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August 30,2002 

To Whom It May Concern: 

The National Ocean Service (NOS), within the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) and U.S. Department of Commerce, proposes to add to and 
upgrade existing facilities at its Coastal Services Center (CSC) located in North Charleston, 
South Carolina. The proposed action primarily involves the construction of two new 
structures, providing an additional 2 1,500 gross square feet for office and other workspace 
used for data management. information dissemination and staff training activities, The 
proposed two-story structures, adjacent to existing facilities within 6.6-acres at 2234 Hobson 
Avenue, would enable CSC program activities to grow or be added at this NOAA property. 

NOAA has prepared the enclosed Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
conformance with requirements for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). The Draft EA analyzes the potential for significant environmental impacts to 
occur to the human environment due to implementation of the proposed action. -1'his 
Draft EA is being distributed to you and other interested members of the public and 
government agencies for review and comment. Please provide written comments during the 
30-day review period ending October 4,2002. NOAA will then prepare a Final EA 
addressing substantive comments prior to making its decision whether to proceed with the 
preferred action as proposed. NOAA will not implement its preferred action until the NEPA 
review process has been completed. 

Please send written comments postmarked on or prior to October 4,2002, to NOAA's 
designated NEPA coordinator at the following address: 

Ms. Caren Wilhoit 
SRI International, (3-23 1 
333 Ravenswood Avenue 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Thank you for your participation in this review process. 

Sincerely, \ 

s3 A. Chamberlain 
Senior Environmental Consultant 
Envirotechnical Program 

SRI International 
333 Ravenswoad A v e n u e  Menlo Park  CA 9 4 0 2 5 .  6 5 U  859 2000 



SUMMARY 

Background and Purpose 

The National Ocean Service (NOS), a part of the National Oceanic and Atmosphenc 
Administration (NOAA), is responsible for protecting and managing the United States' (U.S.) 
coastal resources. NOS operates the Coastal Services Center (CSC) to provide information, 
technology, and training to the nation's coastal resource managers. The CSC consists of two 
principle structures used for administrative, data management, and training functions. CSC 
facilities are located within 6.57 acres at the former Charleston Naval Shipyard (Shipyard), part 
of the former Naval Base Charleston, in the city of North Charleston, South Carolina. Due to 
anticipated growth in staff and program capabilities, NOAA proposes to construct two building 
additions adjacent to its existing CSC buildings. This would entail modification to existing CSC 
facilities and on-site infrastructure. 

NOAA has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) document in conformance with 
requirements for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and NOAA 
Administrative Order 2 16-6, El?vironmental Review Procedures for lrnplernenting the National 
Environmerztal Policv Act. This EA analyzes the potential for significant environmental impacts 
to occur to the human environment as a result of the preferred action and the no-action 
alternative. The Draft EA has been distributed to interested members of the public and 
government agencies for review and comment. NOAA will accept wntten comments during a 

30-day comment period beginning September 3, 2002, and ending October 4, 2002. NOAA will 
evaluate all comments received during the comment period and prepare a Final EA. From this 
information, NOAA wil I determine whether a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 1s 
warranted or an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should be prepared. NOAA will not 
initiate the proposed action or any alternative action until the environmental review process has 
been completed. 

Description of Proposed and Alternative Actions 

The preferred action involves the modification of existing CSC facilities and the addition of 
two office buildings all within 6.57 acres of property owned by NOAA. The property was 
obtained by NOAA from the U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy) in 1994. It contains two 
pnnciple structures: the Reserve Training Center, Building 1 (Building RTC-1) and Building 2. 
or the NOAA Port Services Building (formerly Building 200). Under the proposed action, 
NOAA would: 

Construct a 5,900 gross square foot (sq ft) two-story addition to Building RTC-I 
(Addition A). 



Construct a 14,690 gross sq ft two-story addition connecting Building RTC-I and 
Building 2 (Addition B). 

Construct 956 gross sq ft of new stairs and loading dock space. 

Remodel portions of Building RTC-I and Building 2, particularly in areas connecting 
existing and proposed structures via hallways. 

Reconfigure the CSC access driveway, parking area, and landscaping. 

Add a stormwater retention area and direct all roof gutters to existing and proposed yard 
drains. 

Extend or reroute uti l i ty infrastructure within the property. 

Under a separate action by NOAA, two abandoned towers near Building 2 wiil be removed 
for safety reasons. 

The proposed development will strive to meet certification of compliance standards under 
the U.S. Green Building Council's program: Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
(LEED). LEED is a voluntary building rating system that evaluates environmental and energy 
performance over the building's lifecycle. To the maximum extent possible, "green building" 
techniques associated with LEED certification would be incorporated into design, construction. 
and maintenance for the proposed action. 

The current semicircular access driveway serving Building 2 would be removed and 
replaced with vegetation and parking spaces. A paved access driveway for staff parking and 
service vehicles would be added in place of pavement and the landscaped area at the east 
perimeter of the site. Partial 01. complete removal of concrete blocks formerly supporting an 
aboveground steam pipeline along the shoreline and at Pier Romeo is proposed. 

NOAA obtained the property from the Navy under a base realignment and closure (BRAC) 
program initiated under the Base Closure and Realignment Act (BCRA) of 1988 and associated 
regulation. The BRAC program requires the Navy to identify and mitigate for any unknown, 
preexisting contamination from hazardous materials or petroleum products. The Navy plans to 
remove several monitoring and reference wells established on site pursuant to the BRAC 
program. This removal is expected to occur by the end of 2002. Separately, either the Navy or 
NOAA will remove an oillwater separator at Building 2 that was installed by the Navy. 

In addition to the proposed action, reasonable alternative actions considered were: 
construction of additions northeast and northwest of Building RTC-1 and acquiring or sharing 
existing facilities near the CSC. These alternatives would not be effective in meeting NOAA's 
goal for space efficiency and collaboration among various organizations at the CSC and were 
eliminated from consideration. NOAA also considered the alternative of taking no action, in 
which no change to existing facilities would occur. Facility capacity needs and functional 
efficiency would not be met; hence, the no-action alternative 1s not preferred. 



Environmental Consequences and Mitigation 

The proposed action would not result in significant impacts to the existing human 
environment. All related activities would occur in a partially developed NOAA parcel. No 
effect to existing on-site or adjacent land uses would occur. As stipulated under the Public 
Buildings Amendments of 1988, Public Law 100-678, NOAA would provide building plans to 
local planning agencies for a 30-day courtesy review and allow normal inspections during the 
construction period. A maritime cargo loading and transfer terminal has been proposed for the 
area surrounding the CSC. This major industrial development, if undertaken, has the potential to 
adversely affect existing and future land use compatibility with the CSC and other tenants and 
landowners. 

Charleston County is classified as "in attainment" or unclassifiable for all National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria pollutants under the federal Clean Air Act (CAA). 
The CSC is a permitted minor source of air pollution. The amount of vehicle traffic, energy 
consumption, and emissions of air pollutants generated by the CSC due to the proposed action 
would increase slightly in the short term; these effects would not be significant. Construction 
activities may generate dust, which would be controlled through the application of standard 
suppression measures such as periodic watering. 

Commercial utility services currently provided to the CSC, such as water, wastewater 
disposal, electricity, and heating systems would be adequate. New and relocated existing chiller 
units would be added on-site. No change in off-site utility infrastructure is proposed, only the 
extension of on-site services. No changes to public roads are proposed. Noise emissions during 
the construction and operation of the proposed facilities would not be significant. Due to the 
architectural similarities between proposed and existing structures, they would appear as part of 
the same development. While the CSC property contains structures originally built over 50 years 
ago, each building has been significantly renovated in the last 8 years. Based on prior cultural 
resource inventories, i t  has been determined that no structures on or eligible for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) are present. The potential for finding previously 
undiscovered archaeological resources is low. No effects to historic structures or archaeological 
resources would result from the proposed action. The South Carolina State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) concurs with this opinion. Also, no recreational opportunities, such as public 
recreation areas, parks. or hunting and fishing areas, would be affected. 

The project site and surrounding area has a similar percentage of minorities and a higher per 
capita income relative to Charleston County as a whole. Disproportionately high and adverse 
environmental effects on minority or low-income communities would not result due to the 
proposed action. Construction expenditures by NOAA would represent a modest, beneficial 
effect. Overall socioeconomic impacts would not be significant. 

The proposed action would not adversely affect sensitive ecological or natural resources. 
Soils dredged from the Cooper River were deposited and graded for urban development at and 

near the site in the 1940s. No wetlands or habitat critical to protected flora and fauna would be 



affected. Small areas of mowed lawn and clusters of landscaped trees and shrubs would be 
displaced. About 2 acres of impervious surface are present within the 6.57-acre site. The 
proposed action would not result in significant net change in impervious surfaces. Adjacent to 
the Clouter Creek Reach of the Cooper River, the CSC property and adjacent waterfront contain 
several active piers and a major shipping channel, none of which would be affected by the 
proposed action. NOAA's Pier Romeo or tidal and submerged land below the mean high water 
line adjacent to the CSC would not be altered. Designated wild and scenic rivers would not be 
affected. 

The CSC and the majority of the Shipyard are within flood Zone AE, where the 100-year 
floodplain has been determined to reach 12 feet (ft) National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD). 
The ground elevation at the proposed building location ranges between 5 ft and 9 ft NGVD. The 
proposed additions would be constructed with finished floor elevation of 10 ft NGVD, below the 
100-year floodplain. Since no alternative location outside of the 100-year floodplain is feasible, 
proposed structures will either be flood-proofed or raised above the 100-year floodplain 
elevation. The proposed project is within the South Carolina Coastal Zone Management (CZM), 
and would not have a significant adverse effect on coastal resources such as bay or river waters, 
tidelands, or beachldune systems. The proposed action would be consistent with state and 
regional CZM policies. Conditional concurrence with this determination has been received from 
the South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control (:SCDHEC), Office of 
Ocean and Coastal Resource Management (OCRM). 

A National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for discharge of storm 
runoff water from a construction site would be required. However, a Stormwater Management 
and Sediment Reduction Act permit from the OCRM, the federally approved NPDES permitting 
authority for the project area, would be sufficient. A new stomwater retention area is proposed 
to regulate runoff and reduce effects to water quality. No significant impact to water quality 
would result from the proposed action. 

The Navy retains liability for subsurface contamination that may be present prior to 
NOAA's acquisition of the project area. Several Navy studies have indicated that limited 
subsurface contamination was present on site; however, no indication of statistically significant 
contaminant levels have been found. Completion of the Navy's obligation for examination and 
removal of subsurface contamination at the CSC is expected by December 2002. Lead-based 
paints or asbestos-containing materials (ACM) have been identified in CSC buildings. All 
federal, state, and local standards regulating the reporting and handling of hazardous wastes 
would be followed. 

The no-action alternative would result in no change to the existing environment, except that 
two towers currently at the CSC would be removed. Erosion occurring beneath existing 
structures and the potential for flood damage during severe weather would remain unchanged. 



Findings 

Implementation of the proposed action or no-action alternative would not result in 
significant individual or cumulative environmental effects. Preparation of a FONSI is warranted 
for either the proposed action or the no-action alternative. 

vii 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The National Ocean Service (NOS) is part of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) within the U.S. Department of Commerce. NOS operates the Coastal 
Services Center (CSC) located in the city of North Charleston, South Carolina. The CSC 
mission is to "foster and sustain the environmental, social, and economic well being of the coast 
by linking people, information, and technology." NOAA and NOS have determined its existing 
CSC facilities wilt not meet anticipated staff and equipment needs. To continue to meet its 
mission, NOAA proposes to construct two buildings to be connected to existing CSC structures 
within its 6.57-acre property. The proposed action also would include reconfiguration of 
landscaping, utility infrastructure, and vehicle access and parking within the property. The 
proposed action is scheduled to commence in fiscal year 2003 and end in fiscal year 2005. 

This Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared in conformance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and NOAA Administrative Order 216-6, 
Envirorznzental Rcvirtt, Procrdzlres,for Implen~eizting t h ~  National Emir-o~lmental Policv Act 

(amended May 20. 1999). This EA analyzes the potential for the proposed action to result in 
significant impacts to the human environment. The no-action alternative is also analyzed. 

Written comments on the content of the Draft EA are being sought from government 
agencies, organizations. and the public during a 30-day period beginning September 3.2002, and 
ending Octoher- 4. 2002. '4 F~nal EA, considering the written comments ~cceived by NOAA, will 

he prepared. Subsequently, NOAA wilt make a determination whether to issue a Finding of No 
Significant Impact (FONSI) and implement the proposed action or prepare an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS ). 

Written commcnts on the Draft EA should be sent to: 

Ms. Caren Wilhoit 
SRI International, G-23 1 

333 Ravenswood Avenue 
Mcnlo Park. CA 94025-3493 
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2 PURPOSEANDNEED 

NOS is responsible for the protection and management of the United States (U.S.) coastal 
resources and ecological health. The CSC provides the nation's coastal resource managers with 
supporting information, technology, and training. It is staffed by various branches of NOAA and 
other federal agencies and non-government entities that require the dissemination of information, 
services, and technology to its constituents. The CSC partners include NOS; National Marine 
Fisheries Service; National Weather Service; National Environmental Satellite, Data, and 
Information Service; Oceanic and Atmospheric Research; and the NOAA Office of Marine and 
Aviation Operations (OMAO) (formerly known as NOAA Corps); U.S. Department of 
Agriculture; U.S. Geological Survey (USGS); the Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA); National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA); state entities; and 
universities. The CSC is a partner in over 100 ongoing projects concerning site-specific coastal 
issues. The CSC also issues a bimonthly publication titled Coastal Services. 

The CSC consists of 49,000 gross sq ft of office and administrative space in renovated 
structures obtained from the U.S. Department of the Navy (Navy). Since originally established 
in the city of North Charleston as the Center for Coastal Ecosystem Health in 1994, program and 
support staff at the CSC have grown at an average rate of just over 20 full-time equivalent 
positions each year. Space for additional growth for new staff and programs is no longer 
sufficient at the CSC. To meet the needs of the coastal resource management community, 
NOAA will need to increase its net square feet (sq ft)  by over 30 percent. The proposed increase 
in building space would provide sufficient work areas for existing and future employees, and 
would facilitate growth in existing or added programs and training opportunities. 
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3 PROPOSED ACTION 

NOAA proposes to modify existing CSC facilities and add two new buildings at its property 
located at 2234 South Hobson Avenue, North Charleston, South Carolina (see Figures l(a) 
and l(b)). The proposed action would add 21,546 gross sq ft adjacent to NOAA's two 
existing two-story buildings, which have a combined area of 48,975 gross sq ft. Both the 
existing and proposed facilities would remain within a 6.57-acre NOAA parcel adjacent to the 
Cooper River. The geographic coordinates of the CSC are latitude 32' 50' 58.9" North and 
longitude 79" 56' 33.0" West (North American Datum of 1983). Figure 2 is an aerial photograph 
of the NOAA property and surrounding areas. 

NOAA acquired the subject property in 1994 from the Navy under the Base Closure and 
Realignment Act (BCRA) of 1990. The Navy also transferred the following structures to NOAA 
ownership: Reserve Training Center, Building 1 (RTC-I); Building 2 (formerly Building 200); 
Pier Romeo (formerly Berthing Pier R or Facility 330); Reserve Training Center, Building 4 
(RTC-4) (two structures); Building 1874; Tower 685; a watchtower connected to Building 2; 
Building X-30-A; and s~~pporting infrastructure. 

Since 1994, NOS has renovated or removed most of these originaI facilities. Buildings 
RTC-1 and 2 were renovated and expanded. Building RTC-1 was expanded to 38,675 sq ft. 
Building 2 is a 10,300 sq ft two-story building located 73 ft east of Building RTC-1. The two 
original RTC-4 buildings and Building 1874 were removed and replaced with landscaping. 
Added facilities cu~~en t ly  include an office trailer, Building 1874 (a storage shed), a new 
building known as RTC-4, and a picnic area shelter. Utility infrastructure was also added or 
improved. Pier Romeo was assigned to the Marine Operations Center, Atlantic, of the NOAA 
OMAO, and the remaining structures were assigned to NOS. Figure 3 is a land survey of 
existing facilities at the CSC. 

The proposed action would: 

Construct a 5,900 gross sq ft two-story addition to Building RTC- 1 (Addition A). 

Construct a 14,690 gross sq ft two-story addition connecting Building RTC- 1 and 
Building 2 (Addition B). 

Construct 956 gross sq ft of new stairway and loading dock space. 

Remodel portions of Building RTC-1 and Building 2, particularly in areas connecting 
existing and proposed structures via hallways. 

Reconfigure the CSC access driveway, parking area, and landscaping. 
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Add a stormwater retention area and direct all roof gutters to existing and proposed yard 

drains. 

Extend utility infrastructure within the property. 

The proposed action will not affect Pier Romeo, nor will it directly affect land beyond the 
summit of the shoreline, or tidal and submerged land below the mean high water line. 

The proposed action would expand total CSC staffing capacity to at least 175 full-time 
equivalent staff. The proposed structures would add 15,800 net sq ft of space for offices, 
common area, training area, loading dock, and storage. About 2,100 sq ft of Building RTC-I 
would be renovated (U.S. Department of Commerce [DOC], 2002b). Figure 4 is a site plan 
showing both existing and proposed facilities. Addition A would replace about 10,300 sq ft of 
grass and landscaped vegetation. Addition B would replace pavement and a small area of 
landscaped vegetation. Landscaping would be added to areas currently used for access parking 
and walkways. Figures 5(a), 5(b), 5(c), and 5(d) are site photographs of existing conditions. The 
proposed site plan is depicted in Figure 6. Additional photographs are provided in Appendix A. 

The proposed structures would be slmilar in style and appearance to Building RTC-I, with 
sloped roofs and stucco and brick extenors. Exterior materials of Building 2 also would be 
replaced with stucco and brick. Figures A-l(a) and A-l(b) in Appendix A show the architectural 
style of these buildings. Figure 7 provides vanous elevations and perspectives of the existing 
and proposed buildings. 

The CSC access and adjacent asphalt areas drive would be reconfigured for efficiency to 
provide more parking and an aesthetically pleasing pedestrian access. The current semicircular 
access drive serving Building 2 would be replaced with landscaping and parking (see 
Figure A-lfc)  in Appendix A). Access along the south and east sides of Building 2 would be 
reconfigured. The planned access drive would replace Tower 685 and the Building 2 
watchtower (to be removed under a separate action), a parking area, and vegetation at the east 
edge of the NOS property (see Figures A-l(d) through A-l(g) in Appendix A). No change in 
utilities infrastructure is proposed except for the extension of utility lines on site. 

To  prevent erosion near foundations caused by stormwater runoff, gutters would be added to 
Building RTC-I, Building 2, and on the proposed structures. Overall, roughly 83,500 sq ft of 
impervious surfaces are present within the 6.57-acre property. This would decrease to 
72,648 sq ft after implementation of the preferred action. 

Remnant infrastructure at the CSC formerly used by the Navy includes several pairs of 
concrete posts that had supported a stearn pipeline located near the shore. NOAA would remove 
all or portions of the remaining concrete posts. Figure A- 1 (h) in Appendix A is a photograph of 
the shoreline and several concrete posts. 
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The base realignment and closure (BRAC) program requires the Navy to identify and 
remediate unknown, preexisting contamination from hazardous materials or petroleum products. 
The Navy installed several monitoring and reference wells on site to determine whether 
surrounding soils are contaminated with petroleum products or other hazardous material, and an 
oil/water separator was installed at Building 2. The Navy plans to remove the monitoring and 
reference wells by December 2002, and either the Navy or NOAA plan to remove the oil/water 
separator near Building 2. 

NOAA may seek certification of compliance under the U.S. Green Building Council's 
program: Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED). LEED is a voluntary 
building rating system that evaluates environmental and energy performance over the building's 
lifecycle. Certification is earned by incorporating design plans that meet sustainable siting, 
water efficiency, energy effic~ency, utilization of recycled/renewable materials and resources, 
and indoor environmental quality criteria. T o  the maximum extent possible. the "green building" 
techniques under LEED would be incorporated into the CSC addition designs, construction, and 
maintenance. 

Under a separate action, NOAA will remove Tower 685 and the watchtower at Building 2. 
which were installed by the Navy in 1954 and 1980, respectively, for safety reasons. Tower 685 
has the potential to fall during extreme storm events. Neither structure has a current function, 
except that the watchtower provides an emergency stairwell for the second story of Building 2. 

A new stairwell would hc Installed in place of the watchtower stairwell. That action would occur 
as a Categorical Exctusion (CATEX) prior to implementation of the proposed action described in 
this EA. 
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4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

In addition to the preferred action, NOAA also considered alternative building designs 
within its property, the use of other existing facilities near its property, and the alternative of 
taking no action. These alternatives are described below. 

4.1 Alternative Building Designs 

In addition to the design as described in Section 3, Proposed Action, NOAA considered two 
other designs. One design involved installing a square, two-story building at the northwest 
corner of Building RTC-I. The second design placed a new building on the northeast comer of 
Building RTC-1. 

