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Dear sir or madam:

Please find enclosed the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Final Programmatic Environmental
Impact Statement (PEIS) for DTRA Activities on White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico. The
Final PEIS and ROD are also available for viewing on the DTRA website, www.dtra.mil.

This ROD documents the Agency’s final decision based on analysis contained in the Final PEIS
with regard to its intended future activities at WSMR. The preferred alternative was chosen
because it was best suited to support DTRA"s mission and is expected to have fewer
environmental consequences than alternative two.

This ROD will be distributed to agencies having authority or oversight over aspects of the
proposal and cooperating agencies, congressional and state offices and interested persons upon
request. A Notice of Availability will be published in the Federal Register On May 25, 2007

announcing the ROD’s alai‘ bility for public viewing.

For more information, contact DTRA Public Affairs, (800) 701-5096 or (703) 767-5870.

Sincerely,
»«J /) 11 Lt {)) U }&»‘Jtu

Brian Wilson

Site Manager

Zia Engineering and Environmental LLC
Contractor for DTRA
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VIl. DECISION

I have considered the potential environmental impacts of the proposed action as
defined in the WSMR PEIS as well as the implied costs, technical requirements,
applicable regulatory requirements, DTRA’s mandate and mission, and public
comments. In light of these factors and information, I have decided to implement
the proposed action (altemative one) along with its proposed mitigation measures.

Although the no action alternative is the environmentally preferred method, by
implementing the proposed mitigation measures, the environmental impacts of the
proposed action will be minimized. Moreover, the proposed action is superior in
its support of DTRA’s mission to eliminate the threat of WMD. Since the
proposed action will result in fewer environmental consequences than alternative

two without sacrifice to DTRA’s mission, it is preferred over alternative two as
well.

DTRA will continue to work with the U.S. Army through their offices at WSMR
when planning new tests and other activities on WSMR. This interaction will aid
in reducing adverse environmental impacts at WSMR and uphold DTRA’s
commitment to preserving and protecting the environment, the health of DTRA
personnel and the welfare of the surrounding communities.

I believe that this decision best meets the purpose and needs of DTRA and is

consistent with all regulatory requirements and public laws. o~

Date: L2 #7223 T 7 hant
( Jafpes A :
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Table S-1." Summary of Impact Analysis and Pro

pased Mitigations ' TaNdgeg D G o

Environmental
Resources

Im piﬁmw of the Proposed
Action

Impacts of Alternative Two

Impacts of the No Action
Alternative

Proposed Mitigation

Physical T

Section 4.1

fan
w
=]
=
=
]
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# Minor disturbance to
topography and visual
aesthelics at the test beds.
» |ncreased erosion, soil
compaction, and surface
waler runoff.

o Diswurbance of bedrock
al the test beds.

e The same impact on

' topography, aesthetics,

geology, soils, and water
resources as the proposed
action.

o Less impact (o topugraphy,
gesthetics, geology, soils, and
wialter resources.

* Proposed mitigation (o minimize impacts to lopography,
geology, soils, and visual resources should limit support vehicles
lo existing roads and test bed boundaries, Qff-road travel should
be limited to placement of testing infrastructure, plume tracking
and recovery activities using a single path in and out.

# Following the end of their usefulness as lest beds, all sites
(craters and depressions) should be retumed to their approximate
original contours.

® Appropriate surface water and erosion control measures should
be implemented at proposed test bed expansion areas.

® Dust abatement measures could include the use of water spray
trucks and application of soil stabilizers, The WS-ES land
manager may also direct additional measures for dust abatement.
® To address degradation of soil chemical quality, an appropniate
soil monitoring program should be implemented.

® Ground water should be analyzed annually for particular
simulants tested at PHETS.
® Starm water samples should be collected annually end analyzed

for the presence of recently-tested simulants used at the Capitol
| Peak HTD test bed.

@ Ground water should be monitared at test sites frequently
utilizing large quantities of perchlorate based explosives.




