B. NATURAL RESOURCES
Hazardous Materials

Two separate surveys have been completed to review lead content in various locations throughout the
park. The first survey, completed in 1988, examined the lead content in soils surrounding six buildings
and a playground area. Rutgers University's Soil Department completed the testing. Findings and
recommendations indicate that lead content in the soils exceeded allowable levels. Recommendations
did not include removal of the soils but did include keeping down dust and keeping children away from
the areas.
The second survey, completed in 1993, included lead testing of interior materials in eight residential
buildings. In each case x-ray fluorescence testing was completed on multiple building fabrjc elements.
In each building the testing report indicated that dangerous levels oflead were present on some
material. No recommendations for abatement or encapsulation were attached to the report.
\Vater Quantity

The park currently receives its main water supply from a well drilled into the Farrington/Middle
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy Aquifer over 900 feet deep. Raw water is pumped into a 400,000-gallon
tank before it is treated and transferred to a 350,000-gallon storage tank located at the northem end of
the park on Coast Guard property. The park maintains a back-up tank for potable water that stores up
to 250,000 gallons. In accordance with requirements of the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection (NJDEP), the park completed in 2001, constmction of a water line that connects to the New
J erscy American Water Company and is capable of meeting the park's water needs in case of a primary
source failure. Water usage at the park ranges from an average of 60,000 gallons per day during
winter to an average of 110,000 gallons per day during summer.
Following usage, wastewater is returned to a treatment plant located near the Gunnison Beach Center.
Separated sludge is filtered through a lined pond that supports a dense stand of common reed underlain
with sand. Filtered effluent is returned to the plant for further treatment before being discharged into
retentjon basins located immediately south of the Gunnjson Beach Parking Lot. Although the plant
treats and discharges approximately 60,000 gallons of water per day during winter and 110,000 gallons
ofwater per day in summer, the plant is authorized by the NJDEP to discharge up to 189,000 gallons of
treated effluent each day with a maximum treatment capacity of approximately 289,000 gallons of
wastewater per day. Rainwater in the developed area of Fort Hancock currently drains from hardened
surfaces into storm drains or to the adjacent soils. The soils are quite porous and quickly absorb the
ra1nwater, recharging the surface aquifers. Some water is lost to street drains that empty into Sandy
Hook Bay.
Natural Vegetation

Numerous developed areas throughout the park have been abandoned over the years and have been
colonized by successional vegetation dominated by grasses and invasive species. Common species in
successional areas include a variety of annual and perennial grasses e.g., Little Bluestem (Andropogon
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scoparius), herbs e.g., Bouncing Bet (Saponaria sp.), Queen ..Ann 's Lace (Daucus carota), Spotted
Knapweed (Centaurea maculosa), Mugwort (Artimesia vulgaris), Seaside Goldenrod (Solidago
sempervimes), and Chicory (Cichorium intybus), vines e.g., Honeysuckle (Lonicera sp.), woody shrubs
e.g., Winged Sumac (Rhus copallina), Poison Ivy (Toxicodendron radicans), Blackberry (Rubus
allegheniensis),and Eastern Red Cedar (Juniperus virginiana), and trees e.g.,Black Locust (Robinia
pseudoacacia), Tree of Heaven (Ailanthus altissima), Black Cherry (Pmnus serotina), and Hackberry
(Celtis occidentalis).
Natural grasslands at the park are dominated by native grasses, including Switch Grass (Panicum
amarium), Panic Grass (Panicum virgatum), and Cord Grass (Spartina sp.). These grasslands and
shmb thickets are used by a variety of wildlife including migratory birds, insects, and small mammals.
Sandy Hook is an important stopover site on the Atlantic flyway. The availability of this type habitat at
the northern end of Sandy Hook is important to a variety of migratory birds in both spring and fall.
Although most actions under the Rehabilitation Alternative would be undertaken in areas of
maintained lawn, several successional areas would be affected by proposed actions. These areas
include:
•The Coal Pit Lot, which supports several of the species listed above. This area currently is used by the
park as a place to dump organic matter, such as tree branches, grass cuttings, shrub debris, collected
from other areas of the park.
•The Fort Hancock Lot, which supports a dense understory of Mugwort, Honeysuckle, and Bayberry
(Myrica pensylvanicus) and an overstory of Ailanthus and Hackberry trees at this site are fairly large
but estimated to be 25 years old or less.
·The South Parade Ground Lot, which is dominated by annual grasses, Chicory, Spotted Knapweed,
and Plantain (Heliconia carebaea) (no shrubs are present at this site, which is covered in large part by
degraded pavement). This area is used for special event overflow parking.
•The Tennis Court Lot, which is dominated by Little Bluestem, Rose (Rosa sp.), Poison Ivy, Wild
Wormwood (Artimesia campestris), Winged Sumac, Black Locust, and several large Hackberry trees.
•The Warehouses Lot, which is dominated by grasses and Mugwort with a few small, scattered Cedars.
This area is part of the heavily used maintenance operations yard.
•The Coal Yard Lot, which is covered by a thick layer of coal dust, supports sparse Little Bluestem,
Poison Ivy, and Bayberry, as well as scattered Cedar, Winged Sumac, and Black Cherry.

Threatened and Endangered Species
According to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (see Appendix E), the New Jersey Natural Heritage
Program's Internet site, conversations with New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
personnel (D.Jenkins and D.Snyder), and NPS knowledge of resources in the park, several species of
concern to the federal and state governments are present in or near the project area. These include the
state-threatened Osprey (Pandion haliaetus) and state-rare Wild Wormwood (Artemisia campestris
caudata) the federally threatened and state endangered Piping Plover (Charadrius melodus), the
federally threatened and state-endangered Northeastern Beach Tiger Beetle (Cicindela dorsalis
dorsalis), federally threatened and state-endangered Seabeach Amaranth (Amaranthus pumilus), and
state-endangered Coast Flatsedge (Cyperus polystachyos texensis).
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Northeastern Beach Tiger Beetles and Seabeach Amaranth inhabit beach areas between mid-tide and
fore-dunes at the park. The tiger beetle is restricted to the northernmost beaches in the park where it
was reintroduced in 1994. Piping Plovers have nested within 200 feet of Hartshorne Drive near
Parking Area Cas recently as 2001. Typically, they arrive at the park in late spring and begin their
southern migration in late summer. Coast Flatsedge is a wetland plant that typically inhabits dune
swales and/or brackish areas in the park (Natural Resources Conservation Service, 1999; D.Snyder,
personal communication); it is unlikely to inhabit maintained lawns or other upland areas. No Cyperus
were observed during a November 2000 survey by NPS staff (C.Davis) along Hartshorne Drive south
of the Ranger Station.

Osprey
Although unlisted by the Federal government, the Osprey is listed as threatened by the State of New
Jersey.
The Osprey is a medium-sized bird of prey approximately 24 inches long with a wingspan up to 72
inches. Ospreys are typically brown above with white under parts and white heads with dark brown
lines through the eyes and along the sides of the face. In flight, Ospreys are easily distinguished from
other birds of prey by a pronounced bend at the "wrist ''of the wings. Osprey live and nest in close
proximity to large bodies of water including lakes, rivers, oceans, and bays, where they feed
exclusively on fish. Although Ospreys breed in North America as far north as Alaska and
Newfoundland, they winter in southern areas ranging from the Gulf Coast and California in the U.S.
south to Argentina (National Geographic, 1999; W.A. Niering, 1985). Ospreys typically arrive at the
park in mid-March, where they build bulky nests or renovate the remains of nests used in previous
breeding seasons. At the park, several nesting platfonus have been constructed by NPS staff and
successfully used, including platforms at Horseshoe and Spermaceti Coves. In addition, Ospreys at the
park nest in large trees and snags and have been sighted nesting atop the chimneys of unoccupied
homes at Fort Hancock. Osprey begin leaving the park for southern, winter grounds in mid-August
with most birds having left by early September.
Ospreys have successfully fledged numerous offspring in the park and regularly nest on a constructed
platform at Spennaceti Cove approximately 360 feet west of Hartshorne Drive. Ospreys also have
nested atop chimneys on Buildings 13 and 14 on Officers' Row and atop the Officers' Club (Building
114). During the 2001 breeding season, five pairs of birds successfully fledged seven young.
Wild Wormwood

Although unlisted by both the Federal and State governments, Wild Wonnwood is considered rare by
the State of New Jersey.
Wild Wormwood is a biennial plant that grows to a height of 1-4 feet with stems rising singly from a
taproot (Natural Resources Conservation Service, 2000). This species does not exhibit the typical
sagebrush odor that is common to most Artemisia species. The leaves of Wild Wormwood are
multiple compound and less divided as they ascend the stems. Wild Wormwood supports an

48

inflorescence of numerous small heads in an elongate but narrow panicle with dry, smooth, broadly
cylindrical achenes, and typically flowers in August and September.
Although Wild Wom1wood is widely distributed throughout the United States and is found in many
states east of the Rocky Mountains, it is relatively uncommon in New Jersey where it is ranked as an
"S2" species in the New Jersey Natural Heritage Database. An S2 ranking indicates the species is
"very rare" and usually has been documented at less than 20 locations with many individuals at a few
locations. Although uncommon throughout much of New Jersey, Wild Wormwood is common
throughout the park and frequently inhabits disturbed roadsides and non-maintained fields that do not
support a heavy over-story of trees or shrubs. A survey conducted by NPS staff (J.McArthur and
C.Davis) on November 19, 2000 discovered Wild Wom1wood at or adjacent to four areas proposed as
potential parking lots under the Rehabilitation Altemative. Although plants were not actively
flowering at the time of the survey, remnant inflorescences were present on stems and the leaves of
first-year plants remained obviously light green. Visual coverage surveys included 100 percent of
proposed parking areas.
The largest populations of Wild Wormwood were observed at the Coal Yard, where approximately 100
plants were observed within a sandy area surrounding a large oak east of Building 71. In addition, a
population of several hundred plants was discovered in the coal yard east of the existing access road
outside ofthe proposed parking area. Although a large number of Wild Wormwood plants were
observed in disturbed, sandy areas in the Coal Yard, no plants of this species were observed in areas
covered by dense coal chips and debris. The second largest population of Wild Wormwood, consisting
of approximately 50 individuals, was observed throughout unmaintained (i.e., unmowed) areas around
the abandoned termis court east of the Officers' Club (Building 114). Plants were most abundant on
the northern edge ofthe site under a sparse canopy of hawthorn. Although eight additional plants were
discovered scattered throughout a large area west ofBuilding 132, no Wild Wormwood was present in
the maintained area proposed as a potential parking lot.

Piping Plover
The Piping Plover is a small, stocky, sand colored bird which breeds on coastal beaches from
Newfoundland Canada to North Carolina. They typically arrive at the park in late spring and begin
their southern migration in late summer. Adult Piping Plover population on Sandy Hook has increased
dramatically from 9 pairs in i986 to 43 pairs in 1995. Productivity has ranged from a low of .36 in
1997 to a high of 1.94 in 1994. During the 2000 breeding season, productivity was 1.76 with 29 pairs
producing 51 chicks. The Rehabilitation alternative includes the installation ofutilities along
Hartshorne Drive. Piping Plovers have nested within 200 feet of Hartshorne Drive near Parking Area
C as recently as 2001 . During the 2001 breeding season, thirty-one pairs of birds successfully fledged
forty-nine young.

C. SOCIOECONOMICS (Monmouth County Region)
Located forty-seven miles south of Manhattan, Monmouth County comprises 665 square miles along
central New Jerseis coastline. Its strategic location along the coast and between New York City and
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Philadelphia makes Monmouth County an attractive location for businesses and residents. In 1997,
Money lvfagazine rated Monmouth County as the third best place in the nation in which to live.
Population
The County's population has increased 7.8% over the last decade. Indeed, with a total population of
over 600,000 and a working population of over 300,000, Monmouth County ranks among the fastest
growing counties in the State.
Employment
The region maintains a strong agricultural foundation, while having developed its business and
industry; with personal incomes rising 40% between 1990 and 1997. Monmouth County is home to
several large corporations including AT&T, Lucent Teclmologies, Prudential Property & Casualty, and
Meridian Health Care Systems.
State and Regional Statistics
The New Jersey Commerce &Economic Growth Commission provided the statistics that follow herein.
·New I ersey has led the Mid-Atlantic Region in employment growth for the years 1993-1998.
New Jersey -2.2%
New York -1.3%
Pennsylvania -1.6%
•New Jersey leads the Mid-Atlantic Region in its annual Gross State Product%.
New Jersey -7.2%
New York -6.3%
Pennsylvania -6.0%
•The Population Growth Rate from 1990 projected through 2010 show New Jersey far
outpacing its neighbors.
New Jersey -11.0%
New York -3.0%
Pennsylvania -4.5%
•New Jersey has the second highest per capita income in the nation (Median Household
Income for 1995).
New Jersey -$43,924
New York -$33,028
Pennsylvania -$34,524
•Personal Income Growth and Average Disposable Income is higher in New Jersey than in
New York or Pennsylvania.
•At S35,000, New Jersey's Gross State Product per capita is the highest in the Mid-Atlantic Region and
is significantly higher than the United States average of nearly $29,000.
•Since September 1999, the unemployment rate in New Jersey has dropped :from 4.6%to 3.8%.
•New Jersey Urban Consumers have increased 3.2% from last year, and New Jersey Urban Wage
Earners and Clericals have increased 3.3%.
Indeed, New Jersey and, in particular, Monmouth County, represent one of the fastest growing and
stable economic areas in the United States. The following tables, provided by the United States
Department of Labor Statistics, show State and County economic figures for the last several months.
Indeed, New Jersey and, in particular, Monmouth County, represent one ofthe fastest growing and
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stable economic areas in the United States. The following tables, provided by the United States
Department of Labor Statistics, show State and County economic figures for the last several months.

