protected species or their critical 
habitat. 

No Impact 

Cultural Resources 

The site has low potential for archeological or historical 
sites based on past disturbance.  SHPO concurred with a 
No Adverse Effect determination on February 22, 2013. 
In a letter dated February 14, 2013 the Delaware Tribe 
deferred comment to the SHPO (see Appendix A). In an 
e mail dated May 21, 2013, The Delaware Nation 
responded that upon research of their database and files 
they found that the location of the project does not 
endanger known archaeological sites of interest to the 
Delaware Nation and to please continue with the work 
as planned (see Appendix E) (JB MDL, 2013a). 

No Impact 

Hazardous Materials and 
Waste 

It is anticipated that the quantity of hazardous materials 
used during construction activities would be minimal 
and their use would be of short duration. 

No Impact 

Socioeconomics and 
Environmental Justice 

Approximately 45 construction jobs would be created 
for the construction project.  There would be a positive 
short-term impact on the regional economy.   

No Impact 

Infrastructure 

The proposed facility would increase the amount of 
impervious surface at the project site increasing 
stormwater runoff; however, it is anticipated that 
adequate stormwater management would be included in 
the design of the facility and runoff would be contained 
onsite to the maximum extent practicable, minimizing 
the amount of runoff to receiving waters. Thus, impacts 
to stormwater resources are expected to be minor. The 
Proposed Action would not result in significant effects 
on the installation’s infrastructure. Long-term, beneficial 
effects would be realized from implementing improved 
infrastructure and the consolidation of functions. 

No Impact 

Noise 

Construction noise would be localized, intermittent, and 
temporary. Truck deliveries to and from the facility once 
operational would be the principal contributor to 
increased noise levels, as well as noise from 
loading/unloading activities. These noise impacts are 
expected to be minor, intermittent (between 7 a.m. and 5 
p.m., Monday through Friday) and similar to the 
existing noise levels in this industrial area. 

No Impact 

Transportation and Traffic 

Construction impacts to existing transportation 
resources would be temporary and localized. Commuter 
traffic from the construction workers are expected to be 
minor in comparison to existing traffic volumes as 
workers would be phased in. 

No Impact 
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Resource Area Alternative 1 – Proposed Action – Construct Central 
Issue Facility 

Alternative 2 – No 
Action Alternative 

Human Health and Safety 

With proper planning and safety protocols, the 
construction of the Proposed Action would not have 
significant adverse impacts on human health and safety. 
No greater than the industry average for injuries and 
fatalities would be expected. 

No Impact 
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State Historic Preservation Officer    Suite 190 
Historic Preservation Office    Emporia, KS 66801 
NJ Department of Environmental Protection 
PO Box 420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 
 
Mr. David Jenkins 
Endangered and Nongame Species Program 
NJ Division of Fish and Wildlife 
NJ Department of Environmental Protection 
PO Box 400 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0400 
 
Ms. Nancy Wittenberg, Executive Director 
NJ Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 359 
15 Springfield Road 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 
 
Mr. Barry Brady, Resource Planner 
NJ Pinelands Commission 
P.O. Box 359 
15 Springfield Road 
New Lisbon, NJ 08064 
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Summary of Project Correspondence Received 

Date Received Commenter Description/Summary 

January 31, 2013 USFWS, NJ Field 
Office 

Letter indicating USFWS acknowledged concurrence 
with JB MDL’s determination that no Federally listed 
or proposed threatened or endangered flora or fauna 

are known to occur within the proposed project’s 
impact area and therefore the Proposed Action would 
not significantly affect any protected species or their 

critical habitat. 

February 22, 2013 SHPO 
Letter indicating SHPO concurrence with JB MDL’s 

determination that there are no historic properties 
affected within the project’s area of potential effect. 

February 26, 2013 Delaware Tribe 
Letter indicating the Tribe does not believe there are 

religious or culturally significant sites in the proposed 
project area. 

February 27, 2013 Burlington County 
Public Works 

Fax indicating the County is interested in determining 
the need for additional traffic lights on County Roads. 

March 1, 2013 

NJDEP, Office of 
Permit Coordination 
and Environmental 

Review 

Letter indicating the Department’s Division of Fish 
and Wildlife recommends a general timing restriction 
on removal of trees to protect nesting birds and does 

not see any impacts to open waters. 

March 19, 2013 Delaware Nation Letter indicating the Delaware Nation would like to 
be a consulting party. 

March 26, 2013 USEPA 

Letter encouraging the Air Force to evaluate 
cumulative impacts as well as incorporate 

sustainability and green design into the development 
plans 

 

Summary of Project Correspondence Submitted 

Date Submitted Office Description/Summary 

February 28, 2013 Environmental 

Letter to Burlington County Public Works explaining 
the Proposed Action is replacing existing facilities 

therefore traffic volumes are not anticipated to 
increase above existing levels during operation. 
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Intergovernmental Coordination Letters were sent to all listed in Chapter 8. The following January 18, 
2013 letter to the USEPA is provided as a representative example: 

 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR MOBILITY COMMAND 

JOINT BASE MCGUIRE-DIX-LAKEHURST 

Mr. Robert Previte, Chief ofEnviroJllllelltal Compliance 
87"' Civil Engin~ring Squadron 
Route 547, Building 5 
Joint Base McGuire-Di.~-Lakehurst, NJ 08733 

Ms. Grace Musumeci, Chief 
Environmental Review Section 
USEP A, Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007-1866 

January 18, 2013 

Subject: Interagency and Inte-rgove-rnmental Coordination for the Environmental Assessment (EA) for 
the Central Issue Facility at Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehmst (JB MDL). NJ 

Dear Ms. Mus\UDeci, 

The U.S. lumy at JB MDL is considering a Proposed Action of constructing and operating a central issue 
facility on the Di.x portion of JB MDL. The facility would be used by military personnel for operations 
re<Juired to support multi-sen;ce uniform requirements. The site is botmded by fom roadways: Ramp Street to 
the north, Loop Street to the eas~ Supply Road to the south and Center Road to the west. A description of the 
proposed project, conceptual ,;e\v of the proposed facility and graphics depicting its location are. pro"ded as 
attachments. 

The Anny \\ill be conducting an EA addressing the potential environmental. socioeconomic, and cultural 
impacts of this proposaL The EA will evaluate the individual and C\UDulative effects of the Proposed Action 
with respect to land use, air quality, soils, water resources, biological resources, cttlrural resources, 
materialsfwaste, energy, socioec.onomics and envirolllllental justic~ infrastructure, noise., transportation and 
traffic., and h\UDall health and safety. The EA "ill also evaluate. the No Action Alternative, where. the proposed 
central issue fac.ility ,,·ould not be construc-ted and the Army would continue. to conduct operations in a World 
War ll-era facility and support posts which are located throughout JB MDL making it inefficient for modem 
storage requirements. 

The Anny is ctmeutly identifying emriroumental resources. issues, and constraints associated with the 
proposed project area, in ordez to effectively assess potential environmental impacts associated with the 
proposal As part of our coordination and consultation responsibilities. the . .!\rmy is requesting baseline 
information regarding any c.oncem that you may have. as related to the potential en"irolllllental issues. or other 
issues of concem,. at, or in the vicinity of, the potential project location. Ple.ase mail responses to Mr. Robert 
Pre,;te, Chief of Environmental Compliance, Route 547 Building 5, Joint Base McGuire-Di.~-Lakeht1rst NJ, 
08733. If you ha\<e. any questions please contact me at 732-624-7800. If preferable, you may fax your response 
to 732-323-5223. 

ROBERTR. PREVITE, GS-13 
JB MDL Chief ofEn,ironmental Compliance 

Attaclnuents: 
(I) Project Description 
(2) Location Maps and Proposed Layout of the Central issue Facility 
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Attachme-nt 1: Proje-ct Description 

JB MDL and the Anny Reserve propose to construct a 50,000 square foot modem ·warehouse facility 
specifically designed for central issue. operations required to suppcnt multi-service uniform requirement~ 
at the northwest comer of the intet.oction of Supply Road and Center Road (see attac.hlllent 2). This 
location is prefetnd as it is ne.ar existing warehousing and storage facilities on Dix. The central is~ue 
facility would be pe1'mane.nt consbuction with reinforced concrete fowtda.tions, concrete floor slabs, 
stnlCtnral steel frame with pre-cas1 concrete wall panels, standin~ seam metal roofing,. medwlical 
systems, electrical systems, and a sprinlder systeut Coustmction of the facility would take. approxinmtely 
18 mouths and it is estimated that up to 35 cOil'>truction workers \Vould be present at the site at aJJ.y given 
time. Cou..~buction acti\>lties would include site preparation, builck mt of support areas 31ld the. central 
i~sue- facility, and :ilJ;:,iallation of equipu1e.ut. Site demolition would include relocation of an existing 
sanitary sewer line that tuns tlu·ough the utiddle of the site. This line would be re-routed arotmd the 
proposed f'JoCility and tie bacl: in ou the eastetu side of the site. All necessa.ry utilities (e.g., e lectricity, 
natural gas, cOOUlUlllicatious, sanitary sewer and potable ,,,..ate:r) needed for operations of the facility are in 
close. proxinlity to the site. along Supply Road and Center Road 

The Proposed Action is needed to provide a modern warehome facility specifically designed for ceutml 
issue operations required to suppot1 nmlti-.s.ervic.e unifotm requirements. The facility is required for the­
receipt, stock, isst>e, exchange., and tum-in of designated Organizational Clothing and lndi\oidual 
Equipn>eUt itenlS to soldiers. The facility is needed to ;11pport the Rapid Fielding Initiative, Almy 
Combat UuiforulS, lndi\oidual Chemical Equipment and climatic equipn>eUt requirements. Central issue 
operations are currently cooduc.ted in a World War II -era £,cility that is over 60 years old Support posts 
are located throughout the facility making it inefficient for modem storage requirements. The overhead 
are.a is too low and the. lighting is inadequ<lte. Sufficient space does not exist to fully support cutTent pre­
deployment and mobilization requirements_ 

Historic aa "ial photographs dating back to 1931 show the proposed site location was undeveloped until 
1940. In 1944 there was a railroad that ran along R.-unp Street and by 194& there were several raih·oads 
that ran n011heast to southwe; t through the entire site. These rail lines appear to have been abandoned and 
removed between 1963 and 1970. From 1970 to present, the site appears to have. remained vacant In 
eru-ly 2013, a ground penetrating radar swvey is going to be conchte.ted on the site that will identify any 
subswface obstructions (e.g. renmant rail lines) th.'t would need to be muoved prior to cour.tmctiou of 
the proposed central issue futility. 
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Attachment 2: Location 1\bps and Proposed Layout of the Central l s.-;ue FacilitY 

N 

A 

Location of JB MDL 

Location of the PropoJSed Central Issue fadli11· 
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Propo<J:ed Site- L ayout of th e- Central ls<J:ue Fa~ility 
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Jt\1!-31-2013 fHU 07:58AM U.S. F!S!I & 1/ILDliF£ FAX h~. 6096460352 

United States Department of the Inte : 'or 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

I~ REfU' .R.UPER TO: 
13-CPA-0074 

New J erSC)' Field OfOcc 
927 Nol"th Mnin Sfl"t:et, Suildin& 0 

Plcll$llntvillt1 l't!W JtrS6)' 08132 
Tel: 609-G-16-9310 FAx: 61!9-646-0352 
hti J) :/twww. t\vs..g, ov/nortfl ensr/njfitldortic:e 

Jolm G. Joyce, Natural Resources Manager 
Route 547, Building 5 
Joint Base McGuire-Dix-LnlrehllTSt, >lew Jorsey 08733 
Fax Ntlltlber: (732) 323-5223 

3 JAN 20\3 

Reference: Interagency and Intergovernmental Coordination fo tbe Centrnllssut 

P. OJ/01 

f acilil)' at Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lukchurst, Nenl ersey 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) l1as reviewed !he abo,e-refer need proposed proje~l 
pursuant 10 the Endangered Species Acl of 1973 (87 Sun. 884, as amende 16 U S.C. 1531 et 
seq.) (ESA) ensuring the protection of federally listed cndangcocd and thrcptcncd species. The 
follol'ing comments do not address all Service concerns for fish and wildljfe resourees and do 
not preclude separate review and comment by !he Service as afforded by o!her applicable 
coviroo\ment.1l legislalion. 