NOAA also considered constructing a third story on one or both of the existing two-story 
structures. That design would entail significant structural modification to Building RTC-1 and 
Building 2, which were originally constructed in 1944 and 1954, respectively, and were not 
designed to accommodate a third story. It would be difficult to ensure structural soundness of 
these buildings with a third story within a reasonable cost. That action also would cause 
temporary disruption of a large portion of CSC activities. 

The design alternatives described above were less efficient and cost-effective than the 
proposed action. 

For the aforementioned reasons, actions proposing the alternative designs were eliminated 
from consideration. 

4.2 Use of Other Facilities 

Under the alternative of using other facilities, NOAA would use an existing vacant structure 
near the CSC. This would entail leasing property from the Navy or the Charleston Naval 
Complex Redevelopment Authority (RDA), or sharing space with existing landowners or 
tenants. All locations within a reasonable distance to the CSC for the purpose of staff 
collaboration and functional efficiency are inside the 100-year floodplain. 

The CSC is within a portion of the Charleston Naval Shipyard (Shipyard) that is moderately 
developed with facilities generally constructed in the first half of the twentieth century. Nearby 
buildings are used for administration, ship berthing, ship maintenance, housing, and training. 
These facilities are either already in use, are structurally inadequate, or lack sufficient size or 
proximity to meet the needs of NOAA at the CSC. Nearby federal and state tenants have their 
own growth plans, and there IS a lack of usable space at these properties for additional staff, 
storage, and parking. NOAA staff at a distant satellite facility would not have direct access to 



CSC resources. Significant infrastructure improvements at satellite facilities likely would be 
required. 

NOAA eliminated this alternative from consideration due to the lack of space available in 
the immediate vicinity and inefficiency associated with locating staff at a satellite facility. 

4.3 No-action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, NOAA would not modify or add to its existing facilities. 
Improvements in operational and functional efficiency would not be achieved. The CSC would 
forego opportunities to participate in future cooperative programs and opportunities. Takjng no 
action would restrict the number of critical programs supported by the CSC. The no-action 
alternative could adversely affect the ability of the CSC to fulfill its mission in the near future. 
For these reasons, the no-action alternative was rejected. 



5 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

5.1 Land Use 

5.1.1 Existing Environment 

The NOS property is zoned as Heavy Industrial Use (M-2), by the city of North Charleston 
(Gore, 2002). The purpose of the M-2 zoning district is to provide for commercial, 
manufacturing, storage, and transportation-related activities and facilities such as railroad yards 
and docks. Container storage facilities are also permitted, subject to review and approval by the 
city council. The minimum lot size in the M-2 zone is 5 acres and the minimum setback is 
50 feet (ft), per Section 6-4 of the Zoning Ordinance of the City of North Charleston (City of 
North Charleston, 1984). 

According to the Charleston Naval Complex RDA's Preliminary Zoning Map dated 
June 1, 1999, the immediate area would be zoned as General Business District (B-2), for future 
commercial development (Faul k ,  2000: Harrel I, 2002). 

The CSC is located within the southern portion of the 505-acre Shipyard, which was 
established as a component of Naval Base Charleston in 1901 for building and repairing Navy 
ships, and was developed with industrial. warehousing, administrative, housing, docking, 
dry-docking, recreational, and waste-handling facilities. The Shipyard currently provides 
shipyard and industrial facilities to commercial and government entities. While portions of the 
Shipyard have been abandoned or structures removed, many of the Navy's former 
administrative, training, ship berthing. and marina facilities remain. 

In 1993, over 2,800 acres of the Sreater Naval Base Charleston, including the entire 
Shipyard, was determined to be surplus and made available for redevelopment (US .  Department 
of the Navy, 2002). Under the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (DBCRA), 
the Navy adopted a BRAC plan that directs conveyance and redevelopment of Navy property, 
and said redevelopment is ongoing. The Navy's proposed redevelopment plan and its potential 
impacts are described in the Fir~cil E~z~~irorzrr~errtal Inrpact Statement (FEIS)for Dispo.sa1 and 
Reuse qf tlzr Ciznrle.stor~ Naval Buse ( U . S .  Department of the Navy, 1995a). The state's 
Charleston Naval Complex RDA is currently tasked with subleasing property still owned by the 
Navy. 'The property is maintained and protected by the Naval Facilities Engineenng Command, 
Southern Division (U.S. Department of Defense [DOD], 1996). 

NOAA acquired its 6.57-acre parcel from the Navy in September 1994 under the Navy's 
BRAC plan (U.S. Department of the Navy,  1995b). Congressional legislation that transferred 
the property to NOAA stipulated that NOAA's ownership may terminate if NOAA ceases to use 
the subject property (see Charleston Naval Complex RDA telephone conversation record in 



Appendix B). The parcel contained Building RTC-1, Building 2, Pier Romeo, two towers, and 
several lesser structures. NOAA assigned Pier Romeo to the NOAA OMAO, and, the rest of the 
property to NOS for its CSC. The NOS property is adjacent to the Clouter Creek Reach of the 
Cooper River, which contains several active piers and a major shipping channel. Adjacent land 
uses consist of ship berthing and maintenance to the north, a satellite training facility to the east, 
an administrative and dormitory building to the south, and a parking area to the west. Nearby 
tenants consist of federal and state entities such as the U.S. Border Patrol, the 
Americorps/National Civilian Conservation Corps, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), and the State 
Department. 

The Navy's proposed redevelopment plan was established in the Charleston Naval Complex 

Reuse Plan (Trident's BEST Committee, 1994), and later amended in the FEIS (U.S. Department 
of the Navy, 1995a). The Preferred Redevelopment Plan set forth therein proposes utilization of 
Naval Base Charleston as a pnvate shipyard. A 363-acre maritime cargo terminal would be 
established at and around the NOS property, and an integrated intermodal rail yard, maritime 
industrial park, office facilities, and active recreational areas would be located nearby (Trident's 
BEST Committee, 1994). Following public review of the Preferred Redevelopment Plan, a 
Contingent Redevelopment Plan was identified, which does not consider the maritime cargo 
terminal or intermodal rail yard, but allows for continuation of certain existing land uses and for 
existing tenants, such as NOAA, to remain at their present location. Both Plans were adopted by 
the RDA as baselines for guiding redevelopment (DOD, 1996), and are outlined under 
Alternative Reuse Scenario 3 or 3A and 3B in the FETS (U.S. Department of the Navy, 1995a). 

In order to effectuate any redevelopment plan. the lands of the former Naval Base Charleston to 
which the Navy has retained title would be conveyed to the City of North Charleston and to the 
South Carolina State Ports Authority (SPA). 

Conveyance, or transfer of title, of the former Naval Base Charleston is being undertaken in 

discussions between the Navy and the Charleston Naval Complex RDA. 

The SPA recently evaluated the feasibility of using the Shipyard and several other 
prospective sites as a new container storage and transfer facility. South Carolina State Senate 
Bill 926 (2002) authorizes the SPA to begin environmental studies and real estate actions in 
order to site a container storage and transfer facility on the west bank of the Cooper River 
(Office of Legislative Printing, Information and Technology Systems [LPITS], 2002b). As a 
result, the SPA was required to evaluate the siting feasibility locations such as the Shipyard. 
Senate Bill 926 intends that the new terminal facilities be completed by the end of 2008. 

Under Section 15 of South Carolina House Bill 4879 (ratified May 28, 2002) and 
subsequent agreements between the City of North Charleston and South Carolina SPA, title to 
the land still owned by the Navy at the Sh~pyal-d n~ill be pol-tioned approximately 1.0 to 
1.25 miles (mi) west-southwest of the CSC. Shipyard land north of that point will be conveyed 
to the City of North Charleston, and Shipyard land south of the road will be conveyed to the 
SPA. All existing leases made by the RDA with existing tenants wlll be honored (Office of 



LPITS, 2002a). The city of North Charleston proposes to use Shipyard property for urban 
remodelization, while the SPA would likely use Shipyard property for a proposed maritime cargo 
terminal as generally outlined in the Preferred Redevelopment Plan. Negotiations to determine 
the precise realignment of the Shipyard are ongoing (see Charleston Naval Complex RDA 
telephone conversation record in Appendix B). 

The construction of breakbulk, roll on-roll off, and container terminals, and dock operations 
at the Shipyard if completed, would dramatically change the complexion of land use around, and 
possibly on, the CSC facilities. In that instance, the existing CSC facilities and the proposed 
expansion may be rendered incompatible with other land uses in the area. 

5.1.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

The proposed action would conform with existing zoning regulations to the maximum 
extent possible. Pursuant to the Public Buildings Amendments of 1988, Public Law 100-678, 
NOAA should provide building plans for the proposed infrastructure improvements to City of 
North Charleston Department of Planning and Management for a 30-day courtesy review. 
NOAA would consider comments from that department when preparing its final architectural 
design plans, and would permit normal inspections by local officials during the conslruction 
period. A building permit from the City of North Charleston Building Inspections Department 
typically is required for non-federal construction, reconstruction, alterations, demolition, or 
relocation of any structure. The federal government cannot be obligated to take any action by 
local officials. 

One of the key strategies of the Cl~crrlesto~~ Naval Conlplex Reuse Plan was to create an 
office complex targeted to federal tenants (Trident's BEST Committee, 1994). Modification and 
expansion of NOAA's existing CSC facilities would be consistent with this plan, as well as the 
Charleston Naval Complex RDA plans to continue redevelopment of this fotmer military 
facility. No impacts to current land use would result from the proposed action. 

The proposed action would occur entirely on the existing federal lands owned and 
administered by NOS and NOAA on a partially developed portion of the CSC property. The 
functions of existing buildings would not change. Implementation of the proposed action would 
support the continued operation of the CSC. Pier Romeo or tidal and submerged land below the 
mean high water line would not be affected. Current and planned operations of the facility 
would not differ in character. The proposed action would not affect adjacent land uses. 

The Farmland Protection Policy Act sets forth federal policies to prevent the unnecessary 
con version of agricultural land to non-agricultural use. The proposed project site is within an 
urbanized area of North Charleston. Soil at the proposed project site is not suited to crop 
production, and the CSC and adjacent land or ut~l~ty/access corridors are not class~fied as prrme 
farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance. 



No change in the nature or type of activities conducted at the CSC would result from the 
proposed action. No significant impacts on existing or planned uses in the vicinity of the NOS 
property would result. 

5.1.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, the proposed facility improvements would not be 
implemented. No effects to land use would result. 

5.1.4 Mitigation 

No mitigation measures are required. As part of its proposed action, NOAA would adhere 
to the Public Buildings Amendments of 1988, Public Law 100-678. For example, building plans 
would be provided to the city of North Charleston Department of Planning and Management for 
a 30-day courtesy review and NOAA would consider those comments when preparing its final 
design plan. 

5.2 Geological Resources 

5.2.1 Affected Environment 

The NOS property is within the South Atlantic Coastal Plain, which is a low-lying coastline 
of submergence. The North Charleston area contains reverse faults that have little to no surface 
indications. Earthquakes having a magnitude greater than 6 on the Richter scale are considered 
to be damaging in the Charleston area, which experienced an earthquake of about Richter 
magnitude 7.6 in 1886. Since 1974. the Charleston ar-ca generally has experienced 
10 earthquakes per year having magnitude 3.8 or less, none of which occurred within 42 mi of 
the NOS property (Charleston Southern University, 2002; USGS, 2001). The Unifornl Buildi~lg 
Code (UBC), prepared by the International Conference of Building Officials (ICBO), identifies 
the NOAA property as within seismic Zone 2A (ICBO, 1997). 

The soil association is defined as man-made land (see soil survey of Charleston County, 
South Carolina, in Appendix B). This is typical of low-lying areas that are filled and developed 
for urban expansion. Topsoils consist of dredged sands, silts, and clays from the Cooper River. 
The original surface soils consist of recent formations of fine-grained marine and riverine 
sediments. About 4 inches of fill are present over loose to firm sands and gray clays having 
varying plasticity. Cooper Marl (also known as [a.k.a.j Ashley Marl), a hard clay unit, is found 
at depths of over 50 f t  below the surface. Santee Limestone extends from the Cooper Marl to 
depths of 250 ft (U.S. Department of the Navy, 1995a; DOC, 2002b). Within the NOS property, 
signs of light erosion are evident at two areas near Building RTC-1 where stormwater runoff is 
directed from the roof to the ground. 

The topography of the upland portions of the Shipyard is generally level and low-lying, with 
elevations of less than 20 ft National Geodetic Vertical Datum (NGVD). The proposed project 
site ranges from about 4 ft above NGVD near the shoreline to about 9 ft  above NGVD along 



South Hobson Avenue. Within the NOS property, groundwater is found at about 3 to 5 ft below 
the surface, depending on the current tide elevation (DOC, 2002b). Open spaces generally 
contain pavement, landscaped vegetation, or ruderal species. The proposed sites of Additions A 
and B are nearly level lands containing lawn and, near the existing buildings, landscaped 
vegetation or asphalt. Within the NOS property, signs of slight to moderate erosion are evident 
near the foundation of Building RTC-I, particularly where stormwater runoff is directed from the 
roof to the ground. 

Charleston County commercially produces or has sources of lime, common clay, and 
construction sand and gravel (USGS, 2000). According to the USGS Mineral Resource Data 
System, an active lime plant is located 1.3 mi south white the nearest commercial source of 
mineral resources is a sand pit located 2.3 mi southwest (USGS, 1998). No significant sources 
of commercial-grade mineral resources arc present at or near the project area. 

5.2.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

The proposed action would occur within a developed area adjacent to existing CSC 
buildings. Up to 1 acre of land would be cleared of vegetation or pavement during site 
preparation for the new additions, parking, and landscaping. This would temporanl y expose 
soils to erosion due to wind and water actlon. 

The footprint for Addition B contains 2 inches of asphalt concrete over 8 inches of stabilized 
aggregate base. Due to the soft, loose soi Is found on site. the proposed buildings would be 
supported by a reinforced slab foiindarion on concrete piles. The soft clays found on site have 
the potential for large strain consol~dation settlement; thus. f i l l  material should have a th~ckness 
of less than f f t  (DOC, 2002b). The high groundwater table may impact excavation of utility 
lines and buildins foundations. Work should be performed during a period of dry weather to the 
maximum extent possible so as to avoid deterioration to exposed subgrade (DOC, 2002b). 

To minimize the potentla1 for soil erosion, short- and long-term erosion control measures 
would be implemented, potentially including the placement of temporary sediment filters around 
all drainage inlets and temporary silt fences at the boundaries of the construction site adjacent to 
the Cooper River to retain soil. The filters and silt fences would remain in place through the 
construction period and cleaned a minimum of once every two weeks. A construction entrance 
also would be constructed and maintained to limit the amount of dirt and debris from entering 
onto public roadways by construction vehicles. After construction is complete, disturbed areas 
would be covered by structures or vegetated. Stormwater would be diverted away from 
foundations into established drainages leading to the Cooper River. The potential for long-term 
soil erosion would not be significant. 

Mineral extraction at the proposed NOAA site is improbable due to the lack of resources. 
Implementation of the proposed action would not affect access to mineral resources. 

Effects on geologic mineral resources would not be significant. 



5.2.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, no new construction or demolition activities would be 
undertaken, and no effects on geology, soils, or mineral resources would result. 

5.2.4 Mitigation 

To minimize the potential for erosion, standard control measures would be implemented at 
and adjacent to areas of soil disturbance (i.e., areas cleared of vegetation, pavement, or 
foundations). Those measures include placement of filters around all drainage inlets, temporary 
silt fences at the boundaries of cleared areas to retain soil, and periodic sprinkling of bare soil 
with water to reduce dust generation. 

5.3 Water Resources 

5.3.1 Affected Environment 

The Charleston area climate is temperate with a maritime influence from the Atlantic Ocean. 
The average annual precipitation is 46.4 inches and rainfall may occur during all months. While 
the majority (41 percent) of precipitation occurs in the summer as showers and thunderstorms, 
local storms are concentrated in the spring. The area is characterized with relatively moderate 
winters and hot, humid summers. This area is subject to influences from tropical storms and 
hurricane winds and tidal surge. Local climatological data for Charleston, South Carolina, is 
presented in Appendix B. 

The CSC is ad-jacent to the Coopei- River. The waterfront consists of piers that are active! y 

used for ship berthing and maintenance. and upland development associated with a shipyard and 
industrial complex. The Cooper River drains into the Charleston Harbor Estuary at a point about 
3 mi south. This area contains tidal salt water subect  to semidiurnal tides with a mean tidal 

range of about 5.3 ft and a maximum tidal range of 7.08 ft (NOAA, 2000). Near the NOS 
property, the Cooper River reaches depths of 13 ft to 1 ft below the mean lower low water 
(MLLW) line (DOC, 2002b). No surface water is retained upland from the shoreline to the 
Cooper River. The next nearest body of surface water is a tributary tidal creek called Shipyard 
Creek, which is located roughly 0.4 mi west of the NOS property. The water quality of Cooper 
River generally is considered good although wasteload assimilation, nonpoint source runoff 
impacts, and toxic pollutants are ongoing concerns (South Carolina Department of Health and 
Environmental Control [SCDHEC], 2002). 

Cooper Marl, which is found at depths of about 50 ft to 270 ft  below the surface, acts as a 

confining layer above Santee Limestone formations, an aquifer for regional groundwater over 
300 ft below 0 ft NGVD. This aquifer would not be affected by the proposed action. The soils 
on site consist of poorly graded sands over high plastic gray clays; the latter probably serves as a 
local confining layer (SEC Donohue, Inc., 1993; U.S. Department of the Navy, 1995a). A 
shallow groundwater table at depths of less than 60 ft and above Cooper Marl at the NOS 



property flows northward toward Cooper River (see corrective measures study [CMS] excerpt in 
Appendix B; SEC Donohue, Inc., 1993). 

The Navy installed monitonng wells to depths of 15 ft and 18 ft at the NOS property to 
monitor for fuel and hydraulic oils after removal of underground storage tanks (USTs) in the 
shallow groundwater. Samples of groundwater obtained from those wells were tested and 
indicated very little to no contamination (SEC Donohue, Inc., 1993; U.S. Department of the 
Navy, 1999; see CMS excerpt in Appendix B). 

Within the NOS property, groundwater is found at 3 ft to 5 ft below the ground surface, 
depending on the current tide elevation (DOC, 2002b). About 1.92 acres of the NOS property, or 
about 29 percent of its total area, is characterized as impervious surface. Open spaces generally 
contain pavement, landscaped vegetation, or ruderal species. The proposed sites for Addition A 
and Addition B are nearly level land containing lawn, asphalt surfaces, and, near the existing 
buildings, landscaped vegetation. Stormwater runoff not absorbed within the NOS property is 
directed into the Cooper River via an underground stormwater drainage system or direct surface 
flows. 

There are no improvements planned to the subsurface stormwater system serving South 
Hobson Avenue and the CSC (McDonell, 2002). Most of the stormwater conveyances were 
constructed prior to 1975 and inadequately distribute runoff; however, areas at and near the NOS 
property have not been subject to flooding for this reason (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
[USACE], 1999, U.S. Department of the Navy, 1999; DOC, 2002b). 

State regulations governing stormwater management include: Sta11dnrd.s for S toml~wter  

Managenaei~t and Sedinieizt Reclzlctioil (Title 48, Chapter 14 of the Code cf Laws ($South 
Carolina of 1976, as amended) and the Erosioiz atld Sediment Reductiorz Act of 1983 (Title 48, 
Chapter 18 of the Code r ? f ' l n t v . s  of Sozlth Carolirza of'1976, as amended). The South Carnlirzc~ 
Stornlwater Mcrizugenler?t u i ~ d  Sedimeizt Control Hui~dbook for Land Disturbaizce Activities 
guides project proponents through the compliance process (SCDHEC, 1998b). In the city of 
North Charleston, the 1984 Master Draiilage nild Floodplairl Marzagenleilt Plan: 1985-200YCity 
of C/~ar/es toi~,  South Chroliila is used i n  accordance with the state's stormwater management 
program (Mallette, 2002; City of Charleston, 1984). The Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource 
Management (OCRM), within the SCDHEC, administers the stormwater management permitting 
program for counties located w~thin the coastal zone, such as Charleston County. 

5.3.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

Construction of the new additions would create about 0.24 acre of new impervious surfaces 
at the NOS property. However, reconfiguration of paved areas would result in a loss of 0.25 acre 
of impervious surface. The amount of storm runoff from the site would decrease slightly. This 
change would have an insignilicant effect on water quality. Because the proposed project site 1s 
within 0.5 mi from a receiving water body. the OCRM within the SCDHEC would require 
preparation of an approved Erosion Control Plan (ECP). 



New stormwater drop inlets and drainage swales would be established and have similar 
outfalls as the existing stormwater system. Any increases in stormwater runoff would be minor. 
A stormwater retention area would be installed under the proposed action to regulate flows and 
improve the water quality of surface runoff to the Cooper River. 