NEW JERSEY
Labor Force Data
Ci viii an Labor
Force
Employment
Unemployment
Unemployment
Rate
Nonfarm Wage and Salary
Employment
Total
12 month % change - total
Mining
12 month % change - Mining
Construction
12 month% change Constmction
Manufacturing
12 month % change Manufacturing
Transportation and Public Utilities
12 month % change - Transportation &
Pub. Utilities
Trade (wholesale and retail)
12 month% change- Trade
Finance, Insurance, Real
Estate
12 month% change Finance, lns., Real
Estate
Services
12 month% change- Services
Government (Fed., State,
Local)
12 month % change - Government

Apr-00

May-00

Jun-00

Jul-00

Aug-00

Scp-00

4246.1

4240.2

4225.6

4224.6

4243.5

4222.9

4083.6
162.5
3.8

4078.2
162
3.8

4080
145.7
3.4

4067.4
157.2
3.7

4074.3
169.3
4

4061
161.9
3.8

3923.3
1.8
2.1
5
143.1
4.5

3934.9
1.9
2.1
0
144.1
5.2

3932.9
1.8
2.1
0
144.6
5.5

3920.4
1.3
2
0
145.1
5.5

3918.9
1.2
2
-4.8
145.4
5.8

3933.5
1.4
2.1
0
146.6
6.5

462.8

462.6
-1

462.4
-0.9

460.4

-1.3

-1.3

458.9
-1.2

456.2
-1.8

265.3
0.6

263.7
0.3

263.5
0

262
-0.4

256.9
-2.5

261.8
-0.6

926.6
2.7
260.9

926.5
2.5
261.2

925 .2
2.2
260.8

924.5
1.9
261.3

926.3
2
261.9

928.2
2
262.7

1.8

2

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.9

1283.4
2.2
579.1

1287.2
2.1
587.5

1291.8
2.2
582.5

1292.1
2
573

1297.5
2.3
570

1299.3
2.3
576.6

1.6

3

2.2

0.4

0.1

0.8
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May-00

Labor Force Data
526.6
Civilian Labor
Force
508.9
Employment
17.6
Unemployment
3.4
Unemployment
Rate
Non-farm Wage and Salary
Employment
384
Total
1.7
12 month% change- Total
19.4
Construction and Mining
12 month % change
3.2
- Construction,
Mining
20
Manufacturing
12 month% change
-1.5
-Manufacturing
Transportation and Public Utilities
19.8
12 month% change- Transportation & -0.5
Pub. Utilities
Trade (wholesale and retail)
102.9
12 month % change - Trade
1.4
Finance, Insurance, Real
18.7
Estate
12 month% change
0.5
-Finance, Ins.,
Real Estate
Services
136.6
12 month% change- Services
2
Government (Fed., State,
66.6
Local)
12 month % change - Government
3.4
Consumer Price Index: New York-Northeastern
lsland-NY-NJ-CT
CPI-U All items 12 month% change
3
CPI-W All items 12 month% change
3.2

PAGE

Jun-00

Jul-00

Aug-00

Sep-00

542.4

548.8

543 .5

522.6

524.7
17.7
3.3

527.6
21.2
3.9

524.6
18.9
3.5

505.4
17.2
3.3

395.7
1.7
20
3.1

395.7
1.1
20.3
2.5

393.2
0.8
20.2
3.6

385 .1
1.2
20.4
4.6

20.2
-1.5

19.9
-2.5

19.8
-2.5

19.7
-1.5

19.8
-0.5

18.9
-0.5

18.1
-4.2

19.7
0

107.3
1.7
19.1

109
1.7
19.4

108.9
1.2
19.3

105.8
1.5
18.7

0.5

1

1.6

0.5

141.6
2.5
67.7

143.8
1.9
64.4

143.4
1.9
63.5

137.9
1.5
62.9

-0.9

0

3.1
3.1

3.5
3.5

-0.3
1.5
NJ-Long
2.9
3.2
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3.2
3.4

The following table, taken from the U.S . Census Bureau, provides a breakdown of the overall
population in New Jersey, some infonnative facts on home ownership, and basic business
info nn ation.

NEW JERSEY
People Quick Facts
Population, 1999 estimate
Population percent change, 1990-1999 estimate
Male population, 1998
estimate
Female population, 1998 estimate
Population under 18 years old, 1998 estimate
Population 65 years old and over, 1998 estimate
White population, 1998
Black population, 1998
Asian or Pacific Islander population,
1998
American Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut population,
1998
Hispanic population, 1998
White non-Hispanic population, 1998
High Schoo I graduates, persons 25 years and over, 1990
College graduates, persons 25 years and over, 1990
Homeownership rate, 1990
Single family homes, number 1990
Households, 1990
Persons per household, 1990
Family households, 1990
Median household money income, 1995 model
based
Persons below poverty, percent, 1995 model based
Children below poverty, percent, 199 5 model
based

New
USA
Jersey
8,143,413 272,690,813
5.10%
9.60%
3,930,865 132,046,334
4,184,146 138,252,190
24.50%
25.80%
13.60%
12.70%
79.50%
82.50%
14.60%
12.70%
5.60%
3.90%
0.30%

0.90%

12.40%
68.80%
76.70%
24.90%
64.90%
1,871,958
2,794,316
2.71
2,037,787
$44,345

11.20%
72.30%
J5.20%
20.30%
64.20%
65,761,652
91,993,582
2.63
65,049,428
$34,076

8.70%
12.60%

13.80%
20.80%

Business Quick

New

USA

Facts
Private nonfarm establishments, 1997
Private nonfarm employment, 1997
Manufacturers shipments, 1997 (S 1000)
Retail Sales, 1997 ($1 000)
Retail Sales per capita 1997
Minority-owned firms, 1992
Women-owned firms, 1992
Building Permits, 1999

Jersey
229,349
3,300,923
97,060,800
79,914,892
$9,922
64,074
164,798
31,976

6,894,869
105,299' 123
3,842,061,405
2,460,886,012
$9,190
1,965,565
5,888,883
1,663,533
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Federal funds and 1998 ($1000)
grants, 1998
($1000)
Local government employment-full-time equivalent, 1997

Geography Quick Facts
Land area, 1990 (square
miles)
Persons per square mile 1999

40,372,551 l ,471 ,379,124

298,363

10,227,429

New
Jersey
7,419

USA
3,536,278

1,097.70

77.1

Demographic Overview
Northern Monmouth County has a workforce of63.9% between the ages of 18 and 64 years old,
with 24.9% under 17 years and 11.1% over 65 years. The projected population growth rate for
Northern Monmouth is 3.8% between 1995 and 2010. It is estimated that 42.9% ofNorthem
Monmouth residents commute at least one-half hour or more to work. These figures and the
tables below are fi·om the U.S. Census Bureau, as provided by the Northern Monmouth Chamber
of Commerce.
Population 1990:
162,268
Land Area:
78 square miles
Housing Units 1995:
60112
Persons employed 1995:
84101

1996: 166,810
%change:
Population per square mile 1996:
Housing Units per square mile:
Per Capita Income 1989:

Commuting
Method
Drives alone
Carpooled
Bus or Trolley bus
Railroad
Ferryboat
Walks to Work
Works at home
Other means

73.20%
11.10%
4.70%
4.50%
0.30%
2.30%
3.10%
0.90%

Time Spent Commuting
Under 15 minutes
15 to 29 minutes
30 to 59 minutes
60 to 89 minutes
90 or more minutes

28.30%
25.70%
26.10%
11.60%
5.20%
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2.80
2131
768
$24,500

Works at home

3.10%

Education

(persons 25 years and
over)
Less than 9th grade
9th to 12th grad, no diploma
High School grad. (incl.
Equiv.)
Some College, No Degree
Associate Degree
Bachelor's Degree
Grad. Or Prof.
Degree

Occupation
(age 16+)
Managerial/Professional
Executive, Admin.
Managerial,
Professional

5.80%
12.80%
32.00%
18.10%
6.20%
15.60%
9.60%

32.00%
16.50%

IS. 50%

Tech., Sales Admin. Support
34.80%
Technicians & related support 3.90%
Sales
13.40%
Admin. Support (incl.
17.40%
Clerical)
Service
Fanning, Forestry, and Fishing
Precision Prod., Craft & repair
Op., Fabricators & Laborers

10.80%
0.90%
10.90%
10.50%

Housing
Monmouth County is ranked one of the top places to live in the Northeast. Morunouth boasts 53
towns, 27 miles of Atlantic coastline, and a residential growth rate that is nearly double that of
the State average. In 1998, Monmouth County authorized over 3100 new, privately owned
residential housing units for construction. The Rehabilitation Alternative does not allow for
residential use, so there is no impact to the housing market for the area.
The following table illustrates the median housing values in Morunouth County in 1999.
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MEDIAN HOUSING VALUES-1999
Monmouth County Average

$180,400

Aberdeen
Allenhurst
Allentown
Asbury Park
Atlantic Highlands
Avon-by-the-Sea
Belmar
Bradley Beach
Brielle
Colts Neck
Deal
Eatontown
Englishtown
FairHaven
Farmingdale
Freehold Borough
Freehold Township
Hazlet
Highlands
Holmdel
Howell
Interlaken
Keansburg
Keyport
Little Silver
Loch Arbour

157,700
350,000
150,400
102,900
172,800
247,200
166,600
156,800
243,400
369,800
493,000
166,700
125,800
221,900
155,700
137,600
204,500
164,600
131,600
347,300
158,300
275,000
112,100
133,000
237,600
275,000

LongBranch
Manalapan
Manasquan
Marlboro
Matawan
Middletown
Millstone
Monmouth Beach
Neptune
Neptune City
Ocean
Oceanport
Red Bank
Roosevelt
Rumson
Sea Bright
Sea Girt
Shrewsbury Bora
Shrewsbury Twp.
South Belmar
Spring Lake
Spring Lake Hgts.
Tinton Falls
Union Beach
Upper Freehold
Wall
West Long Branch

149,100
220,300
184,900
245,200
182,200
187,700
252,400
248,900
136,800
124,200
189,300
196,600
155,400
133,80q
349,700
198,200
415,600
196,900
87,000
129,100
412,000
187,700
167,400
124,600
202,200
190,800
196,500