··: No tcderally listed or proposed tl1realened or cndan~ered Jlora or f.1una un er Service jurisdiction 
are known to occ\Jr within the proposed project's impact area. Therefore, no further consultation 
pursuant !he ESA is req11ired. If additional information on federally listed ~pecies becomes 
available. or if project ,plans chang.e, this determinalion may he rcconsidct d. 

Plea:;~ refer to this office•s web site at hlt :Nwv.fl.v.fws. ov/northeastfn'flcl of{icc!Endan"ered/ 
for further infom1otion including federally listed and candida~e spocies list , procedures for 
requeSling ESA review, the National Bald Engle Management Guidelines, nd conl'acts for 
olnaining inff:mnalion from the New Jerse}r Natural Heritnge and Endnnge ed nod Nongame 
Species Programs regarding State-listed and other species of concem. 

-"'> 

Authorizing Supervisor: 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR MOBILITY COMMAND 

JOINT BASE MCGUIRE-DIX-tAKEHURST 

Mr. John Joyce, Natm·aJ Re~oun:es: Man~1gcr 
87111 Ci ''i I Engineering Squadron 
Route 547, Building 5 
Joim Base McGuire-Dix-Lakchurs t, NJ 08733 

Mr. Daniel S:)uuders: Dc::puly State Historic Preservation Oflice.r 
NJDEP3 Historic Preserva1ioo Offic.;e 
PO Box420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-04-20 

1 ~ · 0.S0'.Z- I .JWfl­
J-1~0-1l.Z01:l - 055 

Jn!luary 22, 2013 

Subject: lnteragcncy and lntergoverumcntnl Coordjnation tOr the Envirorunenta l Assessment (EA) 
lOr tbc C..:nt raJ Issue Facilhy at Joi nt Ba-se McGuire-Dix-Lake hu!'Sl (JB MOL), NJ 

Dear Mr. Saunders, 

The U.S. Am1y is pro;p<>sing to coman~ct a 50,000 square foot wru-chousc Jilcility spcci Jically designed for 
tcntr:tl issue ope1.1tions required to support multi-service unjfonn r¢quin::-menL1i: on the Oix portion of JB 
MDL (see Auachment). The ccmral issue ft1cility would be pem1anent construcLion with reinforced 
concrete foundations. concre1e floor slabs. Sti'UCiural ~tccl frame with prc-<:ast cor1-c.rctc wall panels, 
rubber membr~nc rooting, mechanical systems. electrical systems, and a sprink.lcr system. S ite demolition 
would include J-e.locat ion of an exis:liug san iHlry se\vcr line that runs through the middle of the sile. This 
line would be re-routed around the proposed lbcil ity and tie back in on the eastern side of the site. 

The Al'my wiH be conducti ng 1.m Et\ addressing tJtc pmcntial cnvironmemaf, socioec<momic, a1Jd culwr"l 
ltnpacls of tbis proposal. The EA will e\'aluaJe 1he individual and cumulnLivc crtecls of lhe Proposed 
Action wirh respect to- Janel use. air quality, soils,. water resources, bioiOIJical resources~ cullural resources, 
materials/waste., eucrgy, socioeconomics and cnvironmemal jus1ice, infril$tructun:, noise. 1ransponation 
aud I tame, and human heahh and safety. The E..l\ wiH also evaluate the No Action Altemmivc. 

The Am1y is currently identifying environmental resourocs. issues, and consu·aims associmed with the 
proposed project area:) in order w eH'e..-ctively assess pott!ntial environmental impacts ~ssocil'!t<:d with the 
proposed. The proposed project s ilc is located wi1hi11 a JOm~er location of National Register eligible World 
War ll temporary buildings (SliPO Opinion 61711 996; lD 1¥853). The buHdings were demolished after 
meetill£1. the rnj[igaJion re<tuin.:ments described in Lhc Letter of Opinion; the1·efore., lhe his10ric resOt•rcc is 
no longer present. Notional Register eligible building 3 135 (SHPO Opinion 3nl2003) is located 
approximately 0.17 miles southwest of the proposed projecl site (see Figure 1}. Building 3135, a 
locomotive repair' facil ity buill in 1942. was found individual!)' eligible for Lhc Narional Regisfel' under 
criterion A as the only railroad specific building exta.m Oil fort l)ix associah .. -xl with the immense World 
War II mobilization <>ll the inswllation. Building 3135 is not visible from the project s ite as warehouse 
buildings 31 36 cmd 3137 stand in between. T herctbre, the proposed project is consider<.'<! to have no 
dlbc1 on Building 3 135. Buildings 31 36 and 3 137 arc bolh scmi·pcnnanent. conc-rete block mililllf)' 
watehouses buih in 1942. Ahho\Jgh they were once pan or £he large f,'l'Oup of milf(m(l...rC"kUed fhcilities, they 
wero found to be substantially llhcr¢d ~t the time of su.rvey in 2002 ond l<'td:(.'tl the. integrity to be considered 
for eligibility fo•· National Re<~is tcr inclusion under criterion A. 
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TI1e proposed project site is located in what was once a hea,~)y developed pOI'liOil or the fonner fon Dix. 
In addition to the warehouses rnen1ioned ::tbovc, several railroads were constn1cted at thjs location 
between 1940 and 1963. 1"hc road beds and l"'dils were rcm()\'<:d betwl.!t:n 1963 tutd 1970 and the btdldings 
demolished in 1996. L)ue co the degree of historic disturbance. the proposed project site is considered to 
_have a low potential for containing either prehistoric or historic m·chaeologica1 resources. Should 
archeological si1es be i 1lachrene•~tly disoov..:red during the constn•ction plli:lse of the project or in the 
course-of normal opcmtions. JB f\.IDL would cease operations, contact SHPO, and ensure compliance 
with all applicable. statutory, regulatory, and policy requi1·emems. 

Thank you for your consideration on this proposal. Your concunence wilh the above detenn inalion is 
requested. J'lease JJlail respouses to ~·lr. John Joyce. NaturaVCuhura1 Resoun.:es Manager, Route 541 
Building 5, Joint Base rvlcGuire .. Dix .. Lakehu.·st NJ, 08733. If you have any questiOilS pleasecQr\tacL me at 
732-323-29 11. li J')tererah1e1 you rn::.y l~:x your response 10 732- -·?f.23. 

Auad)JJ'Ients: 
(1} Locarion of Lhe J•l'oposecl Ceml'allssue Facility 
(2) Proposed Site Layout of tbe Propos<'<l Central issue Facility 

l conc1•r wirh your finding thn1 there are no 11 i~toric 
pr<'pcJ1ic~ aff,•cted within the project's area ofpotenlinl 
eff~cts. Consequent! y, pLu·suant to 36 CFR 800.4(d)( I), 
no further Section J 06 consultation is required unless 
additional resources a rediscovered durh1g project 
impl~mcntot ion pursuam to 36 CFR 800.J 3. 
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Oclaw:>rc Tribe Historic Preservation Office 
1200 Commercial St 

Roosevelt HaiL RM 212 
Bmporia State University 

Emporia. KS 66801 
(620) 341-(>699 

bObcJlll~ .. ~)~r,.!hlclawarctribe.org 

Mr. John Joyce. Natuml/Culrural Resoun:cs Manager 
Route 547 Building 5 
.loim Base McGuire-Dix-Lilkehursl N.J. 08733 

February 14. 2013 

Re: Interagency and Jntcrgovcmmcni3J Coordination for the Environmental Assessment 
(EA) for the Central Issue Facility at Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehtust (JB MDL) NJ 

Dear John Joyce: 

Thank you fbr intbtming U1e Delaware Tribe on the proposed constru<1ion associated 
with the above referenced project Our review indicates that there are no religious or 
culturally significant sites in the project area. As such. we defer comment to your oll'ice 
as well as to the State Historic Preservation Office and/or the State Archaeologist. 

\Ve wish to continue as a consuJting part)' on this project :md look forw·ard to receiving a 
copy o f the cultural resources survey repon if one is performed. We also ask that if any 
human remains arc accidentally uneanhed during 1he course of the sun'CY and/or the 
conslruction projccr rhm you cease:: development immediately and inJbl'ln 1hc Delaware 
Tribe oflnd ians oflhe inadvertent discovery. 

If you have any questions. please feel tree to contact this office by phone at (620) 341-
6699 or by e-mail at bobcrmc$rtlitdclawarctribc.org 

Sincerely. 

~a~~~ 
Brice Obermeyer 
Delaware Tribe Historic !'reservation Of11ee 
J 200 Commercial St 
Roosevelt HnU. RJ\1 212 
Emporia State Uni,•ersity 
Emporia, KS 66801 
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Fax 
To: 

Fa>e 732·323.5223 

Pl>ooo: 732-624-7800 

! FAXI85G 6G2 l8 10 

Burlington County 
Public Works Department 

Engineering Division 
Land Development Section 

0 . B<~X$000 
MolJ!It Holy, NJ 0.S000 

i q,:tphone # 855·(K2·~00 
Fa.x;; 65~2.-$10 

from: Jo1111 E~!e 

Pogos: 1 (including OOIII'Jrslleot) 

Date: February27, 2013 

Re: Central Issue Facility a! Joint Base 

lllcGuire-Oix-takehun;t NJ 

CC: 

• Comments: 

This is in response to your letter lo Ted O'Ann..,zio, Planning Board Chairman, concerning a proposed 
Central Issue Facili!y on tile Dlx po~iOn of JB MDL 

We are inletested in the points of Ingress aod egress to del ermine if any Cot.r1ty operated trdft"JC signats 
will need 10 be retained. 

Feel free to COfllact us \Wh any questions cr comments. 

