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5. PROJECT END DATE (dd-mmm-yy): 1-Jan-12

6. DESCRIPTION AND LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION:
Update of the the Integrated Pest Management Plan.
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An existing Environmental Assessment adequately covers the scope of this project.
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Cite superseding law.

8. REMARKS:

/M/w b

4 Signature of ProTo’onent (Requester) Efvirshmental Program Manager
/’
LTC Rendell G. Chilton Gerald E. Elliott
Printed Name of Proponent (Requester) Printed Name of Env. Program Manager
/}/’/ Do / T ;"f
Date Signed Date Signed

ARNG REC Form Jun 06 Previous Editions Are Obsolete Page 9




boaclle Laill




hug~16-04 10:07 Froa-NuB-ARE + T-620  P.02/04 F-964

i
1

Flnding of No Significant kmpact (FNSD
For the
Army Natlonal Guasd
Pest Management Program |
t

b

A. Description of Proposed Actlon ond Alternatives.

The National Guard Burean (NGB), as a major command underithe Deparanent of Amy, has
taken the general guidslines from the Department of Defense (DOD) Pest Management policy
and is continuing to develop the Pest Management Progeam for fhe Amy National Guard
(ARNQ). The ARNG's pest management program objective is ::o use an integrated pest
managenent approach for the judicious use of both non-chemical and chernical control
technigues to achiove effective pest confrols with minimal environmental impacts. Integrated
pest management, a8 used by the ARNG, is a decision making process designed to (1) identify
the conditions causing a particular pest problem to accury (2) devise ways to change those
condltlons to discourage recurrence of the problem; and (3) galecr the least-toxic mix of
strategies and ractics to directly suppress the pest populadons, i

The ARNG proposes to use the integrated pest manngement apllnotwh by developing Installation
Pest Management Plans (IPMPs) to reduce the use of chemical reatment techniques by 50%
over historlc nsage levels while alao achieving effective pest co'nu'ol. These plans cover
cenification, reporting, and all other pest management activities. The reduction of chemical
control techniques will, in some cases, e accompanled by an increase in the use of mechanical,
culrral, and biological approaches. “The goals of the pest management plans are (1) to promote
pealth, safety, and welfare of unit personnie] through an effectivie pest management prograim; 2)
1o promote installation protection; (3) to cnsure a professianally wrained post management force
while supporting the mission of the ARNG to provide combat ready units for the national
defonses and (4) minimize impacts on the natural and human environment.

The affected enviconment of the praposed action {ncludes facililes administered by the Nationai
Guazd of the 50 states, the Distriet of Columbia, and the temitories of Puerto Rico, the Virgin

Tslands, and Guam. .

[}
The analysis of the potential envivonmental impacts is provided in the Prograramatic
Environmental Assessment (PEA) for the ARNG Pest Management Frogranm. Alernative B is
the proferred alternafive. This alterative is an integrated approach that provides for the
protection of personnel and the environment, while offering the greatest long-term potential for
effective pest control. Areas congidered in this document inclade: land use, air quality, noiss,
geolagy and goils, water Fesources, biological resowuces, culwural resources, saclocconomic
resonrees, environmental justics, infrasmucture, hazardous materials and toxic wastes, and
cumulative impacts. Other aliematives considered in the analysis include strict non-chernical
pest management (Alternative A) and strict chemical pest conyrol techniques (Altemative C), as
well as the No Action Alwernutive (Altemarive D). Altornative A was not considered to be an
effective pest management technique undey most circumstancés and Allemnative C would have
greater potential negative fnpacts on personnel and the enviranment, The No Action Altemative
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i
wanld also be a less effective means of post management in liew of more effective, integrared
approaches proposed by the Preferved Altemative. .

B. Potential Environmental hinpacts. f

The preferred alternative wonld have minor, but net significant, negmive impacls on the
following: {

1. Airresources, Airrésources may be affected by temporary and limited site-specific irpacts

due to non-chemical management techniques such as mechanical removal or prescribed bumns,

and chemical techniques such as hand-spraying, In osder to minimize theso effecrs the ARNG

would utilize Best Manageraent Practices (BMP's) such as coordinating mechanical removal or
* control burn aperations with appropriate government agencies and performing spray operations

in strict accordance with product fabels and EPA-approved guidance. Posticides would not bo

sprayed when wind speeds exceed 15 mph, !