Traffic

The only access link connecting Sandy Hook to the regional highway network is State Route 36. The
highway meanders along a portion of the New Jersey's northeast shoreline between Long Branch to the
south and Keyport to the north. It provides several coastal communities with access to the Garden
State Parkway at Exit 105 to the south and 117 to the north. The Route 36 alignment includes a
Bascule (draw) Bridge, which provides a vital link across the Shrewsbury River between the mainland
(Highlands) and recreational/residential/commercial developments on the peninsula. About two miles
south of the Highlands Bridge, Route 36 intersects with County Road 520, which crosses the
Shrewsbury River at the Sea Bright~ Rumson Bridge.
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The Route 36 Highlands Bridge opened to traffic in 1933. The bridge is functionally obsolete; its
equipment is umeliable and is scheduled for replacement by the State of New Jersey with Federal
funding beginning in 2006. A number of bridge replacement alternatives have been evaluated and the
State's Initially Recommended Altemative is replacement with a 65' high fixed span bridge.
Six intersections in the Route 36 corridor generally represent the Level of Service (LOS) for the entire
route. Level of Service describes operating conditions at intersections based on the average delay per
vehicle in seconds. Conditions are represented by letters ranging from "A" for unrestricted free-flow
through "F" for congested conditions. The six representative intersections are:
Broad Street in Keyport
Main Street in Middletown
First Avenue in Atlantic Highlands
Navesink Avenue in Highlands
Miller Street in Highlands
Route 520 in Sea Bright
CuiTently, during the weekday moming peak hour, traffic on Route 36 traveling in both directions
operates at LOS D or better. NJ Department of Transportation considers LOS D or better to be an
acceptable level of service. The highest congestion levels generally occur along the left-tum lanes of
the local streets where almost all movements operate at LOS D or worse.
During the weekday PM peak hour, eastbound traffic on Route 36 operates at LOS D or better. In the
westbound direction, traffic operates at LOS Cor better. Traffic operations on the cross streets are
more congested. Traffic along several approaches including the northbound and southbound
approaches at Broad Street, at Main Street and at First Avenue operate near or at capacity. Congested
conditions are also experienced along the left-tum lanes at the southbound approach to Navesink
Avenue and the northbound approach of Route 36 at Route 520.
Weekend traffic conditions are more congested along the cross streets where LOS 0 or worse is
experienced. The longest delays are found at Broad Street, Main Street, and First Avenue where LOS
F conditions occur in the peak hour.
Ferries provide an alternate means of transportation to Manhattan for many local area commuters.
Over the last five years, weekend ferry service has been offered directly to Fort Hancock from New
York City carrying an average of 5,000 visitors each year. During the summer of 2003, "park and sail"
service will be provided to the park from the Belford Ferry Terminal on a demonstration basis. This
service is intended to alleviate traffic congestion throughout the summer but especially on the 6 to 9
peak summer days when beach parking lots at Sandy Hook are filled.
New Jersey Transit bus lines serve the local communities with stops in both Sea Bright and Highlands.
Neither of the two existing lines make stops within the park. Ifbus service was expanded in the area,
traffic congestion along Route 36 would be further alleviated.
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D. VISITOR AND PARTNER EXPERIENCE
Between 2.2 and 2.5 million people a year visit Sandy Hook; approximately 500,000 of those tour Fort
Hancock. Perhaps 80% of these visitors experience the fort on their own, either by driving or strolling
around the grounds. Unlike the rest of Sandy Hook, which is busiest during the summer beach season,
visitation in the Fort Hancock area is more evenly divided throughout the spring, surruner and fall . The
National Park Service operates a number of sites open for touring on weekends through much of the
year including the Fort Hancock Museum (also open daity in summer), the Sandy Hook Lighthouse,
History House and Battery Potter. Over 50,000 visitors per year tour these National Park Service
staffed sites.
The Park's General Management Plan calls for relocating the primary Sandy Hook Visitor Center from
the Spennaceti Cove Life-Saving Station, three miles south of Fort Hancock, to Building 25 in Fort
Hancock. Architectural evaluation and exhibit planning began in 2002.
The National Park Service now has cooperative type agreements or special use pennits with a variety
of environmental and educational organizations for approximately twenty historic Fort Hancock
buildings. Some Fort Hancock partners provide educational services or public programming. These
include Brookdale Community College, the Marine Academy of Science and Technology (MAST)
High Schoo] and the NJ Marine Sciences Consortium. The focus of all these organizations is on
education. MAST is a Monmouth County magnet high school with a full time enrollment of230
students interested in marine study. Brookdale offers undergraduate oceanography classes throughout
the year. The Brookdale Ocean Institute and the NJ Marine Sciences Consortium offer daytime
programs on environmental topics for visiting school groups in ages K through 12. In total, over
30,000 students attend these programs. Other Fort Hancock partner groups are involved with marine or
coastal research and protection. These include the Howard Marine Fisheries Laboratory, the American
Littoral Society and Clean Ocean Action. The NJ Audubon Society recently rehabilitated a historic
quarters along Officers' Row as the Sandy Hook Bird Observatory. The Sandy Hook Foundation, in
cooperation with the NJ Lighthouse Society, is rehabilitating the Sandy Hook Keepers' Quarters as
offices and a public museum on New Jersey Lighthouses that is expected to open in Spring 2004.
None of the buildings used by these partners are included in the proposed historic leasing program.
Since the early 1980s the National Park Service has offered a number of Officers' Row houses for
summer seasonal rental to non-profit organizations. The intent of the program was to utilize these
historic structures to provide low cost public recreational opportunities until the time when the
buildings could be rehabilitated. Each year the buildings along Officers' Row were inspected and those
that could safely accommodate public use were offered for the season.
When the program began in the early 1980s sixteen Officers' Row buildings were offered, but over the
years increased deterioration has resulted in the removal of a number of buildings from the program. In
summer 2000, eight buildings were offered for summer rental and used by approximately 6000 visitors.
In anticipation of the historic leasing program, the program was not offered in summer 2001.
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E. UTILITIES

Ocean storms interrupt electrical power to the district multiple times per year. Currently, the southern
section of the park is senred by an overhead, single-feed, radial connection from a transformer at the
south end of the peninsula. When a short-circuit occurs in this radial system, power is out to large
segments of the park. A more reliable and preferred system is a primary/secondary loop.
A primary/secondary loop system exists in the northern (Fort Hancock) section because of upgrades
over the last twenty-five years. An important feature of the existing system is a "senrice entrance" at
each building. This means that underground service line corridors exist throughout the district that
connect all buildings, including utility facilities (see Figure 14). A potable water production and
distribution system exists, providing service to all buildings. Water pressure is adequate for current
use, however a project is underway to upgrade waterflow for better sprinkler and fire protection. No
natural gas or advanced telecommunications utility service exists. Telephone service originates at a
receiving dish on US Coast Guard property, and then runs south the length of the peninsula.
A sustainable design for clean and efficient power systems will be incorporated in the plan. Electrical
components for end user fixtures such as light controls and all related operating equipment will be
designed for energy management and control systems.

V. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires that environmental documents disclose the
environmental impacts ofthe proposed federal action, reasonable alternatives to that action, and any
ad verse envirorunental effects that cannot be avoided should the proposed action be implemented. This
section analyzes the environmental impacts of the two alternatives on cultural resources, natural
resources, socio-economics, and visitor and partner experience. These analyses provide the basis for
comparing the effects of the alternatives. The NEP A requires consideration of context, intensity and
duration of impacts, indirect impacts, cumulative impacts, and measures to mitigate for impacts. For
an illustration ofthe "area of potential effects," see Figure 1.
A. METHODOLOGY
The following definitions were used to evaluate the context, duration, intensity, and cumulative nature
of impacts associated with project alternatives:

Context is the setting within which an impact is analyzed, such as society as a whole, the affected
region, the affected interests, and/or a locality. In this EA, the intensity of impacts generally are
evaluated within a local (i.e., Fort Hancock area) context, while the intensity of the contribution of
impacts to cumulative effects are analyzed in a park-wide or regional
context.
Duration is a measure of the time period over which the effects of an impact persist. The duration of
an impact may be:
Short-term- the impacts last less than three years; or
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Long-term- the impacts last three years or longer.

Cumulative Impact is the impact on the environment that results from the incremental (i.e., additive)
impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
regardless ofwho undertakes such actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. Cumulative impacts analyzed in this
EA consider the effects of the No Action and Rehabilitation Alternatives incrementally with past,
current, and ftrture actions.
Intensity is a measure of the severity of an impact. The assessment of impacts on cultural resources
and historic properties was made in accordance with regulations of the Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation (36 CFR 800) implementing Section 106 ofthe National Historic Preservation Act.
Following a determination of the areas of potential effect, cultural resources were identified within
these areas that are either listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places.
An assessment was made of the nature and extent of effects on cultural resources anticipated from
implementing proposed undertakings. Cultural resources can be affected by actions that alter in any
way the attributes that qualify the resources for inclusion in the National Register. Adverse effects can
result when the integrity of a resource 's significant characteristics is diminished. Consideration was
given to the effects anticipated at the time and place of the undertaking and to indirect effects with
potential to occur at a later time and distance. To provide consistency with requirements ofNEPA, the
effects on cultural resources are also described in terminology intended to convey the duration,
intensity and beneficial/adverse nature of potential impacts. The intensity of impacts on cultural
resources is defined as follows:
Negligible -The impact is barely perceptible and not measurable. The undertaking does not
appreciably diminish significant character-defining attributes of historic properties (including the
informational potential of archeological resources).
Minor-The impact is perceptible and measurable. The effects remain localized and
confined to a single element contributing to the significance of a larger national register
property/district, or archeological site(s) with low to moderate data potential.
Moderate-The impact is sufficient to alter character-defining features of historic properties, generally
involving a single or small group of contributing elements, or archeological site(s)with moderate to
high data potential.
Major-The impact results in a substantial and highly noticeable change in character- defining features
of historic properties, generally involving a large group of contributing elements and/or individually
significant property, or archeological site(s)with high to exceptional data potential.
The following definitions were used to detennine the intensity of impacts on natural resources, socioeconomics, and visitor and partner experience:
Negligible-The impact is localized and at the lower levels of detection.
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Minor-The impact is localized and slight but detectable.
Moderate-The impact is readily apparent and appreciable.
Major-The impact is severely adverse and highly noticeable.
B. EFFECTS OF THE NO ACTION

ALTER1~ATIVE

Impacts on Cultural Resources
The following sections describe the effects of the No Action Alternative on cultural resources,
including effects on individual components of the district (archeology, buildings and structures,
circulation and cultural landscape); and on the National Historic Landmark District as a whole.
Impacts

Oil

Archeology

There would be no direct impacts to below ground resources, which arc somewhat protected from
disturbance and deterioration. Because there are no proposed actions that threaten resources under this
alternative, there also would be no mitigation measures taken that might protect any aboveground
resources that are not protected in situ. Weather, the unintentional actions of visitors unaware of the
cultural value of the resource, and vandalism would continue to impact these types of artifacts (for
example, the remnant foundation of an historic structure).
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected and continue to affect the
archeological resources ofthe District Disturbance has occurred continuously throughout the prehistoric and historic periods at Sandy Hook. This practice slowed considerably when the resources
came under the management ofNPS, an entity whose mission includes their protection. This mission
also includes the acquisition of knowledge about these resources that is valuable to American society.
Archeological testing programs have been conducted over the past twenty-five years in response to
various park development projects and other park operations. Ground disturbance has continued, but
so has the acquisition of knowledge. Archeology slowly has produced information about pre-historic
and historic human activity.
Mitigation

No mitigation for below ground resources. The park will continue to its efforts to protect aboveground
resources from the affects of weather, inadvertent damage by visitors, and vandalism. I1 will continue
its on-going program of survey and information acquisition.
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Conclusions

The No Action Alternative would have a long-term, negligible impact on existing archeological
resources.
Impacts

011

Buildings and Structures

The effects of a minimal maintenance program on and inadequate use of each individual building
would become more visible as more and more significant fabric is lost. Masonry and exterior
woodwork would continue to deteriorate, water intrusion into interiors would increase, thus
exacerbating the deterioration of interior character-defining features, and the affects of extreme heat
and cold inevitably would exact a severe toll. Structural failure of several buildings, including the
Officers' Club, would be expected within five years.
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected and continue to affect the
buildings in the area of proposed action. These actions include:
Restoration of the Lighthouse: The restoration of this National Historic Landmark was completed in
2000. The tour of the lighthouse brings people into the park and into Fort Hancock. The restoration of
the lighthouse and the planned rehabilitation of the Keeper's Quarters make a positive contribution to
the integrity of the District.
•Rehabilitation of the Theater: The partial restoration oftheater and its upgrade to meet accessibility
codes contribute positively to the integrity of the District.
•Rehabilitation of Buildings 25, 58, 76, 119 and 120: Completed in 2001, Mess Hall Building 58 was
rehabilitated for use as offices. Firehouse 76 and Barracks 119 were completed and are in use.
Rehabilitation of Barracks Buildings 25 and 120 are in progress. These projects contribute positively
to the District by restoring historic fabric and finding a new use for currently vacant buildings.
•Benign neglect: Funding for maintenance and rehabilitation of buildings at Fort Hancock has not kept
pace with the needs of the buildings. As a result, the practice of benign neglect has resulted in the loss
of some historic fabric, including the loss of specific elements such as cornices, porch railings, slate
roofs and other details. Funding for repair and maintenance of under utilized and/or vacant buildings is
limited. The current lack of funding and the practice of not repairing significant fabric would result in
the continued degradation of the integrity and condition of these historic resources.
Mitigation

Given the level of park operations funding, no significant mitigation is possible. Prior to the loss of
any additional character-defining features, NPS would document the buildings in the District to the
standards ofthe Department of the Interior's Historic American Buildings Survey\Historic American
Engineering Record.
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Conclusions