Table S-1. Summary of Impact Analysis and Proposed Mitigations

Environmental Impacts of Impacts of Impacts of Proposed Mitigation
Resources the Alternative the No
Proposed Two Action
Action Alternative
(Preferred
Alternative)
Physical e Minor The same e Lessimpact | e Proposed mitigation to minimize impacts to
Resources, disturbance impact on to topography, geology, soils, and visual resources
Section 4.1 to topography, topography, should limit support vehicles to existing roads
topography aesthetics, aesthetics, and test bed boundaries. Off-road travel should
and visual geology, soils, geology, be limited to placement of testing infrastructure,
aesthetics and water soils, and plume tracking and recovery activities using a
at the test resources as water single path in and out.
beds. ;};tei(f))lrl(‘)posed resources. Following the end of their usefulness as test

e Increased
erosion, soil
compaction,
and surface
water
runoff.

¢ Disturbance
of bedrock
at the test
beds.

beds, all sites (craters and depressions) should
be returned to their approximate original
contours.

Appropriate surface water and erosion control
measures should be implemented at proposed
test bed expansion areas.

Dust abatement measures could include the use
of water spray trucks and application of soil
stabilizers. The WS-ES land manager may also
direct additional measures for dust abatement.

To address degradation of soil chemical quality,
an appropriate soil monitoring program should

be implemented.

Ground water should be analyzed annually for
particular simulants tested at PHETS.

Storm water samples should be collected
annually and analyzed for the presence of
recently-tested simulants used at the Capitol
Peak HTD test bed.

Ground water should be monitored at test sites
frequently utilizing large quantities of
perchlorate based explosives.
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Environmental
Resources

Impaces of the Proposed
Action
{Preferred Alternative)

Impacts Bi"Altll'lllﬁ'V! Two

- pucty of

Alternetive

sis and Proposed Mifigationy
e No Action

e ———————
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Proposed plinu

Bislogical
Resources,
Section 4.2

® A small amount of
vegetation would be
disturbed or destrayed.

« Impairment of plant
growth and reproduchive
SUCCESs

® Increased water and
wind erozion.

e Sumulants could affect
insect polimalors causing
mdirect impacis o
insectiveres and insect
pellinated plants,

» Feuna localed near tesi
beds could be exposed 1o
simulani matenals.

® Craters from weapons
testing could crente  trap
hazard For fauna.

» Fauna could be injured
dunng test and
construction activites

= Noise from construcnon
and test activities waould
temporanly disturb fauna.

® The effect on floral and
faunal species would be
slightly higher than the
proposed achion because of
increases in simulant
toxicity

® Less impact lo biological

resources

® To assess the impacts of DTRA aclivities on fora, Land
Condition Trend Analysis (LCTA), data collection plots inside the
PHETS bounduries should be sampled annually.

® During stabc high explosive testing, the fire department would
be on call to prevent the spread of wildfires.

e Best management practices designed to reduce erosion would be
implemented. Examples may include mulching, chemical
stabilization, silt fences, reseeding, and diversion berms.

» WSMR foral species of inierest may be given prelerential
reatmeni as determined by WS-ES, which may include avoidance
or irensplanting prior o canstruction activities.

® To limit potential impacts, WS-ES should be provided a list of
individual strains and/or sources of all biological simulants for
review prior lo each lest

e To avoid interfering with yucca pollination by the yucca moth,
tests using Bacilluy thuringiensis (Br) will ool take place duriog
the month of June, the peak fowering time of sosp tree yucca

s To protect fauna and habitat, support vehicles should use
existing roads whenever possible. Off-road travel will be limited
1o plocement of testing infrastructure and recovery activilies using
a single puth in snd owt

# Desert bighom sheep were introduced 1o an arca 41 miles south
of WSMR and are unlikely to wander onto the test range. 1T a
desen bighorn sheep (Ovis canadenriy mexicana) is seen in
provamity to a DTRA lest bed, WS=ES will be contacted prior o
lesling,

# Proposed mitigations for iests that could impact White Sands
pupfish (Cyprinidon tulrosa) habitat would include periodic
sampling of the stream waters comaining pupfish to assure little or
no impsct [o aquatic life,

® If a northern eplomado flcon (Falco femoralis septentrionalis)
is sighted, or if DTRA pluns w conducl astivities in aress
classified as suitable splomado habitat, they will contact WSMR's
Eanvironmental Stewardship Division to ensure compliance with
the Endangered Species Act.