The total area of construction ground disturbance would be greater than 2 acres; hence, a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit for discharge of stormwater 
runoff from a construction site would be required. The SCDHEC administers the federally 
approved NPDES permitting program for South Carolina. Upon review and approval of the 
Slandard Reporting Application for Construction Sites Disturbing More Than 2 Acres, the 
Charleston OCRM main office, within the SCDHEC, would issue the NPDES permit for the 
proposed action (SCDHEC, 1998a). As mentioned in Section 5.2.4, standard measures would be 
implemented during and after construction to minimize the potential for soil erosion at cleared or 
disturbed areas. These standard measures include Best Management Practices (BMPs) outlined 
in the OCRM's South Carolina Stormwater Management and Sediment Control Handbook for 
Land Disturbance Activities (SCDHEC, 1998b). 

The South Carolina Department of Natural Resources (SCDNR) has reviewed the proposed 
action to evaluate its impact on water quality and other resources of specific concern. They 
concur that the proposed action would "not substantially alter the quality of the natural 
environment" (see SCDNR letter in Appendix B). 

No changes in drainage patterns or the location of drainage channels would result from 
implementation of the proposed action. No significant impacts to water quality and drainage 
would occur. 

5.3.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

Implementation of this alternative would not result in clearing of soil or creation of new 
impervious surfaces. No significant impacts on drainage patterns, runoff flow rates, or the 
quality of surface or ground water would result. 

5.3.4 Mitigation 

A stormwater plan that includes a stormwater BMP facility to remove pollutants from 
entering the Cooper River or offsite storm sewer system would be created and submitted to the 
OCRM. An NPDES permit for discharge of storm runoff water from a construction site would 
be obtained from the OCRM. 

An ECP would be submitted to the OCRM. Standard measures would be implemented 
during and after construction to minimize the potential for soil erosion at cleared or disturbed 
areas. These standard measures include BMPs as outlined in the OCRM's 1998 South Carolina 
Stornzwater Marzagentent urzd Sedinlelzt Control Harzdhook for Land Disturhnrrce Activities. 



5.4 Air Quality 

5.4.1 Affected Environment 

Air quality is analyzed and regulated by federal, state, and regional agencies under the Clean 
Air Act (CAA) of 1970 and the Clean Air Act Amendments (CAAA) of 1977 and 1990. Under 
the CAA, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) promulgated pnmary and secondary 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six "criteria" pollutants: particulate 
matter (PM). nitrogen oxides (NO,), sulfur dioxide (SO2), lead (Pb), ozone (03), and carbon 
monoxide (CO). Following this legislation, the CAAA of 1990 identified certain areas of the 
country as being in non-attainment of the NAAQS. Individual states then were required to 
submit, for federal approval. a State Implementation Plan (SIP). which specifies actions designed 
to bring nonattainment areas into conformity with federal air quality standards. South Carolina's 
federally approved SIP is overseen by the Bureau of Air Quality, within the Office of 
Environmental QuaIi ty Control (EQC), SCDHEC. 

The NOS property is located in Charleston County, which is within the Charleston Intrastate 
Air Quality Control Region. All counties and cities within the Charleston Intrastate Air Quality 
Control Region are in attainment with NAAQS for all criteria pollutants (EPA, 2002). 
Charleston County is designated a Class I area. an area in which maximum allowable increases 
of certain criteria pollutants are at lower levels relative to Class I1 or 111 areas. The area's only 
major pollutant source (emissions greater than 100 tons per year) nearby is the Foster Wheeler 
Resource Recovery Facility (EPA, 1998), 0.4 mi southwest of the NOS propet-ty. Several major 
inacti\*c generators exist southwest of the NOS property (EPA. 200 1).  

The CSC is a permitted minor source of air pollution (EPA, 2001). Air pollution is 
oenernted at the CSC by a natural gas-fired boiler within Buiiding RTC-1 and an emergency i: 

generator immediately north of Building RTC- I. The boiler is rated at 2.1 British thermal units 
per hour (Btulhr) and, based on a review of South Carolina Electric & Gas data for the 
year 2001, emits approximately 0.09 ton of air pollutants per year (Whitsett, 2002). Operation of 
the boiler at the CSC I S  certified until December 2002 under Operating Permit Number 
(No.) 0560-0256. No monitoring or source test schedule was required by the SCDHEC under 
that permit (Richardson, 1998). While Operating Permit No. 0560-0256 requires renewal for 
another five years following the end of 2002, use of the boiler is expected to remain in 
compliance with regulations at South CLIYOL~JZLI Air Q u c i l i ~  Regulations: Regl4latio11 61-62.18: 
Air Pollutior~ Control Re,qulations uud Stur~d~u-ds. 

The existing 150-kilowatt (kW) emergency engine-generator operates during failure of 
primary power and for maintenance purposes. Review of operation logs indicates that the 
engine-generator's total annual hours of operation are less than 250 hours per year 
(Richardson. 1998). Emergency power generators of less than 150 kW, or operating no more 
than 250 hours per year, are exempted from permitting requirements (SCDHEC, 2001b). 



5.4.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

Short-term impacts are those that would occur during site preparation and construction. 
Operation of a haul truck, front loader, backhoe, and crane would occur during varying stages of 
construction. Worker equipment and vehicles would access the project site during the 
construction period, generating a small number of vehicle trips per day. Paints and surface 
coatings would be used, which would emit volatile organic compounds (VOCs) during 
application. Short-term emissions of ozone precursors, VOCs, and NO, would be far below all 
minimum emission threshold levels established by the EPA at 40 Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) 5 1.853(~)(2). 

Site preparation would require removal of some mowed lawns. Removal of vegetation and 
cleanng of paved areas would expose silt soils to wind erosion, potentially generating airborne 
dust. The demolition of walls at Building RTC-1 and Building 2 would generate minor amounts 
of dust emissions. The amount of fugitive dust released from earth moving operations would be 
minimized by use of ground dust-suppression methods, such as daily spnnkling of water on 
exposed soil. Total dust emissions are expected to be negligible. 

Long-term impacts are those that would occur during operation of the proposed facilities. 
When considering added operations resulting from the proposed project, the CSC boiler would 
remain in compliance with SCDHEC air-emission permitting requirements. The emergency 
generator would continue to qualify for exemption from air quality control permits. 

Implementation of the proposed action would not significantly add to existing sources of air 
emissions. The proposed action would be in conformance with the South Carolina SIP. No 
significant effects on air quality would result. 

5.4.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

No impacts on air quality would occur as a result of the no-action alternative. 

5.4.4 Mitigation 

To minimize the amount of dust generated at the NOAA demolition and construction site, 
exposed soil would be sprinkled periodically with water or treated with dust suppressants. 

5.5 Recreational Resources 

5.5.1 Affected Environment 

Except for a picnic area canopy at the CSC, no recreational resources such as publicly 
owned recreation areas, waterfowl or wildlife refuges, or historic sites of national, state, or local 
importance occur at the CSC or adjacent areas. Before its closure in 1996, the Shipyard 
contained a variety of recreational facilities. Former Navy facilities maintained by the city of 
North Charleston for public recreation are located within the Sterret Hall Complex 
(USACE, 19991, which is located about 1 mi northwest of the NOS property. The area is zoned 



M-2, by the city of North Charleston for commercial, manufacturing, storage, and 
transportation-related activities. Adjacent land uses consist of an administrative office and 
industrial facilities. 

The Cooper River is rated by the State of South Carolina as a Class SB water, which is 
suitable for fishing and boating, but not for swimming or the harvesting of oysters, mussels and 
clams (Office of LPITS, 2001). The CSC is located adjacent to a reach of the Cooper River 
containing active piers and a major shipping channel. This reach generally is not available for 
fishing, boating, swimming, or harvesting. No national or state wildlife management areas or 
refuges are located near the Shipyard. The Francis Marion National Forest is located over 8.4 mi 
northeast. The nearest histotic or culturally significant resource listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) is the Florence Crittenton Home, located about 3.3 mi south of the 
CSC (National Park Service [NPS], 2002). 

The National Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S. Codr [USC] Section 1271) and 
amendments preserve free-flowing rivers containing important scenic, recreational, geologic, 
biological, historical, or cultural values. The nearest national wild and scenic nver is an 8.1 mi 
reach of the Chattooga River, located over 230 mi northwest of the city of North Charleston. 

5.5.2 Environmentat Consequences-Proposed Action 

The nearest known public recreational area, the Sterret Hall Complex, would not be directly 
affected. Because the reach of the Cooper River to which the CSC is adjacent generally is 
unavailable and not used for recreational purposes, no impacts to nverine recreation would result 
from implementation ot' the proposed action. 

Due to the distance of the CSC from any designated wild and scenic river, implementation 
of the proposed action would not affect wild and scenic rivers or associated resources. 

The proposed action would not directly or ind~rectly affect publicly owned areas designated 
or used for parks, recreation, wildlife or waterfowl protection, or historic preservation purposes. 

5.5.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

No impacts on recreational resources would occur as a result of the no-action alternative. 

5.5.4 Mitigation 

No mitigation would be required. 

5.6 Cultural Resources 

5.6.1 Affected Environment 

Naval Base Charleston was established along the Cooper and Wando Rivers in the early 
20Ih century and operated by the Navy. During the time periods associated with the World Wars, 



the Shipyard was a key site for building, decommissioning, storing, and overhauling Navy ships 
and submarines. The Navy established drydocks, cranes, waste-handling facilities, and offices 
on undeveloped marshland. Training, hospital, warehousing, housing, and personnel support 
facilities also were developed during major wartime periods. The Shipyard was known for its 
Naval maintenance and nuclear refueling capabilities, and as a major regional employer until its 
closure in 1996; many of the facilities originally constructed remain standing and are used for 
other purposes or are abandoned. 

As part of the BRAC process, surveys were conducted to identify and evaluate for 
potentially significant cultural resources at the Naval Base Charleston, including surveys for 
buried archeological artifacts and potentially historic structures. A site determined to be 
potentially eligible to be listed in the NRHP was discovered about 2 mi northwest of the CSC. 
During this process, the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) determined that other 
developed areas at the Naval Base Charleston have a low potential to contain significant intact 
archaeological deposits (U.S. Department of the Navy, 1995a). The SHPO also determined that 
from over 110 structures, four potentially are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. The nearest 
such resource within the proposed Naval Shipyard Historic District is located about 1,286 ft 
south-southwest of the CSC (U.S. Department of the Navy, 199Sa). Treatment of these 
archaeological and historic resources was outlined in agreements made between the Navy, 
SHPO, and Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) in 1995 (U.S. Department of the 
Navy, 149%). 

NOAA obtained title of a 6.57-acre parcel and structures for the C'SC from the Navy in 
1994. Several sir-uctures within the NOS property were constructed In the 1940s. NOS 

structures at the CSC are listed in  Table 1. 



Table 1 

NOS Structures at the CSC 

Current (Former) FunctionlName Date Constructed 

Building RTC-1 (NOAA Academic General 1943 
Instruction Building) 

Old Building RTC-4 (former structure) 1944 

Paint storage building (Building RTC-4) 1954 

Transformer vault structure (X-30-A) 1944 

Building 2 or NOAA Port Services Building and 
Ship Radar Cal Fac~litynower NOAA 
(Building 200 and watchtower) 

Port Services Storage Building (Building 1874) 1980 

Tower 685 1980 

New Building RTC-4 circa 1980s 

Source: Heames, 2001; U.S. Department of the Navy, 1995b, 1999. 

Status 

Renovated 

Removed 

Removed 

Renovated 

Replaced 

Present 

Present 

The nearest l~sted historic resource is the Florence Crittenton Home. located about 3.3 mi 
south of the CSC (NPS. 2002). 

5.6.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 and amendments 
requires federal agencles to consider the effects of their actions on historic proper-ties and to seek 
comments from the SHPO and as necessary, the ACHP. Section 106 1-egulations are set forth in 
36 CFR 800. In consideration of NOAA's requirements under Section 106 of the NHPA, 
properties listed or eligible for listing on the NRHP at or near the proposed project site were 
identified. 

A direct Area of Potential Effect (APE) would include those structures within the NOS 
property that would be directly impacted and include the following: 

Building RTC- I : constructed in 1943 as the Bachelors Office Quarters for the Naval 
seaplane unit, i t  was converted to the Naval Reserve Readiness Center training facility 

following World War Ii. 

Building 2: constructed in 1954 with concrete roofing and floonng and metal 
watchtower attached, i t  contained offices, a machine shop, and port navigation control for 

the CharIeston Naval Station. 



Since 1992, Building RTC-I and Building 2 were significantly renovated by NOAA 
(U.S. Department of the Navy, 1995b). These renovations include two additions constructed at 
the south and north ends of Building RTC-1 after 1994. 

CSC structures that would not be affected are: 

Port service storage building, a trailer located north of the NOAA Port Services Building. 

Building RTC-4, a 244 sq f t  storage building north of Building RTC- 1. Two original 
RTC-4 buildings constructed in 1944 and 1954 have been removed. 

A transformer vault building (a.k.a. X-30-A), a 252 sq ft  building adjacent to 
Building RTC-4. 

Building 685, a former ship radar calibration facility with a one-story brick shelter and 
adjacent tower. 

Pier Romeo is a NOAA-managed concrete pier constructed in 1947 and improved in 1987 
(U.S. Department of the Navy, 1995b). It would not be affected by the proposed activities. 

There are no places listed on the NRHP within the project's APE. No indirect effects to 
known or potentially eligible historic structures would result. 

The proposed structural additions would be similar in size, architecture, and appearance to 
existing CSC structures. Visual impacts to historic properties would not result. 

According to previous studies, the potential for archaeological resources to be present is low 
(U.S. Department of the Navy, 1995a). This is largely due to substantial disturbance of soils 
from previous construction activities. If previously undiscovered artifacts are uncovered during 
construction activities, const]-uction activities in that area would be suspended and the SHPO 
notified to assess the significance of the find. 

No impact to archaeological resources or historic properties would result from 
implementation of the proposed action. The South Carolina SHPO at the South Carolina 
Archives and History Center concurs with this determination (see South Carolina Archives and 
History Center letter in Appendix B). 

5.6.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, no improvements or demolition activities would occur and 
no effects on cultural or historic properties would result. 

5.6.4 Mitigation 

If previously undiscovered artifacts are uncovered during construction activities. 
construction activities in that area would be suspended and the SHPO notified to assess the 
significance of the find. 



5.7 Biological Resources 

5.7.1 Affected Environment 

The subject site is largely developed. No surface water is retained inland of the high point 
of the Cooper River shoreline. The shoreline is narrow and comprised of stone riprap, small 
areas of vegetation, and pipes. Open upland areas generally contain buildings, pavement, 
landscaped vegetation, or ruderal species. Vegetation within the site consists of mowed lawn, 
and natural and exotic shrubs and trees including saw palmetto (Sabal palmetto), crepe myrtle 
(Lagerstroernia ilzdica), red mulberry (Morus rubra), oak (Quercus ssp.), and magnolia 
(Magnolia ssp.). 

State- and federally protected species that could be present in Charleston County are 
provided in Appendix B. Numerous transient avian species are expected to occur sporadically at 
the site. Osprey (Pandion halietus) and Least tern (Sterna antillerurn) are confirmed residents of 
Naval Base Charleston but do not occur at or near the NOS property. No endangered plant 
species are known or likely to exist within the affected area (U.S. Department of the 
Navy, 1995a). 

The Cooper River drains into the Charleston Harbor Estuary at a point about 3 mi south. 
Tidal creeks in the Charleston Harbor Estuary region are cntical for providing nurseries for 
estuarine-dependent plants and animals, and the Cooper River supports many commercially, 
recreationally, and ecologically important aquatic species (SCDHEC, 2002). The nearest tidal 
creek outlet is where Shipyard Creek discharges into Cooper River at a point 1.3 mi southeast of 
the CSC, and an upper reach of Shipyard Creek is located roughly 0.4 mi west of the site. The 
stretch of the Cooper River adjacent to the NOS property is maintained at depths of 13 to 15 ft 

below MLLW for ship berthing (DOC, 2002a). Shipping channels are maintained within Cooper 
River and Shipyard Creek through dredging. 

5.7.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

Implementation of the proposed action would result in displacement and reconfiguration of 
landscaped vegetation. While construction of the new aisle drive at the south side of Building 2 
was planned so as to retain several large trees, construction of the proposed access road includes 
removal of two red mulberry and four crepe myrtle trees. Construction of Addition A includes 
removal of two birch trees, and planted vegetation immediate1 y adjacent to Building RTC- 1 
(i.e., eight young trees and n row of shrubs). 

The proposed locations of the new additions are nearly level land containing mowed grass 
lawn and near the existing buildings, clusters of planted trees and shrubs. Naturally occumng 
vegetation has been greatly altered by existing land use developments at and near the NOS 
property. Based on the site conditions and the close proximity to existing CSC activities, the 
property has minimal value as wildlrfe habitat. 



No state or federally protected species, candidate species, or species of special concern are 
known to inhabit or use the proposed site. No impact to protected species would result from the 
proposed action. Concurrence with this finding has been received from the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) and SCDNR (see USFWS response and SCDNR letter in 
Appendix B). 

No significant effects on biological resources would result from implementation of the 
proposed action. 

5.7.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

No construction or demolition would occur as a result of the no-action alternative. No 
effects to listed species or critical habitat would result. 

5.7.4 Mitigation 

No mitigation would be required. 

5.8 Floodplains and  Wetlands 

5.8.1 Affected Environment 

Tidal flooding from hurricane and tropical storm surge entering the Cooper River can result 
in temporary flooding at the CSC and adjacent coastal areas. The entire project area is within 
Zone AE, a portion of the 100-year floodplain in which building floor elevations sirbject to 

flooding have been determined (see 1996 FEMA publication in Appendix B). The base flood 
elevation established for the proposed project area is 12 ft NGVD (see 1986 FEMA publ~cation 
in Appendix B). Under Executive Order (E.O.) 1 1988, Floodplain Mu~zagerrlerzt, federal 
structures should not be built within the 100-year floodplain or, if unavoidable, designed or- 
modified to minimize hatm to or within the floodplain (President, 1977a). Methods to minimize 
harm include raising the finished floor elevations of principle structures above the established 
floodplain level or flood-proofing structures. 

A wetland is an ecosystem in which the water table is recurrently at or near the surface and 
in which hydric soils, hydrophilic vegetation, and standing water are present for extended 
periods. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires that federal agencies avoid 
locating facilities in wetlands unless no alternative locations are available (President, 1977b). 
No wetlands are present at or near the proposed sile; all potentially affected areas are categorized 
as uplands (see National Wetlands lnventory [NWI] map in Appendix B). A site survey 
indicated that no previously unidentified federal jurisdictional wetlands are present. The nearest 
known wetland resources are estuarine, subtidal areas of the Cooper River, located adjacent to 
the NOS property. 



5.8.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

The proposed action involves establishing finished floor elevations for new structures at 
10 ft  NGVD, or 2 ft below the established flood level for the 100-year floodplain located at the 
CSC. No reasonable development alternative exists outside the 100-year floodplain. To be 
consistent with policies set forth in E.O. 11990, NOAA would flood-proof the proposed 
structures or elevate structures so that the lowest finished floor elevation is at 13 ft  NGVD, or 
1 ft above the 100-year floodplain. 

The proposed action will not directly affect shoreline, or tidal and submerged land below the 
mean high water line. No construction would occur in wetlands, although demolition and 
construction activities would disturb soils located upland and immediately adjacent to the Cooper 
River. Standard measures would be implemented during and after construction to minimize the 
potential for soil erosion at cleared or disturbed areas. Those measures would include placement 
of filters around drainages, placement of temporary silt fences or hay bales at the boundaries of 
cleared areas to retain soil, and periodic sprinkling of bare soil with water to reduce dust 
emissions. Provided measures to prevent flow of runoff are enacted, no significant effects on 
wetlands would occur as a result of the proposed action. No significant effects to wetlands 
would occur. The proposed action would be consistent with E.O. 11990. 

5.8.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, no construction would occur. No impacts on wetlands 
would result. Under this alternative, no effects on the floodplain would result. Implementation 
of this alternative would be consistent with policies set forth in E.O. 11990. 

5.8.4 Mitigation 

To be consistent with policies set forth in E.O. 11990, NOAA would flood-proof the 
proposed structures or elevate structures so that the lowest finished floor elevation is at 
13 ft NGVD, or 1 ft  above the 100-year floodplain. 

5.9 Coastal Zone Management 

5.9.1 Affected Environment 

The NOS property is adjacent to the Clouter Creek Reach of the Cooper River, and is within 
the state's coastal zone. Under Federal Consistency provisions of the Coastal Zone Management 
Act of 1972, federal activities having the potential to impact South Carolina's coastal resources 
must be consistent, to the maximum extent practicable, with the state's Coastal Zone 
Management (CZM) program. The OCRM issues a coastal zone consistency certification upon 
verification that a federal activity is consistent with CZM policies. 

