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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT =

Submitting DoD Component: Department of the Navy

- Installation: Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, N. C. 28542
Project Title:-

General Supply Field Maintenance Shbp'{Parqchute}

Date of Submission: 15 May l77=1 ! \
1. Introduction ¥ T

f N - :

a. Project Description = This project provides for constpucticn
of.a reinforced brigk faced masonry structure complete with
heating- air=conditigning for temperature and humidity controlas
ventilationa fire pr§§§ction sprinkler systema utilities3: roadsh
parkingrareas and security fencing. . i
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2. Relationship of Proposed Action to Land Use Plans, Policies and
Controls for the Affected Area:

: ; Conforms - No Plans  Conflicts
/ ; 3 With For Area With
a. Land Use Plans ' X
b. Clear Air Control X
"¢, “Federal Water Pollution : X
Control Act ‘







3. The probable Impact of the Pronosed Action on the Enviyronment:

a.. Assessment of the positive and negative efrects of the proposed
action as it affects both the national and/or the international environment.
The potentially significant effect of this action is that it: .

(1) W41%/will not cause emissions into the atmosphere of toxic
or hazardous substances or significant amounts of other pollutants. It
will/will not significantly reduce the amount of pollution in the atmosphere?

(2) XW84X/will not cause the creation of excessive noise, when
considering the proximity and likely effects of the noise. on humans or

wildlife?

(3) WAX/will not introduce'toxic or hazardous substances or
significant amounts of chemicals, organic substances or solid wastes into
. bodies of water,.on land or otherwise effect water or soil quality?

: (4) WﬁXX/wi11 not significantly alter the rate of sediment deposit
or temperature of a body of water? '

: (5) ¥¥M%¥/will not require the use of non-renewable energy
sources, e.g., fossil fuels, etc., in apparently excessive or dispro-
“portionate amounts? ‘ : : i :

(6) WMX¥will not result ina significant destruction of vegeta-
tion, wild or marine life? < |

2% (7) wiAx/will not affect, beneficially or adversely, other forms of
life or the ecosystems of which they are a part?

(8) Wink/will not result in contamination}or deterioration of foodi
or food sources? ~ _

(9) Wit /will .not affect pdpu]ation density and congestion?
: (10) WdXX/Will not cause a major change in landscape, extensive
clearing, paving or excavation?

. (11) WAX/will not affect, beneficially or advefsely, neighborhood
character (aesthetic qualities) and zoming? 4 ;.

(12) wAR/will not alter area hydrologic properties?







b. The proposed action will have a potentially significant effect

on the following: >l :

|

ITEM o | Favorable  Adverse No Effect
Traffic e L LR . X
Community Facilities X
Schools _ R D~ ' : X

.: Waste Treatment Facilities X
Utilities : X
Land Management ' , : X
.Solid Waste Disposal _ e : - LX
A}ea Appearance ' X _ '
Other (See Attachment ;;;;_j. ' | . : 3‘2

na

-4, MAternatives to the Proposed Action

X ‘There is no feasible alternative.

Only feasible alternative is to take no action. The effects
of this alternative are discussed in Attachment ‘

Various alternatives and their effects are discussed in
Attachment ; ' :

A g Any Probable Adverse Environmental Effects Which Cannot Be Avoided
‘Should The Proposal Be Implemented :

No adverse effects on the environment are anticipated;

Probable advefsé effects are discussed in Attachment .

6. Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of the Environment and the
| Maintenance and Enhancement of Lona-Tlerm Productivity

E No change in short-term use.
\
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No change in the maintenance and/br enhancement of long-term
productivity. ., - - i Ll AN T :
Adverse effects'bn-tﬁe environment will occur only during the

construction period and these will/will not create permanent or
long-"asting adverse effects.

The proposed action will enhance the short—term.use of resources by:

P \-5&, - Abating exiéting or potential po]]ution.

. \Q\_\\‘
, X

I\ Reducing utility requirements

Enhancing thelafea appearanée,.

Improvements in operatioha] efficiency.

Improvements in habitability of existing
- facilities. :

venielrs

Long-term productivity will be enhanced by:

Abatihg existing or potential pollution. (Dust)

o Reducing utility requirements.

X Improvement in operational efficiency.

_ Other:

Irfeversib1e and Irretrievable Commitments of Resources Which Would Be

Involved in the Proposed Action Should It Be Implemented

Xed

X

[

No significant irreversible or irretrievable commitment of
resources. : ' L

No destruction of identified archeological sites of sites having -
possible historic or architectural interests. :

No effect on known endangered species of wildlife.







No sig.icant change in land use. .

Potentially significant irreversible or irretrievable com-
mitments or resources are discussed in Attachment

Other:

8. Considerations That Offset the Adverse Environmental Effects

: a. This course of action as compared to adverse environmental
- effects of alternatives (Section 4) are discussed in Attachment

b. Cost benefit analysis of proposed action is Attachment

9. Surmar

X

proposed action.

It is concluded that the proposed action will have no sig-
nifican. a.serse c..ccts vu wie enviconment.

There has.nét been, nor is thére currently, any known contro-
versy concerning the proposed action.

Based on this assessment, it is concluded that an Environmental
Impact Statement must be prepared prior to implementation of the
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