P. OOI/001 
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Mr. Rober1 Previ1c, 
31"' Civil Eol:)n..,rSquadroo 
Routl! 547. Buildin, 5 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR MOBIUTY COMMAND 

JOII'ff BASE MCCUIRE-l>IX-LAKEHURST 

Joint Oase MeCiuir\>l..)l"<-LnkehunL NJ 08il.l 

l'vlr. John EnjjiO 
BUTHng•on C01n11y l'ublic Wor\s !Rpartmem 
Engineering Division. Land Development Section 
1'0 Bo•6000 
Mou111 I lolly, NJ 08~60 

Fcb•'Uary 28, Jc• JJ 

St•bjccr: Environmental Asses)mcms CEAs) (or 1hc Centrul lssuo Faci lity an<l Consolidated Dluine 
F~cll i ty Ul Joint A~ MeCuirc·Dix•LO!S.elturst ()6 MUL). NJ - -------

Dear Mr. En~k. 

fn I'~Sponsc 10 yow• (a.x rcC:ti\'t.'(l febru.1ry :!7. 20L) Ufld M per )'OUr conversadon \\<ilh Ms..$~ Schurler-, 
H IS Technologies. "ho is p<q>ruing !h< eAs for Jll ~11)1. the U.S. Anny •• Jlll'viDL "conslclorinjl lhc 
Proposed Actio!\S orcon!'tmcting nnd vpcra.tin~ a ccllttal iSSI!t' ft1<:1Jlty and consolidalr:d dining fa<:ilily on the 
Db:. PfJrtion flf JS ,_lDL.. rAch litcility to be l:t'lbtnieted ~\ill be replacing i!.\:iS1ln& OU1d:ued. lneffic:lcm 
raciHtie$ on the ins1111 arion. 

C"ommtrcill) traffic (I'Ud..5) 1ravc1Ing 10 nlld from 1hc Db. nrea or JB MDL liM! Chcckj)()inl 9 ofl' or S Cl.)'fOtS 
,.ond Road. 11 is t•nlfc.ipatcd lhat tlurins lhe corl~lructlon pi\I:SC SaylotS Pond R.md "ill Stt an incr~a:c in tf\lct 
IDffk howcvt'f it \\il be .short ltnn and minor. Tlw: P1oposed Actions do no1 tcp u!Stnl new i!xpanded 
operations 011 1he in~lalln lion. 'l1le J'>roposed AttiOilS wQuld consolidate: e.xisllng ccmral issut and dining 
opttations4 11\ltS. lhtn will be no inc-reolse in comm~:teiaJ truck 1raffic fmn1 ~;~is1ing h,."\•els during operation of 
lh" fucil ilies. 

1 he- t3ci1itie~ eum.-n11,- uM:d for cemr.:d Issue nnd dining oper:uion~ would be rcpuqxlSCd upon ~.:.ompli!lion o f 
the Proposed Actions 11 i' umicilxatcd ll'IC l!~isting dinin:c facility locarie)n.) would bt used for 3 mi.x of 
c•assroom and adminfqratlon and the f:~iSting eenlmllswc fl'lei lity nnd S\IPI)()I1 posts \\ Ould be used to provide 
ovetnow SIOI'tlSe. 1 hcreforo. a1 lhis lime. il j c; not nnlicipau:d that future repurposing of the cxisli-n£ f.acllhies 
"oukJ increuse trnffic t·olumes on or surmundingJR MDL :tbo'·~ t:~istins tc"els. 

If you INJVC any furthe" que;;~ions or concerns pic...: Cllrtlll!:l m< Ul 732-3H-7SOII. If prelemble. )On ma~ fa.x 
your rc$ponse to 1324 323·52!3. 

~ 
ROBER'! PRtVITE. GS-1 3, DAI'C 
ChkfComplianc" Elemcn1, 871h Civil Engineer Squadron 
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CmusCuM.t~m& 
Ctw~_rmJr 

KIM GliA(M(';NO 
Lr. Goremor 

ji}tnte of ~efu alent!;! 
DEP"-ATMENT 0' ENV1RONMEHTAL PROTECTK»> 

O FFICE 0-F" PERMIT COORO~ATION AND e,.,viRONMtiNTA.t. Re viEW 
P.O. Box 420 Mall Codo 401~07J Tronton, New Jersey 08625·0420 

Phono Numbc r {609} 292-3600 
FAX NUM6ER(609) 292-1921 

February 27,2013 

Mr. Robert R. Previte 
Chief of Environmental Compliance 
Route 547 Building 5 
Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehursl, NJ 08733 

RE: Central Issue Facility 
J oint Base McGuirc.Oix-Lakehurst (JB MDL) , New J ersey 

Scoping Comments for tbe Environmental Assessment (EA) 

Dear Mr. Previte: 

UOBMAM'JlN 
Com, ,(.J....:.ftmu 

The New Jersey Department of Environmenttal Protection 's (Department) Office of Permit 
Coordination and Environmental Review ( PCER) distributed your leiter regarding the 
preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Central Issue Facility at 
Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakchtu'St (JB MDL) for review aod comment. We offer the following 
comments for your consideration. 

Cultural Resources 

The Department' s Historic Preservation Office' s (HPO) is consulting with the Department of the 
Air Force under Section I 06 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Auacbed, fo r your 
information, is a copy of the consultation comments of the HI'O to the Department of the Air 
Foree for this project. 

Natural Rt-sources 

The Department's Division ofFish & Wildlife (DFW} offers the following comments. 

Species Occurrence Area (v8) and Landscape mapping (v3.1) indicates valued habitat for 
"Species of Concern" (Great Blue Heron, W<>od Thrush) in the area. 
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A general timing restriction on mechanical trimming or removal of trees from 3115 - 713 I is 
recommended to t>rotect nesti ng birds covered under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. If no nesting 
acri vity is found. b~ may be removed. 

The DFW does not foresee any impact to open waters. 

Thank you for giving tbe New Jersey Departmelll ofEnvironmemal Protectioll the opportunity to 
CQmmcnt on the pr;eparation of tbe EA. Please send six copies of the completed EA directly to 
our office, so that we can coordinate a comprehensive Departmental review. 

Attachment 

C: Ken Koschck, NJDEP- PCER 
Kate Marcopul, NJDEP- HPO 
Kelly Davis, NJDEP - DFW 

Sincerely, 

Ruth Foster 
Otlice of Permit Coordination 
and Environmental Review 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AJR MOBIUTY COMMAND 

JOINT BASE MCGUIRE.OIX-1.1\KEHURST 

Mr. John Joyce. Natural R~ources Manager 
87t) Civil Engin~cring Squ~dron 
Route 547. Builc'ing S 
Joint Base MeGuirc-Dix-Lokchunl, NJ 08733 

Mr. Daniel Sauniers, Deputy State Hist.oric Preservation Onlcer 
NJDEP, Historic Preservation Office 
PO Box420 
Trenlon, NJ 08625-0420 

13 • E}.S 0~ - I ;J""l.Jj1.. 

HP0- 13.Z01.3- 0es 

Jaoua.y 22, 201 3 

!:t::r.EI' ""D ' v . .. _, • "i :.... 

Subject: lnteragency and lntergovemmcntal Coordination for the Environmental Asse~sment (EA) 
for the Central lsstlC facility 3l Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst (JB MDL), NJ 

Dear Mr. Saunders, 

'nte U.S. Anuy is proposing to construct a 50,000 square foot warehouse faci lity specifically designed for 
central issue operations required 10 support muJti-service u,nifonn requil-e1nents on tlle Dix portion of JB 
MDL (see Atta<:hment). The <:cntral issue facility wouJd be permanent constru.::tion with reinforced 
concrete founda:ions, concrete floor slabs, Structtrral steel frame with pre-cast ooncrete wall panels, 
rubber mcmbnm: roofing, mechanical syst~ electrical systems. and a spri.nkler system. Site demolition 
would include relocation of an existing sanitary sewer Line tbat runs through the middle of the site. TWs 
line wou.ld be re·routed around 1bc proposed fac:ility and tie hack in on lhe eastern side of the site. 

The Army wiU te conductiJJg an EA addressing Lbe potential environmental, socioeconomic, and cultural 
impacts of this proposal. The:: EA will evalui'.lte the individual and cumulative eifects of the Proposed 
Action with res.~t to land use. air quality. soils. water resources, biological resources, cultural resources. 
materials/wnsle, ener~y. socioeconomics and environmental justice, infrastructure, noise. transportation 
and traffic, and l:uman heaiLh and safety. llte EA will aJso evaluate the No Act.ion AJtemative. 

The Anny is currently identifying envi.ronmCfltal resources, issues, and constraints associated with the 
proposed project area. in order to effectively assess potential environmental impacts associated with the 
proposal. 11le proposed project sile is !~ted within :1 former location of National Register eligible World 
War U lemJX>r•IY buildinr;> (SHPO Opinion 6/711996; ID #853). The buildings were demolished a!\er 
meeting the m.it.igation requirements described in the Letter of Opinion; therefore, the historic resource is 
no longer p..,;eot Naoional RegiSier elif:ible building 3135 (SHPO Opinion 31712003) is located 
approximately Q I 7 miles southwest of the proposed project site (see Figure 1). Building 313S, a 
LOC()I't'lotive repair facility built in 1942, was found individually eUglble for Lbc National Register Ulldet 
criterion A as the only railroad specific building extant on Fort Dix a-ssociatod with the immense World 
War U mobiliuuioo oo tbe instaUalion. Building 3135 is not visible from the project site as warehouse 
buildings 3136 md 3137 stand m between. Therefore, the propo$od projc<:l is oonsidered to have no 
cffecr on Building 3135. Buildings. 3136 and 3137 are both $C:!tti-permttnt::nt, cont.~ere block m.ilitary 
wareboU$C:S built in 1942. Although they were once part of the large group of rnilroa&.related facilities, they 
were found to bcst~bstonli.illly aherod at the time of :,ur•lcy in 2002 and laekod the inregrity to be considered 
for eligibilil}' for National Register inc:lusion under cri1erioo A. 
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The proposed project site is loeatod in what was once a heavily developed portion of the former Fort ()jx. 
In addition to the \\'arehouses mentioned above, sc:.-vernJ railroads were constructed at this location 
between 1940 and 1963. The rood beds and rails were removed between 1963 ond 1970 and lbe buildings 
demolished in 1996. Due to the degree of historic disturbance, the proposed project site is considered to 
have a low potential for containing either prehistoric or historic archaeological resources. Should 
archeological sites be inadvertently discovered during Lbe construclion phase of tbc project or in the 
course of nonnal operations, IB MDL would cea..o:;e operations. contact SHPOJ and ensure compliance 
with all applicable, statutocy, regulatory, and policyrequin:mcnts. 

Thank you for your consideration on tbis proposaL Your ooncu.rrcncc with the aOOvc detennillation is 
requested. Please mail responses to Mr. John 10)<t, Natural/Cultural Resources Manager, Route 547 
Buildings. Joint Base McGuire~Dix-Lakehurst NJ~ 08733. If you bavo any questions please contact me at 
732-323-29ll. lfprcferable, you may fax your response to 132· -3. 

; 
• 

Atlachments: 
(1} Location of the Proposed Central Jssue Facility 
(2} Proposed Site Layout of the Proposed Centmll$>ueFacility 

' 

I concur with your finding that there are no histor ic 
proper·ties aff,lcted within lbe. project's area of polcntial 
effects. C<>nsequently, pursuant Io 36 CFR800.4(d)(l), 
no further Section 106 consultation is required unless 
additional resources are discovered during project 
hnpJementation pursuant to 36 CFR 800.13. 