According to the South Carolina CZM Plan. development within "critical areas" requlres 
review, and may be subject to special permitting requirements by the OCRM. These "critical 



areas," defined as coastal waters, tidelands, and the beachisand dunes system, are defined by the 
OCRM. Clouter Creek Reach is considered a critical area. 

The OCRM also administers the Charleston Harbor Project Special Area Managenlent Plan 
(CHPSAMP), which was established in response to local concerns regarding rapid population 
growth and associated land use changes. The CHPSAMP guides the long-term planning and 
management of areas within the Charleston Harbor Estuary's watershed, which encompasses 
about 2 million acres and includes the Cooper River and NOS property. The CHPSAMP 
contains recommendations regarding water quality, biological habitats, land uses, and cultural 
resources (SCDHEC, 2002). 

5.9.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

The proposed action would be consistent with CZM policies and the CHPSAMP. Proposed 
actions will not affect a critical area, including Pier Romeo or tidal and submerged land below 
the mean high water line. Concurrence with this determination has been received from the 
OCRM. Their concurrence is contingent upon establishing and marking the critical area 
boundary on site plans and construction drawings and avoiding the area during project 
implementation (see SCDHEC letter in Appendix B). 

A Stormwater Management and Sediment Reduction Act permit from the OCRM is 
required, and would be obtalned pnor to implementation of the proposed action. The plan would 
include BMPs to remove project-related pollutants from entering the Cooper River. With the 
possible exceptions of the proposed internal roadway and removal of concrete blocks, 110 

construction activities would occul- ~ i l t h i n  20 ft of the shoreline's summit. 

No significant impacts would occur as a result of the proposed action on resources of the 
coastal zone. 

5.9.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, no construction would be undertaken, and no impacts to the 
coastal zone would result. 

5.9.4 Mitigation 

A Stormwater Management and Sediment Reduction Act permit from the OCRM is required 
prior to the implementation of the proposed action. 

A coastal zone consistency certification from the OCRM is conditioned upon delineating 
adjacent critical areas on construction plans and avoiding those areas during project 
implementation. 



5.10 Noise 

5.1 0.1 Affected Environment 

The CSC is located in a moderately developed area. Nearby sources of noise consist of 
industrial, commercial, and outdoor training land uses, as well as use of vehicles using nearby 
highways and internal roads of the CSC. Noise generated by operation of heating and air 
conditioning equipment, use of power equipment, and occasional aircraft overflights also 
contribute noise. The proposed site is adjacent to a reach of the Cooper River that contains 
several active piers and a major shipping channel. Noises emanating from ships and shipping 
activities are present. 

5.10.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

Construction and demolition of the new additions, existing facilities, and roadway would 
require use of heavy machinery and equipment (e.g., excavators, bulldozers, backhoes, forklifts, 
concrete mixers, compressors. and haul trucks) and hand tools (e.g., hammers, power saws. 
drills, sanders, scrapers, and welding equipment). Use of that equipment and machinery would 
generate intermittent loud noises typical of construction sites. It is expected that the loudest 
noises would result from use of a pile driver, which can generate noise levels of 105 A-weighted 
decibels (dBA) at 50 ft from the noise source (Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, 1971). Equipment 
such as jackhammers and tractors may be used and would generate noise of up to 98 dBA at 50 f t  

(Bolt, Beranek, and Newman, 197 1). Construction and demolition activities would occur 
primarily during normal working hours. but such activities may occur dunng early morning 
hours or at nighttime. Construction and dcrnolition noise impacts would be temporary and 

insignificant. 

Vehicle traffic would increase in the area during the construction and demolition activities, 
but would not be expected to significantly affect traffic noise levels. After construction and 
demolition activities are completed, noise levels would return to current levels. No change in the 
nature or type of activities conducted at the CSC would result from the proposed action. No 
significant long-term increase in noise levels would result. 

5.10.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

Under this alternative, no construction or demolition activity would be undertaken and no 
new noise would be generated. 

5.10.4 Mitigation 

No mitigation would be required. 



5.1 1 Transportation 

5.1 1.1 Affected Environment 

Charleston International Airport provides commercial and military air service for the region. 
Six private airports located throughout the region can accommodate bath corporate and pnvate 
aircraft. Approximately 100 motor camers, Interstate Highways (I) 1-24, 1-95, and 1-524, and 
three railroads serve the region. Federal Highways 52 and 78 are directly west of the Shipyard. 
The Shipyard is accessible via Viaduct Road or McMillan Avenue, which connect to primary 
roadways such as Spruill Street and Meeting Street. South Hobson Avenue is an internal 
Shipyard roadway that provides access to the CSC. It has two travel lanes and is paved. Traffic 
volumes on South Hobson Avenue near the site are relatively low. The access dnves within the 
NOS property are paved and are utilized by staff and visitors of the CSC. A large parking area is 
located west of Building RTC-I. There also are drive aisles with parking spaces at the south side 
of Building RTC-1 and along the west and north sides of Building 2. 

To accommodate shipping traffic, a navigation channel is maintained in the lower Cooper 
River and extends 20 mi upstream from the mouth of the river. It is maintained to depths of over 
40 ft MLLW along much of its length. The NOAA Marine Operations Center, Atlantic, operates 
Pier Romeo for the maintenance of its low draft vessels. Larger, deep draft marine vessels utilize 
a pier located further north. The NOS property contains an upland storage area for 
approximately a dozen boats under 20 ft in length. 

5.1 1.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

During the construction and demolition periods, supply trucks, construction vehicles, and 
workers' vehicles would use South Hobson Avenue and other internal Shipyard roadways to 
access the NOS property. The amount of construction-related traffic generated would vary 
greatly during implementation of the infrastructure improvements. The largest number of 
vehicle trips would be generated during construction of the new additions. Construction debris 
from the demolition activities would be hauled by truck to a local landfill. In total, during this 
period, up to several dozen trips per day would be generated by commute vehicles used by 
construction workers, construction vehicles, trucks delivering supplies and equipment, and trucks 
removing construction debris. However, vehicle trips during the construction period would not 
significantly affect traffic levels on South Hobson Avenue. 

The proposed action would expand capacity for up to an additional 40 persons, bringing the 
total on-site staff to about 175 persons. Access to the CSC would be via the existing drive 
serving Building RTC-1 or to the new proposed roadway to serve Building 2. No changes to 
existing public roads would result. The existing asphalt parking area between Building RTC-1 
and Building 2 would be removed and replaced with Addition B, while the parking area 
immediately east of Building 2 would be replaced with an access road that would connect South 
Hobson Avenue to a loading dock at the north end of Building 2. New parking spaces and a 

sidewalk would be established south of Building 2. 



The proposed action will not affect the piers or their traffic, although the upland OCRM 
storage area would be removed. 

Implementation of the proposed improvements would not significantly affect long-term 
traffic. No adverse effects on operation of local roads would result. 

5.1 1.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

Under the no-action alternative, no changes in existing roads or levels of traffic would 
result, and no impacts to transportation would ensue. 

5.1 1.4 Mitigation 

No mitigation wouid be required. 

5.1 2 Public Utilities 

5.12.1 Affected Environment 

Existing water supply, wastewater treatment, primary and secondary electric, and heating 
systems would accommodate the psoposed increase in staff. The CSC obtains water from the 
Charleston Commissioners of P u b l ~ o  Works. Wastewater is directed to the municipal sanitary 
system: the North Charleston Scwcr District. Electrical and mechanical building systems at 
Building RTC- t are controlled by a central heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) 
system. Electnc service is provided by South Carolina Electric & Gas. A natural gas-fired 
boiler provides heating and is located \\,ithi11 Building RTC- I .  A 150 kW generator provides 
secondary power and is located immcdiatcly north of' Building RTC-I. The emergency 
generators operate infrequently, such as during failure of primary power and during maintenance. 
Telephone service provided by Bell South would be extended a short distance to provide dial-up 
and internet links. 

Physical plant operations at the CSC use an electrical and mechanical building system. The 
CSC contains an uninterruptible power supply (i.e., batteries to provide short-term power) and 
diesel-fueled generators that provide backup electric power during the loss of primary electric 
service and during maintenance activities. A 150 kW engine-generator provides a secondary 
power source and is located immediately north of BuiIding RTC-1 (see Figure 5(a)). The 
emergency generator operates infrequently; review of the operation log indicates a run time of 
less than 250 hours per year (Richardson, 1998). Telephone service is provided by Bell South. 
The city of North Charleston largely derives its water supply from the Edisto River; no potable 
groundwater resources are known to be at or near the proposed project site (SEC Donohue, 
Inc., 1993). Separate fire protection lines and domestic water service systems serve Building 
RTC-1 and Building 2, and connect to water mains at South Hobson Avenue. The Charleston 
Commissioners of Public Works provides. monitors, and maintains water service for the CSC. 
Wastewater is directed to the municipal sanitary sewer system. The new additions would receive 
water and wastewater service via connection to existing utility lines located within the NOS 



property. Employment at the CSC would change by about 50 persons following construction of 
the new additions. The increase in consumption for 60 new persons (assuming a consumption 
rate of 30 gallons per day per person) at the new additions is about 1,800 gallons per day 
(DOC, 2002b). Wastewater is directed to the municipal wastewater treatment system. The 
sanitary sewer system serving the NOS property has the capacity for the increase in demand 
(600,000 gallons per day). No substantial increase in overall water consumption would result. 

5.12.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

Equipment used to construct the new additions and modify existing facilities would 
consume modest amounts of gasoline and diesel for a short period of time. 

The proposed interior improvements (new wall construction) to existing Building RTC- 1 
and Building 2 would not change their size. Two doors would be replaced with permanent walls 
and possible windows. The new additions would add approximately 21,546 gross sq ft to the 
existing Building RTC-I and Building 2. Existing water supply, wastewater treatment, primary 
and secondary electric, and heating systems needed to meet expanded requirements are available 
at the site. 

No new service lines would be connected to the existing water mains at South Hobson 
Avenue. A new sprinkler system connected to the fire service system serving Building RTC-1 
would be installed in the two new additions. All changes to the fire protection lines and 
domestic water service lines would be within the site. The proposed action would entail two new 
service connections to the existing sewer system at the north side of the project area. An existing 
service line located at the footprint of Add~tlon A would be relocated; no  other changes to the 
existing sanitary sewer system lines on and off site would be required (DOC, 2002a). 

The primary power system (2,500-ampere) would continue to be utilized. The 
uninterruptible power supply system and standby diesel generators at the CSC would provide 
standby electric power for the new additions in the case of failure of the primary power source. 
No change in utilities infrastructure is proposed except for the extension of utility lines on site. 
Proposed modifications and expansions to Building RTC-1 and Building 2 would not 
significantly affect an increase in the amount of operational energy consumed at those buildings. 

Significant adverse impacts on energy use or availability would not occur as a result of the 
proposed action. 

5.12.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

No new consumption of energy would occur as a result of the no-action alternative. 
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5.1 2.4 Mitigation 

No mitigation would be required. 



5.1 3 Aesthetics 

5.13.1 Affected Environment 

The CSC is located at about 4 to 9 ft NGVD adjacent to the Cooper River waterfront. Open 
spaces generally contain pavement, landscaped vegetation, or ruderal species. Building RTC-1 
is similar in height and size to adjacent structures. Exterior materials of Building RTC-1 consist 
of stucco and bnck. The shoreline at and near the NOS property contains stone riprap, exposed 
piping, and remnant piping and concrete posts (see Appendix A, Figure A-l(h)). Figure 5(b) is a 
photograph of the NOS property as viewed from the Pier Romeo in the Cooper River. The 
former Navy communications towers located adjacent to Building 2 are the prominent visual 
elements of the viewshed, but are planned for removal in the near future and prior to 
implementation of the proposed action. Building RTC-I and Building 2 are generally not visible 
from areas outside of the Shipyard, including federal highways and interstate highways located 
to the west. 

5.13.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

The proposed addjtions to the CSC would have minimal effects on the visual setting of the 
CSC. The proposed additions would be bnck and stucco buildings that are similar in appearance 
to Building RTC-1. Exterior materials of Building 2 would be removed and replaced with stucco 
and bnck so that it is similar in appearance to existing Building RTC-1 and the proposed 
additions. The proposed interior improvements (new wail construction) to existing Building 
RTC- 1 and Building 2 would not change their size. although new walls would have a minor 
effect o n  their external appearance. Figr~re 6 depicts the appearance of the main CSC bi~~lding 
subsequent to implementation of the proposed action. 

The proposed action would occur- entirely on the ex~sting federal lands administered by NOS 
and NOAA and will not affect Pier Romeo or tidal and submerged land below the mean high 
water line. Construction of the new additions would occur at a partially developed portion of the 
CSC property. Due to the physical similarities between the new additions and the existing 
Building RTC- 1,  they would appear unobtrusive visually. The new additions would be a 
congruent new visual element and would not significantly change the appearance of the CSC to 
external viewers. 

No significant impacts on aesthetics would result. 

5.13.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action A!ternative 

No change in the visual environment would occur as a result of the no-action alternative. 

5.13.4 Mitigation 

No mitigation is required. 



5.1 4 Hazardous Materials 

5.14.1 Affected Environment 

Information relating to hazardous materials has been obtained through a records search, 
interviews, and visual inspections of the property. The Environmental Baseline Survey for 
Transfer (EBST), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Facility Investigation 
(FWI), Confirmatory Sampling Investigation (CSI), and other studies concluded that limited 
subsurface contamination existed at the NOS property and that no significant problems are on 
site. More recently, no indications of statistically significant contaminant levels were found, 
indicating that oil spillage has not significantly affected the quality of soils and groundwater. 
Limited sampling was also conducted to test for migration of contaminants from nearby parcels 
onto the NOS property; no indications of statistically significant contaminant levels were found. 

Under the BCRA of 1988 and associated regulations, the Navy must address preexisting 
contamination of divested property at the Shipyard. Provisions were made in the CSC property 
transfer to NOAA stating that the Navy retains liability for subsurface contamination discovered 
during Navy restoration activities, including investigation and remediation ( U S .  Department of 
the Navy, 1995b). 

The Navy implemented a Corrective Action Program over the past two decades, from which 
potential cleanup sites requiring further investigation as Solid Waste Management Units 
(SWMUs) or Areas of Concern (AOCs) were identified. SWMUs and AOCs are sites that 
require investigation and possibly corrective actions under a RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA). 
Based on the RFA, either a "no further action" determination is made or further- investigation is 
conducted under a CSI andlor an RFI. For its RCRA Corrective Action Program, the Navy 
divided up the Naval Base Charleston into 12 study zones; the NOS property is within Zone I. 
The Navy's EBST enables compliance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended. 

Various former and existing structures and property have been examined by the Navy at the 
NOAA parcel. The original Building RTC-4 was a 24 ft  x 60 ft metal structure built in 1944 for 
storing heavy construction equipment (Heames, 2001; U.S. Department of the Navy, 1995b). It 
was located immediately north of another structure that was later given the name RTC-4, which 
was designated AOC No. 674 because it was used for storage of paints, chemicals, oils, solvents, 
and degreasers. The original Building RTC-4 has been removed and replaced with a diesel fuel 
aboveground storage tank (AST) and three emergency generators. A previously paved area 
adjacent to the original two Buildings RTC-4 has been replaced with mowed lawn. AOC No. 
674 no longer exists. Due to spillage of petroleum products from equipment operations (e.g., 
lawnmowers. backhoes) on asphalt surfaces at and near Buildings RTC-4, the two buildings and 
surrounding area were designated as SWMU No. 177. A CSI and RFI were conducted for 
SWMU No. 177, including testing for contaminants of concern (COCs) of numerous surface and 
subsurface soil and groundwater samples collected on site (U.S. Department of the Navy, 1999). 



various hydrocarbons, and organic compounds that may occur on site based on historical process 
operations. No COCs were identified in shallow or deep groundwater resources. Samples of 
surface and subsurface soils did not contain COCs with the exception of five localized and 
low-concentration organic compounds (methylene chloride, 1,1,2,2 tetrachloroethane, 
benzo(a)pyrene equivalents, benzo(a)anthracene, and dieldrin). In addition, since SWMU 
No. 177 was identified, NOAA has redeveloped this area with the aforementioned diesel fuel 
AST and three emergency generators, trees, shrubs, and mowed lawn. The analytical studies and 
a summary of the RFI for SWMU No. 177 were presented in the form of a CMS. Based on the 
May 2002 CMS, it has been determined that "no further action" is required for SWMU No. 177 
(see CMS excerpt in Appendix B). 

A 1,000-gallon UST that provided diesel fuel to oil-fired boiler was removed from 
Building 2 (formerly Building 200, the NOAA Port Services Building). Investigations and 
analytical tests of soil and groundwater conducted for the UST found that maximum contaminant 
levels are not exceeded, and the SCDHEC concurred with the Navy that no further remedial 
action was required for potential contamination from the removed UST (U.S. Department of the 
Navy. 2001; Bishop, 2001). Building 2 also possessed five hazardous/flamrnable lockers within 
il hermed concrete area to contain battery electrolyte. a s  well as a 550-gallon AST containing 
gasoline that has been removed. The hermed containment drained into an underground oillwater 
separator located southeast of Building 2. Water from the unit discharges into the stormwater 
sewer system. This area at Building 2 is no longer used to contain hazardous or flammable 
materials, but the oiltwater separator remains on site. An inspection in 1995 found the oil/water 
separator to be in good condition with no visible evidence of cracking or deterioration 
(U.S. Department of thc Navy. 1995b), although removal of the separator remains an option 
under the proposed action. Removal can be undertaken only subsequent to the Navy's issuance 
of an Elnvironmental Release. or closure of remedial action. 

Two 1,000-gallon USTs (Tank No. I and Tank No. 2) were removed from locations near 
Building RTC-I in 1990. The USTs previously provided diesel fuel to a hot water boiler for 
heating Building RTC-1. Soil and groundwater samples were taken during excavation of the 
USTs. Soil near Tank No. 2 had a concentration of total petroleum hydrocarbon (TPH) as high 
as 2,500 part per million (ppm). Consequently. contaminated soils were removed from near 
Tank No. 2, additional soil samples were obtained, and additional monitoring wells were 
installed. Subsequent sampling of soils and groundwater indicated that TPH and Pb 
concentrations were below cleanup levels, except for the Pb parameter at one well, which 
nonetheless was not at a significantly high concentration. Analytical soil tests near Tank No. I ,  
located ad-jacent to the proposed footprint of Addition A. showed TPH concentrations below 
20 ppm. Based on these tests, no further- remedial action was recommended or taken 
(SEC Donohue, Inc., 1993; U.S. Depar-tmcnt of the Navy, 1905b). 

Although it  has been determined that soils are below cleanup levels, the Navy requires that 
soils excavated from the NOS property remain at or near the area from which they were 



removed. Recently excavated soil remains as spoils on site atop the pad containing the 
underground oillwater separator. The shallow groundwater monitonng wells also remain. 
According to the Environmental Coordinator (EC) and Program Manager for the Naval Base 
Charleston BRAC Cleanup Plan (BCP), the Navy plans to remove many of the monitoring wells 
later this year and intends to provide clearance documents to allow removal of the oillwater 
separator later this year. A monitoring well may remain on site for monitoring assessment and 
closure of the oillwater separator (Hunt, 2002). Monitoring wells will be permanently 
abandoned by a certified well driller licensed in South Carolina in accordance with the South 
Carolina Well Standards and Regulations (R61-71), or properly maintained. 

Asbestos-containing materials (ACMs) and lead-based paint have been removed from 
various areas at Building RTC-1 and Building 2 over the last decade. In MayIJune 2002, a 
survey for ACMs and lead-based paints was conducted for Building RTC-1 and Building 2, 
specifically at areas that would be subject to renovation and demolition activities under the 
proposed action. The survey was comprised of 41 samples taken from floor tiles, mastic, ceiling 
tiles, gypsum board, roofing shingles, stucco, moldings, caulks, and plaster. The mastic used to 
install floor tiles at Building 2 is an ACM; however, the mastic is overlain with carpet, is 
nonfriable, and in good condition; therefore, the potential for exposure, even during construction, 
is low. Paint chip samples were collected from various locations at the exterior and interior of 
Building RTC-1 and Build~ng 2 and tested for lead content of more than 5 percent content by 
weight. Several areas at both buildings contained paint chips with sufficient amounts of lead to 
be considered a hazardous waste under regulations at 40 CFR 262.24 (DOC, 2002b). A 
description of the paint chip samples and the analytical results are included in Appendix B. 

Water samples were taken in the stormwater inlets near the CSC and tested for the presence 
of semi-volatiles, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls, target analyte list metals, and cyanide 
(Vernoy, 2002). The initial screening of the water samples identified COCs. The Navy is 
responsible for ensuring improvement of water quality. The location of the sample sites and 
initial data from these tests are provided in Appendix 3. While the samples are for companson 
purposes only, potential contaminants of concern were identified from these locations and are 
highlighted on the data sheets. These include levels of copper and methoxychlor, an insecticide, 
above EPA screening values. 