25




Table S-1. Summary of Impact Analysis and Proposed Mitigations

Envir al Imp of the Impacts of Impacts of Proposed Mitigation
R ces Prop d Alternative Two the No
Action Action
(Preferred Alternative
Alternative)
Biological e Asmallamount | e The effect on floral o Less o To assess the impacts of DTRA activities
Resources, of vegetation and faunal species impact to on flora, Land Condition Trend Analysis
Section 4.2 would be would be slightly biological (LCTA), data collection plots inside the
disturbed or higher than the resources. PHETS boundaries should be sampled
destroyed. proposed action annually.
« Impairment of })ecause Of « During static high explosive testing, the
plant growth n}creases n - fire department would be on call to
simulant toxicity. .
and prevent the spread of wildfires.
reproductive * Best management practices designed to
success.

Increased water
and wind
erosion.

Simulants
could affect
insect
pollinators
causing indirect
impacts to
insectivores
and insect

pollinated
plants.

Fauna located
near test beds
could be
exposed to
simulant
materials.

Craters from
weapons
testing could
create a trap
hazard for
fauna.

Fauna could be
injured during
test and

construction
activities.

Noise from
construction
and test
activities would
temporarily
disturb fauna.

reduce erosion would be implemented.
Examples may include mulching,
chemical stabilization, silt fences,
reseeding, and diversion berms.

'WSMR floral species of interest may be
given preferential treatment as
determined by WS-ES, which may
include avoidance or transplanting prior
to construction activities.

To limit potential impacts, WS-ES should
be provided a list of individual strains
and/or sources of all biological simulants

for review prior to each test.

To avoid interfering with yucca
pollination by the yucca moth, tests using
Bacillus thuringiensis (Bt) will not take
place during the month of June, the peak
flowering time of soap tree yucca.

To protect fauna and habitat, support
vehicles should use existing roads
whenever possible. Off-road travel will be
limited to placement of testing
infrastructure and recovery activities
using a single path in and out.

Desert bighorn sheep were introduced to
an area approximately 41 miles south of
'WSMR and are unlikely to wander onto
the test range. If a desert bighorn sheep
(Ovis canadensis mexicana) is seen in
proximity to a DTRA test bed, WS-ES
will be contacted prior to testing.

Proposed mitigations for tests that could
impact White Sands pupfish
(Cyprinodon tularosa) habitat would
include periodic sampling of the stream
waters containing pupfish to assure little
or no impact to aquatic life.

If a northern aplomado falcon (Falco
femoralis septentrionalis) is sighted, or if
DTRA plans to conduct activities in areas
classified as suitable aplomado habitat,
they will contact WSMR's Environmental

Stewardship Division to ensure
compliance with the Endangered Species
Act.




— Table 51, Summary of Impact Analysis s

Environmental
Hesources

Impacts of the Proposed
Action
(Preferred Alternative)

Impacts of Alternative Two

Impacts of the No Action
Alternative

b A

Cultural
Resources,
Section 4.3

® The proposed action
would not significantly
affect archaeological
resources, if certain
miligation measures are
taken.

® Radiocarbon dating
could be affected by
chemical and biological
simulants

® The effect on cultural
resources from additional
simulants would be similar
to the proposed action.

® Less impact to cultural
resources.

# Proposed mitigation for protection of cultural resources includes
avoidance of all known archaeological sites and conducting
archacological surveys to identify cultural resources in previously
non-surveyed areas prior to ground disturbing activities.

o If the planned level or intensity of HE testing should increase,
prior consultations will be held with WSMR cultural resource
personnel to determine the appropriate level of increased
monitoring of the McDonald Ranch house,

® Proper sample preparation will greatly reduce the chance of
simulant contamination of datable matenal.

Present Land
| Use,
| Section 4.4

® The proposed action
would not significantly
affect present land use.

e Same affect as the
proposed action.

® Same affect as the proposed
action.

 [n the event that testing activities must be conducted during
non-duty hours, range scheduling and WS-ES will be notified in
advance to ensure that no conflicts occur.

[ Alrspace,
Section 4.5

® Air.space activities
would increase slightly
over present levels.

e Same affect as the
proposed action.

® Less unpact to airspace.