~).. ..c;J__ -<> · 2.;~s/zo,::, 
~~=~=~.~~~~--~- ~~~- ~----~ uMic. ~~u~.~uo"'c:.r:::s. ..: Date 
Deputy State Historic Prescrv3tion Officer 

• I. • ~ NE. 
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The Delaware Nation 

Cultuxal Preservation Office 
P.O. Box 825 - 31054 S~<tte Rlgh""'y 281- Anado.U.o, OK 73005 
Phone: 405/.247-244$ - Pax: 405/247--8905 

NAGPM ""'· ll80 
Section. 106 exr.ll8J 
Mweum. ext. 1 J8J 
LJ1muy ..,_ 1196 
CJerk~ 1182 

March 19, 2013 

RE: Interagency and lntergovemmental Coordination for the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the 
central Issue FaCility atJoint Base McGulre.Oix-Lakenurst (JB MDL) NJ 

Dear Mr. Christopher A. Archer
1 

Thank you for tonsulting wtth the Delaware Nation. We appreciate your willingness to conduct proper 

consultation wJth our nation. We r~ceived your fetter regerding the above referenced site on Man:h 19 .. 

2013, Upon ID~amination it lies within our area of interest and we wjsh to be a consultlng partv. Please 
send further project plans along with cultural resource StJrveys to our offtees. 

Should you have any Questions rf:!gardins this emaf( or future consult~OOn feel free to contact our offices 
at 405-247·2448 or by email tfrancis@delawarenation.com. 

Sincerely, 

Tamara Franc-is four killer 

Cultutal Preservation Director 

CC: Nikki Ahtone (Mistant Director) 
nahtooe@deJawaf¢nation.com, 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION2 

290 BROADWAY 
NEW YORK, NY 10007-1866 

MAR 2 61013 

Mt. Ro!Jen Pr~vi tc 
Chief of Environmental Compliance 
87'' Civil Engineering Sq~adron 
Route 547, Building 5 
Join! Base McGuirc·Dix-Lakchutsl, New Jersey 08733 

Dcur Mr. Jlrcvi tc: 

'll1iS letter is in response to yOllr n.:([UCsllbr interagency and intergovernmenlul coordination for 
1J1c En"ironn1cnw! Assessment (EA) for both the Central Issue Facili1y and the Consolidated 
Dinjug Facility a1 Joint Base McGuirc-Dix-Lakchursl (JB MOL), New Jersey. ·n,e dio1ing lacility 
wHI provide a pcrm::mcm dining facility that is conveniently locatt::d close to training and 
billeting lacililies. The central issue lacili1y will provide a modern warehouse fltcilily spec.i lically 
designed for central issue operations rcquin:d to suppon multi-service uniforrn requi n:m~nls. 

VIe encourage the Dcp:~rlment of the t\ir Force to consider the cumulative.~ cfiCcts ofihesc l"WO 
projects, :ts well as ll1c various pas!. preseut and future projects being can·icd out at .IB tvmL 
when developing the EAs. Spcci!ically, we hope that you will cvalumc whcll1cr the resources, 
ecosystems :md Jnumm con1munitics of cone<:m ha\'e a.Jre~tdy been affected by pas! 0 r present 
a._:tivities and if there are any po1ential cumulative impacts froJn the various projects that nrc 
planned. 

Additionally. \1/C encourage Lht! incorp<)ration ofsust(linnbi1ity and green design inlo your 
development plans. EJ> A ofl(:rs n variety of green design llrograms 1hat Cful fhcilitme this process. 
Plcnsc !<CC the enclosed document, ··u.s. EI'A Region 2, Green Rccommendntions"lor a list or 
sow1c of the pt·ogrums we offer. We hope thnt you will integrate these programs wherever 
possible. 

Thank you fOr the opp011,Jnity to commcm. Should you have any questions concer1\ing this letter 
or if you \Vould like to Jearn more abom any of our green rccc')Jmnendations Ol' pollution 
P'"''entio11 progrnms, plc11sc Icc! tree to coni net Stephanie Lams1er ,r my swfr at 212-637-3465. 

~-~) t~:~I'Otunemnl Review Section 

Attochmcnt 

lntemetAddf81>S (URt) • http:f/wNW.epa.g<YI 
Rtc>oeled,'Recydab!e •Ptintt4wl!l\ Vtett.abt• 018M+d lnQ Of\~~ P&Ptl'iMlnltniiM 50'4 Pottcon•~r conl~W\.11 
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EPA Region 2 Green Recommendations 

To the maximum extent possible, project managers are encouraged to utilize local and recycled 
materials; to recycle materials generated onsite; andl to utilize technologies and fuels that minimize 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Further, to the extent feasible, renewable energy (including, but not limited to solar, wind, geothermal, 
biogas. and biomass) and energy-efficient technologies should be incorporated into the des;gn, 
construction. and operation of all types of projects. 

To that end. the following information and internet hyperlinks are provided for your consideration and 
use: 

• Multi-media green building and land design P'ractices 
Utilize green building practices which have multi-media benefits, induding energy efficiency, water 
conservation (see WaterSense below). and heallhy indoor air qual ity. Apply building rating systems 
and no-cost online tools and guides, such as ENERGY STAR, Portfolio Manager, Target Finder, 
Indoor Air Quality Package, and WaterSense for building construction. The ENERGY STAR website 
(see below) Includes, among other things, information on new single-family homes, multi-family 
homes. commercial and other buildings. and schools. The website also provides an ENERGY 
STAR "T<aining Center' free of charge. 

U.S. Green Building Council (USGBC) LEED Programs and Guides; 
hltpJiwww.usgbc.orglprograms 

ENERGY STAR home page: http:/lwww,energystar.gov 

ENERGY STAR Target Finder {no-cost online tool to set energy performance targets): 
http://www.energystar gov/targetflnder 

Indoor Air Quality: http://www.epa.gov/iag 

• Water conservation and efficiency in building construction 
Promote water conservation and efficiency through the use of water efficient products and 
practices. For new building construction and restoration projects, we recommend considering the 
use of products with the WaterSense label where appropriate. Devices receiving the EPA 
WaterSense label must be at least 20% more water efficient than (and must meet or exceed the 
perfonmance standards of) non-labeled devices of the same type. Additionally, when possible, 
consider the use of WaterSense Certified Profes·sional Irrigation Partners and WaterSense Builder 
Partners. These professionals use WaterSense labeled devices where appropriate, are trained in 
the latest water conservation prad ices, and use the latest water efficiency tools and technologies, 
including irrigation equipment and xeriscaping tor landscaping and best management practices for 
construction in the WaterSense N~w Home Specifications. Visit the WaterSense website for tips on 
water effrciency, a WaterSense labeled product search tool, a list of WaterSense Partners. access 
to the Water Budget Tool at: http://www.epa.gov/watersense/ 

In addition to using WaterSense labeled products and certified professionals, there are many water 
conservation strategies and best management practices that can be used in new construction 
and/or restoration. Here are some useful links to water conservation information: 

Pti(Je 1 
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;:. Green Building Encyclopedia: 
http:l/wyiW. wllyqreenbuildinos. com/water conservation. ohp 

l> Whole Building Design Guide: 
http://www.wbdg.org/resources/water conserva!jon.php 

;:. Alliance for Water Efficiency: 
h!tp:llwww.alllanceforwaterefficiency.orgl 

l> Water Use It Wisely - 100 Ways to Conserve: 
http://www. wateruse1twisely com/1 00-ways-to-conseiVe/tndex.php 

;;. Determining E nergy Usage 
http://water.epa.gov/infrastructure/sustaJn/energy use.cfm 

• Green Building in Federal Agency Projects 
The Federal Green Construction Guide for Specifiers includes helpful information for procuring 
green building pr«<ucts and construction/renovation services within the Federal government: 
http://www wbdg. org/design/greenspec. php 

Use Environmentally Preferable Purchasing 
Promote markets for environmentally preferable products by referencing EPA's m ulti-attribute 
Environmentally Preferable Purchasing guidance. Products and services include: Building and 
Construction, Carpets, Cleaning, Electronics, Fleets, Food Services, Landscaping, Meetings and 
Conferences, Office Supplies, and Paper. 
hNp:l/www.epa.gov/eop 

• Purchase 'green' electronics, and measure their benefits 
Require the purchase of de.sktop computers, monitors, and laptops that are regislered as Silver or 
Gold products with t:PEAT, the Electronics Product Environmental Assessment Tool at 
www.epeat nel. !Products registered wijh EPEAT use less energy, are easier to recycle, and can be 
more easily upgraded than non-registered products. Energy savings, C02 emission reductions, and 
other environmental benefits achieved by the purchase, use and recycling of EPEAT·registered 
products can be quantified using the Electronics Environmental Benefits Calculator: 
http://eerc.ra.utk.edu/ocpcVeebcleebc.html 

http://www.enerqystar.govlindex clm?c=products.pr find es products 

• Consider Low Impact Development to help manage storm water 
Low Impact Development (LID) is an approach to land development (or re-development) that works 
with nature to manage storm water as close to its source as possible. LID employs principles such 
as preserving and recreating natural landscape features, minimizi<1g effective imperviousness to 
create functional and appealing site drainage that treat storm water as a resource rather than a 
waste product. 

Implement site planning, design, construction. and maintenance strategies to maintain or restore, to 
the maximum extent technically feasible, the predevelopment hydrology of the bl.lilding site with 
regard to the temperature, rate. volume, and duration of flow. 

Additional information: http:/lww\Y epa.gov/npsllid 
http://water,epa gov/inftastructutelqreeninfrastructure/ 
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• Evaluate sustainable storm water management at brownfield sites 
Consider designs for storm water management on compacted, contaminated soils in dense urban 
areas: 

Addilional information: htto://ww\v epa.qov/brownfields/tools/swdp0408.pdf 

• Alternative and Renewable Energy 
The Department of Energy's "Green Power Network' (GPN) provides information and markets that 
can be used to supply alternative generated electricity. The following link identifies several 
suppliers of reneW<tlle energy: 

Add~ional information: 
h«p://apos3.eere.energy.gov/greenpower/buvinqlbuying power.shtml? 

• Clean Diesel 

For new equipment utilize contract specifications requiring advanced pollution controls and clean 
fuels: h«oJ/\WIW.northeastdiesel orglpdf/NEOC-Conslnuction·Contract-Soec pdf and 
http://www.eoa.gov:cleandieselltechoologies/index.htm 

lmplemenl diesel controls, cleaner fuel, and cleaner construction practices for on-road and off-road 
equipment used for transportation. soil movement. or other construction activi:ies, including: 

1. Slralegies and technologies that reduce unnecessary idling, including auxiliary power units, 
the use of e ectric equipmenl. and strict enforcement of idling limits; 

2. Use of ultra low sulfur diesel fuel in non-road applications; and 
3. Use of clean diesel through add-on control technologies like diesel particulate filters and 

diesel oxidation catalysts, repowers, or newer, cleaner equipment. 