Existing and proposed facilities do not and would not accommodate biological or chemical 
laboratory activities. Former laboratories have been converted to offices, workstations, etc. 
Fume hoods and such have been removed, although some sinks and cabinetry remain. 

5.14.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

Construction of the proposed structures and modification of existing CSC facilities would 
generate wastes typical of a construction site, such as asphalt, wood and metal debris, wallboard, 
excess electrical wire and piping, and so on. Those wastes generally would be non-hazardous 
and would be collected for disposal or recycling. Some wastes, such as chemicals used to clean 



or degrease equipment and excess coatings and paint, may be considered hazardous and would 
be separated from non-hazardous wastes for proper disposal. Asphalt would be removed from 
the south, east, and west ends of Building 2 and replaced with new pavement, landscaped 
vegetation, and Addition B. It is likely that small quantities of fuel, lubricating oil, or other 
fluids used in vehicle maintenance dripped or were spilled onto the pavement near Building 2. 
Removed asphalt can be recycled for reuse at the CSC. If proper practices are used for handling 
and disposal of construction wastes, no significant impact on the environment will result. 

The Navy is responsible for ensuring previously contaminated properties are rernediated 
according to EPA action levels. NOAA should ensure the Navy continues to address 
contamination of stormwater found dunng initial screening of the inlet at the CSC. Removal of 
nonfriable ACMs requires notification to the SCDHEC and, depending on the removal method 
(i.e., sanding, saw-cutting, mechanical abrading, or pulverization), may be subject to state and 
federal regulations. Lead-based paint should be stripped from the surface prior to demolition and 
removed for disposal as a hazardous waste. ACMs and hazardous lead-based paint would be 
disposed at a facility licensed to accept those wastes. 

Depending upon whether NOAA removes the oil/water separator southeast of the former 
building, the proposed action either will have no effect on the small quantities of hazardous 
materials present, or will result in the removal of such materials. 

Provided that hazardous wastes are properly identified and separated for off-site disposal, no 
significant impacts would result. 

5.14.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

No new construction or demolition would occur and no solid or hazardous wastes would be 
generated as a result of the no-action alternative. 

5.14.4 Mitigation 

Some wastes, such as chemicals used to clean or degrease equipment and excess coatings 
and paint, may be considered hazardous. They should be separated from non-hazardous wastes 
for proper disposal. Asphalt removed to allow construction of the proposed structures and 
parking areas should be recycled where feasible. All federal, state, and local standards 
regulating the reporting and handling of hazardous wastes would be followed. 

Removal of nonfriable ACMs requires notification to the SCDHEC and, depending on the 
removal method (i.e., sanding, saw-cutting, mechanical abrading, or pulverization), may be 
subject to state and federal regulations. Lead-based paint would be stnpped from the surface 
prior to demolition and removed for disposal as a hazardous waste. ACMs and hazardous 
lead-based paint would he disposed at a facility licensed to accept those wastes. 



5.1 5 Socioeconomic Impacts and Environmental Justice 

5.1 5.1 Affected Environment 

Under E.O. 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, federal agencies must identify and address, as 
appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse environmental or human health effects on 
minority populations and low-income populations. Minority communities and low-income 
communities must also have access to public information on matters related to human health and 
the environment (President, 1994). 

The CSC is located in Census Tract 45.019.004200, which covers the entire Shipyard. 
According to data from the U.S. Census Topologically Integrated Geographic Encoding and 
Referencing (TIGER) files, Census Tract 45.019.004200 had a population of 577 and no 
househo1ds as of 1990. Charleston County as a whole had a population of 107,069 and 
295,039 households in 1990. The census tract containing the CSC contained about 0.2 percent of 
the total population of the Charleston County. The percentage of minority population (persons 
of Black. American Indian, Asian, or other non-white race) within the tract (37.6 percent) was 
virtually identical to that of Charleston County as a whole (37.7 percent). The Shipyard has no 
unemployment or persons in poverty. The rate of unemployment and persons in poverty for 
Charleston County as a whole was 4.8 and 17.3 percent, respectively. The average per capita 
income for people within the tract was $16,544, which is 21 percent higher than the average per 
capita income In the Charleston County as a whole ($13,068). The ent~re population in 1990 
within the census tract consisted of persons in the armed forces (I.I.S. Census Bureau. 2002). 

Because of the official closure of the Shipyard in 1996, persons now living within the 
Shipyard generally consist of transient personnel being trained and lodged by federal government 
entities such as the Americorps/National Civilian Conservation Colps and the U.S. Border 
Patrol. The overall population of the tract has decreased. The number of households, rate of 
unemployment, and number of persons living in poverty within the census tract (which was 0 in 
1990) are not expected to be significantly different and the percentage of minorities and per 
capita income is anticipated to be relatively unchanged as well. 

5.1 5.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

Implementation of the proposed action would result in a modest, short-term stimulus to the 
local economy due to construction-period expenditures for equipment, materials, supplies, etc., 
and employment of workers by the construction contractors. 

After construction is complete, NOS would operate and maintain the improved and new 
facilities. The proposed action would expand capacity, bringing the total on-site staff to about 
175 persons. In the long-term, the improvement of the CSC facilities would not result in 
significant direct economic impacts. Indirectly, the improved qualily o f  facilities of the CSC 
may improve its ability to attract new programs and missions and to retain and expand existing 



functions, which could benefit the local economy of the Charleston area by increasing the 
amount of economic activity and/or employment generated by the CSC. Economic growth 
induced by continued operation of the CSC, even at a higher activity level, would not be 
significant when compared to the overall economy of the Charleston area. 

The proposed action would occur at a developed federal property. Dislocation of persons or 
businesses would not result. Disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects would 
not result on either minority or low-income populations of the area, or on the popuiation as a 
whole. Due to the scope and location of the proposed action, socioeconomic effects would not 
be significant. 

5.1 5.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

The proposed infrastructure improvements would not be implemented and no 
socioeconomic effects would result. 

5.1 5.4 Mitigation 

No mitigation would be required. 

5.16 Cumulative Impacts 

5.1 6.1 Affected Environment 

Dlrect cumulat~ve effects are those impacts resulting from the comb~ned influence of other 
unrelated but proximal and simultaneous activities at or near the proposed project area. The 
environmental setting is described in each of the preceding subsections. 

5.16.2 Environmental Consequences-Proposed Action 

NOAA proposes to construct new additions and modify existing facilities. The proposed 
action represents a minor infrastructure and facility improvement. Implementation of the 
proposed action or foreseeable related actions would not result in significant effects on the 
human environment. However, existing and proposed deveioprnent at the NOS property would 
be affected by development of a cargo terminal speculated for this immediate area within the 
next several years (see Section 5.1.2). Because the port facilities are speculative, it is impossible 
to measure the cumulative impacts of that unrelated action. 

5.16.3 Environmental Consequences-No-action Alternative 

No individual or cumulative impacts would occur as a result of the no-action alternative. 

5.16.4 Mitigation 

No mitigation would be required. 
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6 COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

NOAA prepared this Draft EA in conformance with NOAA Administrative Order 216-6, 
Environrrte~ztal re vie^, Procedures for Iniplenlentirzg the National Envirnrznzerztal Policy Act, and 
NEPA. This document examines the potential for facility expansion within the CSC property to 
affect the quality of the environment. The no-action alternative is also examined. During 
preparation of this Draft EA, a number of federal, state, and local agencies and organizations 
were consulted (see Section 10 and Appendix C). 

NOAA would follow the UE3C in its facility design and comply with local zoning and 
building codes to the extent practicable. As with other federal projects, NOAA would follow 
procedures set forth in the Public Buildings Amendments of 1988, Public Law 100-678. Plans 
for the proposed additions and the final site layout of the NOS property would be submitted to 
the city of North Charleston for courtesy review and comment. 

This Draft EA will be distributed to interested persons and government agencies and made 
available at the local public library and at the NOAA CSC. Comments on the Draft EA will be 
received during a 30-day comment period between September 3, 2002, through October 4, 2002. 
All written comments received during the official comment period will be addressed, as 
necessary, in the Final EA. Based on information contained in the Final EA, NOAA will make 
its determination to prepare either a FONSI or an EIS. 
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7 SUGGESTED MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following measures have been identified to reduce or eliminate potentially significant 
impacts during construction and operation of the proposed action. Application of these measures 
would ensure that no significant environmental effects would result. 

As part of its proposed action, NOAA would adhere to the Public Buildings Amendments of 
1988, Public Law 100-678. For example, building plans would be provided to the city of North 
Charleston Department of Planning and Management for a 30-day courtesy review and NOAA 
would consider those comments when preparing its final design plan. 

To minimize the potential for erosion, standard control measures would be implemented at 
and adjacent to areas of soil disturbance (i.e., areas cleared of vegetation, pavement, or 
foundations). Those measures include placement of filters around all drainage inlets, temporary 
silt fences at the boundaries of cleared areas to retain soil, and periodic spnnkling of bare soil 
with water to reduce dust generation. 

A stormwater plan that includes a stormwater BMP facility to remove pollutants from 
entering the Cooper River or offsite storm sewer system would be created and submitted to the 
OCRM. An NPDES permit for discharge of storm runoff water from a construction site would 
be obtained from the OCRM. 

An ECP would be submitted to the OCRM. Standard measures would be implemented 
dunng and after construction to minimize the potential for soil erosion at cleared or disturbed 
areas. These standard measures include BMPs as outlined in the OCRM's 1998 Sourh Caro1i)za 
Stormwuter Ma~zagernerlt atzd Sedir?lerlt Corztrol Hatzdbnok for Lard Disturbarzce Activities. 

To minimize the amount of dust generated at the NOAA demolition and construction site, 
exposed soil would be sprinkled periodically with water or treated with dust suppressants. 

If previously undiscovered artifacts are uncovered during construction activities, 
construction activities in that area would be suspended and the SHPO notified to assess the 
significance of the find. 

To be consistent with policies set forth in E.O. 11990, NOAA would flood-proof the 
proposed structures or elevate structures so that the lowest finished floor elevation is at 
13 ft  NGVD. or I f t  above the 100-year floodplain. 

A Stormwater Management and Sediment Reduction Act permit from the OCRM is required 
prior to the implementation of the proposed action. 

A coastal zone consistency certification from the OCRM is conditioned upon delineating 
adjacent critical areas on construction plans and avoiding those areas during project 
implementation. 



Some wastes, such as chemicals used to clean or degrease equipment and excess coatings 
and paint, may be considered hazardous. They should be separated from non-hazardous wastes 
for proper disposal. Asphalt removed to allow construction of the proposed structures and 
parking areas should be recycled where feasible. All federal, state, and local standards 
regulating the reporting and handling of hazardous wastes would be followed. 

Removal of nonfriable ACMs requires notification to the SCDHEC and, depending on the 
removal method (i.e., sanding, saw-cutting, mechanical abrading, or pulverization), may be 
subject to state and federal regulations. Lead-based paint would be stripped from the surface 
prior to demolition and removed for disposal as a hazardous waste. ACMs and hazardous 
lead-based paint would be disposed at a facility licensed to accept those wastes. 

Implementation of the no-action alternative would not result in changes in the environment. 
No measures are needed to mitigate effects of the no-action alternative. 



8 CONCLUSION 

This Draft EA conforms to procedural and technical requirements set forth in NOAA 
Administrative Order 216-6, Environnie~ztal Review Procedures for Implenlenting the National 
Environmental Policy Act, and NEPA.  It examines the potential for either the proposed action or 
the no-action alternative to have a significant effect on the environment. 

Based on the detailed analyses of environmental impacts and implementation of associated 
mitigation measures contained in this Draft EA, significant environmental effects would not 
result. A FONSI is warranted. 
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Rutgers School of Law-Newark, Newark, New Jersey; B.A., international relations, Colgate 
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and project management. Mr. Rotman served as technical reviewer for this EA. 
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SRI INTERNATIONAL 
333 Ravenswood Ave. G-226 
Menlo Park, CA 94025-3493 

ENGINEERING & SYSTEMS DIVISlON 
EnvirotechnicaI Program 

Telephone Conversation Record 

Call initiated By SRI IXI Client Date: July 8,2002 

Person Contacted: Mr. Robert Rvan Title: Director of Economic Development 

Agency: Charleston Naval Complex Redevelopment Authority (RDA) 

Phone No.: (843) 747-0010 

Project : Proposed expansion of National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Coastal Services 
Center (CSC), North Charleston, South Carolina 

Re: Realignment of the Charleston Naval Complex 

Result of discussion: According to Mr. Ryan, negotiations between the city of North Charleston and the 
South Carolina State Ports Authority (SCSPA) to determine the future boundaries within the Charleston 
Naval Complex are ongoing. Upon realignment, all current leases will be honored. 

The legislation by which the CSC site was conveyed to NOAA did not indicate that NOAA may have to 
vacate the premises if the land is required for future port expansion; it merely contained a reverter 
provision that is contingent upon NOAA ceasing its use of the premises. 

Mr. Ryan foresees that port expansion will require SCSPA and the State of South Carolina, etc., to 
relocated the CSC in 15 to 20 years. Therefore, undertaking the proposed CSC expansion must be done 
with full consideration of the fact that NOAA's use of the facility may be relatively short-lived. 

Action to be taken: No further action is required. 

Recorded by: Scott Rotman 

cc: NOAA CSC' files 
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SOlL ASSOCIATIONS 
Seewe-Rutltge assac iation: Somewhat poorly drained t; moderately 
well drained nearly level, sandy soils on ridges'ond poorly drained 1 1 to very poor(y drained, sandy soi Is in depressions 

St. Johns-Leon association: Somewhat poorly drained to 
poorly drained, level to nearly level, sandy roils that contain 
a weakly cemented layer stained by orgonic mttw 
Chipie -Lakelad association: Mainly moderately mil 
d r a i d  and excessively drained, nearly level PO gwtly siloplng, 
sandy soi Is 

Rut I-%-%ranton-Pamlico ossoc iation: Somewhat p w ~ l y  
drained to  very poorly drained, nearly level to &pressional, 

. - , . ;:& * -1 Wando-Seobrook wsoc iat ion: Moderately ml ?&a~nd to 
excermsivaly drained, nearly level to gently slopingi, sandy s6i1s 

KiawahrSsobrook-Dawhoo assoc iot ion: Moderately we1 l drained 
to very poorly drained, nearly level to depreasianal, sandy soits 

Yonges-Hockley-Edisto association: Modaratefy well chalfled to 
orly dralnsd, nearly level soils thot have o s n d y  surface 

pyer  ond o predominantly loomy subsoil 

Bcyboro-Wa mm-Oron ebwrg-Quitnuin association: Welldrained 9 to very poor y drain=$ depressianol to nmr l  iwel and gently 

clayey to loamy subsoil 
M, s lopinq soi Is that have a loamy to sondy su cr Layer and a 

Wadmalcw-Y es-Stmo-Me gett assoc iat ism: Poorly drained 7 f to very poorly rained, leve to nearly level soi Is that have cr 
laamy to sort& surface layer and a loamy to c l c ~ ~ s ~  subsoil 

/ Tidal marsh association: Marshy arms flooded by tidewater 

Mine pits a d  dumps-Mode land association: Mined areas and 
Mads land 

October 1969 

t3ENERAL SOlL MAP (Page 2 of 2) 



LOCAL CLIMATOLOGICAL DATA 
*" t, +" 7+G 

C , $  

ANNUAL SUMMARY WITH COMPARATIVE DATA i c @ +* j 
CHARLESTON, 

=?arc, 0s - 
ISSN 0 1 9 6 - 4 6 1 6  - .* 

SOUTH CAROLINA (CHS) 
4 

Daily Data Cels rus ~ahrenhelc 
8 -  110 

105 I , 40 

: o ! I I I I I I i I i I I I I I I I I I I I I I 1 i I I ~ ~ ~  I I 1 I I  [ 1 I 1 1 1 [  1 1 1  I l l  i 1 I I I I I I l I I I I I I I I l I I I  I l l  1 

1 3  20 3: 10 2028 10  20 3 1  13 2 0  30 10 20 3 1  10 2 0  30 10 20 31 10 20 31  10 20 30 10 20 3i !C 20 30 19 2 3  3 1  

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY J U N  JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC 
Inches YL1::~e:ers 
5.0--- .- ~ 

I - : 2 3  

Inches of Mercury Hec~opascals -* 
30.54 1 I 

I CERTIFY T3AT THIS IS AN OFFICIAL PUBLICATION OF THE NATIONAL O C E A N I C  AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION, 
AND IS COMPILED FROM RECORDS ON FILE AT THE NATIONAL CLIMATIC DATA CENTER 

NATi DNAL NATIONAL NATIONAL. 
OCEANIC  AN^ ENVIRONMENTAL SATELLITE. DATA, CLIMATIC DATA CENTER DIRECTOR 

 am^^^^^^^^ ADMINISTRA'PION AND INFORMATION SERVICE ASHEVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA NATIONAL CLIMATIC DATA CEKTEX 



p , ~ b i l s h e d  by: KCDC A s h e v i l l e .  NC 2 - 

METEOROLOGICAL DATA FOR 1999 
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0 
0 
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3 1 4  
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6 3  
7 8  
7 8  
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8 7  
4 8  
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4 6  

6 
4 
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WATER EQUIVALENT: 
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J 
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3 0 . 3 5  
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2 6  
28  
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2 6  
2 8  

2 . 0 1  
1 . 5 5  
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9 
3 

0 
0 

3 0 . 0 5  
3 0 . 1 0  

4 . 2  
04 
7 . 7  
0 4  

2 9  
3 2  
1 7  
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3 4  
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6 . 2 0  
3 . 9 2  

16-17 

11 
8 

OCT 

8 5 . 2  
91  
15+  

6 7 . 6  
6 0  

C 
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3 0 . 0 1  
3 0 . 0 6  
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2 7  
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2 6  
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I : 
I 
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2 9 . 9 9  

2 . 6  
22  

1 0 . i  
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NORMALS, MEANS, AND EXTREMES 
CHARLESTON, SC (CHS) 

L A T I T U D E  : LONGITUDE:  ELEVATION (FT) : T I M E  ZONE: WEAN: 13880 

I 

DEC 
61.6 
61.4 

83 
1972 
76.9 
40.7 
39.4 

8 
1962 
22.7 
51.2 
50.4 
46.9 
41.5 

0.0 
0.1 
9.2 
0.0 

439 
11 

72 
80 
82 
55 
71 

56 

3.7 
0.6 

YEAR 
75.5 
75.6 
105 

AUG 1999 
87.0 
55.7 
55.0 

6 
JAN 1985 

41.2 
65.6 
65.3 
60.3 
55.9 

55.6 
0.5 
35.6 
0.0 

2013 
2266 

7 3 
84 
84 
5 5 
70 

6 3 

28.1 
56.4 

J U L  

90.2 
90.1 
104 

1986 
96.6 
72.7 
72.2 

5 8  
1952 
65.7 
81.5 
81.1 
75.8 
73.2 

18.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.G 

0 
512 

77 
88  
86 
60 
74 

67 

5 . 7  
L3.3 

30.10 
30.17 

8.4 
02 

29 
31 

1996 

39 
32 

1996 

3.15 
7.09 
1953 
0.66 
1984 
3.40 
1978 

8.4 
0.9 

0.4 
8.0 

1989 
6.6 

1989 
8 

1989 

0.1 

EASTERN 

AUG 

89.0 
89.1 
105 

1999 
95.9 
72.2 
71.5 
56 

1979 
64.3 
80.6 
80.4 
74.7 
72.3 

15.3 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0 
484 

79 
89 
89 
63 
77 

64 

1.2 
11.2 

44 

JUN 

87.6 
87.6 
103 

1944 
96.3 
69.1 
68.7 
50 

1972 
58.5 
78.3 
78.1 
72.2 
69.3 

1D.7 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0 
399 

75 
87 
85 
58 
71 

66 

L . 5  
10.0 

I I 
3 0 . 0 3  
30.08 

8.5 
2 0 

5 1 
3 6 

S E P  1999  

67 
3 6 

S E P  1999 

51.53 
27.24 
JUN 1973 

0.01 
APR 1972 
10.52 

SEP 1998 

110.9 
14.7 

1.0 
8 . 0  

DEC 1989 
6 . 6  

DEC 1989 
8 

DEC i989 

0.3 

+ 

OCT 
77.2 
76.9 

94 
1906 
86.9 
56.3 
55.8 
27 

1976 
39.1 
66.8 
66.3 
61.8 
58.0 

0.4 
0.0 
0.1 
0.0 

74 
130 

74 
86 
87 
54 
75 

63 

2.5 
1.5 

30.00 
30.0130.35 

7.7 
20 

34 
03 

1996 

55 
11 

1999 

6.84 

1964 
1.76 
1972 
5.81 
1960 

12.4 
2.1 

0.0 
T 
1993 

T 
1993 

0 

0.0 

( U T C  

S E P  

84.9 
84.6 
99 

1944 
92.5 
67.9 
67.0 
42 

1967 
55.2 
76.4 
75.8 
70.4 
67.5 

5.7 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0 
342 

78 
89 
89 
61 
77 

6; 