* None

‘ Air Qualirty,
| Section 4.6

e Release of simulant
plumes, explosive by-
products, and dust from
test activities.

» Construction and testing

activities would generate
dust and vehicular
€missions.

‘» Additional simulants

would result in the release of
test materials with higher
toxicity levels than the
proposed action.

® Less impact to air quality

# Proposed mitigation to ensure hazardous quantities of test
materials do not exit the range include developing prediction
maodels before collateral effects tests and monitoring wind speed
and direction, With this information a “no go” criteria will be
developed for each test.

* A proposed mitigation to minimize dust generated from
construction activities would be to apply a dust suppressant when
practical to minimize excessive vehicle-generated dust levels, and
vegetation cover would be retained on sites wherever possible,

. Noise and
Blast,
‘ Section 4.7

e Personnel and fauna

would be exposed to noise

trom test and construction
activities,

» Same as the proposed
action.

® Less impact from noise and
blast.

® Employees would be enrolled in a hearing conservation
program if noise exceeds 85 dBA expressed as an 8-hour TWA
and would be required to wear hearing protection.

® Personnel would be evacuated to a safe distance prior to
explosive tests,

¢ To minimize blast pressure effects resulting from high-
explosive tests over 20,000 [bs, weather, and overcast conditions
should be monitored and blast predictions be verified with distant
off-range measurements.




Table S-1. Summary of Impact Analysis and Proposed Mitigations

Environmental Impacts of the Impacts of Impacts of Proposed Mitigation
Resources Proposed Action Alternative Two the No
(Preferred Action
Alternative) Alternative
Cultural o The proposed o The effect on o Less « Proposed mitigation for protection of
Resources, action would not cultural resources impact to cultural resources includes avoidance of
Section 4.3 significantly from additional cultural all known archaeological sites and
affect simulants would resources. conducting archaeological surveys to
archaeological be similar to the identify cultural resources in previously
resources, if proposed action. non-surveyed areas prior to ground
certain mitigation disturbing activities.
;Zi:ures are o If the planned level or intensity of HE
) testing should increase, prior
« Radiocarbon consultations will be held with WSMR
dating could be cultural resource personnel to determine
affected by the appropriate level of increased
chemical and monitoring of the McDonald Ranch
biological house.
simulants. . .
¢ Proper sample preparation will greatly
reduce the chance of simulant
contamination of datable material.
Present Land ¢ The proposed o Same effect as the ¢ Same o In the event that testing activities must
Use, Section action would not proposed action. effect as be conducted during non-duty hours,
4.4 significantly the range scheduling and WS-ES will be
affect present proposed notified in advance to ensure that no
land use. action. conflicts occur.
Airspace, * Airspace activities | ¢ Same effectasthe | e Less * None.
Section 4.5 would increase proposed action. impact to
slightly over airspace.
present levels.
Air Quality, « Release of « Additional e Less « Proposed mitigation to ensure hazardous
Section 4.6 simulant plumes, simulants would impact to quantities of test materials do not exit
explosive by- result in the air the range include developing prediction
products, and release of test quality. models before collateral effects tests and
dust from test materials with monitoring wind speed and direction.
activities. higher toxicity ‘With this information a "no go" criteria
. levels than the will be developed for each test.
« Construction and .
testing activities proposed action. o A proposed mitigation to minimize dust
would generate generated from construction activities
dust and would be to apply a dust suppressant
vehicular when practical to minimize excessive
emissions. vehicle-generated dust levels, and
vegetation cover would be retained on
sites wherever possible.
Noise and « Personnel and « Same as the o Less « Employees would be enrolled in a
Blast, Section fauna would be proposed action. impact hearing conservation program if noise
4.7 exposed to noise from exceeds 85 dBA expressed as an 8-hour
from test and noise and TWA and would be required to wear
construction blast. hearing protection.
activities.

Personnel would be evacuated to a safe
distance prior to explosive tests.

To minimize blast pressure effects
resulting from high-explosive tests over
20,000 lbs, weather, and overcast

conditions should be monitored and
blast predictions be verified with distant
off-range measurements.