The No Action Altemative would have a major, long-term, impact on the historic buildings in the Fort
Hancock and Proving Ground National Historic District. The continued loss of significant, characterdefining features is guaranteed. The deterioration of the buildings would result in a substantial and
highly noticeable change in character-defining features of a large group of elements that contribute to a
larger property.
Impacts on Circulation

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be impacts on historic walkways. Brick and bluestone
walkways would continue to crack and heave from the freeze/thaw cycle, resulting in a hazardous
walking surface and, eventually, in a loss of historic fabric.
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably fores eeable actions have affected and continue to affect
walkways in the park. Both brick and bluestone walkways have cracked and heaved from lack of
cyclic repair and replacement, and continue to do so today. Small sections of walkways were removed
in the past. The No Action A lternative would contribute to the trend of impacts on historic walkways.
Mitigation

Given the level of park operations funding, no mitigation js possible.
Conclusions

This alternative would have minor, long-term impacts on walkways. The degradation of the walkways
would be both perceptible and measurable, would remain localized, and would affect a single element
that contributes to a larger property.
Impacts on Cultural Landscapes

Under the No Action alternative, there would be no changes to the cultural landscape.
Cumulative Effects

The past and current practice of not replacing lost historic trees would continue. Existing streetlights
and utility boxes would be replaced and walkways repaired on an as needed basis. This would result in
the continuing degradation of the condition and integrity of the cultural landscape.
Mitigation

There will be no impairment of park cultural landscape resources.
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Conclusions
The No Action alternative would have a minor long-term impact on the cultural landscape.
Conclusions Concerning Aggregated Impacts of the No Action Alternative on the Cultural
Resources of the National Historic Landmark Property

As indicated by the evaluations of affects on individual and specific elements contributing to the
District described in the sections above, the No Action Alternative would have a major, long-tenn
impact on the National Historic Landmark property. The overall environmental consequence of the
alternative would affect both historical integrity and physical condition. There would be a substantial
and highly noticeable change in character-defining features that involves a large group of elements that
contribute to the significance ofthe property. Consideration of the National Register "a.spects of
integrity" support this perspective.
Consequences of actions would degrade the overall design of the district. As buildings and trees are
lost, spatial relationships between major features would become disrupted. Visual rhythms stemming
from the loss of circulation features and ornamental vegetation planting patterns, would cease to flow.
Principle and important common open-spaces, delineated by the alignment and layout of buildings and
trees, would lose their fonn. Important views to and from buildings, and across open-spaces, would be
lost; as would vistas down roads and between rows of trees.
As the historic buildings and walkways deteriorate, distinctive materials, such as yellow brick
masonry and bluestone slabs, would be lost.
Evidence of workmanship would be lost as character-defining architectural features deteriorate and
are not repaired.
The sense of the historical period of significance, the feeling of the place, would dissolve slowly under
the No Action Alternative. As more historic circulation, building, and cultural landscape features
deteriorate and are lost, so too would the military feeling of the landscape. After some number of years
of continued deterioration, the physical features of the National Historic Landmark would not remain
sufficiently intact for the property to convey its association with significant historic events.
Impacts on Natural Resources

The following section describes the effects of the No Action Alternative on natural resources, including
air quality, water quantity, wetlands, shrub-lands, sand dunes, and wildlife.
Impacts on Hazardous Materials

Under this alternative, lead paint on interior and exterior surfaces of unoccupied and irregularly
occupied buildings would not be contained through the practice of cyclic maintenance. Levels of
maintenance have the greatest affect on lead containment. When repainting occurs at regular intervals,
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lead paint is contained, and therefore does not become a hazardous substance. When paint is not
maintained, it deteriorates and the lead may leach into soils and air.
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected and continue to affect
hazardous materials in the park. Cyclic painting of unoccupied and irregularly occupied buildings has
not occurred over the last twenty-five years.
Jvfitigation

The lead testing completed to date appears to have been in response to concerns surrounding residential
buildings and children. Young children are the segment ofthe population at the highest risk for lead
poisoning. All residential structures should be tested and recommendations for encapsulation and/or
abatement made based on current New Jersey state laws. Given the park 's current level of funding, no
other mitigation is possible.
Conclusions

The proposed No Action Alternative would have minor, long-term impact on hazardous materials (lead
paint) in the park. The current level of maintenance would allow the remaining lead paint to
deteriorate.
Impacts on Water Quantity
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change in the quantity of water used or the
quantity of wastewater produced at the park. Park residents and visitors would continue to use
approximately 60,000 gallons of water per day in winter and approximately 110,000 gallons of water
per day during the summer. An equivalent amount of wastewater would continue to be treated and
discharged into existing ponds immediately south of the Gunnison Parking Lot.
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected water quantity at the park.
Decades ago, the Army constructed the existing water storage and distribution system and maintained it
until the NPS took over the park property in 1974. Since designation of the Sandy Hook Unit, park
staff have maintained the system, although the quantity of water required to support current residents is
far less than the amount needed to support the fully staffed military installation at its peak occupation
in the 1940s. In addition to maintenance of the existing distribution system, the NPS constructed a new
wastewater plant that treats water to ncar drinking water standards.
Hardened surfaces affecting water nmoffhave been created and removed by both military and NPS
activities over the years. In addition, structures have been removed increasing surface area for
rainwater to percolate.
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The No Action Alternative would not contribute to cumulative actions affecting the quantity of water
used or effluent produced at the park.
Mitigation

No mitigation is proposed, as no additional impact to water quantity would occur under the No Action
Alternative.
Conclusions

The No Action Alternative would not affect the quantity of water or effluent produced at the
park.

Impacts on Natural Vegetation
Under the No Action Alternative, natural vegetation would not be affected. Approximately five acres
of urunaintained gra~sland and approximately forty acres of maintained lawn would persist in the Fort
Hancock area at their present locations.
Cumulative Etfects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected shrub-lands at the park.
Since development of a military reservation at the park in the 1800s,the Anny has constructed and
deconstructed numerous buildings and undertaken a variety of ground-disturbing activities. Evidence
of such activities is particularly apparent at Fort Hancock in areas that once supported numerous
barracks and a coal yard east of the Athletic Field. However, the natural vegetation on similar areas
that once were maintained as lawn or that supported structures has been allowed to succeed, and can be
found adjacent to Parking Lot K. These areas exist throughout the park, including several surrounding
the North Maintenance yard.

In addition to Anny actions, the NPS has undertaken projects that have cleared land temporarily at the
park. For instance, an area several acres in size located along the bayside coastline north of Spermaceti
Cove was used as a temporary staging area many years ago. Although the area remains disturbed and a
network of unpaved roads is visible at the site, a variety of grasses dominated by common reed have
colonized the area, as well as sparsely distributed woody species, such as cedars and poison ivy.
The No Action Alternative would not contribute to cumulative actions that have affected successional
grasslands at the park.
Mitigation

No mitigation is proposed, as no additional impacts to successional grasslands would occur
under the No Action Alternative.

PAGE

66

Conclusions
The No Action Alternative would not affect successional grasslands.
Impacts on Osprey
Under the No Action Alternative, Ospreys would not be affected. Birds would continue to nest in
established locations throughout the park and may re-establish nesting sites atop buildings within the
District.
Cumulative Effects
A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected Ospreys at the park.
Constmction of military facilities affected Osprey by reducing the historic extent of maritime forest at
the park, resulting in the loss of potential nesting sites in larger trees and snags. In addition, noise and
activities associated with military activities and park visitation affect Osprey nesting pattems and
behavior. Since the park's design ation in 1972, the NPS has constructed thirteen artificial platforms
throughout the park to encourage Osprey nesting and enhance breeding success. Ove r the years
however, several of those nesting platfonns have deteriorated and seven platforms currently need
repair.
At least one future project planned at the park could affect Osprey near the project area. Depending on
placement and timing, noise and activity associated with construction of the multi-use path from the
park's entrance to Fort Hancock could disrupt Osprey nesting and rearing activities.
The No Action Alternative would not contribute to cumulative actions that have affected Ospreys at the
park.
ivlitigation
No mitigation is proposed, as no additional impacts to Ospreys would occur under the No Action
Alternative.
Conclusions
The No Action Alternative would not affect Ospreys.
Impacts on Wild Wormwood
Under the No Action Alternative, Wild Wormwood would not be affected. Plants would continue to
persist within established areas in the project area and may extend their range further within
unmaintained sites in the Fort Hancock area.
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Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected Wild Wormwood at the
park. Wild Wormwood is a disturbance-adapted species that readily colonizes disturbed areas that do
not support a dense woody overstory. Throughout the decades, a variety of activities conducted by the
Army and the NPS have created a habitat suitable for supporting this species. Such activities include
temporary construction and disturbance along roadsides and in developed areas that subsequently are
permitted to convert to successional or unmaintained grasslands. Such areas are common throughout
the park, including areas adjacent to Hartshorne Drive and the North Maintenance Area. Although
grotmd-disturbing activities create a habitat suitable to support Wild Wormwood, such actions also
have destroyed existing plants and affected populations throughout the park.
The No Action Alternative would not contribute to cumulative actions that have affected Wild
Wormwood at the park.
Mitigation

No mitigation is proposed, as no additional impacts to Wild Wormwood would occur under the No
Action Alternative.
Conclusions

The No Action Alternative would not affect Wild Wormwood.
Impacts on Piping Plover

Under the No Action Alternative, Piping Plovers would not be affected. Plovers would continue to
nest on park beaches without the affects of a possible increase in visitation.
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected Piping Plover at Sandy
Hook. Natural beach dynamics and replenishment projects have resulted in changes to nesting habitat.
Management activities by park staff including monitoring, fencing, signing, staffing nest areas, and
predator control have all had effects on the success of nesting Piping Plover. Various construction
projects including beach center developments have required mitigation measures to avoid affects to
Piping Plover.
The No Action Alternative would not contribute to cumulative actions that have affected Piping
Plovers at the park.
Mitigation

No mitigation is proposed, as no additional impacts to Piping Plover would occur under the No Action
Alternative.
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Conclusions

The No Action Alternative would not affect Piping Plover.
Impacts on Socio-economics

There would be no impacts on the socio-economics in the Monmouth County region, including positive
impacts. Under the No Action Alternative, there woul.d be no temporary increase in construction jobs
to the region, no new pennanent jobs created, and no increase in retail customers spendin~ dollars with
local businesses.
Additionally, there could be other economic factors triggered by allowing the facilities of the region's
premier attraction, Sandy Hook, to deteriorate. This altemative would result in the historic structures
falling into disrepair, which could cause the park to lose revenue- revenue that is needed to repair and
maintain other facilities within the park. The erosion of the services and facilities in the park would
directly affect visitation to Sandy Hook, and tourism dollars to the region.
Cumulative Effects

Tourism is one of the most important socio-economic engines ofthe New Jersey shore, including
Monmouth County. Since its establishment in 1972, the park has been a substantia] contributor to this
engme.
lvfitigation
No mitigation is proposed.

Conclusions

The No Action Alternative would have long-tenn, minor impacts on the socio-economics of the
Monmouth County region.

PAGE

69

Impacts on Traffic

Under the No Action Alternative, impacts on local traffic from reuse of Fort Hancock would be
negligible. Analysis of traffic impacts for this alternative includes all future planned development
projects of record in the area plus background growth but not the Fort Hancock rehabilitation proposal.
The results show that LOS for Route 36 approaches would decline to D at several locations, including
at Broad Street (westbound direction, weekday, AM peak hour), at Main Street (westbound direction,
weekday AM peak hour), and at Route 520 {northbound and southbmmd directions, weekday Al"\1 peak
hour). LOS would decline from D toE along Route 36 eastbound approach to Broad Street during the
PM peak hour. LOS at local street approaches would also decline.
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected and continue to affect traffic
on the local highway network. Continued generalized growth in the area as well as development
projects in the Route 3 6 corridor previously approved by the county will lead to a continued
deterioration in the Level of Service ofrepresentative intersections along the highway. Without
rehabilitation Fort Hancock would not contribute to this condition.
Mitigation
The No Action Alternative would have minimal affect on traffic and therefore no mitigation would be
necessary or proposed.
Conclusions

The combination of ordinary background traffic growth and additional traffic generated by private
residential/commercial developments in the area will cause the LOS along Route 36 to decline to an
unacceptable level at some intersections unless physical improvements to the roadways are made.
Impacts on Visitor and Partner Experience

Under the No Action Alternative the prEsent level of visitor activity may decline slightly, with only
limited changes in the present use of buildings. As the aesthetic appeal and "sense of place'' ofthe
District, which stem from it~ historic buildings and other important landscape features (such as historic
trees), gradually continue to deteriorate, so will the experience of visitors who come for recreational
and educational benefits.
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected the visitor and partner
experience at the park. The proposed relocation of the Visitor Center to Fort Hancock and the ongoing
development of public museums by the Sandy Hook Foundation and the New Jersey Audubon Society
would increase visitor awareness and activity in the fort complex. The Visitor Center in particular
would provide a focal point for individual and group visitation.
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Under the No Action alternative the Officers' Row summer leasing program would continue, but the
number of buildings offered would continue to decline because of deteriorating conditions. It is likely
that within five years no buildings would be available. The other vacant buildings at Fort Hancock
would be unavailable to visitors who would continue to experience them only from the exterior, and
the continuing deterioration of vacant historic stmcturcs would have a negative affect on the experience
of the casual visitor. The long-term impact of the loss of entire buildings because of deterioration
would h<Jve a significant impact on visitor enjoyment and understanding of the fort.
Mitigation

Outdoor wayside exhibits around the grounds of the District would be developed that would focus on
interior activities and conditions in vacant and empty buildings. This would provide this information
and experience to visitors who stroll the grounds.
Limited access to certain vacant buildings would be provided to visitors through controlled tours.
Safety would be the primary concern in bringing visitors into these areas.
Conclusions

The No Action alternative would have a long-term moderate impact on the visitor and partner
expenence.