¢
2. Noise: Nolse levels may temporearily Increase to non-significant levels, caused by outside

weed management techniques. ,

3, Soils; Soil erosion may occur from mechanical vapstation m!mova]. However, using
appropriate pest management practices would minimize impacts. Soils that are subfected to
substantially increased surface water runoff, or wind- or water-induced soil erosion beanuse of
weed removal would be resecded with native seed stocks according to ARNG palicy. Pesticide
use conld potentially contaminate local soils. These risks would ba lowered by using and
applying the pesticide as speoified by the manufacturer, properly disposing of it, and making an
appropriate choica of pasticides with short residual times. ;

4, Water esources: Water resqurces mmay be affected by minor, site-specific solf crosion caused
by increased sediment runoff resulting from the mechanical rerpaval of vegetation. To minimize
these effects the ARNG wouid use BMFPs such as reseeding effected nrens with native seed stock.
Using and applying pesticides as specified by the manufactuzcy and choosing pesticides with
shont residual effects wonld further minimize risks, During any aquatic or wetlands application
of pesticides a buffer would be cstablished around floadplains pnd areas of surface walers.
“Fechniques, such as spot application, using short residual pesticides, and avoiding sensilive areas

would be employed to reduce pesticide runoff and leachate.

5. Biclogical resonrces. The introduction of exotic species for pest control could potentially
have a local impact on flora and fauna, Howevet, impacs from introducing exotlo species would
be minimal. Only biological materials approved by the U.S. Dopariment of Agriculrure would be
used, and their use wonld be coordinared with the appropriate Federal and State officials.

“There is a potential for short term impacts caused by the mechanical removal of vegetation
located in and acound wetlands. Impacts would be mitigated through the use of BMPs such a8
asiablishing buffer zones around guch sensitive areas.
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Direct impacts to threatened of endangered individuals could ocgur at the site-specific level. To
reduce this potential, no pesticides would be applied within 100-Feet of known threatencd or
endangercd species unless use in such a site is specifically approved by the agency with
jurisdiction by law, When compared o cunent praciices, impacts (0 non-target specias,
endangered and threatened species, and wetlands would be less likely 1o ocour.

1

C. Commitment to Tmplementation.

‘The National Guard Bureaw (NGB) affirms its commitment to {plement this PEA in accordance
with NEPA, Implementation is dependent on funding. The NGB will ensure that adequate funds
are requested in future yoars' budgets to achieve the goals and objectives sci forth in this PEA.

D. Public Review and Comment.

The Draft Enviconmental Asscssment was made available for public comment from 15 April ~
15 May 2004, Na comraents Were received, The Final Environmental Assessment and the Draft
£NSI wers made available for public review from 13 JTone through 15 July 2004, Copies of the
Pinal Environmental Assessment and DENSI were made svailaple be obrained on the Intemet &t
hupzllwww.amg.army.millnepa/, or by calling MAT Steve Morgan at (703) 607-7958 or emailing

MAYJ Steve Morgan at Stephen Morgan@ ngb.army.mil. No comments were received,

E. Finding of Na Significant Ympaet. I

A caxeful raview of the Programmatic Environmental Assessmént has concluded that the
jmplementation of the prefetred alternative for the ARNG Pest:Managoment Progranm would not
constinte a major federal action slgnificantly affecting the quality of the natural or human
environment. This apalysis fulfills the requirements of the Nattonal Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) and the Council on Environmental Quality reguiations. An Environmental Impact
Statement will not be prepared and tha Natjonal Guard Bureau:is issuing this Finding of No

00T oo o,

Significant Tapach.

Q Aesbus T 2004 J A U\\&Qﬂ‘
Date Gerald I, Walter
Lieutenant Colonel, US Army
Chief, Envirenmental

Programs Division
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