Add~ional infonmalbn: A How To Guide for Diesel Engine Retrofits in the Ccnstruction Industry: 
http:/AWI\V.mass.gcyldep/air/dieseVconretro.odf 

• Utilizing recycled materials in construction projects 
Many industrial and construction byproducts are available for use in road, building or infrastructure 
construction. Use a these materials can save money and reduce environmental impacts. The 
Recycle(! Materials Resource center has developed user guidelines for many recycled materials 
and compiled existing national specifications. 

Additional information: http://rmrc.WJsc.edu 
http.llvNIW.fhwa.do:.gov/pavemenUrecyclinglrectools elm 
http /lwww,epa.qovlosw/conservelimrl index.htm 

• Encourage cost-efficient, environmentally friendly landscaping 
EPA's GreenScapes program provides cost-efficient and environmentally friendly solutions for 
landscaping. Designed to help preserve natural resources and prevent waste and pollution, 
GreenScapes encourages companies, government agencies, other enlities, and homeowners to 
make more holistic decisions regarding waste generation and disposal and the associated impacts 
on land, water, air, and energy use. 

Additional information: hl!o l/www.epa gov/wasteslconserve/tools/greenscapWindex.htm 

7'npt!3 
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• Incorporate on-site energy generation and energy efficient equipment upgrades Into projects 
at drinking water and wastewater treatment facilities 
Consider using captured biogases in combined heat and power systems, and renewable energy 
(wind, solar, etc.) to generate energy for use on-site. Evaluate the potential energy savings 
;;.ssociated with upgrading to more energy efficient equipment (pumps, motors, lighting, etc.). 

Add~ional information: http:llwater.epa.gov/mfrastructure/susta,niqolnggreen elm 
http.//www.epa.gov/regionWwatennfrastructure/howto.html 

Incorporate green practices into remediation of con!<lmlnated sites 
Encourage or incentivize the use of green remediation practices. including designing treatment 
systems with optimum energy efficiency; use of passive energy technologies such as bio­
remediation and phyio-remediation; use of renewable energy to meet power demands of energy­
intensive treatment systems or auxiliary equipment; use of cleaner fuels, machinery, and vehicles; 
use of native plant species; and minimizing waste and water use. 

Additional information: http://cluin.orqlgreenremediationflndex.cfm 

Encourage development in brownfield sites 
Cleaning up and reinvesting in these properties takes development pressures off of undeveloped, 
open land, and both improves and protects the environment. These sites are often "infrastructure­
ready," eliminating the need to build new roads and utility lines which are necessary in undeveloped 
land. 

Additional information: http.llwww.apa.qov/brownfiefds/ 

Encourage use of Smart Growth and transit-oriented development principles 
Smart Growth and transit oriented development (TOO) principles help preserve natural lands and 
critical environmental areas, and protect water and air quality by encouraging developments that 
are mixed-use, walkable and located near public transit. Encourage use of bicycling with bike 
commuter parking, storage, and changing facilities. Facilttate increased carpooling or alternative 
vehicles with preferable parking spaces and/or electric vehicle plug in spots. 

Additional information: http:/lwww.epa.gov/smartgroyt!b 

• Integrated Design Process 
The Integrated Design Process calls for the active and continuing engagement of all stakeholders 
throughout the building design, development, construction, and post-construction phases including 
the owners, architects, engineers, building department officials. and others. This process creates a 
higher-performing building at lower cost, allows various building systems to work together to 
eliminate redundant and unnecessary capacity, and minimizes change order costs. 

Additional information: http·llwww.wbdg.org/deslgn/engage process.Php 



 
 
Final EA for the Central Issue Facility  May 2013  
 

Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst, New Jersey A-24 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK



 
 
Final EA for the Central Issue Facility  May 2013  
 

Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst, New Jersey B-1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B 

 

Conformity Rule Compliance 

Record of Non-Applicability  
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Conformity Rule Compliance 

Record of Non-Applicability 

Project/Action Name: Construction and Operation of a Central Issue Facility at Joint Base 
McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

Action Duration:  Construction is anticipated to take 18 months  

Conformity under Clean Air Act, Section 176, has been evaluated for the above-described project per 40 
CFR Part 93.  The requirements of this rule are not applicable to this action because: 

Total direct and indirect emissions increases from the Proposed Action have been estimated at: 

 One Time Construction Emissions 

0.57 tons VOCs; and  

1.46 tons of NOx. 

  Annual Operational Emissions 

  0.013 tons VOCs; and 

  0.21 tons of NOx. 

The emissions increase from the Proposed Action are below the de minimis threshold established at 40 
CFR 93§ 153 of 50 tons per year (tpy) VOCs and 100 tpy NOx.  

The supporting documentation and emissions estimates are attached.  

Prepared by:     Concurred by: 

 

 

         

Stacey Schueler     Robert Previte 
NEPA Specialist     Chief of Environmental Compliance 
EHS Technologies, Inc.    Joint Base McGuire Dix Lakehurst  
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de minimis is defined as 
“so small or minimal in 
difference that it does 
not matter or the law 
does not take it into 
consideration”. 

Record of Non-Applicability (RONA) 
Supporting Documentation 

Project Name at JB MDL 

1. Overview of Considered Project Alternatives 
The referenced EA considers two alternatives: 

• Alternative 1 – The Proposed Action. To construct an approximately 50,000 square foot, central 
issue facility on the Dix portion of JB MDL to provide a modern warehouse facility specifically 
designed for central issue operations required to support multi-service uniform requirements. 

• Alternative 2 – No Action Alternative.  As required under NEPA and 32 CFR 989, the No Action 
Alternative is retained for comparative analysis. Under this alternative, JB MDL would not 
conduct the project as described under Alterative 1. 

2. Purpose of the Record of Non-Applicability  
In compliance with the Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation 
Plans (40 CFR Part 93) and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 USC 4321 et seq.), a 
Record of Non-Applicability must be prepared in cases where the proposed increases in emissions are 
clearly de minimis.  

The action would be located in Burlington County, NJ, which is currently in 
non-attainment status for 8 hour ozone, annual PM2.5 and 24 hour PM2.5 
according to the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and 
USEPA’s green book.   

Atmospheric ozone occurs when nitrogen oxides (NOx), carbon monoxide 
(CO) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs) react in the atmosphere in the 
presence of sunlight, a photochemical reaction.  NOx and VOCs are called 
ozone precursors. Motor vehicle exhaust, industrial emissions, and chemical solvents are the major 
anthropogenic sources of these chemicals. Although these precursors often originate in urban areas, winds 
can carry NOx hundreds of kilometers, causing ozone formation to occur in less populated regions as 
well.  

Therefore, VOCs and NOx emissions are regulated as a means of controlling ozone production.  The de 
minimis levels for each pollutant are defined in the Federal Conformity Rule and vary depending on the 
pollutant and the severity of nonattainment status. For a moderate ozone nonattainment area, the de 
minimis criterion is 100 tpy for the ozone precursor NOx and 50 tpy for the ozone precursor VOC. There 
is currently no de minimis level set for PM2.5. 

Lakehurst has a State Implementation Plan (SIP) emission budget of 129 tpy of VOC and 793 tpy of 
NOx.  McGuire has a SIP budget of 730 tpy of VOC and 1,534 tpy of NOx.  Fort Dix does not have a SIP 
budget. 

3. Methodology 
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This applicability analysis evaluates all stationary and mobile sources of VOCs and NOx emitted from 
construction activities, commuter vehicles and project operation. Emission factors were obtained from 
USEPA sources where possible. See Section 9 for a list of references. 

4. Construction Emissions 
There would be a one-time direct emission increase under the Proposed Action due to the construction of 
the proposed central issue facility. The following Tables are all related to Alternative 1 of the Proposed 
Action as Alternative 2 is the No Action Alternative; a “no-build” scenario whereby the project site would 
remain in its current condition. Tables 1 and 2 provide the assumptions and results for diesel air emissions 
from the Proposed Action. Tables 3 and 4 provide the assumptions and results for road vehicle air 
emissions from the Proposed Action.   

Table 1: Estimated Emissions Based on Engine Rating and Operating Time  

(All Diesel Fired Equipment) 

                                                                  Vehicle Equipment Type 

 Backhoe Concrete 
Truck 

Skid 
Steel 

Loader 

Paver/ 

Roller 

Delivery 
Trucks 

Excavator 

Equipment 
Data 

Equipment Category Const. Const. Const. Const. Const. Const. 
Number of Units 2 1 1 1 2 2 

Engine Rating Per Unit      
(hp) 

95 250 46 100 250 94 

Operating Time Per Unit 
(hr/yr) 

320 120 160 120 320 320 

Total Operating Time 
(hr/yr)1 

640 120 160 120 640 640 

Emission 
Parameters 

Load Factor2 55 57 55 53 57 75 
Emission Factor Group Group 3 Group 3 Group 3 Group 4 Group 3 Group 3 

Emission 
Factors 

(g/hp-hr)3 

VOC 2.20 0.90 3.90 0.40 0.90 2.20 
CO 8.10 2.30 11.6 1.30 2.30 8.10 

NOx 8.50 7.10 7.10 6.80 7.10 8.50 
PM10 1.50 0.80 1.60 0.50 0.80 1.50 
SO2 1.40 1.26 1.38 1.05 1.26 1.40 

Factor for PM10 to PM2.5
4 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.92 

Annual 
Actual 

Emissions 
(lb/yr) 

VOC 162 40 40 4 180 220 
CO 580 80 100 20 400 800 

NOx 620 260 60 100 140 840 
PM10 120 40 20 6 160 140 
SO2 100 40 20 14 240 140 

Factor for PM10 to PM2.5 60 40 8 12 180 100 
Notes: Calculation of annual actual criteria pollutants emissions (lb/yr) = Total Operating Time (hr/yr) x Engine Rating Per Unit (hp) x 

% Load Factor x Emission Factor (g/hp/hr). Conversion factor 1 pound = 453.592; 1 ton = 2,000 pounds; 1 pound = 
0.0005 tons  
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1: Operating times based on similar construction projects 
2: Load factor is the fraction of available power at which the engine normally operates. Source: USEPA, 1999 
3: Source: USEPA, 1998 
4: Factor to estimate PM2.5 emissions from PM10 emissions. Source: USEPA, 2002 

Table 2: Total Emissions for Criteria Pollutants from All Diesel Fired Equipment 

 VOC CO NOx PM10 SO2 PM2.5 

Total Emissions From All Diesel Fired 
Vehicle/Equipment (lb/yr) 646 1,980 2,020 574 554 400 

Total Emissions From All Diesel Fired 
Vehicle/Equipment (tpy) 0.32 0.99 1.01 0.29 0.28 0.20 

 

Table 3: Estimated Road Vehicle Emissions Based on Miles Traveled 

                                                                                Vehicle Type 
 Construction 

Workers 
Commuting 

Light Duty 
Gasoline 
Trucks 

Emission Factor (g/mi)1 VOC 0.80 0.80 
CO 7.51 7.51 

NOx 0.82 0.82 
PM10 0.04 0.04 
SO2 0.01 0.01 

Annual Actual Emissions 
(tons) 

VOC 0.24 0.003 
CO 2.24 0.02 

NOx 0.24 0.003 
PM10 0.01 < 0.001 
SO2 0.003 < 0.001 

Parameters Number of Vehicles2 60 10 
Total Number of Vehicle 

Trips3 
300 20 

Daily Distance Traveled 
(miles)3 

30 30 

Total Distance Traveled 
(miles) 

270,000 3,000 

Notes: Calculation of annual actual criteria pollutants emissions (tons) = Total Distance Traveled (miles) x  
Emission Factor (g/mi). Conversion factor 1 pound = 453.592; 1 ton = 2,000 pounds.  
1: Source: CARB, 2010 
2: Number of vehicles based on the anticipated number of construction workers 
3: Number of vehicle trips based on similar construction projects 
4: Distance traveled by commuting construction workers based on similar construction projects 
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Table 4: Total Emissions for Criteria Pollutants from Road Vehicles 

 VOC CO NOx PM10 SO2 

Total Emissions From Estimated Gasoline Road 
Vehicles (lb/yr) 486 4,520 486 20 6 

Total Emissions From Estimated Gasoline Road 
Vehicles (tpy) 0.24 2.26 0.24 0.01 0.003 

       Conversion factor: 1 pound = 0.0005 tons 

5. Operation Emissions 
The operation of the central issue facility would not increase the overall workforce or military at JB 
MDL. Subsequently, the sources of NOx and VOC emissions from the operation of the facility would 
include the natural gas boilers, natural gas hot water heater, and a diesel fire pump. 