C. EFFECTS OF THE REHABILITATION ALTERNATIVE
Impacts on Cultural Resources
The following sections describe the effects of the preferred Rehabilitation Alternative on cultural
resources, including effects on landscape components of the district such as archeology, buildings and
structures, circulation, and the cultural landscape on the National Historic Landmark as a whole.
Impacts on Archeology

The Rehabilitation Alternative would require a number of constmction and ground disturbing
activities. These would include constructing or enlarging a number of parking lots, constructing two
new buildings, minor landscaping modifications, installing new signs, and upgrading underground
water, electrical, and telecommunication utilities. Other associated activities, such as watering and
fertilizing lawns, increasing the number of people walking over a site, or spreading new topsoil, may
impact resources in ways that initially are difficult to detect. Watering may produce moisture cbanges
in the soil resulting in degradation of artifacts. An increased public presence may cause more artifacts
to be crushed or removed from a site. Imported topsoil may contain artifacts from other areas that
confuse the archeological record of the local site.
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Cumulative Effects
Numerous construction activities at Sandy Hook throughout its entire history have degraded
archeological resources. Most destructive were those performed by the military from the mid- 19th to
mid-20th centuries, when areas were highly impacted to create a functional military establishment. In
more recent years, NPS has made numerous facility improvements throughout the District.

Mitigation
Based on previous archeological investigations, disturbance and geomorphological factors already
identified, the project area may be classified into three levels of probability for encountering
archeological resources. Sections of the project area with high probability would require some surface
archeological testing prior to construction and possible monitoring during construction. Moderate
probability sections would require monitoring by an archeologist during construction activities
involving earth moving. Low probability sections would not require on-site monitoring. However,
should construction activity lead to the discovery of cultural resources such as artifacts, features, or
ordnance, the park's cultural resource representative or the contracting officer's representative would
be notified and action consistent with 36 CPR, 800.12 would be taken.

Conclusions
The Rehabilitation Altemative would have a long-term, minor impact on existing archeological
resources. Most proposed actions will be in previously disturbed areas. Past archeological
investigations undertaken as part ofNPS facility development have contributed to the preservation of
artifacts, the formulation of historical concepts, and the acquisition of knowledge about the
archeological record. As an integral part of the rehabilitation alternative, pre-construction surveys and
monitoring during construction would protect and preserve important resources and our capability to
acquire new and valuable knowledge.
Impacts

011

Buildings and Structures

The Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation require that a "property be placed in a new
use that requires minimal change to the defining characteristics of a building." As proposed, many of
the buildings included in this alternative would change from an historic residential use to office use.
Despite their historic use, some of these structures have been leased by the NPS to not-for-profit
agencies to be used as offices during the summer season. While code requirements for the change of
use would have an impact on the buildings, compliance with the Secretary's Standards for the design
of the required alterations and/or new facilities, such as egress stairs, would assure minimal impact on
the historical integrity of the stmctures.
As proposed in the Rehabilitation Alternative, all work required for the proposed adaptive use would
be completed in conformance with the Secretary's Standards. Implementation of the Standards for
Rehabilitation assures the retention of existing character-defining features and historic fabric on and in
the buildings.
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The effects of the rehabilitation on each individual building would be visible in that the buildings no
longer would appear deteriorated, but would be perceived as vibrant and renewed. The effects on the
District as a whole would be equally beneficial.

Cumulative Effects
• A variety of past, present, and reasonably fo reseeable actions have affected and continue to
affect the buildings in the Disttict. These actions include:
• Rehabilitation of the Lighthouse: The restoration of this National J-Ijstoric Landmark lighthouse was
completed in 2000. The tour of the lighthouse brings people into the park and into Fort Hancock. The
restoration of the lighthouse and the planned rehabilitation of the Keeper's Quarters makes a positive
contribution to the integrity of the historic resource.
• Rehabilitation of the T heater: The rehabilitation of the Theater and its upgrade to meet accessibility
regulations contlibutes positively to the condition of the historic resource. Under the Rehabilitation
Alternative, the rehabilitation of the Theater would be completed.
· Rehabilitation of Buildings 25, 58, 76, 119 and 120: Completed in 2001, Mess Hall Building 58 was
rehabilitated for use as offices by the NPS. Rehabilitation of Barracks Building 119 and Firehouse 76
are completed while Barracks 25 and 120 are in progress. These projects contribute positively to the
District by repairing fabric and finding a new use for the vacant buildings.
• Benign neglect: Funding for maintenance of vacant bui !dings at Fort Hancock has not kept pace with
the needs of the buildings. As a result, the practice of benign neglect has resulted in the loss of some
historic fabric. This loss includes elements such as cornices, porch railings, and slate roofs. The
current lack of funding and the practice of not repairing significant fabric would result in the continued
degradation of the integrity and condition of these historic resources.
The Rehabilitation Alternative would contribute positively to the cumulative impacts on the buildi ngs
in the area of proposed actions. Not only would bui Idings be rehabilitated and maintained, the l'fPS
would be able to focus their limited funds on their operational buildings.

Mitigation
Although the Rehabilitation Alternative would be executed in conformity with the Secretary's
Standards, and thus there would be no impact to these contributing elem ents of the District, the
altemative would include the preparation of exi sting condition drawings as well as photographic
documentation to Historic American Buildings Survey standards , prior to the commencement of work.

Conclusions
Because the Rehabilitation Altemative wou ld be executed in confom1ity with the Secretary's
Standards, there would be no negative impact to these contributing elements of the District. The
rehabilitation of approximately thirty-seven of 100 buildings in the area of proposed action would have
a major, long-term beneficial effect on this important collection of resources.
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Impacts 011 Circulation

Under the Rehabilitation Alternative, the construction of approximately 665 new parking spaces in the
area of proposed action would increase both the number of cars parked and circulating in the area. The
new and redesigned lots would introduce minor new circulation patterns into the district, but would not
impact any existing, historic circulation patterns or features (This and other impacts on cultural
features from minor new circulation patterns are discussed on the following pages).
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected, continue to affect, and in
the future may affect circulation in the area of proposed action. Known past actions are: the parking lot
at Building 35 was expanded by about 15 spaces in the 1980s; and several thousand square feet of
concrete walkway was replaced along roads during the 1980s in conjunction with the repaving of
roads. No future actions are foreseen at this time that would result in impacts to circulation.
Effects from past and future actions add very little to the collective, cumulative total that would accrue
when added to the effects of actions proposed under the Rehabilitation Alternative.
Mitigation

Because there are no impacts to existing historic circulation patterns or features, no mitigation is
proposed. Mitigation for impacts caused by the introduction of minor new circulation patterns
associated with new or redesigned parking lots are discussed in following sections.
Con elusions

Conclusions about the consequences of newly constructed and redesigned parking lots are discussed in
following sections.
Impacts on the Cultural Landscape

Fort Hancock's cultural landscape successfully conveys a sense of past time and place and has a high
degree of integrity when considered as a whole. In compliance with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act, detailed recommendations and plans for mitigating any adverse effect to the
Fort Hancock landscape must be provided to the New Jersey State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)
to allow them the opportunity to comment. There has been initial consultation with the SHPO on the
development of the Fort Hancock Rehabilitation Guidelines, 1999 and other cultural landscape
proposals.
Cumulative Effects