1.9 
5 . 3  

5 )  

NOV 

69.5 
68.9 
88 

1961 
81.6 
47.2 
46.1 

15 
1950 
29.4 
58.4 
57.6 
54.3 
49.8 

0.0 
0.0 
2.9 
0.0 

233 
35 

73 
84 
85 
52 
74 

59 

3.6 
0.8 

30.0030.00 
30.04 

7.3 
18 

38 
27 

1997 

48 
26 

1997 

7.22 
18.4616.9917.31 

1974 
0.73 
1980 
5.77 
1964 

13.2 
2.3 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

4.0 
4.0 

9 .C  
11.0 
2.0 

30.00 

8.1 
18 

44 
17 

1997 

51 
18 

1997 

6.43 
9.2827.24 

1973 
0.96 
1970 

10.10 
1973 

11.1 
2.0 

0.0 
T 
1995 

T 
1995 

0 

0.0 

44 

MAR 

68.6 
68.4 
90 

1974 
82.9 
47.5 
46.0 
15 

1980 
29.3 
58.1 
57.2 
51.7 
45.3 

0.1 

2.5 
0.0 

239 
25 

68 
80 
82 
50 
64 

66 

2.4 
2.2 

32' 

" 
2 
2 
4 
4 
w ' 

u 
2 

0 
1 
5 

m 

30.00 
30.09 

7.9 
02 

39 
21 

1996 

56 
21 

1996 

2.90 
12.11 
1994 
0.08 
1943 
5.77 
1944 

5.7 
1.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0 

0 . 0  

30.03 

7.7 
02 

51 
36 

1999 

67 
36 

1999 

4.73 

1945 
0.18 
1990 

10.52 
1998 

9.3 
1.3 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

W 

JAN 

57.8 
59.3 
83 

1950 
75.5 
37.7 
38.0 

6 
1985 
21.1 
47.8 
48.6 
44.8 
39.0 

0.0 
0.3 
12.2 
0.0 

548 
15 

70 
78 
80 
55 
68 

56 

4.1 
0.9 

30.09 
30.13 

8.0 
01 

32 
20 

1996 

39 
20 

1996 

2.49 
7.35 
1972 
0.16 
1998 
5.24 
1969 

6.7 
0.6 

0.0 
T 
1995 
T 
1995 

0 

0.0 

5 . 6  
5 . 6  

11.0 
3.0 
9.0 

30.00 
30.07 

10.0 
20 

39 
26 

1997 

52 
24 

1997 

4.34 
11.11 
1983 
0.70 
1995 
6.63 
1959 

9.4 
1.3 

0.1 
2.0 
1969 
2.0 

1 9 6 9  

19H3  

0 . 1  

APR 

75.8 
76.2 
94 

1989 
88.4 
53.9 
53.1 
29 

1944 
37.8 
64.9 
64.7 
58.0 
52.1 

1.2 
0.0 
0.1 
0.0 

66 
63 

68 
81 
83 
47 
62 

71 

2.1 
3.0 

GRND: 

FEB 

61.0 
62.1 
87 

1989 
78.0 
40.0 
39.9 
12 

1973 
23.7 
50.5 
51.0 
47.3 
4L.2 

0.0 
0.1 
8.6 
0.0 

414 
8 

67 
77 
79 
52 
64 

60 

2.2 
1.1 

5 
CI 

e 
a, 

5 H 

5 
2 

_1 
-1 

2 

$ 

53' 55" N 80' 02' 

ELEMENT 

NORMAL DAILY MAXIMUM 
MEAN DAILY M A X I M U M  
H I G H E S T  DAILY MAXIMUM 

YEAR O F  OCCURRENCE 
MEAN OF EXTREME MAXS. 
NORMAL DAILY MINIMUM 
MEAN D A I L Y  MINIMUM 
LOWEST DAILY MINIMUM 

YEAR OF OCCURRENCE 
MEAN O F  EXTREME % I N S .  
NORMAL DRY BULB 
MEAN DRY BULB 
MEAN WET BULB 
MEAN DEW P O I N T  
NORMAL NO. DAYS WITH:  

MAXIMUM 2 90' 
MAXIMUM 5 32' 
MINIMUM 2 32' 
MINIMUM 5 0' 

NORMAL HEATING DEG.  DAYS 
NORMAL COOLING D E G .  DAYS 

NORMAL ( PERCENT ) 
HOUR 01 LST 
HOUR 07 LST 
HOUR 13 LST 
HOUR 19 LST 

G Q P E R C E N T P O S S I B L E S U N S H ~ N E  

MEAN NO. DAYS 'N'IT3: 
HEAVY F O G ( V I S B Y < ~ J ~  M I )  
THUNDERSTORMS 

MEAN: 

BARO: 

MAY 

82.7 
82.8 
98 

1989 
92.5 
62.9 
61.8 
36 

1963 
48.1 
72.8 
72.4 
65.8 
61.6 

4.1 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0 
242 

72 
86 
85 
53 
68 

70 

2.2 
6.5 

3.3 
1.0 
4.0 

30.10 
1630.14 

8.9 
27 

36 
31 

1996 

43 
21 

1996 

3.45 
8.92 
1993 
0.63 
1950 
3.90 
1993 

10.0 
0.8 

0.1 
1.0 

1977 
G.8 
1966 

1 
1966 

C.0 

27" 

?OR 

30 
54 
57 

54 
3C 
54 
57 

54 
30 
54 
16 
16 

30 
30 
30 
3 0  

3 C  
3 0  

3 0  
30 
30 
3C 
30 

39 

5 0  
57 

33.00 
30.02 

9.7 
20 

38 
20 

1998 

44 
20 

1998 

2.67 
9.50 
1958 
0.01 
1972 
4.10 
1958 

7.1 
0.7 

0.0 
T 
1985 
T 
1985 

0 

0.C 

4.0 
2.0 
3.0 

30.10 
30.12 

9.7 
20 

33 
10 

1998 

47 
25 

1997 

3.30 
10.17 
1998 
0.33 
1947 
5.93 
1998 

8.9 
0.6 

0.4 
7.1 
1973 
5.9 

1973 
7 

I973 

0.1 

SUNRISE-SUNSZ';  (OKTASI  
M I D N I G H T - M I 3 N I G H T  (OKTAS)  
MEAN NO. DAYS WiTir.: 

CLEAR 
PARTLY CLOUDY 
CLOUDY 

MEAN S T A T I O N  P R E ; S S U R E ( i N )  
MEAN SEA-LEVEL PRES. i i N I  

MEAN S P E E D  (MPH) 
P R E V A I L . D I R ( T E N S  OF DEGS) 
MAXIMUM 2-MINUTE: 

SPEED (MPHI 
D I R .  (TZNS OP DEGS) 
YEAR OF OCCU3RENCE 

W I M U M  5-SECOND: 
S P E E D  (MPH)  
D I R .  ( T E N S  OF D E G S )  
YEAR O F  OCCURRENCE 

NORMAL ( I N )  
MAXIMUM MONTHLY ( I N )  

YEAR O F  OCCURRENCE 
M I N I M U M  MONTHLY ( I N )  

YEAR O F  OCCURRENCE 
MAXIMUM I N  24 HOURS { I N )  

YEAR OF OCCURRENCE 
NORMAL NO. DAYS WITH:  

P R E C I P I T A T I O N  2 0 . 0 1  
P R E C I P I T A T I O N  2 1 . 3 C  

NORMAL ( I N )  
MAXIMUM MONTHLY (IN) 

YEAR OF OCCURKENCE 
MAXIMUM I N  24 HOUKS (IN1 
YEAR OF OCCURRENCE 

MAXIMUM SNOW DEPTH ( I K )  
YEAR O F  OCCURRENCE 

NORMAL NO. DAYS WITH:  
SNOWFALL 2 1 . 0  

2.4 

13.0 
4.0 
3.0 

30.00 
30.03 

8.4 
19 

32 
30 

1998 

45 
02 

1999 

4.01 

1957 
0.68 
1944 
6.23 
1967 

8.7 
1.1 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0 

0.0 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 

27 

47 
28 

4 

4 

30 
57 

57 

57 

3 0  
30 

3C 
S P  

54 

481 

30 



PRECIPITATION (inches) CHARLESTON SC (CHS) x FEB 

2 . 8 6  
4 . 7 1  
5 - 1 8  
5 .57  
2 . 9 6  

3 . 5 4  
0 . 9 5  
1 . 3 8  
1 . 8 2  
3 . 0 4  

1 . 2 5  
2 . 2 3  
3 . 6 4  
6 . 3 5  
3.51 

2 . 7 0  
4 . 1 7  
4 . 5 8  
2 . 3 8  
1 . 1 7  

1 . 6 8  
0 . 9 4  
2  - 2 3  
3 . 0 8  
1 .23  

3 . 7 3  
1 . 3 6  
2 . 8 6  

1 0 . 1 7  
2 . 0 1  

MAR 

2 . 2 9  1 2 . 8 2  1 4 0 . 9 2  

WBAN : 1 3 8 8 0  
AVERAGE TEMPERATURE ( OF) 1 9 9 9  CHARLESTON, SC I CHS ) 

FEB I MAR APR MAY AUC NOV DEC 

POR= 
126 YRS 4 9 . 6  

publlshea ~ y :  NCDC Ashevilie, NC 4 WBAN : 1 3 8 8 0  
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SNOWFALL ( i n c h e s )  

YEAR J U L  AUG 

1999  CHARLESTON, SC ( C H S )  

SEP OCT NOV DEC JAN FEB 

1 POR- 
5 3  YRS 

REFERENCE NOTES: 
I 1 

PAGE 1: 
T H E  TEMPERATERE GRAPI! SHOWS NORMAL MAXIr;UM AND NORMAL 

HINIMUM D A I L Y  TEt43ERATURES ( S O L I C  CURVES) AND THE 
ACTUAL D A I L Y  H I G t i  AND LOW TEMPERATURES [ V E R T I C A L  BARS1 

GENERA!. CONTINUED: 
CLEAR I N D I C A T E S  C - ; OlCTAS. PARTLY CLOUDY I N D I C A T E S  

3 - 6 OKTAS, AN3 rLC.U!lY TKDICATES 7 OR 8 OKTAS. 
W I M  AT LEAST ONE C 7  THE ELEMENTS (CEILOMETER OR 
S A T E L L I T E )  I S  MISSYhC. T H E  D A I L Y  C L O K I I N E S S  I S  
NOT COMPUTED. 

WIND D I R E C T I O N  I S  R E C O R 3 E C  I N  T E N S  O F  DEGREES ( 2  D I G I T S )  
CLOCKWISE FROM TRZL NORTK. ' D O '  I N D I C A T E S  CALH. .36" 
I N D I C A T E S  TRUE NOR-t .  

RESULTANT WIND I S  THE VECTOR AVERAGE OF THE S P E E D  AND 
D I R E C T I O N .  

AVERAGE TEMPERATURE I S  THE SUW OF THE MEAN DAILY MAXIMUM 
AND M I N I M U M  TEMPERATURE D I V I D E D  BY 2 .  

SNOWFALL DATA C0MPR:SIZ ALL FORMS O F  FROZEN 
P R E C I P I T A T I O N .  INCIL'DING H A I L .  

A HEATING ( C O O L I N G )  C I X R E E  DAY 15 TIIE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN 

THE AVERAGE D A i L Y  TE:MPERATURE AND 6 5 O F .  
DRY BULb I S  THE TEKPERATLRE O F  THE AMBIENT A I R .  
DEW P O I N T  I S  THE TEM?ERATL'RE TO WHICH THE A I R  MUST BE 

COOLED TO ACHIEVE 100 PERCENT R E L A T I V E  HUMIDITY.  
'n'CT BULB I S  THE TEMPEXATUXE THE A I R  WOULD HAVE I F  THE 

MOISTURE CONTENT WAS INCREASED TO 100 PERCENT R E L A T I V E  
t!LWIDITY. 

PAGE 2 AND 3 :  
H / C  I N D I C A T E S  I IEATING AND COOLING DEGREE DAYS. 
RH I N D I C A T E S  R E L A T I V E  H U N I D I T Y  
W / 0  I N D I C A T E S  WEATHER AND OBSTRUCTIONS 
S I N D I C A T E S  S U N S H I N E .  
PR I N D I C A T E S  PRESSL'RE.  
CLOUDINESS ON PAGE 3 I S  THE SUM O F  THE CEILOMETER AND 

S A T E L L I T E  DATA NOT T O  EXCEED E I G I I T  EIGHTHS (OKTASI  . 

GENERAL : 
T I N D I C A T E S  TRACE P R E C I P I T A T I O N ,  AN AMO'UNT GREATER 

THAN ZERO BUT L E S S  THAN T H E  LOWEST REPORTABLE VALUE.  
+ I N D I C A T E S  THE V A L 3 E  ALSO OCCURS ON EARLIER D A T E S .  
BLANK E N T R I E S  DENOTE H I S S I N G  OR UNREPORTED DATA. 
NORMALS ARE 30-YEAR AVERAGES 1 1 9 6 1  - 1 9 9 0 ) .  
A S O S  I N D I C A T E S  AUT3YATED SURFACE OBSERVlNC SYSTEM. 
PM I N D I C A T E S  THE LAST DAY OF THE PREVIOUS MONTH. 
POR ( P E R I O D  O F  RECORD) B E G i N S  WITk: TIIE JANUARY DATA 

MONTH AND I S  T E E  NUMBER O F  YEARS USED TO COMPUTE 
THE MEAN. I N D I V I D U A L  MONTHS W I T H I K  THE POR MAY 
B E  M I S S I N G .  

WHEN THE POR FOR A NORMAL I S  LESS THNi 3 0  YEARS,  
THE NORMAL I S  P R O V I S I O N A L  AND I S  BASED ON THE NUMBER 
O F  YEARS ZNDICATED.  

0 . +  OR * IN3:CATES T I E  VALUE OR MEAN-DAYS-WITH 

ON J U L Y  1. 1 9 9 6 ,  THE: NATIDNAL WEATHER S E R V I C E  BEGAN U S I N G  
TtiC -METAR" OBSERVA7'ION C 0 3 E  THAT WAS ALREADY EMPLOYED 
BY MOST OTHER NATIO'2.5 O F  THE WORLD. THE MOST NOTICEABLE 
D I F F E R E N C E  I N  T H I S  ANNUAL. P U B L I C A T I O N  WILL BE THE CHANGE 
I N  U N I T S  FROW ?'FNT!IS TO E I G l f T S ( O K T A S 1  FOR REPORTING THE 
WOUNT O F  SXY CO'JEP . 

IS BETWEEN O . O C  AND 0 . 0 5 .  
CLOUDINESS TOR ASOS S T A T I O N S  D I F F E R S  FROX THE NON-ASOS 

OBSERVATIOK TAKEN BY A HUMAK OBSERVER. ASOS S T A T I O K  
CLOUDINESS I S  B A S E 3  ON TIME-AVERAGED CEILOMETER DATA 
FOR CLOUDS AT OR SELOW 1 2 , 0 0 0  F E E T  AND ON S A T E L L I T E  
DATA FOR CLOUDS ABOVE 1 2 , 0 0 0  F E L T .  

THE NUMBER O F  DAYS WITH CLEAR,  PARTLY CLOUDY, AND 
CLOUDY C O N D I T I O N S  FOR ASOS S T A T I O N S  IS T l i E  SUM 
O F  THE CEILOMETER AND S A T E L L I T E  DATA FOR THE 
S U N R I S E  TO SUNSET PPZRIOD. 

published b y :  N C D C  A s h e v i l i e ,  NC 6 
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1999 
CHARLESTON, 

SOUTH CAROLINA ( C H S  ) 

Charleston 1s a peninsula city bounded on the west 
and south by the Ashley River, on the east by the 
Cooper River, and on the southeast by a spaclous 
harbor. Weather records for the airport are from 
a s i r e  some 10 miles inland. The terrain is 
generally level. ranging in elevation from sea 
level to 20 feet on the peninsula. with gradual 
increases in elevation toward inland areas. The 
soil is sandy to sandy loam with lesser amounts of 
loam. The drainage varles from good to poor. 
Because of the very low elevation, a considerable 
portion of this community and the nearby coastal 
islands are vulnerable to tidal flooding. 

The climate is temperate, modified considerably by 
 he nearness KO the ocean. The marine influence 
is no~iceable during winter when the low 
temperatures are sometimes 10-15 degrees higher on 
che  peninsula than at the alrport. By the same 
token, high temperatures are generally a few 
degrees lower on the peninsula. The prevailing 
winds are northerly in the fall and winter, 
southerly in the spring and summer. 

Summer is warm and humid. Temperatures of 100 
degrees or more are infrequent. Hlgh temperatures 
are generally several degrees lowe'r along the 
coast than Inland due to the cooling effect of the 
sea breeze. Summer is che rainles: season wick.  
4: percent of the annual total. The rain, except 
5aring occasional tropicai storms, generally 
occurs as showers or thunderscorms. 

The fall season passes through the warm Indian 
Summer period to the pre-winter cold spells which 
begin late in November. From late September to 
early November the weather is mostly sunny and 
temperature extremes are rare. Late summer and 
early fall is the period of maximum threat to the 
South Carolina coast from hurricanes. 

The winter months, December through February. are 
mild with periods of rain. However, the winter 
rainfall is generally of a more uniform type. 
There is some chance of a snow flurry, with the 
best probability of its occurrence in January, but 
a significant amount is rarely measured. An 
average winter would experience less than one cold 
wave and severe freeze. Temperatures of 20 degrees 
or less on the peninsula and along the coast are 
very unusual. 

The most spectacular time of the year, 
weatherwise. is spring with its rapid changes fron 
wlndy and cold in March to warm and pleasant In 
May. Severe local storms are more likely to occur 
in sprlng ~ h a n  ir. summer. 

The average occurrence of the first freeze in the 
fall is early December, and the average last 
freeze is lace February, giving an average growlng 
season of abour 294 days. 
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I 13.0 CMS Work Plan for SWMU 177lRTC 

2 This section summarizes the results and conclusions from the soil and groundwater 

3 investigations conducted at SWMU 177/RTC, which were reported in the Zone I RFI Report, 

4 Revision 0 (EnSafe, 1999), Section 10.12, and as amended by the Zone I RFI Repad Addendum, 

5 Revision I (CH2M-Jones, 2001). Figure 13-1 presents the site features and RFI sample 

6 locations. 

7 As part of the Zone I RFI, four surface soil and subsurface soil investigations and two 

8 groundwater sampling events were conducted at SWMUl77/RTC. The RFI report 

9 presented the results of the investigations and conclusions concerning con tarnination and 

10 risk, as summarized in Sections 13.1 and 13.2 of this CMS Work Plan. A further evaluation 

11 of COCs is provided in Section 13.3 of this work plan. 

Background 

S W W  177/RTC consisted of two adjacent buildings, both designated as Building RTC-4. 

The original RTC-4 was a 24 x 60-foot metal structure used to house heavy equipment, 

including backhoes and trackhoes. The designation RTC-4 was also given to the newer 

building, whch was constructed next to the original RTC-4. The newer RTC-4 was used to 

store lawn mowers and other lawn maintenance equipment. This unit was designated as a 

SWMU due to oil spdlage associated with operations at the two bddings.  Visual 

inspections during the RFA identified several areas of stained soil and concrete in and 

around the two buildings. These buildings were both less than 50 feet from the Cooper 

Rver. 

llus area was included in a lease agreement between the Navy and the National 

Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) in the spring of 1995. Since 

taking over this area, NOAA has removed both buildings and installed a diesel fuel 

aboveground storage tank (ASTTand three generators at the site. 

27 The area is zoned for business use (B-2). 

C!ASWORKPLANZIREV(I DOC 
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1 3.2 RFI Investigation Results 

13.2.1 Soil Investigation Results 

As part of the RFI field investigation, surface and subsurface soils were collected (see 

Figure 13-1) during four sampling events conducted in 1995,1996 and 1998, and analyzed 

for the parameters W e d  in Table 13-1. 

13.2.1.1 Surface Soils 

Twenty-nine surface soil samples were collected during the four sampling events (see 

Table 13-1). Surface soil sample analytical results were evaluated relative to the EPA Region 

111 RBC. Based on the analysis presented in the RFI report, BEQs in surface soil were 

identified as COCs under the unrestricted land use scenario. 

13,2.1.2 Subsurface Soils 

Sixteen subsurface soil samples were collected during the four sampling events and 

analyzed for various parameters as shown in Table 13-1. Subsurface soil sample analytical 

results were evaluated relative to EP A Region 111 unrestricted and industrial risk-based 

concentration and SSLs with a DAF=lO. Based on the analysis presented in the RFI report, 

Sample 1177SB0087 exceeded the reported BEQ Region 111 SSL of 1.6 mg/kg'2. As a result of 

the screening process and subsequent risk analysis, BEQs were identified as COCs for 

subsurface soils under the unrestricted land use scenario. 