Table S-1.  Summary of Impact Analysis and Proposed

'ﬁéﬁl..rf’. .- W

Environmental

Impacts of the Proposed

Impacts of Alternative Two

Impacts of the No Action

Pr pose; Mitig.;ltion

Resources Action Alternative
| (Preferred Alternative)
Radiation, « Testing and support ® Same as the proposed ® Same as the proposed action. | e Personnel should comply with safety procedures involving

Section 4.8

equipment would emit
low-levels of ionizing or
non-lonizing radiation.

® Exposure could possibly
result in damage to eyes,
skin and organ tissue.

action.

radars and other support equipment that emits non-ionizing and
ionizing radiation. Safety zones should be established and clearly
delineated, to exclude entry into areas of hazardous radiation.

Hazardous
Materials and
Waste,
Section 4.9

e POL waste would be
generated from test and
construction activities.

o Following regulations,
SOPs and guidelines, the
impact of alternative two
would be the same as the
proposed action.

¢ Less impact from hazardous
matenials and waste.

e 7Vchicles, construction equipment, generators, and fuel storage
units would employ a spill containment system (e.g., drip pans) in
accordance with the WSMR Spill Prevention Plan.

* CBR simulants and other test materials would be used in the
smallest amounts practicable so as to reduce the accumulation of
hazardous wastes.

Human Health
and Safety,
Section 4.10

® Personnel could be
exposed to CBR test
materials during test
preparations, post-test
evaluation, and site
cleanup.

* Nitrogen gas could
displace oxygen,
producing a hazardous
working environment.

* Personnel would be
exposed to hazards from

| the use of explosives,
heavy equipment

operation, and post-test
evaluations of tunnel
targets such as falling
rock, cave-ins and dust
inhalation.

® Same as the preferred
alternative plus exposure to
test materials that are more
Loxic.

® Less impact to human health
and safety.

® Personnel will use PPE in accordance with MSDS
recommendation for all CBR test materials.

o To avoid hazardous working environments at LB/TS in which
nitrogen could displace oxygen, all SOPs and safety precautions
will be followed to ensure the safety of test personnel.

» Personnel would be trained on safe operation of heavy
equipment and wear hardhats and other appropriate PPE.

® Measures to reduce hazards conceming engine exhaust
emissions include monitoring for CO, proper ventilation of work
areas, and the use of proper PPE.
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Table S-1. Summary of Impact Analysis and Proposed Mitigations

Environmental Impacts of the Proposed Impacts of Impacts of Proposed Mitigation
Resources Action (Preferred Alternative the No
Alternative) Two Action
Alternative
Radiation, e Testing and support Same as the e Same as ¢ Personnel should comply with
Section 4.8 equipment would emit low- proposed the safety procedures involving
levels of ionizing or non- action. proposed radars and other support
ionizing radiation. action. equipment that emits non-
« Exposure could possibly ionizing and ionizing radiation.
result in damage to eyes, Safety. zones should be
skin and organ tissue. estz.lbhshed and clearly .
delineated, to exclude entry into
areas of hazardous radiation.
Hazardous ¢ POL waste would be Following e Less o Vehicles, construction
Materials and generated from test and regulations, impact equipment, generators, and fuel
Waste, Section construction activities. SOPs and from storage units would employ a
4.9 guidelines, the hazardous spill containment system (e.g.,
impact of materials drip pans) in accordance with
alternative two and the WSMR Spill Prevention Plan.
:\;(;;lldats)i}:};e waste. « CBR simulants and other test
d materials would be used in the
prqpose smallest amounts practicable so
action. as to reduce the accumulation of
hazardous wastes.
Human Health | ¢ Personnel could be exposed Same as the e Less ¢ Personnel will use PPE in
and Safety, to CBR test materials during preferred impact to accordance with MSDS
Section 4.10 test preparations, post-test alternative plus human recommendation for all CBR test
evaluation, and site cleanup. exposure to health materials.
o Nitrogen gas could displace test materials and ¢ To avoid hazardous working
that are more safety.

oxygen, producing a
hazardous working
environment.

¢ Personnel would be exposed
to hazards from the use of
explosives, heavy
equipment operation, and
post-test evaluations of
tunnel targets such as
falling rock, cave-ins and
dust inhalation.

toxic.

environments at LB/TS in which
nitrogen could displace oxygen,
all SOPs and safety precautions
will be followed to ensure the
safety of test personnel.