Under the Rehabilitation Alternative, the replacement of missing historic trees and missing foundation
plantings would improve the historical character and identity of the Fort Hancock landscape. The
proposed installation of an irrigation system would maintain turf and foundation plantings in a lush,
green condition during the entire growing season.
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Under this alternative, a Lighting Plan for Fort Hancock would be established and implemented. There
have been five or six different types of streetlights that provide a record of the evolution of this feature
in the Fort Hancock and Proving Ground zones. Only three types are extant (plus one example of a
fourth) . This indicates a loss of integrity. Depending on the two options presented for action, the
lighting would either mimic historic fixtures or introduce a unified contemporary design. In either case,
the overall integrity of the m iii tary landscape would be enhanced. Several types of utility features
would be required for new adaptive uses at each building, such as electrical boxes, HV AC units,
dumpsters, bollards and telecommunications devices. Some of these features would be concealed, and
some would intrude on the visual quality of the district.
Since the end of the historical period, many freestanding signs have been installed to identify occupants
and functions of buildings, and for roadway regulatory purposes. The implementation of a
comprehensive sign system for the district would result in the installation of approximately 100 new
signs located near buildings. These would be intrusions in the cultural landscape. The replacement of
missing street signs and militaria displays would restore missing historic features.
The relocation of approximately 665 parking spaces from Parking Area K to sites nearer buildings in
Fort Hancock would create impacts to land-usc and views . Approximately six acres of land would be
changed to parking. Currently these lands are mowed turf (Tennis Court Lot, Paddock Lot, Athletic
Field Lot, Tent City Lot), hard-packed gravel areas (Warehouses Lot, South Parade Ground Lot),
debris (Coal Pit Lot), and vegetated scrub land (Coal Yard Lot, Fort Hancock Lot).
Impacts would consist ofthe construction of665 new spaces, including parking surface, borders,
ornamental vegetative screenings, lighting, associated walkways, gates, signs, and entrances. Specifics
and particulars of these elements would be determined during design development (see Mitigation
section).
Depending on its configuration, the constmction of the Coal Yard Lot may impact the longest stretch of
remaining railroad tracks in the park, and would impact the cultural artifact of the layer of coal dust. A
surface suitable for parking would be installed, which would require either the removal of the layer of
existing coal dust, or installation of the parking surface on top of the coal dust. Depending on its
configuration, the parking surface may cover the railroad tracks, but only if no other alternative exists.
Although it is unlikely that all 665 new parking spaces would be occupied at the same time more than a
very few times per year, there would be impacts to views and vistas, primarily on weekdays, from
additional cars parked in the district. Areas that currently are open-space or vegetated would be
occupied by cars and associated parking lots features.
The Post Hospital was destroyed in a fire in 1985. The proposal to construct a new building on the site
of Post Hospital would change current land-use, spatial organization, and views. Land-use would
change from mowed turf open-space to an occupied building. Spatial organization of the building site
would change from a two-dimensional space to a three-dimensional space, with form and mass. The
spatial organization of Officers' Row would change from a line of prominent buildings with a void in
it, to an uninterrupted line. The current open view from the South Parade Ground Lot would become
partially obstructed. The current view of the Officers' Row buildings from the water would become an
uninterrupted line of buildings without its current void.
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A new maintenance storage facility to serve cwTent and increased NPS needs would be located within
the current NPS maintenance area. The location proposed is the historic railroad yard and maintenance
facility for the Proving Ground and Fort. Over a half-dozen maintenance warehouses and other
structures have been lost in this area over the years. The new building would be compatible in scale
and location ofthe missing warehouses .
.Mitigation
No mitigation is proposed for the impact on the character of the area from the irrigation of turf.
Utility boxes: New boxes would be concealed within buildings where possible, or would be located in
close proximity to buildings, rather than in open spaces between buildings or near roads. These
exterior boxes would be screened from view where such screening would prove to be less intrusive that
the boxes without screening.
Signs: Signs would be located in close proximity to buildings, rather than in open-spaces between
buildings, or near roads.
Railroad tracks: The surface of the lot would be designed around the tracks so there is no impact, and
the layer of coal dust currently covering the tracks would be removed to expose the tracks; or, the
parking lot would encompass the tracks, the tracks would be exposed, and the design of the lot would
use the tracks as part of the parking surface, leaving them extant and exposed. The impact from the
addition of 665 parking spaces would be mitigated by locating all the spaces (with the exceptions of the
expansion of the Athletic Field Lot) outside of the primary areas of the Parade Ground, the Athletic
Field, and the Bay Frontage.
Impacts from the expansion of the Athletic Field Lot would be mitigated through careful design so as
to encroach into the Athletic Field as little as possible. The new Coal Pit parking lot would be located
in a depression so that cars are less visible from surrounding areas.
The South Parade Ground parking lot will be screened from the Parade Ground using appropriate
screening mechanism.
Impacts on the visual quality of the District from the presence of cars parked in the other lots would be
mitigated as much as possi ble by configuring the lots around existing trees, using appropriate
landscape screening mechanisms, and possibly using geo-tech grass pavers to preserve the maintained
turf look of overflow parking areas. Impacts from elements associated with parking lots, such as lights
and gates, would be chosen with great care in an effort to minimize intrusions in the scene.
The removal of Parking Area K would eliminate parking in this area and improve the view from the
Officers' Club and Proving Ground ofNine-Gun Battery.
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Conclusion
The proposed action of replacement of missing historic trees and foundation plantings at prominent
locations within the Fort Hancock and Proving Ground zones would have a long-term, major, positive
effect on this cultural landscape component. The impacts of the actions would result in a substantial
and highly noticeable positive change in character-defining features involving a large group of
contributing elements.
The installation of a turf irrigation system would have a long-tetm, minor impact on the character of
the District by hydrating areas that historically would be brown during dry periods. The result would
be perceptible and measurable, but temporary.
The installation of new features (signs, bollards, utility boxes) would affect the integrity aspect of
"setting" and would have a long-term. moderate. negative impact.
The introduction of new street signs and militaria displays would be perceptible and measurable; and
would constitute the restoration of a small group of historic features into the historic scene. The
proposed actions also would have a long-term, moderate, positive effect.
The new sign and lighting plans would introdu~e prominent new "design" aspects into the district.
There would be both positive and adverse impacts on the historical integrity of this landscape
component.
The introduction of approximately 665 parking spaces in the district would have a long-term, moderate
impact on these landscape components.
The District suffered the loss of an important feature when the Post Hospital burned down in 1985,
creating a large void in the spatial organization ofthe buildings. \Vhen an entire important landscape
feature is missing, the landscape's historic character is diminished.
The Secretary's Standards and guidelines recommend replacement of such a feature as the
preferred course of action.
The proposed replacement of the Post Hospital would fill the void created when the building burned
down in 1985. If adequate historical documentation exists, the replacement of the building based on
the documentation is appropriate. Otherwise, the design of the new building would differentiate it
from the original, yet would be compatible with the design of other district buildings and with the
character ofthe district as a whole.
The proposed maintenance storage facility would be similar in scale to the missing historic
warehouses. The specific oflocation and design of the building within the NPS maintenance area
would be determined through consultation with the SHPO to meet Secretary of Interior standards.
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Conclusious Concerning Aggregated Impacts of the Rehahilitatiou Altemative on the
Cultural Resources of the National Historic Landmark Property
All rehabilitation actions would be executed in accordance with the Secretary ofthe Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation. The collective consequence of the Rehabilitation Alternative on
the physical condition of the landmark property would be long-term, major and positive. There would
be a substantial and highly noticeable change in the group of elements that contribute to the
significance of the historic district. There would be major improvements to the condition ofbuildings
and ornamental vegetation; there would be minor improvements to utilities and small-scale features.
This proposal for adaptive use would reverse a long-standing trend in the maintenance of the property
that has led to a deterioration of the physical condition of resources.
The evaluations of effects on individual and specific elements contributing to the property,
described in the sections above, indicate that there would be positive impacts on some elements and
components of the cultural landscape, and negative impacts on others. The overall environmental
consequence of the actions proposed under the Rehabilitation Alternative is that the sense of historical
character and identity of the National Historic Landmark property would be improved, and maintained
into the foreseeable future. The positive effects would heavily outweigh the negative effects.
The evaluation of integrity sometimes is a subjective j udgn1ent. For the purpose of guiding this overall
evaluation, and for the purpose of aggregating adverse and positive effects to obtain a sense ofthe net
overall consequence of the alternative, actions having the greatest adverse and positive effects are
presented below, for comparison.
Positive

• Repair/replacement of the character-defining features of historic buildings, and the general
improvement in the condition of the buildings
•Increased cyclic maintenance of historic buildings
•Replacement of missing historic trees and missing foundation plantings ofbuildings
•Increased cyclic maintenance of ornamental vegetation
•Selective removal ofnon~historic small-scale features and replacement of missing historic
'
elements, such as streetlights, militaria displays, and street signs
•Re-establishment of lost spatial organization through the replacement of an important historic
structure, and the replacement of missing historic trees
Negative

•Construction of 665 parking spaces to the area of proposed actions, construction of several new
parking lots, and the redesign of several existing lots
•Unavoidable impacts to buildings necessary to meet building safety codes and universal
accessibility regulations
•Installation of utility boxes near buildings
•Installation oftraff1c control bollards
•Installation of identification signs at buildings
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Integrity is the ability of a property to convey its significance. The actions listed above as having
positive effects, would be of greater consequence on the property's ability to convey its significance as
a military post, than would the actions having negative effects. The positive effects would result in a
major, long-term, substantial, and highly noticeable improvement to character-defining features,
involving a large group of contributing clements. Consideration of the National Register "aspects of
integrity " support this perspective. The location of affected elements would be the historic location
for all actions. Few, if any, of the results would impede the visitor's ability to understand why the
property was created or why some event occurred.
Consequences of actions would not significantly degrade the overall design of the district. Spatial
relationships between major features would be retained. Visual rhythms stemming from vehicle and
pedestrian circulation features, and ornamental vegetation planting patterns, would remain unaffected.
Principle and important common open-spaces, delineated by the alignment and layout of buildings and
trees, would remain open. hnportant views to and from buildings, and across open spaces, would not
be obstructed, while vistas down roads and between tree allees would be improved. Alterations to the
original architectural design of buildings would be required to accommodate new uses; but because
interior and exterior motifs would be retained, and there would be no major structural alterations, the
overall and collective architectural design of the district would continue to convey its historical identity
and character.
There would be no adve:rse impacts to the setting of the historic district. Because ofthe unusual
geographical charucteristics of the property (99% surrounded by ocean\bay), and for purposes of this
EA, two levels of setting are considered. The first and local setting is the Sandy Hook peninsula. The
second and regional setting is the maritime environment of Sandy Hook and Raritan Bays, the Atlantic
Ocean, the shorelines ofNcw York City, and the shoreline ofMonmouth County. The overall
character of the place in which the property played its historical role would not be changed. The way
the property is situated in its surroundings, and its relationship to surrounding features and open-space
would not be changed; nor would the basic physical conditions under which the property was built.
The character of the Sandy Hook peninsula would not be changed.
There would be minimal change to materials and finishes, and construction techniques would be
preserved. Where possible, the materials used for replacement of deteriorated or missing features
would match the old. Alterations and new additions would not destroy historic materials, and the
materials used in new work would be differentiated from, yet compatible with, old materials. The
choice of new materials would reflect the preferences ofthe US Army Quartermaster Corps, which
created the property.
Evidence of workmanship contained in character-defining features would be preserved during repair
and replacement procedures. Evidence of existing workmanship would not be reduced significantly.
Materials used in new work may be different but compatible with old materials.
The overall expression of the historic sense of the period of significance, the feeling of the place,
would be enhanced by actions taken under the Rehabilitation Alternative. The consequences on the
aspect of feeling from positive effects (replacement of numerous missing historic features) would
outweigh the consequences from negative effects (more cars parked, new signs, new architectural
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elements). Collectively, the proposed actions would stimulate and foster the emotional aspect of the
visitor experience, the sense visitors have of the Fort Hancock zone as the administrative center of an
army coastal defenses post, and the feeling of the Proving Ground Zone as the first and sole United
States heavy weapons testing center for forty-five years.
The physical features of theNational Historic Landmark remain sufficiently intact for the property to
convey its association with significant historic events and would remain so after the execution of the
actions proposed under this alternative. Once again, the positive effects would outweigh the negative
effects, for a net increase in historical integrity.
Impacts ou Natural Resources
The following sections describe the effects of actions on natural resources, including water quantity,
wetlands, shrub-lands, and wildlife.
Impacts

011

Hazardous Materials

The proposed actions would stop the deterioration of lead paint in buildings by encapsulating it in new
paint.
Cumulative E(fects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected and would continue to
affect lead paint situations in the park. Lack of maintenance has the greatest effect on lead
containment. When paint is maintained, i.e. repainting occurs at regular intervals, lead paint is
contained and therefore not a hazardous substance. When paint is not maintained, lead paint
deteriorates and may leech into soils and the air.
Mitigation

The lead testing completed to date appears to have been in response to concerns surrounding residential
buildings and children. Young children arc the segment ofthe population at the highest risk for lead
poisoning. The proposed new uses, primarily office use and secondary education, should minimize the
number of young children on site.
Conclusions

The proposed Rehabilitation Alternative would have moderate, long-term beneficial effects on
hazardous materials, in particular lead paint. The rehabilitation of buildings would encapsulate
deteriorating lead paint, thus eliminating their threat to the environment and the park resident
population.
Impacts on Water Quantity
Under the Rehabilitation Alternative, approximately 1,200 persons eventually would occupy buildings
and office space at the park. This figure represents an increase of 800 people to the existing 400 people
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who currently work at Fort Hancock. Based on a standard value used to estimate the quantity of water
needed for each person per day a typical student user of30 gpd in the Rehabilitation Alternative would
result in usage of approximately 24,000 additional gallons of water per day with an equivalent amount
of effluent being discharged from the treatment plant.
Parking lots that are used on a daily basis would be constructed with impervious material and would
incorporate the best filtration or separation technology to catch pollutants. Parking that is used less
frequently, or identified as overflow, may be constructed of porous material to allow seepage of
rainwater through the soils, allowing contaminants to be filtered before recharging the ground water
table. There would be no direct drainage (point source) discharges of parking lot runoff into Sandy
Hook Bay.
Cumulative Effects

As described above under "Impacts of the No Action Alternative on Water Quantity," a variety of
human actions have affected and continue to affect such resources at the park. The existing water
storage and distribution system was constructed by the Army and continues to be maintained by the
NPS. In addition to maintaining the water distribution system, the NPS recently constructed a new
plant that treats wastewater to produce high-quality effluent.
The Rehabilitation Alternative would contribute a minor, long-term, neutral component to cumulative
actions affecting the quantity of water used and effluent produced at the park; and a negligible, long
term, component to actions affecting the quantity of water recharged into the surface aquifer.

Mitigation
As part of the adaptive use program, building occupants would insta11 water-saving equipment,
including low-flow toilets, at all possible locations. In addition, the NPS proposes to modify its
effluent discharge permit in accordance with the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection
regulations in order to irrigate areas within the District with tertiary-treated wastewater that meets neardrinking water standards.
Parking lots will be designed to insure maximum water recharge either through permeable surfaces or
drainage basins that allow for maximum water percolation.

