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Impacts of Alternative Two
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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 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.
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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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R SR s e s A g
vitigations N

Environmental | Impacts of the Proposed | Impacts of Alternative Two Impacts of the No Action
Resources ’ Action Alternative
< (Preferred Alternative)
} Human Health | e Engine exhaust could ® DTRA personnel should be briefed on the potential for
| and Safety, | cause CO poisoning in oryx/vehicle collisions and precautions to be taken.
Section 4.10 | confined spaces. )
| (Continued) ‘ ® To prevent hantavirus pulmogary syndrome (HPS), exposure to
‘ e Personnel would be rodents and rodent feces and urine should be avoided. Personnel
exposed to the risk of should avoid areas that have potential hantavirus risk until that
vehicle collisions with | risk has been evaluated and abated, if necessary.
ol © Precautions should be taken to minimize the nisk of contracting
‘ ® Personnel could be | West Nile virus, to include avoiding areas with a high
exposed to the risk of | concentration of mosquitoes, wearing insect repellent, and
hantavirus and West Nile draining standing water.
\ b e Personnel should be briefed on desert survival and the signs of
* Outdoor working heat stroke and heat exhaustion. Personnel should be provided
conditions could result in with adequate water and have proper training in first aid for heat
heat-related illness related illness.
\
| @ Personnel could be ® Personnel should avoid contact with yenomous snakes, spiders,
, exposed to venomous scorpions, and spiny plants.
w snakes, insects and
‘L spiders.
TSuciuemnomirs * Would provide an ® Same as the proposed s No change. * None
and added, but relatively action.
Infrastructure, | small, stimulus to the
Section 4.11 local and regional
economies.
TEnvironmentnl | ® No adverse impacts to ® Same as the proposed ® Same as the proposed action. | @ None
| Justice, minority populations action.

Section 4.12

located in the region of
influence.

® Would not
disproportionately affect
minority and low-income
populations compared to
the general population.
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