13.2.2 Groundwater 

Shallow groundwater at this site flows northward toward the Cooper River, with contours 

that essentially duplicate the shoreline (see Figure 13-2). 

Two shallow monitoring wells were installed as part of the RFI investigation. During two 

sampling events, groundwater samples were obtained from both of the new shallow wells, 

plus grid well pair IGDIGW016/IGDIGW016D, and analyzed for various parameters (see 

Table 13-2). The grid well pair was sampled during four sampling events for VOCs, SVOCs, 

pesticides/PCBs, cyanide, metals, chloride, sulfate, and TDS. 

l2 CH2M-Jones has not been able to establish the source of the 1.6 mgkg Region Ill SSL used in the RFI report. However, 
this criteria was presented for comparative purposes In Table 10.12.2 as a Region 111 RBC and in Table 10.12.4 as a soil-to- 
groundwater SSL. 
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1 Constituents detected in the groundwater samples were evaluated relative to MCLs, tap 

2 water RBCs, and Zone I groundwater BRCs. The following sections set out the findings as 

3 presented in the RFI report. 

4 13.2.2.1 Shallow Groundwater 

5 Analytes detected in shallow groundwater samples were evaluated in the RFI report. As a 

6 result of the screening process and subsequent risk analysis, no COCs for shallow 

7 groundwater were idenhfied at SWMU 177/IITC. 

8 13.2.2.2 Deep Groundwater 

9 Analytes detected in deep groundwater samples from grid well IGDZGWO16D were 

10 evaluated in the RFI report. As a result of the screening process and subsequent risk 

11 analysis, no COCs for deep groundwater were identified a t  SWMU 177/RTC. 

12 13.2.3 RFI Risk Summary 

13 Based on unrestricted and industrial land use scenarios, the following COCs were identified 

14 in the RFI report: 

15 Surface Soil: BEQs 

16 Subsurface Soil: BEQs 

17 13.2.4 Recommendations from Zone 1 RN Report, Revision 0 

18 13.2.4.1 Soil 

19 EnSafe assumed that future land use would be unrestricted and recommended a CMS for 

20 soils, considering no action, excavation with offsite disposal, and containment/capping 

21 options. 

22 13.2.4.2 Groundwater 

23 No groundwater COCs were identrfied; therefore, NFA for groundwater was recommended 

24 in the RFI report. 

25 13.3 COPCICOC Refinement 

26 The COCs identified in the RFI include BEQs in surface and subsurface soil, which are 

27 further evaluated in the following sections. in addition, concentrations of VOCs detected in 

28 soils were rescreened using an SSL based on a DAF=l. 

CMSWORKPLANZIAEVO DOC 3-2 1 
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13.3.1 Surface Soil 

13.3.1.1 Rescreening of Surface Soil VOC Data Based on SSL (DAF=1) 

The results following rescreening of the VOCs detected in surface soils using an SSL with a 

DAF=1 indicated that there were two VOCs at concentrations exceeding their respective 

SSLs: methylene chloride and 1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane (see Table 13-3). Each of these 

compounds are discussed below. 

Methylene Chloride 
Methylene chloride was detected in 2 of 29 surface soil samples and at a maximum 

concentration of 12 pg/ kg. Me thylene chloride is a common Iabora tory contaminant, so its 

presence may be indicative of laboratory contamination. In addition, me thylene chloride 

was not detected in groundwater at the site, indicating that significant leaching into 

groundwater has not occurred. Consequent~y, methylene chloride is not considered a COC 

for soils at SWMU 177 /RTC. 

1, f ,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 

1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane was detected in only 1 of 29 surface soil samples (0.002 mg/kg at 

I177SB017), and it was not detected in either subsurface soil or groundwater. Given the 

single detection (<5 percent of the samples) and its absence in subsurface soil and 

groundwater, 1,1,2,2,-Tetrachloroethane is not considered a COC at SWMU 1771RTC. 

13.3.1.2 BEQs in Surface Soil 

BEQs were detected in 7 of 27 samples of surface soil, with a maximum detected value of 

1.459 mg/kg (1177SB010) (see Table 13-4). The base-wide reference concentration for BEQs 

in surface soil is 1.304 mglkg. The maximum detected value of 1.459 mg/kg was the only 

sample that exceeded the base-wide reference concentration. 

Although the maximum concentration of BEQs in surface soil exceeded the base-wide 

reference concentration, the other site sampIes were indicative of background conditions at 

the site. Ln addition, all but one subsurface soil sample were below both the base-wide 

reference concentration and the SSL value. The single subsurface soii exceedance occurred 

at sample location 1177SB007. In addition, the entire site area is paved with asphalt. It is not 

likely that the elevated concentration of BEQs in surface soil represents site constihrents, 

given the numerous anthropogenic sources of BEQs at the facility. BEQs, are not considered 

a COC in surface soii at SMWU 177. 

CMSWORKPLANZIREVO DOC 
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13.3.2 Subsurface Soils 

BEQs were identdied as the only COCs in the RFI report. 

13.3.2.1 Rescreening of Subsurface Soil VOC Data Based on SSL (DAF=1) 

The results following rescreening of the VOCs detected in subsurface soils using an SSL 

with a DAF=l indicated that there was only one VOC at a concentration exceeding its SSL: 

meth y lene chloride (see Table 13-4). 

Methylene Chloride 

Methylene chloride was detected in 2 of 16 subsurface soil samples with a maximum 

concentration of 15 &kg. Methylene chloride is a common laboratory contaminant, so its 

presence may be indicative of laboratory contamination. In addition, methylene chloride 

was not detected in groundwater at the site, indicating that sigruficant leaching into 

groundwater has not occurred. Consequently, methylene chloride is not considered a COC 

for soils at S W W  1771RTC. 

13.3.2.2 BEQs in Subsurface Soil 

BEQs were detected in only 1 of 16 samples of subsurface soil, with a maximiun detected 

value of 2.899 mg/kg (1277SB007) (see Table 13-6). The base-wide reference concentration 

for BEQs in subsurface soil is 1.400 rngjkg. The maximum detected value of 2.899 mg/kg 

was the only sample that exceeded the base-wide reference concentration and was the only 

detection of BEQs in the subsurface soils. BEQs were not detected in the surface soil sample 

collected at the same location (detection limit = 0.439 rng/ kg). 

Although the maximum concentration of BEQs in subsurface soil exceeded the base-wide 

reference concentration, all other site samples were non-detects. In addition, the entire site 

area is paved with asphalt. It is not likely that the elevated concentration of BEQs in surface 

soil represents site constituents, given the numerous anthropogenic sources of BEQs at the 

facility. BEQs are not considered a COC in subsurface soil at S M W U  177. 

13.2.3 Groundwater 

No COPCs or COCs were identified in groundwater at SWMU 177/RTC. Therefore, for 

future industrial/commerciaL land use, no further actions are necessary for groundwater. 

13.3.4 COPCICOC Refinement Summary 

In summary, there are no COCs at SWMU 177/RTC in soil or groundwater. Therefore, the 

site is recommended for IWA. 
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13.4 Summary of Information Related to Site Closeout Issues 

13.4.1 RFI Status 

The RFI report, as amended by the RFI Report Addendum, is compIete. 

13.4.2 Presence of Inorganics in Groundwater 

For the purpose of site closeout documentation, the inorganics in groundwater issue refers 

to the occasional or intermittent detection of several metals (primarily arsenic, thallium, and 

antimony) in groundwater at concentrations above the apphcable MCL, preceded or 

followed by detection of these same metals below the MCL or below the practicable 

quantitation limit. These constituents are addressed in Section 23.3 above. 

13.4.3 Potential Linkage to SWMU 37, lnvestigated Sanitary Sewers at the CNC 

Data indicate that SWMU 177/RTC was never connected to the sanitary sewer system. 

Therefore, there are no concerns regarding connections to the sanitary sewer. Further 

evaluation of this issue is not warranted. 

13.4.4 Potential Linkage to AOC 699, Investigated Storm Sewers at the CNC 

No direct connection of SWMU 177/RTC to the storm sewer is known to exist. No COCs 

requiring further evaluation are present at  the site. Further evaluation of this issue is not 

warranted. 

13.4.5 Potential Linkage to AOC 504, Investigated Railroad Lines at the CNC 

The area associated with SWMU 177/RTC is located approximately 4,350 feet west- 

northwest of the nearest railroad h e  (located in Zone E). There is no known linkage 

between SWMU 177/RTC and the investigated railroad h e s  of AOC 504, and further 

evaluation of this issue is not warranted. 

13.4.6 Potential Migration Pathways to Surface Water Bodies at the CNC 

The nearest surface water body to SWMU 177/RTC is the Cooper River, which lies 

approxirnateiy 10 feet northwest of the unit. The only potential migration pathway from the 

site to surface water is via overland flow via stormwater runoff. Since the entire site is 

covered with pavement, which eliminates contact of surface soil with stormwater, and no 

COCs were identif ed at the site, further evaluation of a potential pathway for contaminant 
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1 migration via stormwater runoff is not warranted. Similarly, runoff directed to the storm 

2 sewer system, which discharges to the Cooper River, does not contact the surface soil. 

3 13.4.7 Potential Contamination in Oilwater Separators (OWSs) 

4 There are no OWSs associated with SWMU 177/RTC. Therefore, there are no concerns 

5 regarding connections to the sanitary sewer, and further evaluation of this issue is not 

6 warranted. In addition, there is no reference to an OWS at this facility in the Oil Water  

7 Separator Data report (Department of the Navy, September 2000). 

8 13.4.8 Land Use Control Management Plan 

9 The COC refinement did not idenhfy any COCs at SWMU 177/RTC. This evaluation was 

10 based on a unrestricted land use classification. Therefore, land use controls are not 

11 necessary. 

12 13.5 CH2M-Jones Recommendations 
13 Evaluation of the primary media of concern (surface soils, subsurface soils, and 

14 gro~mdwater) indicated that there were no issues associated with the historical operation of, 

15 or releases from, this unit. Based on a review of COPCs/COCs in Section 13.3, no COCs 

16 were identified in soil or groundwater. 

17 The RFI report concluded that CMS activities were necessary for soil. However, CH2M- 

18 Jones has re-evaluated the risks posed by the idenhfied COCs and determined that no 

19 COCs exist at SWMU 177/RTC. Therefore, this site is recommended for NFA. 

CMSWORKPLANLIAEVO DOC 
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TABLE 13-1 
RFI Soil Sampling Summary 
CMS Work Plan, SWMU 177/RTC, Zone I, Charleston Naval Complex 

Sampling event Sampling Date Samples Collected Sample Analyses 

1 05/26/95 Upper - 10 (10) Standard Suite 
Duplicate - 2 Standard Suite, Dioxins 

Upper - 7 Standard Suite, DRO. GRO, Dioxins 
Standard Suite, DRO, GRO, Dioxins 

Lower - 6 

Upper - 8 VOCs, SVOCs 
Lower - 6 VOCs, SVOCs 

4 0611 7/98 Upper - 4 VOCs, SVOCs 
Lower - 4 VOCs, SVOCs 

-I 
L 

3 Notes: 
4 ( ) = Parentheses indicate the number of samples proposed. 
5 Standard Suite = VOCs, SVOCs, metals, cyanide, pesticides, and PCBs were analyzed at DQO Level 111. 
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TABLE 13-2 
RFI Groundwater Sampling Summary 
CMS Work Plan, SWMU I77/RTC, Zone 1, Charleston Naval Complex 

Sampling Round Sampling Date Wells Sampled Sample Analyses 

1 7700 1 VOCs, SVOCs 
177002 

1 7700 1 VOCs, SVOCs, metals 
1 77002 
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BEQs jn Surface Soils 
CMS Work Plan, SWMU 177/RTC, Zone I, Charleston Naval Complex 
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BEQ Result 

Station Sample fD Sample Date bgk!3) Qualifier 

BKGD 1,304 

- - Chemical is detected at concentration shown. 
U Samples were analyzed for this anatyte, but it was not detected above the method detection limit 

(MDL). 
j~g/kg Microgram per kilogram 

TABLE 13-4 001: 
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TABLE 13-5 
VOCs Detected in Subsurface Soils 
CMS Work Plan, SWMU 177/RTC, Zone 1, Charleston Naval Complex 

Ethylbenzene Naphthalene Toluene Xylenes, Total 
Sample Result Result Resutt Result 
Statlon 10 Date (rnglkg) Qualifier (mglkg) Qualifier (mglkg) Qualifier (mglkg) Qualifier 

SSL 0.7000 4 0.6000 N A 
SBBKGD NA N A N A N A 

11 77SB001 177S900102 02/05/01 0.0109 = 0.0200 J 0.0122 = 0.9830 = 
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TABLE 13-5 (CONTINUED) 
VOCs Detected in Subsurface Soils 
CMS Work Plan, SWMU 177/RTC, Zone I ,  Charleston Naval Complex 

1,2-Dichloroethene Methvl elhvt ketone 12- 

Sample 

1- 

(total) Carbon Dlsulflde Acetone ' ~ u t h o n e )  
Result Result Result Qualifier Result 

Statlon ID Date (mglkg) Qualifier (mg/kg) Qualifier (rnglkg) (mglkg) Quallfler 
SSL 0.02 2.0000 0.8000 N A 
SB BKGD N A N A N A N A 

11 7758001 17788001 02 02/05/01 

ClhSWORKPLANZ IREVO DOC 
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TABLE 13-5 (CONTINUED) 
VOCs Detected in Subsurface Soils 
CMS Work Plan, SWMU 177/RTC, Zone I, Charleston Naval Complex 

Sample 
Methylene Chloride o-Xylene m+p Xylene 

Result Result Result 
station ID Date (mgfkg) Qualifier (mglkg) Qualifier (mglkg) Qualifier 

SSL 0.0010 9 10 
SB BKGD N A N A N A 
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- - Chemical Is detected at concentration shown. 
J Chemical is detected at concentration below the method detection limit; the concentration is not known. 
U Samples were analyzed for this analyte, but it was not detected above the method detection timit (MDL). 
UJ Not detected; analytical detection limit Is estimated. 
mgikg Milligrams per kllograms 
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TABLE 13-6 
BEQs in Subsurface So~ls 
CMS Work Plan, SWMU 1 77/RTC, Zone I, Charleston Naval Complex 

BEQ Result 

Station Sample ID Sample Date (pglkg) Qualifier 

BKGD 1,400 

11 77SB002 177S800202 0#07/1996 462 U 

- - .  Chemical is detected at concentration shown. 
U Samples were analyzed for this analyte, but it was not detected above the method 

detection limit (MDL). 
pglkg Microgram per kilogram 

TABLE 156.DOC 
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TABLC 13-3 
VOCs Oelecled in Surlace So~ls 
CMS Wwk Pbn. SWMU I77lRTC, r'one I. Charleston Naval CrmHex 

Benzene 

Sample ID Dale Result Qualifier 

Station - (mgkg) 
IN0 RBC 1 0 0 . W  

RESRBC 120000 

SSL 0.0020 

SSBKGD NA 
- -- 

00060 

-- 
Ethylbenzene 

Rerull Qualifier 

("'fld - 
20MX)OOM) 

780 WM] 

0.7WO 

N A 

0.OOW U 

0.0007 J 

Toluene ~ ~ l e n e r .  Total ~celone-- 

Result Qualifier ~ ~ s u l t  Qualifier Resun Qualifier 
{mgmg) (rnfis) (mMg) 

4 1000.M)o zaYYl.a000 

1.2-Oichtoroerhene (lolal] 2-Heranone 
- 

Result aualiliw Resdt Qualifier 

(mgncs) {mgttg) 
1.BW 6200 Woo 

70 0MX) 3 1 0 . 0  

00190 NA 

N A N A 
-- A 

00060 U 0.01 I 0  UJ 
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Samde 10 Date Resulr aualifler Result Oualifier Rssult Qualirisr ~ c w n  Qualiflcr Result Qualifier Rerull Oudlrier Rcautl Oualiflrr 
s t a t h  (rnflg) (rn&g) (rngkg) ( rn @g) .1 rn mQ) (mgkg) .( rn #kg) 

lNDR0C 1W.0000 2MXX)MKX) 41M)[).wW 20(XXI OOh] 1.EW BMQ.oo00 

RES RBC 12.0000 780 W lMX).oOOa 780.0000 70.0000 310.0000 
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TABLE lM 
VOCs Deleeled m Swlace Souls 
CMS Wwk Phn, SWMU 177A7TC. Zone I, Chadesfm Naval Cwngex 

-. 
Methyl Isobutyl 

ketone 
1.1.2.2- Methvl ethvl ketone (CMelhqt-2- . . 

Telrachloroethane (2-Butanom) -- .prn(an&e Methfiene Chlorlde - Trich1oroethylene VCE) m+p Xy(ene 
Sample Resull Result Resun Result Result Result 
sfallon ID Date ( m 9 9 )  ._Qualifier [msntg) oualifier I m g W  Qualifier _ I m g W  Qualifier - (mg&_nl Qualifier (m*q]=fler 

INORBC 29W00 1 2 0 0 0 3 0  1 6 W O ~  760 coo0 520 

RES RBC 32000 

SSL 0 m 2  

SS BKGD NA 



TABLE 13-3 
VCCs Detecled in Surlace Soils 
CMS Wwk Ran. SWMU I?7lRlC, Zone I. Charleston Naval Conplex 
-- - Cherncal ts detecled at concentration show. 
J Chemlcal 4s d e l m r d  a1 concentration below the mehod delecvon Ilmll. tho concmlrat~on IS n d  hnomt 
l l  Sarnoes mwe anakmd lo1 11;s amwe. but il was not delecled above Ihe metnod neteclion limit (M01 I 
UJ No1 delccled. analyilcal detection lkmt is estlmaled 
mqkg Mrlligrams per knlogram 
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South Carolina Department of 

~ a t u r a l '  Resources 
Paul A. Sanditer, Ph.D. 

D ~ r e c t o r  

June 28,2002 

Ms. Caren Wilhoit 
SR? Intcrntional 
333 R~cecs-.~tc\od ? ~ e .  
Menlo Park. CA 94025 

John V. Miglarese 
4 

Deputy D~rector  for 
Marine Resources 

REF: Proposed FaciIities Expansion: NOAA Coastal Services Center 
Cooper River - North Charleston. SC 

Dear Ms. Wilhoit: 

Personnel ??on the South Carolina Dtpn~rnczt cjfNrtt~ra1 Resources have :c\iewed :kc 
abovc rcfcrcnced projcct and ex.aiuatcd i:s impact on 5siieries and dd i i fe  habitat, water 
quality, rccrcatiar, and other factors re?atir;g :a ~ h c  conscnla~ian of rLatura1 resources. No 
natural rcsoilrces of specific conccm, hclcding slate proicctcd species. nave been 
iden:ified on thc proposed project site and it is i j C r  opinion that thc proposed work tvill 
not substa~ti~lly alrer the quality of thz natarai enviroment. 

Sincerely, 
t 1  

Robert E. Duncan 
Envlronmcntai Programs i)lrcctor 

C 

P . 0  Box 12559 - Charleston, S.C. 2 9 4 2 2 - 2 5 5 9  Telephone. 843-795-6350 

j- EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AGENCY PRINTED ON RCCYCLED PAPER 6 
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July 5,2002 

Ms. Cam Wilhoit 
Research Analyst 
SRI International 
3 3 3 Ravenswood Avenue 
Menlo Park, CA 94025 

Re: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Coastal Services Center, North Charleston, SC 

Dear Ms. Wilhoit: 

Thank you for your letter of June 20, which we received on June 24, regarding the 
proposed expansion of NOAA's existing Coastal Services Center at 2224 South Hobson 
Avenue, North Charleston, South Carolina. 

We concur with your assessment that no properties meeting listed in or 
detennined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places will be affected 
by the proposed undertaking. 

We do want to point out that you did not complete the identification and 
assessment process required under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation and 
its regulations at 36 CFR Part 800. The Area of Potential Effect is part of the former 
Charleston Naval Base Complex. As part of the proposed Base closure, the Navy entered 
into a Programmatic Agreement in 1995 with the SC State Historic Preservation Office 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Four National Register eligible 
historic districts and four individually eligible properties were identified as part of the 
identification and evaluation process. 

S. C. Department of Archives & thstory * 8301 Parkiane Road * Columbia South Carolina 29223-4905 (803) 896-6100 * www.stale.sc.usiscdah 
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This information is not reflected in your June 20 letter. We are not going to 
request that you reassess potential effects; we have determined that no eligible properties 
or districts will be affected, Any future undertakings at the Base area should reference 
the Programmatic Agreement and the properties determined National Register eligible. 

Please don't hesitate to call me at 8031896-6169 if you have questions. 