Conclusions
The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a moderate, long-tcrn1, neutral effect on the quantity of
water used and effluent produced at the park. On high-use summer days, the quantity of wastewater
being treated at the park's plant could approach the maximum discharge allowed under the park 's
current discharge permit. On most days, however, the quantity of wastewater produced at the park
would be much less than the amount allowed under the discharge permit.
InstaJlation of water-saving devices would maintain the quantity of effluent produced on high- use days
to levels allowed under the park 's permit.
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Impacts

Oil

Natural Vegetation

Under the Rehabilitation Alternative, construction and re-design of parking lots would affect
approximately six acres ofland, some of which is successional vegetation. For evaluative purposes,
the ecological value of this land is categorized as high, medium, or low, based on existing conditions.
Definitions ofthese categories are:
HIGH: Land with a high natural resource value would be land with little or no previous disturbance, or
which has had a significant period of time to show recovery (50 +years). Soils would be undisturbed
and typical of a barrier beach environment. The parcel would not be fragmented and would be adjacent
or continuous with other high quality, undisturbed land. Vegetation would be diverse with a minimum
of non-native species and able to support a variety ofwildlife. Parcels of high value may also represent
unique or important habitat types such as maritime holly forest or natural beach.
MODERATE: Parcels ranked as moderate in value show some recovery of natural resources on
disturbed soils. These soils contain a mix of topsoil, fine gravel and sand. The soils support a variety
of vegetation including un-mowed turf, mixed grasslands, and other insects, small mammals, and
snakes to exist. The variety of vegetation types allows wildlife species such as butterflies and other
insects, small mammals, and snakes to exist. The vegetation wildlife they support provides food and
cover for migrating birds. The parcel may be fragmented however they generally provide a buffer
between areas of development or recreation use and natural areas.
LOW: Low valued parcels show little sign ofnatural recovery from previous use or disturbance. The
soils are highly disturbed and include gravel, sand, and small constmction rubble. The vegetation is
either sparse or is maintained as mowed turf. Non-native vegetation is common.
The areas of sparse or mono-culture vegetation supports few species of wildlife. The parcels are
generally isolated and exist between areas of current development. Even if restored to a natural state
their value may remain minimal.
All of the proposed new or re-designed parking sites are on lands previously disturbed, which at one
time supported structures, parking, recreation, or other activities associated with day to day operation
of the Fort. Ofthe six acres, 4.5 acres are considered to be of low value, 1.5 are of moderate value, and
0 acres are ofhigh value. The impact would be the destruction of from 50% to 100% ofthe existing
vegetation on these acres.
Cumulative Effects

As described above under "Impacts of the No Action Alternative on Shrub-lands," a vruiety of human
actions have affected and continue to affect such resources at the park. Construction and destruction of
buildings have created open spaces throughout the park that, in some areas, have been invaded by
grasses and woody vegetation. In other locations, vegetation has been cleared or disturbed by
temporary activities, and grasses and other early-phase successional species also have colonized these
areas.
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Approximately ten acres of successional vegetation persist in the Fort Hancock area. In addition, many
other patches of natural vegetation have been created throughout the park following the discontinuance
of temporary activities (e.g., project staging) or the discontinuance of maintenance activities previously
conducted by the Army. Other projects, however, such as construction of the US Coast Guard Housing
area and the construction of the North Beach Center parking lot have reduced successional grasslands
and shrub thickets in the northern portion of the park.
The Rehabilitation Alternative would contribute a minor, short-term impact on natural
vegetation at the park.
Mitigation

To mitigate loss of natural vegetation from construction and redesi.t,'ll of parking lots at Fort Hancock,
all auto parking spaces would be removed from K lot and the six acre area restored to natural
vegetation of high ecological value. Parking lots would be designed to impact as little native
vegetation as possible.
Conclusions

The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a moderate, long-term impact on successional grasslands in
the area of proposed action. Loss of six acres of vegetation and habitat would be more than offset by
revegetation of K lot. Because the restored area would be contiguous with the existing natural zone
extending north and east from Nine Gun Battery to the tip ofthe Hook, the quality and scale of the
habitat would be greatly enhanced.
Impacts

Olt

Osprey

Under the Rehabilitation Alternative, historic nesting sites would be removed from atop buildings in
the District, which potentially would displace Ospreys that previously nested on the sites. No active
nests would be disturbed or removed during building renovations. In recent years, several pairs of
Osprey have nested on Fort Hancock buildings, including one pair that nested atop Building 13 on
Officers' Row in 2001.
Cumulative Effects

As described above under "Impacts of the No Action Alternative on Osprey," a variety of human
actions have affected and continue to affect such resources at the park. Historic nesting sites in natural
communities have been eliminated by actions that affected maritime forest and other large trees at the
park. However, the NPS has constructed thirteen artificial nesting platforms at the park, several of
which are used regularly by nesting Osprey. The NPS continues to repair several platforms each year.
The Rehabilitation Alternative would contribute a minor, long-term, beneficial component to
cumulative actions that have affected Osprey in the park by enhancing nesting opportunities at six or
more locations.
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lvfitigalion

In accordance with the park's Osprey Management Plan (NPS, 2000) and conversations between the
NPS and the New Jersey Department ofEnvirorunental Protection (D. Jenkins), at least four nesting
platfonns would be repaired and at least two nesting platforms would be constructed prior to initiating
any proposed actions. Proposed repair sites include three platforms along the interior of the park south
of Atlantic Drive and another platform in the marsh north of Spermaceti Cove. New platforms would
be constructed at two of the following four sites prior to project implementation: (1) North Pond
(constructed 2002), (2) Old Trailer Park (constructed 2002), (3) near Hartshorne Drive east of Arrow
Beach, and (4) South Island. Platforn1s and other nesting sites would be monitored each year to
determine nesting success and results would be provided to the New Jersey Department of
Environmental Protection.

ConcLusions
The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a minor, short-term, impact but a moderate, long- term,
beneficial effect on Ospreys in the park. Although Osprey would be displaced from historic nests atop
buildings in Fort Hancock, repair of existing platforms and construction of additional nesting sites in
relatively undisturbed areas ofthe park would provide enhanced nesting opportunities.

Impacts on Wild Wormwood
Under the Rehabilitation Alternative, a total of approximately 1.2 acres ofhabitat suitable for
supporting Wild Wormwood may be converted to parking areas . Eight individual plants were observed
at Warehouses Lot, approximately fifty individuals observed at the Tennis Court Lot, and
approximately I 00 individuals observed in the Coal Yard Lot. Overall, approximately 160 Wild
Wormwood plants may be destroyed under the Rehabilitation Alternative.

Cumulative Effects
As described above under "Impacts of the No Action Alternative on Wild Wormwood," a variety of
human actions have affected and continue to affect such resources at the park.
Although habitat suitable to support this species has been created throughout the park, a variety of
construction and ground-disturbing activities may be affecting its numbers.
The Rehabilitation Alternative would contribute a negligible, short-term, component to cumulative
actions affecting Wild Wormwood at the park by eliminating approximately 160 individual plants.
However, these 160 plants represent a slight fraction ofthe total population ofWild Wormwood at the
park, and the Rehabilitation Alternative would not affect the viability of the park 's population.

Mitigation
Mitigation will consist of some combination of the following methods: collect seeds in the fall of2003,
and sow in protected areas including K lot; transplant existing plants into protected areas; and design
parking lots to avoid impacting plants.
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Con cfusi ons

This plant is common in the park, and is neither federally or state listed as threatened or endangered. It
is uncommon in the state, and the State ofNcw Jersey identifies it as a Species ofSpeeial Concern.
Because the plant is common in the park, and thrives in disturbed areas such as the sides of roads and
parking areas, this alternative is not likely to adversely impact the population in the park.

Impacts on Piping Plover
Under the Rehabilitation Altemative, construction of utilities in the Hartshorne Drive Corridor would
occur within fifty yards of known plover nest sites. The adaptive use program of the Fort Hancock area
could have the potential to change visitor levels and patterns that could affect nesting Piping Plover.
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past ,present, and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected Piping Plover at Sandy
Hook. Natural beach dynamics and replenishment projects have resulted in changes to nesting Habitat.
Management activities by park staff, including monitoring, fencing, signing, staffing nest areas, and
predator control, all have had affects on the success of nesting Piping Plover. Various constmction
projects, including beach center development, have required mitigation measures to avoid affects on
Piping Plover.
The adaptive use of Fort Hancock and the Proving Ground could increase or change existing visitor use
patterns in the northern portion of the park. Visitor increases could result from ferry users and from
overnight guests. Increased awareness and interest in the historic district could result in visitor use
increases throughout the park.
The Rehabilitation Alternative may contribute a minor, long-term impact to Piping Plovers by
increasing the number of visitors to the park.
Mitigation

The relocation of parking from K lot to Fort Hancock would place visitor concentrations farther away
from the tip of the Hook, the most productive nesting area of the park. Ferry users would be dispersed
throughout the park via a shuttle bus, and would not have a detectable impact on any particular beach.
To avoid impacts, construction of underground utilities in the southern Hartshorne Drive area would
not occur during the piping plover nesting season. The NPS would follow all recommendations of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service letter of February 7, 2001 (see Appendix E). These conservation
measures would also benefit other bird species, particularly nesting shore birds.
Conclusions

The Rehabilitation Alternative will have a minor, long-term impact to Piping Plovers by increasing the
number ofvisitors to the park. Relocation of parking from K lot and restoration ofnatural vegetation to
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the area could significantly enhance the quality and productivity of plover habitat at the tip of the
Hook.
Impacts on Socio-economics

The Rehabilitation Altemativc would not affect population growth of northern Monmouth County, as
the proposed activities would rely largely on the existing local workforce. The mixture of educational
institutions, non-profit organizations, office space, and support services would pose no additional
burden on the population of the surrounding communities.
The adaptive use programs would not impact existing park users. Most adaptive use activities would
be at full capacity dming the weekdays, when most other park use is at a minimum. As there is
minimal planned retail use, there would not be a new population of retail customers.
There would be a modest number of additional visitors to the Fort Hancock area for sightseeing and to
avail themselves of the new activities and rehabilitated facilities .
The Rehabilitation Alternative would create facilities that retain their historic character, all within a
beautiful, park-like setting. The location would attract marine science and other educational
institutions. The Rehabilitation Alternative would benefit both the park and the surrounding area. It is
estimated that about 1,200 people a day would work or study at Fort Hancock under this alternative,
not including the Coast Guard operation. Additional jobs would be created to support these new
activities. There would be an increase to the labor force in the local area of approximately 0.8%. More
people working in the local area would result in more money being spent within the local area. More
people would dine in local restaurants, more people would shop in local stores, and more people would
visit the other area resources. Assuming that the Monmouth County commuter average of 42.9% could
be applied to the 1,200 people slated to work at Fort Hancock, that would amount to 515 potential
retail customers added to the surrounding area. With the average consumer expending $5103 in retail
sales per year, that would result in an additional $2.6 million dollars spent locally.
The park would benefit economically through a reimbursement for the support infrastructure it
provides to the adaptive use programs (for example, the historic leasing progran1). This reimbursement
would provide for increased quality of services to all park visitors. During the anticipated five-year
construction phase, there would be a benefit to the local workforce. Analysis of construction
operations illustrates a strong reliance on local labor, contractors and businesses, particularly in light of
current market activity in the State of New Jersey. The individual projects that make up the
rehabilitation proposal range in size from $300,000 to almost $6,000,000, with a total, combined
budget range of between $52 million and $65 million dollars. (These figures represent the estimated
costs of rehabilitating the 36 structures in the Sandy Hook Partners proposal only, and do not include
upgrades to utilities and information technology.)
Given the number of buildings, their size, and primary construction materials, the construction
approach would use smaller, local general contractors. Work typically would be awarded by individual
building, or groups of buildings. The NPS anticipates that a local general contractor would be capable
of renovating several buildings concurrently or in sequence, as the buildings become available for
renovation. Local suppliers would be utilized for most building materials.
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Conclusions

The Rehabilitation Alternative would enhance local socio-economic conditions by (1) providing
additional employment within the local commuting area; (2) providing additional patronage oflocal
businesses and attractions; (3) providing education and high-tech facilities that are in great demand in
the area; and (4) rehahilitating and maintaining a National Historic Landmark tbat serves as a
significant tourist destination and contributes to the New Jersey shore tourism industry.
Impacts of Traffic

The rehabilitation altemative will have effects on local area traffic. (Continue form page E-2 and 3 in
TIS)
To obtain future conditions, a background rate of growth was applied to 2002 data. Information was
obtained from Monmouth County Planning Department regarding approved additional developments
that could add to the traffic volumes. Trip generation rates were obtained for these projects and added
to the future volume projections. The Fort Hancock Rehabilitation was translated into expected
generated trips and those volumes were added to the highway network as well. Finally, traffic under the
future build condition was compared to the no-build condition to estimate the project impact on traffic
at the studied intersections.
The latest Version of the Highway Capacity Manual was used to analyze intersections performance. A
traffic queuing model, specifically developed for the Highlands Bridge Feasibility Analysis for
NJDOT, was used to analyze delays at the Highlands Bridge.
Impacts to Intersections

Witb respect to the six representative intersections, the analysis indicated that the Route 36 approaches
at five of the six intersections (excluding the Broad Street Keyport location) currently operate under
conditions where traffic demand is less than intersection capacity. At those intersections, the
additional volume generated by the project would not significantly increase delays.
Seventeen miles from Fort Hancock, the Broad Street intersection in Keyport presently operates on
weekdays to or near capacity both in the westbound directions (AM peak hour) and in the eastbound
direction (PM peak hour). Tbe traffic expected to be generated by existing approved planned
development projects affecting the corridor (100 vehicles) coupled with increased Fort Hancock
Rehabilitation Project traffic (80 vehicles) is expected to result in a further increase in congestion (LOS
F) at only one location, that is, along the eastbound approach of Route 36 at Broad Street during the
summer weekday PM peak hour. Even without the Fort Hancock project, the intersection is expected
to operate poorly in the future. The additional traffic contributed by Fort Hancock represents a small
proportion, only 2.7 percent, of the total traffic (about 3000 vehicles eastbound in the summer weekday
PM peak hour) anticipated at this location in 2008. For the puiJJoses of this study, application of transit
and ferry service would not generate enough diversion to reduce the 80 trips because of the dispersed
development patterns throughout the region.
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The proposed project is not expected to generate significant impacts along the study corridor on
weekends. After project implementation, LOS D or better would be maintained along all eastbound
and westbound approaches of Route 36 and along the northbound and southbound approaches of Route
36 at Route 520.
Bridge Impacts