Natural Gas Boilers 

The design of the facility is underway however preliminary designs show the warehouse portion of the 
central issue facility would utilize gas fired unit heaters with a gas fired heating and ventilating unit. The 
office and issuing areas of the building would use a variable refrigeration volume system with a DX 
cooled and gas fired dedicated outdoor air system. 

The estimated natural gas fuel consumption for space heat is based on the size of building. Natural gas 
consumption factors for heating commercial buildings were obtained from the U.S. Department of Energy 
Commercial Buildings Energy Consumption and Expenditures 1992 (USDOE, 1995). The annual natural 
gas consumption factor for a building 25,001-50,000 sf would be 48.2 standard cubic feet (scf)/sf-year. 

Emission factors for natural gas were obtained from AP-42, Section 1.4, Natural Gas Combustion. 
Natural gas emissions from a large boiler are: 5.5 lbs of VOCs/1,000,000 scf of natural gas and 100 lbs of 
NOx/1,000,000 scf of natural gas (USEPA, 2003). 

Using these factors, NOx emitted from the boiler would be: 

(50,000 sf)*(48.2 scf/sf-year)*(100 lbs of NOx/1,000,000 scf) = 241 lbs/yr. 

VOCs emitted from the boiler would be: 

(50,000 sf)*(48.2 scf/sf-year)*(5.5 lbs of VOCs/1,000,000 scf) = 13.3 lbs/yr. 

The facility would also include natural gas fired domestic hot water heaters. For this analysis, it is 
assumed that two (2) 50-gallon hot water heaters would be required. 

Assuming a 50 gallon water heater with an average burner firing rate of 69,000 btu/hour, this heater 
would consume 66 scf of natural gas an hour. Assuming 8,760 hours/year, this would consume 0.58 
million standard cubic feet (MMscf)/year. Using the same emissions profile as natural gas boilers under 
AP-42: 

Using these factors, NOx emitted from a hot water heater would be: 

0.58 MMscf* 100 lbs NOx/MMscf = 58 lbs NOx/year. 
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VOCs emitted from the hot water heater would be: 

0.58 MMscf*5.5 lbs VOCs/MMscf = 3.19 lbs VOCs/year. 

Multiplying these values by the two water heaters required results in: 

NOx = 116 lbs/yr 

VOC = 6.38 lbs /yr 

Table 5: Total Emissions for Criteria Pollutants from Natural Gas Boilers and Water Heaters 

 NOx VOC 

Total Emissions From Estimated Natural Gas 
Boilers (lb/yr) 241 13.3 

Total Emissions From Estimated Natural Gas 
Boilers (tpy) 0.12 0.007 

Total Emissions From Estimated Water Heaters 
(lb/yr) 116 6.38 

Total Emissions From Estimated Water Heaters 
(tpy) 0.06 0.003 

                                    Conversion factor: 1 pound = 0.0005 tons 

Diesel Fire Pump 

The proposed central issue facility would have one split case horizontal diesel fire pump. Based on 
preliminary hydraulic calculations, a fire pump would be required to supply the sprinkler system demand 
at the proposed facility. Also, the electrical supply is not considered reliable per NFPA 20; therefore, per 
UFC 3-600-01 any fire pumps installed would be diesel driven fire pumps.  

Table 6: Emissions Factors for Criteria Pollutants for a Diesel Fire Pump 

Emission Factors  

(g/hp-hr) 

VOC 0.40 

CO 1.16 

NOx 4.11 

SO2 0.33 

TSP 0.36 

       Source: USEPA, 1996 
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Table 7: Total Emissions for Criteria Pollutants from a Diesel Fire Pump 

 VOC CO NOx SO2 TSP 

Total Emissions From Estimated Diesel Fire Pump 
(lb/hr) 0.05 0.16 0.56 0.05 0.05 

Total Emissions From Estimated Diesel Fire Pump 
(tpy) 

0.003 0.008 0.03 <0.001 0.002 

Notes: Calculation of annual actual criteria pollutants emissions (lb/yr) = Emission Factor (g/hp-hr) x Engine Output (hp) 
x (0.0022046 lb/g)  

Calculation of annual actual criteria pollutants emissions (tpy) = Emission Factor (g/hp-hr) x Engine Output (hp) x 
(0.0022046 lb/g) x Operating Period (hrs/yr) x (1 ton/ 2,000 lb) 

1: Conversion factors 1 pound = 453.592; 1 ton = 2,000 pounds; 1 pound = 0.0005 tons 
2: Operating time of 100 hours based on maintenance activities and possible use for a small fire 

 

6. Emissions Summary 

Annual Emissions (tons per year) 

Activities VOC CO NOx PM10 SO2 PM2.5 

Operational Stationary Sources       

Natural Gas Boilers 0.007 -- 0.12 -- -- -- 
Natural Gas Water Heaters 0.003 -- 0.06 -- -- -- 

Diesel Fire Pump 0.003 0.008 0.03 -- <0.001 -- 

Construction Mobile Sources       

Construction Equipment Diesel 0.32 0.99 1.01 0.29 0.28 0.20 

Road Vehicles 0.24 2.26 0.24 0.01 0.003 -- 

Total 0.57 3.26 1.46 0.30 0.28 0.20 
 

7. Results and Conclusions 
As stated earlier, Burlington County is currently in moderate non-attainment status for ozone. Burlington 
County is also in non-attainment for annual PM2.5 and 24 hour PM2.5.  The de minimis levels for each 
pollutant are defined in the Federal Conformity Rule and vary depending on the pollutant and the severity 
of nonattainment status. For a moderate ozone nonattainment area, the de minimis criterion is 100 tpy for 
the ozone precursor NOx and 50 tpy for the ozone precursor VOC. There is currently no de minimis level 
set for PM2.5. 

Since the General Conformity Rule requires analysis only for emissions of criteria pollutants and their 
precursors for which an area is designated a “non-attainment” or maintenance area, emissions were 
calculated for the precursors of ozone, VOCs and NOx, as part of this RONA documentation. This 
analysis revealed Alternative 1 would emit 1.25 tons of NOx and 0.56 tons of VOCs during project 
construction, assumed to occur in one calendar year and 0.013 tons of VOCs and 0.21 tons of NOx during 
annual operation of the proposed facility.  The emission increases from the Proposed Action are below the 
de minimis threshold established at 40 CFR 93§ 153 of 50 tpy VOCs and 100 tpy NOx. Thus, the 
Proposed Action is exempt from the CAA conformity requirements and does not require a detailed 
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analysis of air quality. Therefore, this RONA satisfies the General Conformity Rule. As such, this RONA 
documents JB MDL’s decision not to prepare a written conformity determination for the Proposed 
Action.  
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Traffic Count Data 
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Table C-1.   Summarized Gate Traffic Counts, Checkpoint 9 
 

Time 
Checkpoint 9 

IN 

Checkpoint 9 

OUT 

12:00 AM 17 22 
1:00 AM 10 12 
2:00 AM 11 8 
3:00 AM 11 4 
4:00 AM 23 8 
5:00 AM 121 42 
6:00 AM 449 91 
7:00 AM 471 159 
8:00 AM 247 173 
9:00 AM 192 130 

10:00 AM 194 144 
11:00 AM 158 147 

12:00 Noon 223 211 
1:00 PM 168 223 
2:00 PM 155 265 
3:00 PM 145 386 
4:00 PM 136 480 
5:00 PM 47 438 
6:00 PM 11 256 
7:00 PM 65 133 
8:00 PM 149 13 
9:00 PM 115 0 

10:00 PM 103 0 
11:00 PM 67 0 

Total 3288 3345 
Note:  Weekday traffic count, November 2010. 
Source:  T & M, 2011 
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~tate of ~ew 3fensep } 
QL:ountp of ~udington ~~-
A d Content Proof 

Notice of Availability 
Draft Env ironmen tal Assess m ent (EA) 

and Draft Finding o f No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
for a Cent ra l Issue Facility at 

Joint B ase Mc Guire·Dix· Lakeh urst, New Jersey 

JB MOL announces the a113ilabilily of and inv~es public 
comments on the Dralt EA aroi Draft FONSI lor the f><Oposed 
Cemral Issue Facirny. The Proposed Action Is to construct a 
medJUm.Siled u.s. Army Corps of Engineers Standard Design 
cenlral issue ladllly lor operalions required l o supporl 
mulli·service uniform requirements in the Dix cantorvnent area 
within the boundaries of JB MOL. The facility is required 1or the 
receipt, stock, issue, e~change. and lurn·in of designaled 
Organizalional Cloll~ng and Individual Equif>I"OOnl ilems to 
soldiers. The EA analyzes related construclion and operalional 
aspects of the Proposed Action a.-.1 No Action Allernative. The 
Oral! EA was prepared in accordane<> with the National 
Environmental Policy Acl. Copies are available lor review at !he 
Pembenon Braoch of the Burlinglon Coumy Library System. 
16 Broadway, Browns Mills. NJ 08015. Wrlnen commems 
Should be submilted by May 6, 2013 IO Mr. Rober! Previle, 
87 CES/CEAN, JB MDL, Hwy 547, Bldg 5 , Lakehurst. 
NJ 08733. 

"""·Fee: $51 52 
BCT: Aprd 5. 20t3 
Aff. Cllg. $20.00 

JOINT BASE MCGUIRE OIX LAKEHURST 
BUILDING 5, CES/CEAN, EHS TECHNOLO 
LAKEHURST, NJ 08733 

7323234449 
0006437943-01 

Laurie Clark bei ng duly sworn or 
a ffirmed according to law, deposes 
and says that she is the Legal 
Billing Coord inat or of the 
BURLINGTON TIMES, INC . Publisher 
of the "Burlington County Times" 
and that a copy of a notice 
published in such paper on 

Apr~ 05, 20 13 

appears herero, exactly as 

po~~l:•~d CJ: 1' 
LE~LING~O-ORDINATOR 

Sworn and subscribed to befor e me 
Ehis 5th day of April 2013 A.D. 