¢ Personnel would be trained on
safe operation of heavy
equipment and wear hardhats
and other appropriate PPE.

o Measures to reduce hazards
concerning engine exhaust
emissions include monitoring for
CO, proper ventilation of work
areas, and the use of proper PPE.
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Environmental
Resources

Impacts of the Proposed
Action
(Preferred Alternative)

Impacts of Alternative Two

Impacts of the No Action
Alternative

Human Health
and Safety,
' Section 4.10
| (Continued)

® Engine exhaust could
cause CO poisoning 1n
confined spaces.

e Personnel would be
exposed to the risk of
vehicle colhisions with
oryx

e Personnel could be
exposed to the risk of
hantavirus and West Nile
virus

* Outdoor working
conditions could result in

| heat-related illness,

® Personnel could be
exposed to venomous
snakes, insects and
spiders.

® DTRA personnel should be briefed on the potential for
oryx/vehicle collisions and precautions to be taken.

® To prevent hantavirus pulmonary syndrome (HPS), exposure to
rodents and rodent feces and urine should be avoided. Personnel
should avoid areas that have potential hantavirus risk until that
risk has been evaluated and abated, if necessary.

® Precautions should be taken to minimize the nisk of contracting
West Nile virus, to include avoiding areas with a high
concentration of mosquitoes, wearing insect repellent, and
draining standing water,

® Personnel should be briefed on desert survival and the signs of
heat stroke and heat exhaustion. Personnel should be provided
with adequate water and have proper training in first aid for heat
related illness.

e Personnel should avoid contact with venomous snakes, spiders,
scorpions, and spiny plants.

|

|

\
‘%Suciuecunomics
and
Infrastructure,

Section 4.11

* Would provide an
added, but relatively
small, stimulus to the
local and regional
eConomies.

® Same as the proposed
action.

» No change.

e None

1

" Environmental
| Justice,
Section 4.12

| ® No adverse impacts to

minority populations
located in the region of
influence.

e Would not
disproportionately affect
minority and low-income

| populations compared to
~ the general population.

w Same as the proposed
action.

® Same as the proposed action.

e None




Table S-1. Summary of Impact Analysis and Proposed Mitigations

Environmental Impacts of the Impacts of Impacts of Proposed Mitigation
Resources Proposed Action Alternative the No
(Preferred Two Action
Alternative) Alternative
Human Health ¢ Engine exhaust No No ¢ DTRA personnel should be briefed on the
and Safety, could cause CO additional additional potential for oryx/vehicle collisions and
Section 4.10 poisoning in content content precautions to be taken.
(Continued) confined spaces. shown in shown in .
e To prevent hantavirus pulmonary syndrome
¢ Personnel would be sourc.e tabl.e sourc? tab{e (HPS), exposure to rodents and rodent feces
. (continuation | (continuation . .
exposed to the risk and urine should be avoided. Personnel
of vehicle collisions row). row). should avoid areas that have potential
with oryx. hantavirus risk until that risk has been
« Personnel could be evaluated and abated, if necessary.
exposed to the risk ¢ Precautions should be taken to minimize the
of hantavirus and risk of contracting West Nile virus, to
West Nile virus. include avoiding areas with a high
« Outdoor working concentration of nhlo.squitoes,'wearing insect
conditions could repellent, and draining standing water.
result in heat- o Personnel should be briefed on desert
related illness. survival and the signs of heat stroke and
heat exhaustion. Personnel should be
¢ Personnel could be . .
provided with adequate water and have
exposed to s .
venomous snakes, Proper training in first aid for heat related
. . illness.
insects and spiders.
¢ Personnel should avoid contact with
venomous snakes, spiders, scorpions, and
spiny plants.
Socioeconomics | ¢ Would provide an e Same as e No e None.
and added, but the change.
Infrastructure, relatively small, proposed
Section 4.11 stimulus to the action.
local and regional
economies.
Environmental e No adverse impacts | ¢ Same as e Same as * None.
Justice, Section to minority the the
4.12 populations located proposed proposed
in the region of action. action.
influence.
¢ Would not
disproportionately
affect minority and
low-income
populations

compared to the
general population.
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