Should a new movable bridge be constructed over the Shrewsbury River, traffic waiting at the bridge
would experience some increase in delay. Average vehicle delay on a bascule bridge with a 55-foot
vertical clearance would increase by about 20 seconds. If the existing bridge is replaced with a fixed
bridge, the current NJDOT plan, then traffic delays at the bridge site would be eliminated.
Local Street Diversion

The study also concluded that there would not be a significant diversion of traffic offofthe Route 36
corridor and onto local streets because of the proposed project. Since Route 36 intersection
performance will not significantly deteriorate, there will be no reason for vehicles to divert to local
roadways. Projections of newly generated trips from local streets range from less than one to five
percent increase in peak hour traffic which retains an acceptable LOS.
Cumulative Effects

A variety of past, present and reasonably foreseeable actions have affected traffic in the local area.
Continued population growth in the county and new residential and commercial construction will
increase traffic on local roads. Replacement of the Route 36 Highlands Bridge will reduce or eliminate
summer traffic backups near the entrance to the park. Increases in ferry use and extension of existing
bus transit routes will have a mitigating effect on traffic growth.
Additional traffic generated by the Fort Hancock project along with other growth factors will cause the
Level of Service along route 36 to deteriorate to below an acceptable level on the eastbound approach
at one intersection 17 miles away from the project in the summer weekday PM peak hour.
Mitigation

The NPS continues to implement a number of traffic management improvements to address congestion
on Route 36, the only roadway access to the national park:
NPS continues to actively participate in a collaborative of 13 state and local agencies to implement a
Traffic Management and Agency Coordination Plan.
NPS has implemented an electronic parking management system to predict in advance when parking
lots will fill.
NPS adheres to an advance notification protocol.
NPS has with, federal funds acquired variable message signs to notify motorists of park closure and
other recreational alternatives.

PAGE

88

NPS will install in the Highlands a Traveler Information Radio System to complement municipal
systems currently providing tourist traffic information.
NPS has for 6 years provided for ferry access to the park from numerous departure points in the
metropolitan area.
Beginning in the summer of 2002, a second ferry operator provides access to the park from additional
points in the metropolitan area.
NPS and a ferry operator will institute a pilot Park & Sail operation on weekends from the county ferry
terminal at Belford.
NPS will invest over $3M to construct a new permanent year-round ferry dock at Fort Hancock.
NPS actively supports and has assisted the NJDOT in planning for replacement of the outdated Route
36 Highlands/Sea Bright Bridge.
NJDOT has informed NPS in a letter dated February 27, 2003 (see appendix E) that for substantive and
technical reasons no mitigation of traffic impacts would be required.
Conclusions

The Rehabilitation Alternative will have minor short-term impacts on traffic using the local highway
network. Future network improvements proposed for inclusion in the regional Transportation
Improvement Plan will in the long-term reduce or eliminate declines in the Level of Service along
Route 36. Replacement of the Route 36 Highlands Bridge will significantly reduce traffic backups
near the entrance to the park.

Impacts on Visitor and Partuer Experience
Under the Rehabilitation Alternative the present level of visitor activity may increase slightly. The
Officers' Row summer leasing program would be discontinued. Some buildings would not be open to
the public.
Cumulative E((ects

A variety of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions would affect the visitor and partner
experience at the park. The proposed relocation of the park Visitor Center to Fort Hancock and the
ongoing development of public museums by the Sandy Hook Foundation and the New Jersey Audubon
Society would increase visitor awareness and activity in the area of proposed action. The Visitor
Center in particular would provide a focal point for individual and group visitation.
Under the Rehabilitation Alternative the Officers' Row summer leasing program would be
discontinued. Visitors who previously utilized the Officers' Row rental program can avail themselves
of the NPS Sandy Hook Education Center rental.
The rehabilitation and preservation of these buildings would improve the visitor's enjoyment and
understanding of the Fort. Visitors would gain access to the inside of a number of buildings that
currently are closed, including those that would house such public functions as restaurants, recreation
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facilities and overnight lodging. Both visitors and year around partners would benefit from the new
facilities and services that adaptive use would provide.
Mitigation

Outdoor wayside exhibits around the grounds of the Fort would be developed for the public that would
describe the interiors of buildings not accessible to the public. Public spaces in individual buildings
would feature exhibits or displays on historic and architectural subjects related the building and to Fort
Hancock. Occasionally, tours or open houses of certain representative buildings not normally open to
visitors would be offered. The removal of parking area K will require visitors who wish to walk to the
tip of Sandy Hook to walk an addi1ional two tenths of a mile (one way).
Conclusions

The Rehabilitation Alternative would have a long-term, moderate positive impact on the visitor and
partner experience.
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VI. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION
The following agencies were contacted and/or consulted during preparation of this EA:
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, New Jersey Field Office (USFWS). The NPS informally consulted
the Endangered Species Division (Armette Scherer) on endangered and threatened species, and the
Wetlands Branch (Tom McDowell) on wetland issues. An April 11, 2000, a letter received from
USFWS specified that the Piping Plover was the only species of federal concern in the project area and
described methods to ensure that the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect that species. The
NPS obtained additional information concerning endangered species in the project area from the
USFWS's internet site at 'http://endangeredJws.gov/statl-r5.html' and a variety of other Internet sites,
including sites posted by the USFWS, U.S. Geological Survey's Biological Resources Division, and the
New York Department of Environmental Conservation. The NPS has submitted a copy ofthis EA to
the USFWS and requested concurrence with the NPS's determination that the proposed action is not
likely to adversely affect the Piping Plover.
New Jersey Office of Historic Preservation (NJSHPO). The NPS met with representatives from
NJSHPO (Dan Saunders and Kurt Leisure) on two separate occasions. The first meeting, held in
December of2000 at NPS offices at Sandy Hook, introduced the Rehabilitation Alternative to
NJSHPO. At the request ofNJSHPO, a second meeting was held on January 8 and 9, 2001, that took
the form of a walk-though ofthc existing buildings, and a walk around the cultural landscape. The
Fort Hancock Rehabilitation Guidelines list of character-defining features for each building was
reviewed and amended as necessary. The amended list of character-defining features is included in
Appendix A.
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP). NPS informally contacted the ACHP to
introduce the Rehabilitation Alternative to the Council. A representative of the Council, Martha
Katlin, attended the site walkthrough with NJSHPO on January 8 and 9, 2001. Attendance by ACHP
was informal and not considered a formal review by the Council.
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Land Use Regulation
(NJDEP/LUR). The NPS contacted the NJDEP/LUR to discuss wetlands issues and compliance with
the Coastal Zone Management Act, as well as state laws and regulations.
While evaluating a different project at the park, representatives from the NJDEP/LUR met with NPS
personnel on April 14, 2000, to identify jurisdictional wetlands in the project area. The NPS obtained
additional information, including New Jersey's Coastal Zone Management Plan, from NJDEP/LUR's
Internet site at 'http://www.state.nj.us/depllanduse/coastlcoast.html'. The park has submitted a copy of
this EA and requested concurrence with the NPS's determination that the proposed action is consistent
with New Jersey's Coastal Zone Management in accordance with the Coastal Zone Management Act.
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection, Division of Water Quality, Bureau of
Point Source Permitting (NJDEP/DWQ). The NPS contacted the NJDEP Bureau of Point Source
Permitting,(Jim Grob) concerning the use of treated water to irrigate turf in the area of proposed action.
NJDEP representative noted that they are encouraging such use under appropriate circumstances.
NJDEP representative sent NPS a document titled "Technical Manual for Reclaimed Water for
Beneficial Reuse."
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New Jersey Division of Fish, Game, and Wildlife (NJDFGW). The NPS contacted the Endangered
and Non-game Species Program (Dave Jenkins)on endangered and threatened species issues of concern
to the state. According to their representative, the only species of state concern in the project area are
the threatened Osprey and endangered Piping Plover. In addition, the NJDFGW provided methods to
ensure the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect Osprey. The NPS has submitted a copy of
this EA to the NJDFGW for review and comment.
VII. COMPLIANCE FRAMEWORK
The following laws and associated regulations provided direction for the design of alternatives, the
analysis of impacts, and the formulation of mitigation/avoidance measures:
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)(Title 42 U.S. Code Sections 4321 to 4370 [42
USC 4321-43 70 ]). The purposes ofNEP A include encouraging "harmony between [humans] and
their environment and promote efforts which would prevent or eliminate damage to the
environment...and stimulate the health and welfare of[humanity ]". The purposes ofNEPA are
accomplished by evaluating the effects of federal actions. The results of these evaluations are
presented to the public, federal agencies, and public officials in document format (e.g., envirorunental
assessments and environmental impact statements) for consideration prior to taking official action or
making official decisions. hnplementing regulations for the NEPA are contained in Part 1500 to 1515
of Title 40 ofthe U.S. Code ofFederal Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1515).
Clean Water Act of 1972,as a mended (CWA)(3 3 USC 1251-13 87). The purposes of the C WA are to
"restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters". To enact
this goal, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) has been charged with evaluating federal actions
that result in potential degradation of waters ofthe U.S. and issuing pennits for actions consistent with
the CWA. The U.S. Envirorunental Protection Agency also has responsibility for oversight and review
of permits and actions which affect waters of the U.S. hnplementing regulations describing the Corps'
CWA program are contained in 33 CFR 320-330. Neither the No Action Alternative nor the proposed
action would affect wetlands or other waters of the U.S. and no Corps penn it is required.
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA)(16 USC 1451-1464). The CZMA presents a
congressional declaration to "preserve, protect, develop, and where possible, to restore or enhance, the
resources ofthe Nation's coastal zone for this and succeeding generations". The CZMA also
encourages "states to exercise effectively their responsibilities in the coastal zone through the
development and implementation of management programs to achieve wise use ofthe land and water
resources of the coastal zone". In accordance with the CZMA, the State ofNew Jersey has adopted
state laws and regulations, including a Coastal Zone Management Plan, that is administered by the
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP). All actions proposed by federal, state,
and local agencies must be consistent or compatible with the Coastal Zone Management Plan, as
determined by the NJDEP. The NPS has requested concurrence from the NJDEP that the proposed
action is consistent with the New Jersey Coastal Zone Management Plan.
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Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (ESA)(16 USC 1531-1544). The purposes of the ESA
include providing "a means whereby the ecosystems upon which endangered species and threatened
species depend may be conserved". According to the ESA, "all Federal departments and agencies shall
seek to conserve end<mgered species and threatened species" and "[ e ]ach Federal agency shali. .. insure
that any action authorized, funded, or carried out by such agency.. .is not likely to jeopardize the
continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species". The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (non-marine species) and the National Marine Fisheries Service (marine species, including
anadromous fish and marine mammals) administer the ESA. The effects of any agency action that may
affect endangered, tlrreatened, or proposed species must be evaluated in consultation with either the
USFWS or NMFS, as appropriate. Implementing regulations which describe procedures for
interagency cooperation to determine the effects of actions on endangered, threatened, or proposed
species are contained in 50 CFR 402.
Cultural Resources Regulations and Policies. The National Park Service is mandated to preserve
and protect its cultural resources through the Organic Act of 1916 (USC title 16) and such speciftc
legislation as the Antiquities Act of 1906 (1 6 USC 431 ), the National Historic Preservation Act of
1966, as amended (16 USC 470), the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 USC
4321 ,4331 ,4332), the Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (16 USC 4 70), and the Native
American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (25 USC 3001). In addition, the
management of cultural resources is guided by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation's
implementing regulations regarding "Protection of Historic Properties "((36 CFR SOO),the Secretary of
the Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (J 995)and Guidelines for the
Treatment of Cultural Landscapes ( 1996), Chapter V of the National Park Service's Management
Policies (1988), and the National Park Service's Cultural Resources Management Guideline (D028,1998).
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act requires that federal agencies having direct or
indirect jurisdiction over undertakings consider the effect ofthose undertakings on resources either
listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. It also requires that the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, state/territorial/tribal historic preservation officer(s), and
other concerned parties be provided an opportunity to comment.
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