Ann C lark 
My Commission expires on 
May 04, 2015 
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Summary of Draft EA Correspondence Received 

Date  Commenter Summary/Action Taken 

April 24, 2013 SHPO 

Letter indicating SHPO concurrence with JB MDL’s 
determination that there are no historic properties 

affected within the project’s area of potential effect. 
No Change to Final EA. 

May 2, 2013 

NJDEP, Office of 
Permit Coordination 
and Environmental 

Review 

Letter indicating SHPO and the Division of Fish and 
Wildlife concur with the finding of no effect. Letter 

also contained comments on Air Quality, Results and 
Conclusions, and General Comments. All comments 
were addressed and appropriate changes made in the 

Final EA as suggested. 

May 6, 2013 Pinelands Commission 
Letter suggesting the scheduling of a pre-application 
conference with the Commission. No change to Final 

EA. 

May 21, 2013 Delaware Nation E-mail indicating the Delaware Nation has no 
comment on the Draft EA. No change to Final EA. 
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H fl(> Projc<:l # I 3-0502·2 
.. wo.o20r3-JGS 

Page I of 1 

CHRIS C~IRISTIP. 
Gowrrnor 

KIM ( ilf:\0,\Gl\'0 
/.1. G~nllll' 

Mr. John Joyce 

~tnte of ~efu jlm'lel;! 
MAle CODE 501-04.B 

D EI'ARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

NAWRAL & H ISTORIC RESOURCES 
IIISTORIC 1•11£S~RVATION OFPICE 

P.O. 0(>..~ 410 
TtcniOil, NJ (!~625-().120 

Tu .. (609J98HI76 FAX (60'1)9&4-0;7* 

Nalurai/Cuhural Resources Manascr 
87'' Civil Engint-ering Squadron 
Headquaners Air Mobility Command 
Dcpanmctn of the Air Force 
Roule 547. Building 5 
Join1 Oase McGuire-Dix-Lakehursl. New Jersey 087.l3 

Re; Du rlington County~ New l:l:mover Townsl1ip 
Proposed Central Issue Facility at ,Joint Base McG uirc-Dix-Lakchurst 
Era,·ironmental Assessment 
Depnrtment of the Air For·ct• 

::":::::· Mr .. Ioyce. 

BOB MARTIN 
Commi.\'$(01N!r 

April24,2013 

Thank you for providing the Hisloric Preservation Onicc (HPO) the opportunity to review and 
comment on the potential for the abovc~rcrcrcnccd project to ariCct historic and archaeological 
resources. The HPO has previously had the opportun ity to review and comment on cuhurai resources 
investigations for this project. It has previously been detennined that this project would have no 
eff'ecl on h istoric l>ropel'ties. A copy ofrhe previous consullation lette1· is auached t:01· your rev iew. 

Addition:ll Co nunents 

Th~nk you for providing I his opportunity to cornme&Jl on this proposed projec1. lfaddhional 
consultation with the HPO is needed for this undcnaking. please n.:fc.rencc the HPO projccl number 
I J.-0502 in any future calls. cmails, Ol' written con·espondencc to heJp expedite your review and 
response. If you have any quest ions, 1>lease fCel free to contact Jesse West· Rosenthal (609-984· 
60 19) o fn1y s laffwilh queslions r·egard ing archaeology. 

[Enclosure] 

Sincerely. 

Daniel D. Saunders 
Deputy State l·listol'ic 
f,)reservation omcer 
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DEPARTMENT OF TH E AI R FOR CE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR MOB I LilY COMMAND 

JOINT BASE MCGUIRE-DIX-LAKEHURST 

Mr. John Joyce, Natural Resourct."S Manager 
81" Cl\'il Engineering Squadron 
Route547) Bt1ilding 5 
Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lokehurst, NJ 08733 

Mr. Daniel Saunders, Deputy Swte llistoric Pre.'iC:!'Vil!tcm Ofllcet 
NIDEP, Historic Preservation Office 
PO Jlox 420 
Trenton, NJ 08625-0420 

J"3 - 0 .S 0-'l · I .JlJ~ 

HPO-Tl.ze>IJ- 085 

January 22, 2013 

Subjec.J: lntc:Ntgc:ncy and Jntcrgovemmental Coordination for the Envitonmental Assessment (EA) 
for the Central Issue Facility at Joint Base McGuire~Dtx·Lakehurst {JD MDL), NJ 

Dear Mr. Saunders, 

The U.S. !\mty is praJ)O$ing to construct o 50,000 square foot warehouse facility spccilically desi.g,oed for 
ccntf<l l issue operations rc,tuired to support multi~serv ice. unifonn n..-quirc.ments on I he Dix portion of JR 
MDL (see Attach.ntcnt). 1bc ct ntr.sl issue fa.cility would be pmmmt nt con.su uetion with rei 1~forced 
concrete foundat ious, concrete Ooor slabs. slrucUJral sh:cl Cr.tmc with prc~ast concrete wall panels, 
rubber membrane roofing, mcchanjcaJ systems, electrical systems, and a j:Jprioklcr systc:r~ S:t-; .1--...roolitioo 
would include relocation of an existing sanitary sewer line that runs through the middle or the site. l lris 
Hoe wo·utd be re-routed aroun<i the proposed fucil ity and tie back in on the ¢:!litem side oftl1e site. 

The Anny will be conduC(ing an £A addNssing the potential environmental, socioecouom1c, and cuJturaJ 
impaC1s of this proposal. The EA will c:v,tluJ!tC the individual and cumulaJive effects of the: ? roposcd 
Action with respect to land use, a.ir quality, soils, W3tet resources, biological resource:;, cu!turn.l rer.ources, 
materials/waste. energy, sodoc:conomics and cn,ironmcntaJ j ustice. infms1n1cture, noise. transp<>mttjon 
and traftic, and human beahh and safety. 'I11e EA wiJl also evlllume the No Action Alternative-. 

The Anny is currently identiJyi_ng cnviroruncn'lal resourccl:, is.sues, and oonstraints a.o;soc;i ::ated with the 
prop<.l!5ed project are.'!, in order h) effecti,•ely as...;;ess potential euviromncnta} impacts ~ssocimed ·with the 
propos~l.1'he proposed proj(.."(!t sile is I()Ca!cd withln a fonncr location ofN11tjoo;1l Register eligible World 
War II tc,npormy buildings (SH.PO Opinion 617/1996; !D fi8S3). 'll>e buildings were demolisbe<l after 
meetit'lg. the mitig.alioo requirements described in the Letter of Opinion: therefore. the h.istoric rc5ourcc is 
no loDger pre--sent. National .Register eligible building 3135 (SHPO Opinion 31712003) is locatod 
appto.:<immely 0.17 miles southwest of the proposed project s ite (see Figure I). Building 3135. a 
locontorivc repair f.<1cili1y built in J942, was found i ndividually eligible for the National Register under 
criterion A as ll1e only railroad specific building extant on F'on Dix associated with the immcllse World 
W.nr II mobill?Ation on the installation. Building 3 J 35 i!l: not visible from the projeet site-as warehouse 
buildings 3136 ;md 3137 stand in .lx:twe<n. Therefore. tbc proposed project is considered to have no 
effoct on Building 3135. Buildings 3136 and 3137 arc botl1 scmi·pcnnancnt, concrete block military 
warehouses built in 1942. Although they \vct'C once part of the large group of railroad-related iacillties, they 
were found to be substantially aJtered at the time of survey ill 2002 aud lacked tbe integrity to be eonsidered 
for eligibility fOt National Re&ister inclusion under criterion A. 
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l'be proposed project site is located in what wa.s once a heavily developed portion of the former Fort Dix. 
In addition to the warehouses mct~tioned above,. several railroads \"\'ere consttucted at this location 
between 1940 and 1963. The road heel"~; and rails were re.no\·t:d between 1963 and 1970 and the buiJdjugs 
demolished in 19tJ6. Due to the degree of historic diSI\lrbance, the proposed project site is considered to 
have a low potential for containing either prehistoric or historic archaoologicaf resources. Should 
a.rchco1ogjcal sjtcs be inndvcrtcnt1y discovered during the construction pha.~ of the project or in the 
course or oorm1.1l operations. Ill MDL would cea..~e operations, contact SI-fPO~ and ensure compliance 
with all appHcable., statutory, regulatory, and policy requirements. 

Thank you for your consideration on this proposal. Your co:ocurre:nce with lhc above dctcrrninntioo is 
requested. Please mail responses to Mr. Job.n Joyce, Nl.itUrilVCuhural Resources Manager. Route 547 
Buildings. Joint Base McGuire-Dix-La.kehurst NJ, 08733. it you have any questions please oontact me at 
732-323-2911. lfvrcferablc, you may fax your response to 732- • 3. 

Attachmcnrs: 
{I} Localion of the Proposed Central Issue Facility 
{2} Proposed Site Layout oftbe PrOJ>O:!.ed Central Issue Facility 

I concurwithyour finding that rherenre no l1istoric 
propcrti¢·S afi,~cted Wilhin the project'S area of potential 
effects. Consequently, pursuant to 36CFR 800.4(d)(l), 
no further Section 106 consul cation is required unless 
additionaircsourccs are discovered during project 
implementation pursuant to36 CFR 800.13. 

7'--).. ~..A._ z.ft~/-z.o,~ 
b~:i~.-~.;,a~ . Date 

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
Ne 
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~tau of ~ Efn ~n5.el! 
OI!PARTMENT Of f:NVIRONMENfA.t. PROTECTION 

Ol'f!IC! OF PfRMJT COORD-l.~AltON AND EKVtRON~EHTAL REVIEW 
P .0 . Box 420 Mall Code 40 1·07 J Trenton, New Jersey 0&625-0420 

Phone Number (609) 292-3600 

CIUtL'>CIIRISTI)~ 

G"o1...._,.,.rir 

Kt\1 GuADAGNO 
Lr. (iQ1't'rtWr 

Mr. Robert R. Previte 
87 CES/CEA 
Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakeburst 
Route 547 Building 5 
Lakehurst, NJ 08733 

RE: Central Issue Facility 

FAX NUMBER (609) 292-1921 

May2, 2013 

J oint Base McGuire-Oix-Lakehurst (JB MOL}, New Jersey 

Conuneots on the £n•'ironmcntal Assessment (.EA) 

Dear Mr. Previte: 

8oiJMAkTI~ 
Comwr/s:Unncr 

llte New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection's (Department} Office of Penni! 
Coordination and Environmental Review (PCER) distributed the Environmental Assessment 
(EA) for the proposed Central issue Facility at Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurs t (JB MDL) for 
review and commen1. We offer the following comments for your consideration. 

Cultural Resou.rccs 

The Department's Historic Preservation Office (HPO} has previously had the opportun ity to 
review and comment on cultural resources investigations for this proj<.."Ct. It has been detennincd 
thal tbis project would have no effect on historic properties. A copy of the previous consultation 
letter is attached for your review. 