Review and Compliance Programs 
State Historic Preservation Office 

Cc: Mr. Don Couch 
Navy Preservation Officer 



List of State and Federal Threatened and Endangered Species and State 
Species of Concern Found in Charleston County, South Carolina 

Federal Status 

Endangered 

Threatened 
Threatened 

Threatened 

i 

Species Name 
Cooper's hawk (Accipiter Coopetdii) 
Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostr~im) 
Northern cricket frog (Acris crepitar7.s cr-epitans) 
Bachman's sparrow (Airnophila aestivalis) 
Seabeach amaranth (Amararzthus pumi1rl.s) 
Flatwoods salamander (Antbystoma cingrrlatum) 
Blue maiden-cane (Amphicarptim m~tclzlo~hc.rgiarrum) 
Purple silkyscale (A,~thaenantia rr~ fu)  
Winter grape fern (Botrychiurn ltinar-ioidcs) 
Bearded grass-pink (Calopogo~z bai-batus) 
Bandana-of-the-Everglades ( C a ~ r i ~ a J l n ~ ~ c ~ i i ~ ~ i )  
Loggerhead sea turtle (Carettu cat.ett~i) 
Cypress-knee sedge (Curex deconrposi&rr) 
Wilson's  lover (Charadrius wilsnr~in) 
Shiny spikegrass (Chasmnnthizlrn nitidunz) 
Spotted turtle (Clemmy,~ guttata) 
Star-nosed mole (Co~tylura cristatn) 
Southeastern tickseed (Coreopsis gladiuta) 
Rafinesque's big-eared bat (Corynorlzi~~lis rufi~ze.syii) 
Piedmont flatsedge (CI-perzis teir.ago,izrs) 
Black-throated green warbler (Derzdoioo vir-ells) 
American swallow-tailed kite (Ela~roides forficatus) 

State Status 
Species of Concern 
Endangered 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Threatened 
Endangered 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Threatened 
Species of Concern 
Threatened 

Viviparous spike-rush (Eleocharits viv~lpar-a) 
Hollow joe-pye weed (Eiipator-ium fistuln.slcn~) 

Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Endangered 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Endangered 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 

Godfrey's 
Elliot's milkpea (Galactia elliottii) 
Bald eagle (Hnliaeetzls lezrcoceplzulrls) 
Southeastern sneezeweed (Helerrizrnr ui/~rratifid~lnzl 

i 

Southern hognose snake (heter.odorr simus) 
Mississippi kite (Ictinin rr.ri.ssis.sippi~."si.s) 

I Walter's iris ( h i s  he.snxorlcl) 1 Species of Concern 1 1 

Species of Concern 
pp 

Species of Concern 
Endangered 
S ~ e c i e s  of Concern 
Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 

Large-stem morning-glory (Ipomoeu tnuctt-orlziza) 
Beach morning-glory (Ipomoeir .stolor~(fera) 

Threatened 

Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 

I Swainson's warbler (Limnotk11.i~i.s sn~tiin.soriii) I Species of Concern I I 

Hoary bat (La.siu~.rrs cir~er-eus) 
Southern lenuro~etalon tLeu~irouetu/orl ,sunth~ilirtu~~r~ 

Species of Concern 
Soecies of Concern 

Southern twayblade (Listerw azl.stcit.~~li.s) 
Pondsp~cc (Litsc~z astiva1i.s) 

Page 1 of 3 
n A =  

Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 

Boykin's lobelia (Loheliu bo~i-irrll) 
Lance-leaf seedbox (Lrid~c-igia iatl~*t~olrrtrr) 

Species of Concern 
Species of Concern 



List of State and Federal Threatened and Endangered Species and State 
Species of Concern Found in Charleston County, South Carolina 

Species Name State Status Federal Status 
Lance-leaf loosestrife (Lvsimachia hvbrida) S~ecies  of Concern 

x d I Red-headed woodpecker (Malanerpes 
I L I 

I Species of Concern I 
I I 

Meadow vole (Microtus pennsylvan icus) I Species of Concern I 
Eastern coral snake (Micrurus fulvius) 
Bent grass (=hairgrass)(Muhlen bergicr filipes) 
Wood stork (Mycteria americana) 
Southeastern mvotis (Mvotis austerori~arius) 

Brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) Species of Concern 
Spoon-flower (Peltandra sagittijolia) Species of Concern 

I Harbor seal (Phoca vitrrlina) I Species of Concern I 
Slender-leaved dragon-head (Physostegia leptophylia) Species of Concern 
Red-cockaded wood~ecker (Picoides boreulis) Endangered Endangered 
Climbing fetter-bush (Pieris phill-v?.efilin) Species of Concern 
Pineland plantain (Plantago sparsiflora) Species of Concern 
Yellow fringeless orchid (Platanther-a integrcr) Species of Concern 
Glossy ibis (Plegadis, falci~zell~is) Threatened 
Dwarf siren (Pseudobranchus str-iatlu) Threatened 
Whisk fern (Psiloturn nudum) S ecies of Concern 
Crested fringe orchid (Pteroglos.su.spis ecristuta) S ecies of Concern 

1 Gopher frog (Rarro capito) -- S ecies of Concern 
Awned meadowbeauty (Rhexia aristosa) Species of Concern 
Homed beakrush (Rhvnchosoora carevana) Soecies of Concern 
Harper beakrush (Rhynchospora hal-peri) Species of Concern 
Drowned hornedrush (Rhvnchosuor~z irr~azdata) Soecies of Concern 

1 Tiny-leaved buckthorn (Sageretia n1inet~f1or.a) I Species of Concern I 
Sweet pitcher-plant (Sun-acenia rithr-a) Species of Concern 
Chaffseed (Schtvalbea A merica~za) Endangered Endangered 

I Eastern fox sauirrel (Scit~rus iliaer) 1 Species of Concern I 
Baldwin nutrush (Sclerio bnld\tinii) Species of Concern 
Black swamp snake (Senzinatris pygcrea) Species of Concern 
Lace-lip ladies-tresses (Sp~lrunfhc>~v llucirriata) Species of Concern 
Least-tern (Ster~la arrtillarrmz) Threatened 

I Nodded no~onia  (Triohora t,-iar~thouhorcl) I Species of Concern I 
[ Barn owl (Tvto albcl) 

.- 
I Species of Concern I 

Page 2 of 3 - A ,  



List of State and Federal Threatened and Endangered Species and State 
Species of Concern Found in Charleston County, South Carolina 

/ Elliot yellow-eyed grass (Xyris elliottii) I Species of Concern I 
Source: South Carolina Department of Naturat Resources. South Carolina Rare, Threatened, 8, 

Species Name 
Black bear f Ursus americanus) 

Endangered Species lnveitory: Species Found in Charleston County, 
http:l/www.dnr.state.sc.us/plslheritaqelcountv species.list?pcountv=charleston (September 10, 
2001 ). 

Page 3 of 3 
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State Status 
S~ecies  of Concern 

Federal Status 
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June 21,2002 - - 

Mr. Roger Banks 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Virginia Field Office 
6669 Short Lane - ---- 
Gloucester, VA 23061 

' -  

RE: Proposed Facilities Expansion; National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
(NOAA) Coastal Services Center (CSC), North CharIeston, South Carolina 

Dear Mr. Banks: 

The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) proposes to expand 
its existing Coastal Services Center (CSC) facilities located at 2224 South Hobson 
Avenue in the city of North Charleston, South Carolina. SR1 International is preparing an 
environmental assessment of this proposed action in conformance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. We seek the U.S. Fish aid Wildlife Service's opinion 
regarding possible impacts to protected species. 

Proposed Action 

The CSC serves the nation's coastal resource managers by providing supporting 
information, technology, and training. Due to anticipated growth in CSC staffing and 
program capabilities, two new buildings totaline 21 -560 net sauare feet (sq ft) will be 
constructed adjacent to NOAA's existing twc The U.S* Fish and Wildlife Service ( U S W S )  has reviewed the plans 

for this proposed project. about 10,780 sq ft  would be added to the exi; 
A 

4/ It  is our  opinion that the proposed action is not likely to have CSC is located within the former Charle reasonably foreseeable adverse effects on resources under the 
$2,.,t;,q 1- r . : ; -u. . .cnl  4'- f l ' - -"l--  a ;I,,t ,,..-. *,, i t 1 . -  L. -, . A LII L11011b3 Jurisdicfior! cf the lTSFWS th2: nre currently p;o:cctcd bp 

A ' d  . C I  

the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
topographic elevation at the proposed projec 1531 et. seq.)(Act). Therefore, no further action is required 

mean sea level (AMSL). The coordinates at under Section 7(a)(2) of the ~ c t .  

58.9" North and longitude 79" 56' 33 .@" WG d It is our opinion that the proposed action is not l ikeh to have 

2 is an aerial photograph ~ ) f  the NOAA site : 
proposed facilities are provided in Figures 4 
conditions are provided in Figure 5 .  

significant adverse wetland impacts. Please contactihe 
Corps of Engineers for more information. 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 176 Croghan Spur Road, Suite 200, 
Charleston, SC 29407, (843) 727-4707 

SRI International 
333  R a v e n s w o o d  A v e n u e .  Men lo  P a r k  CA 94025  650 .859  2000 
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D H E C  Office of Ocean and Coastal 
Resource Management 

1362 McMillan Avenue, Suite 400 
Charleston, SC 29405 

(803) 744-5838 FAX (803) 744-5847 

July 22, 2002 

Ms. Caren Wilhoit 
SRI International 
333 Ravenswood Avenue 
Menlo Park, Ca 94025 

Re: NOAA Coastal Services Center Proposed Facilities Expansion 
Federal Consistency 
Cnariesion County 

Dear Ms. Wilhoit: 

The staff of SCDHEC-OCRM has reviewed the information you sent to us in your July 1, 2002, 
package. As you described, this Federal Action involves construction of two new buildings adjacent to 
NOAA's existing buildings. You are preparing an Environmental Assessment of this proposed action. f o 
assist you in preparing the EA, our comments on the project are as follows. The site is adjacent to a 
SCDHEC-OCRM critical area, but no construction within the critical area is proposed. Please contact Mr. 
Fred Mallett to have the critical line marked in the field. Your client should have this line surveyed and 
placed on the project construction plans. In addition, because construction will involve more than 2 acres 
of land disturbance, a Stormwater Management and Sediment Reduction Act Permit will be required from 
this office prior to construction. Please contact Neil Desai at ext. 123 for these requirements. 

If you have any questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Fritz ~ idhele 
Federal Consistency Coordinator 

EFlS #7695 

CC: Richard Chinnis, Neil Desai, Rob Mikell 
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Table 2 Lead-in-Paint Results for NOAAl and NOAA2 Buildings 

ft2 = square feet 
NA = Not available 

Sample tD 

NOA.41- 
PC-01 

NOAA1- 
PC-02 

Lead Sample 
Result by weight 

0.164% 

0.0 1 7% 

I 

Sample 
Location 

Rm. 233. south 
wall 

Rm. 233 access 
door 

Paint Color 
and Condition 

White, good 

condrtion 

Whrte, good 
condrtlon 

NOAA 1 - 
PC-03 

NOAAI- 

PC-04 

NOAA1- 

PC-05 

NOAA1- 
PC-06 

Material 
Amount 

2000 ft2 

200 ft2 

Facility 
Component 

Gypsum board 

walls 

Door frame, 

metal 

0.022% 

0.7996 

0.497% 

0.0 1 6% 

0.103% 

3 89% 

1.04% 

0.01 8% 

1.67% 

0.022% 

0 116% 

100 tf 

25 f? 

25 h2 

25 ft2 

Dark blue, good 
cond~tion 

Green and 

white, poor 
condit~on 

Red and green, 
poor cond~tlon 

Black, fa~r 
condition 

i 

25 ft2 

>500 ft2 

200 ft2 

>lo00 it2 

100 f? 

100 ft2 

200 f? 

lntenor sta~r rails, 
metal 

Bnck ch~mney 

stub 

Brick ch~mney 

stub 

Extenor door 
frame, metal 

NOAA 1 - 
PC-07 

2F, East 
starwell landing 

Rm 150 

Rm 150 

East wlng porch 

Extenor concrete 

steps 

Extenor soff ds, 

wood 

Steel support 

frame 

lntenor walls, 
concrete block 

Interior steel door 
frames 

Extenor porch 

steps, concrete 

Ceiling, plaster 

Red over yellow 
good condition 

East wing porch 

steps 

Root over 1 F, 
northwest wing 

Roof over west 

wrng 

1 F Corridor 

I F  Corridor 

West wing porch 

steps 

1 F Corndor 
ceiling 

NOAA1- 
PC-08 

NOAA2- 

Black over 

yellow 

Mauve, falr 

PC-09 

NOAA2- 
PC-10 

NOAA2- 
PC-1 1 

NOAAZ- 

PC-12 

NOAAP- 
PC-13 

cond~t~on 

Whne over 
yellow over 

green, good 
condit  on 

White over gray 
over green over 

orange, good 

condit~on 

Blue, good 
cond~t~on 

Yellow, poor 
condition 
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Re: Data from S. Hobson samples request 

Subject: Re: Data from S. Hobson samples request 
Date: Wed, 3 1 Jul 2002 13:26:52 -0500 

From: "Charlie Vernoy" <CVemoy@ensafe.com> 
To: ~caren.wilhoit@sri.com> 
CC: <HarrellRA@EFDSOUTH.NAVFAC.NAVY.mil>, <envtek@sri.com>, 

<john.chamberlain@sri.com> 

Ms. Wilhoit: 

In response to your request for the results of storm water effluent 
samples collected near the NOAA Services Center I am including a map of 
the area with the sample ID locations labeled as well as the analytical 
results. Please note that I have included sample # EFF044 which was 
collected behind the Service Center. In the data results spreadsheet I 
have included the compound name, sample ID, analytical method, 
validation qualifier, as well as the USEPA Region IV Saltwater/Surface 
Water Screening value to which the storm water effluent results will be 
compared to. This is for comparision purposes only and initially 
identifies potential contaminants of concern. 

The validation qualifiers are: " U "  means that there were no detections 
found for that particular compound at that detection limit. "J" means 
that the results are an estimated value, "UJ" means that though there 
was not a detection at the detection limit there was a quality control 
deviation from the analytical method. A result with no qualifier means 
that the result is true with no qualification. 

If you should have any questions please feel free to contact me at 
843-884-0029. 

Charlie Vernoy 
EnSafe Inc. 
Zone J Task Order Manager 
>>> Caren Wilhoit <caren. wilhoit@sri.com> 0 7 / 2 9 / 0 2  01 :14PM >>> 
Mr. Vernoy: 

As mentioned in this morning's phone conversation, I am requesting for 
the results of the stormwater effluent samples from the two drop 
inlets 
located directly south of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration's INOAA's) Coastal Services Center (Buildings RTC-1 and 
200). The samples were collected early this year. The drop inlets are 
located at 2234 and 2224 South Hobson Ave, which are directly east of 
Pier Romeo (Pier R )  and wlthin Zone I. 

I need to determine I£ the analytical tests detected the presence of 
contaminants of concern at significant levels. Did the samples undergo 
the screening process yet? Did any pollutants exceeded their 
respective 
screening levels, or otherwise appear to be at a level of concern? 
This 
informaticn will asslst NOAA in its proposed development at the 
Coastal 
Services Center. Thank you for your time and consideration. Please 
email me or call me at 650.859.4829 if there are any questions or 
concerns. 

Sincerely, 
Caren Wilhoit 
Research Analyst 
SRI International 
333 Ravenswood Ave, G-228 



Re: Data from S. Hobson samples request 

Menlo Park, CA 9 4 0 2 5 - 3 4 9 3  
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Name: NOAA Sample Location Map.pdf / BNOAA Sarn~le  Location Map.pdf; Type: Acrobat (application/pdf) 
i Encoding: base64 i 

, Name: NOAA Sample Data.pdf 1 D N O A h  Sample i)rtr.sdf Type: Acrobat (appllcrtioipdO 
1 Encoding: base64 
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Charleston Naval Complex 

Zone J, Drainage Basins around NOAA 
Stormwater Effluent Sample Locations 



Zone a, Charleston Haval Capplsx, Charleeton, South Carolina 
Stoxwater Effluent Results for Drainage Basins Around &JOAA 

" . -- ' . L%,L"L l  L 

QUA$ UNi'rS 1 Saltwater su 

page 1 

m m - D - 1 m  



Zone J, Charleston Naval Complex, Charleston, South Carolina 
Stormwater Effluent ~esults fo r  Drainage Basins Around NOAA 



Zone J, Charleston Haval Coaplex, Charleston, South Carolina 
Storrwstar Effluent Results for Drainage m i r i a  Around 1901U 
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Zone J. Charleston Naval Complex, Charleston, South Carolina 
Stormwater Effluent Results for Drainage Basins Around NOAA 



Zone J, Charleston Naval Complex, Charleston, South Carolina 
Stormwater Effluent Results for Drainage Basins Around NOAA 
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Zone 9* bBaurleeton M a w 1  South Cazoli~ 
Stomater Effluent R e s a t t  &3r Sa#3ins Around NOM4 

-- I COMPOUND NAME 

Page 6 



Zone J, Charleston Naval Complex, Charleston, South Carolina 
Stormwater Effluent Results for Drainage Basins Around NOAA 
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Zone J, Charleston ~ a v a l  Complex, Charleston, s o u t h  Carolina 
Stormwater Effluent Results for Drainage Basins Around NOAA 

91 -20-3 I Naphthalene - 
98-95-3 1 Nitrobenzene 

EFF047 02/08/02 8270 87-86-5 Pentachlorophenol 50 
A EFF047 02/08/02 8270 85-01-8 Phenanthrene 10 . U * u S n i  NL 
A EFF047 02108102 8270 108-95-2 Phenol lo + u ; ugn -1 58 
A EFFO47 02/08/02 8270 129-00-0 j Pyrene 10 LI @ I  i . . NL ~ 

A EFFO47 02/08/02 9012 57-12-5 1 Cyan~de, Total 10 : -  u , u g f l ,  1 
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APPENDIX C 

DRAFT EA DISTRIBUTION LIST 
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D R A n  EA DlSTRlBUTlON LIST 

Charleston County Library 
Dorchester Road Regional Branch 
6325 Dorchester Road 
North Charleston, SC 29418 

Ms. Lynnette Ansell, Regional Environmental Compliance Officer (RECO) 
NOAA HQTR OFA 74 
Norfolk Federal Building 
200 World Trade Center 
Norfolk, VA 235 10- 1624 

Mr. Roger Banks, Field Supervisor 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Virginia Field Oft'lce 
6669 Short Lane 
Gloucester. VA 33061 

Mr. Jeff Biel, Region Director 
National Civilian Conservation Corps, Southeast Region 
223 1 South Hobson Avenue 
North Charleston. SC 29405-2430 

Mr. Joseph T. Bryant, V.P., Terminal Development 
South Carolina State Ports Authority 
Planning and Business Development Office 
176 Concord Street 
Charleston, SC 2940 1 

Mr. Robert E. Duncan. Environmental Programs Director 
South Carolina Department of Natural Resources 
Manne Resources Division 
P.O. Box 12559 
Charleston, SC 29422-2559 

Mr. Wayne Fanning, District Director 
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
Office of Environmental Quality Control 
Trident District Office 
1362 McMillan Avenue. Suite 300 
North Charleston, SC 29405 



Mr. Bill Gore, Director 
City of North Charieston Department of Planning and Management 
City Hall 
4900 Lacross Road 
North Charleston, SC 29406 

Mr. Clarence H. Ham, Chief 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Charleston District 
Regulatory Division (CESAC-CO-M) 
69-A Hagood Avenue 
Charleston, SC 29403-5 107 

Mr. Tony Hunt, Base Realignment and Closure Environmental Coordinator (BEC) 
Department of the Navy, Southern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
Naval Base Charleston 
Caretaker Site Office 
P.O. Box 190010 
North Charleston, SC 29419-9010 

Ms. Elizabeth Johnson, B-C-D Regional Representative 
State Historic Preservation Office 
Archives & History Center 
8301 Parklane Road 
Columbia, SC 29223 

Mr. Scott Littlefield 
NOAA HQTR OFA 74 
Norfolk Federal Building 
200 World Trade Center 
Norfolk, VA 235 10-1624 

Ms. Beth McCandless, Resource Management Services Branch Chief 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Coastal Services Center 
2234 South Hobson Avenue 
North Charleston, SC 29405-24 13 

Mr. Sean P. McDonell, Operations Director 
Charleston Naval Complex Redevelopment Authority 
1360 Truxtun Avenue, Suite 300 
North Charleston, SC 29405 



Ms. Ginger McCartney 
City of North Charleston 
Community Development Office 
4900 Lacross Road 
North Charleston, SC 29406 

Mr. Rob Mikell, Manager of Federal Certification Section 
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
Office of Ocean and Coastal Resource Management 
Charleston Office 
1362 McMillan Avenue, Suite 400 
North Charleston, SC 29405 

Mr. Carl Richardson, Director 
South Carolina Department of Health and Environmental Control 
Bureau of Air Quality 
Engineering Services Division 
2600 Bull Street 
Columbia. SC 29201 

Ms. Ann K. Whitsett, Facilities Coordinator 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
Coastal Services Center 
2234 South Hohson Avenue 
North Charleston, SC 29405-2413 
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