Natural Resources 

The Departntent's Division of Fish & Wildlife (DFW) C<Jilcurs with the Fiodi.ng of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) for this project. 



 
 
Final EA for the Central Issue Facility  May 2013  
 

Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst, New Jersey E-8 

 

 

Air Quality 

The DepaJ1ment's Bureau of Air Quality Planning offers the following comments. 

Comment #! 

Section 3.3.1 Ambient Air Quality of the EA states, "These proposed budgets were approved by 
the USEPA under 40 CFR S2.1582(m}(S}. The 2011 budget for McGuire is 7-o3 tpy for VOC 
and 1,534 tpy ofNOx. (NJDEP, 2007)." 

The 2007 budgets for McGuire and Lakehurst were approved under 40 CFR 93. 158 of the 
Federal Gener•l Conformity regulation. The VOC budget for McGuire is 730 tpy. 

Comment #2 

Section 3.3.2 General Conformity Rule states, " .. . Section 176 (c), including the USEPA's 
implementation mechanism, the General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 51, Subpart W) ... " 

In the April 5, 2010, Revisions to the Geoernl Confomtity Regulations; Final Rule, the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) removed and reserved many sections of Part 
51, Subpart W. Please reference 40 CF'R Part 93 Determining Confom1ity of Federal Actions 
To State or Federal Implementation Plans. 

Comment #3 

Appendix 8 , Confom1ity Rule Compliance, Record of Non-Applicability states, "Conformity 
under Clean Air Act, Section 176, has boon evaluated for the above-described project per 40 
CFR Part 51." 

Commentll2 also applies to this portion of the EA. 

Comment #4 

The EA stares, 'The emissions increase from the Proposed Action are below the de minimis 
threshold established at 40 CFR 5 J .853(b) of 50 tons per year (tpy} VOCs and I 00 tpy NOx, and 
the Proposed Action is not considered "regionally significant" under 40 CFR 51.:853(i)." 

Comment 112 also applies to tbis portion of the EA. Ln addition, in the April 5, 2010, Revisions 
to the General Confonnity Regulations: Final Rule, the USEPA removed the requirement for the 
regionally significant test. 

Comment #5 

Record ofNon-Applicability . 2. Purpose of the Record of Non-Applicabilitv 

2 
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The EA states, ''In compliance with the General Coofonu ity Rule (40 CFR Part 51, Subpart W) 
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 42 USC 4321 ct seq.), .. . " 

Comment #2 also applies to this portion of the EA. 

Commcnt #6 

The EA states, ''Lakehurst has a State Implementation Plan (Sl:P) emission budget of 129 tpy of 
VOC and 793 tpy ofNOx. McGuire bas a SlP budget of703 tpy ofVOC and I ,534 tpy ofNOx. 
Fon Dix does not have a S IP budget." 

Comment #I also applies to this portion of the EA. 

Comment #? 

Results ;wd Conclusions 

The EA states. 1 
.. The emission increases from the Proposed Action a1·e below the de minims 

threshold established at 40 CFR 51.853(b) of 50 tpy VOCs and 100 tpy NOx, and the Proposed 
Action is not considered "regionally significant• w:der 40 CFR Sl.853(i)." 

Comment 114 also applies to this portion of the EA. 

General Comment 

Diesel exhaust contributes the highest cancer risk of all air toxics in New Jersey. Therefore, the 
New Jersey Department o f Environmental Prote:tion recommends that construction projects 
involving non-road diesel consnuction equipment operating in a small geograph ic area over an 
extended period of time should implement the fcl lowing measures to minimize the impact of 
diesel exhaust. 

I. All on .. road vehicles and non-road construction equipment operating at~ or visiting , the 
construction s ite shall comply willt tl 1~ tlu c:c;: 111iu..1te idliug limir., pu•·suam 10 N.J.A .C. 7:27-14 
and N.J .A.C. 7:27·15. 

2. All diesel non-road construction equipment operating at the construction site sltall use 
ultra-low sulfur diesel fttcl (<15 ppm sulfur) in accordance with the federal Nonroad Diesel Rule, 
40 CFR Parts 9, 69, 80, 86, 89, 94, 1039, 105 1, 1065, 1068. 

3. It is recommended tl1at all non-road diesel construction equipment greater than 100 
horsepower used ou the project for more than ten days shall have engines that meet Ole USEPA 
Tier 4 non-road emission standards, or the best available emission control technology that i_s 
technologically feasible for that application and is verifie-d by the USEI'A or the CARB as a 
diesel emission control strategy for reducing particulate matter emissions, except that: 
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n. If tltere is no tcdmologie<>lly feasible emission e<mo·ol technology verified by USEPA 
or CARB for specific diesel non-road construction equipment, the contractor may use the best 
available emission control teciUlolog.y vetiiicd by the Mine Safety and Heallh Administration or 
the Switzerland BUWAL program (VERT Filter List) to reduce particulate matter emissions. 

b. If there is no technologically feasible and appropriate emission control 1echnology or 
installation of a control technology would create a safety hazard, such as impaired visibility for 
the operator. 

4. It is recommended that all on-road diesel vehicles used ro haul materials or traveling to and 
from the construcrjon site shall use designated truck routes that are designed to minimize impacts 
on residential areas and sensitive receplors such as hospitals, sd10ols, daycare facilit ies. senior 
ciLizen housing, aod convalescent facilities. 

Thank you for giving lhe New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection the o pportunity lo 
comment on tbe EA. 

Atlachment 

C: Ken Koschck, NJDEP - I'CER 

Sincerely, 

Ruth Foster 
Office of Permit Coordination 
and Environmental Review 

Jesse West-Roscnlhal, NJDEP- HPO 
Kelly Davis, NJDEP- DFW 
Angela Skowronek, NJ DEP - BAQP 
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J5St~rtc of ~cfn Wcrl5.eu 
TH~ Ptl'\Ll.ANO:> Cot\ 1M ISS ION 

1'0 av.'\J)') 
!\'11 W Ll ii!U.'\.. N J t~ 

1ro<><lJ S?< :Joo 
WW\\\Jlj,gO\'{pillfla.nds 

Cl!ri) C1u-i~ttc 
(lQ\'U fl<)r 

K~n, Cu:nl:~.15~<'~ 
Lt. GQ\t'fnw-

C'knl·ral Jn(orm:uion; l n((t@njpint:~.s•:u t".nj. ll) 
I\ptJtn:;uiv•) Sp~.·fitl< Jnl'onnrnion: Appln(oiJ>njpincs.:~taH'.ni.w• 

Roben Previte 
871\ Cjvil l:.ngill~el' i11g Squadron 
Rome 547. Building 5 
Joint B~•se Mc.:Gui•-e-Di:x-takehurst, N.l 08733 

Rc: Applicarion # 1988-0998.028 
Joint B:asc McCuirc-Dix-Lakehul'SI 

l)ear \1r. Previte: 

Ma~6.201 3 

M:.1r k S. Lohb1\1Cr 
C..h.aitman 

N;aru:y \Vi1te-nhe-rs 
E.-umirt Dirttl l'lt 

Thank you fo.1r your Ap~ri l 8. 2013 le-tter 11'Sking that we J)rovide CQmments on a Dmfl Envi•·on• nentnl Assessment 
t01' a proposed C<entral Lssue faci lily at Joint Base McGuire-Dix·Lakehursl. 

.l.h¢ Piue1ands Comprel1ensivc Mamlgcmcol Plan (CMP) contains many land use ::utd environmenlal standards. 
For exnmple. the land UiS.C st~mdards of the CM P require 1hat, \vherc feasible. developmem <H military installations 
be:: locatc:c.l itt that pot'tion ol'1he illstallmion located wilhin the Pittd attds Protection Are:a and ;:~void the l>inclands 
Preset·vntion Area l)istr ict and Forest Area. Examples ofCMJ> environmental stand:wds include a prohibition on 
most d~vdopm~:Hl iu \\o.<ll:"lnds ancl:l t·~quired buffer to wetlands. the prot~liOn ofthceatetlcd and ~ndangenxl 
plams nnd ;:animals and stonnwal<:r nmnag~ment. 

To disctL'i...~ these standards. you may wish schedule a pl'e-application c.onfcrence with our :>t.arT. 0\trillg this 
<:onCen;tlc~ w~ C~)ll di~t.tSS the proposed development and ~1dvise ol'tlte- specific stn11dards of the CM P thnt uppe:1r 
10 be of ~.~ncem. There is no fe~ n .. -quired for a prt!-applicatioll conlhcncc. 

Please note thai the proposed d~\·dopmeut requires the completion of an appJication with the Commission. 
inchadi11~ a re<wired applici'uioll tee. 

For }'our convenience, application submissions consisting orlcncr C.)r legal sized documents and electronically 
notrwized application fonns may now be submitted v iil emai' to Apnlnfo@ njpin~o.-s::Hat.s_.nj.lt:i. Ln1·ge repons. plans. 
chcd.:s. and items that luJVc a mantu,lly a1>plied seal (i.e .. plans. manually notnrizcXI itl!ms. etc .} must still b~ 
submitted as hm'd copic:s.. 

lf )VU haYt: any qu~~uons, pleas~ conhlCt d\c Re~ulatOI'Y J>rogwms Statr . 

Sincerely, 

i~.~~v~--
S\tpt:rViSillg Environmental Specialist 
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From: Jason Ross Cmailto :JRoss@delawarenat ion.com] 
Sent : Tuesday, May 21, 2013 10:38 AM 
To: JOYCE, JOHN G GS-12 USAF AMC 87 CES/CEAN 
Subject : re : Central Issue Facility & Jonah E. Kelley U.S. ARC 

Delaware Nation 

Jason Ross 

Section 106/Museum Manager 

To: John Joyce- Joint Base McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst 

cc: 

Date: May 21, 2013 

Re: Central Issue Facility & Jonah E. Kelley U.S. ARC 

Hello Mr. Joyce, 

The Delaware Nation recently received your correspondence regarding the 
projects listed below. 

1. Draft Environmental Assessment for a Central Issue Facility at 
JOint t:Sase McGUire-UIX-lakehurst- PASS 

2. Facility Renovation - Jonah E. Kelley U.S. ARC at Ja nt Base 
McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst - PASS 

The Cultural PreseJVat ion Director, Mrs. Tamara Francis-Fourkiller has 
reviewed the information provided and As described in your correspondence 
and, upon research of our database and files we find that the location of 
the project does not endanger known archaeological sites of interest to the 
Delaware Nation and to please continue with the work as planned. Should 

this project inadvertently uncover an archaeological site we request that 
you immediately contact the appropriate state agencies, as well as the 
Delaware Nation. Also, we ask that you halt all construction and ground 
disturbing activities unt il the tribe and these state agencies are 
consulted. 

Thank you again for being patient with us on the projects and for contacting 
us in order to obtain the proper information so that we could make the 
proper determination. 

Best Regards, 

Jason Ross 

Section 106/Museum Manager 

Cultural Preservation Department 

The Delaware Nation 

P.O. Box 825 

Anadarko, OK 73005 

PH# 405) 247-2448 

FAX# 405) 247-8905 

www.delawarenation.com < http:ljwww.delawarenation.com> 
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