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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

ES 1 INTRODUCTION 
On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 
Commission) recommended closure of the SGT Joseph E. Muller United States Army Reserve 
Center (USARC) and realignment of essential missions to other installations.  The deactivated 
USARC property is excess to Army need and will be disposed of according to applicable laws 
and regulations.  

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed 
closure, disposal, and reuse of the SGT Joseph E. Muller United States Army Reserve Center 
(Muller USARC or the Property), Bronx, New York.  This EA was developed in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) [42 United States Code (U.S.C.) § 4321 et seq.]; 
implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 
40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508; and Environmental Analysis of Army 
Actions, 32 CFR Part 651.  Its purpose is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely 
environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

This EA addresses the potential environmental, cultural, and socioeconomic effects of the Muller 
USARC closure, disposal, and reuse.  The potential environmental effects from relocating the 
Muller USARC units to the Fort Totten, New York Armed Forces Reserve Center have been 
analyzed in accordance with NEPA and documented in a separate Record of Environmental 
Consideration (REC) (99th RSC 2009). 

ES 2 PROPOSED ACTION 
The proposed action is the disposal of surplus property made available by the realignment of 
Muller USARC.  Redevelopment and reuse of the surplus Muller USARC property (the 
Property) would occur as a secondary action under disposal. 

Under BRAC law, the Army was required to close the Muller USARC not later than 
September 15, 2011.  The Muller USARC was closed on September 14, 2011 and the Army will 
dispose of the Property (USAR 2011).  As a part of the disposal process, the Army screened the 
Property for reuse with the Department of Defense and other federal agencies.  No federal 
agency expressed an interest in reusing this property for another purpose. 

ES 3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

ES 3.1 Alternative 1 - No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue operations at the Muller USARC at 
levels similar to those that occurred prior to the BRAC Commission’s recommendations for 
closure becoming final.  The inclusion of the No Action Alternative is prescribed by the CEQ 
regulations implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark against which the environmental 
impacts of the action alternatives may be evaluated.  The Reserve mission at the USARC has 
ended and it is unlikely that it would ever resume, given the recommendation of the BRAC 
Commission.  Nevertheless, this No Action Alternative allows comparison of impacts between 
the prior mission, the current caretaker status, and the proposed reuses.  Therefore, the No Action 
Alternative is evaluated in the EA. 
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ES 3.2 Alternative 2 - Caretaker Status Alternative  
The Army secured the Muller USARC after the military mission ended on September 14, 2011 to 
ensure public safety and the security of remaining government property and allow completion of 
any required environmental remediation actions.  From the time of closure until conveyance of 
the Property, the Army will provide sufficient maintenance to preserve and protect the site for 
reuse in an economical manner that facilitates redevelopment.  If the Muller USARC is not 
transferred, the Army will reduce maintenance levels to the minimum level for surplus 
government property as specified in 41 CFR 101-47.402, 41 CFR 101-47-4913, and Army 
Regulation 420-1 (Army Facilities Management). 

ES 3.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Muller USARC as a 
Homeless Shelter 
For Alternative 3, the Army would close the Muller USARC by September 15, 2011 and transfer 
the Property via public benefit conveyance to a homeless provider.  The Property’s single 
building would be redeveloped into a shelter that would serve up to 200 homeless individual 
adult men as recommended by the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority in the Final 
Redevelopment Plan (Muller LRA 2011).  Space would be developed into the following 
categories: program space, food services, general and administrative space, and living quarters. 

ES 4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
Table ES-1 lists each of the environmental resource categories and subcategories, and it 
documents which resources are present and the potential environmental consequences: 

• Not present;  
• Present, but not impacted;  
• Present, not significant, negligible or minor impacts; or 
• Present, not significant, moderate impacts. 

 
Table ES-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Muller USARC. 

Resource Category 
(Alphabetical) 

Document 
Section Analysis 

AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts 
AIR QUALITY 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Critical Habitat 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Threatened and Endangered Species (State 
and Federal) 

4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 

Vegetation 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Wildlife 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Archaeological Resources 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts  
Historic Buildings 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts  
Historic Properties of Religious or Cultural 
Significance to Native Americans and Tribes 

4.1.1 Not present, no impacts  

GEOLOGY AND SOIL 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
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Table ES-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Muller USARC. 
Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 
Document 

Section Analysis 
HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

Asbestos Containing Material 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Lead Based Paint (LBP) 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
Munitions and Explosives of Concern 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Past Uses and Operations 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Pits, Sumps, Drywells, and Catch Basins 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Radioactive Materials 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Radon 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Storage, Use, Release of 
Chemicals/Hazardous Substances 

4.1.2 Present, no impacts 

UST/ASTs 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Waste Disposal Sites 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 

LAND USE 

Current and Future Development in the 
Region of Influence 

4.2.1  

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

Installation Land/Airspace 4.2.1  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

National and State Parks 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Prime and Unique Farmland 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Surrounding Land 4.2.1  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

NOISE 4.1.3 Present, negligible/minor impacts 
SOCIOECONOMICS 

Demographics 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

Economic Development 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

Environmental Justice 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

Housing 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
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Table ES-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Muller USARC. 
Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 
Document 

Section Analysis 
Protection of Children 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

Public Services 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts 

TRANSPORTATION 

Roadways and Traffic 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
Public Transportation 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

UTILITIES 

Communications 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Energy Sources (Electrical, Gas, etc) 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Potable Water Supply 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Solid Waste 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Storm Water System 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Wastewater System 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 

WATER RESOURCES 

Floodplains/Coastal Barriers and Zones 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Hydrology/Groundwater 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
National Wild and Scenic Rivers 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Wetlands 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 4.3 Cumulative impacts are not significant 
 

ES 5 CONCLUSIONS 
This Environmental Assessment was conducted in accordance with the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations 
implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500), and Environmental Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR 
651).  As analyzed and discussed in the EA, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of 
Alternative 1, 2, and 3 have been considered and no significant impacts (either beneficial or 
adverse) have been identified.  Therefore, issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact is 
warranted and preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not required.    
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SECTION 1.0 INTRODUCTION 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the environmental impacts of the proposed action 
of closure, disposal, and reuse of the SGT Joseph E. Muller United States Army Reserve Center 
(USARC), 555 East 238th Street (Nereid Avenue) Bronx, New York (Figure 1-1).  This EA was 
developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) [42 United States 
Code (U.S.C.) § 4321 et seq.]; implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508; and 
Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, 32 CFR Part 651.  Its purpose is to inform decision 
makers and the public of the likely environmental and socioeconomic consequences of the 
Proposed Action and reasonably foreseeable reuse alternatives.   

1.1 Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action 
On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC 
Commission) recommended closure of the Muller USARC (Figure 1-2) and realignment of 
essential missions to other installations.  The deactivated USARC property is excess to Army 
needs and will be disposed of according to applicable laws and regulations.  

1.2 Public Involvement 
The Army is committed to open decision-making.  For a period of 30 days during the preparation 
of this EA, the Army accepted comments from the public.  The collaborative involvement of 
other agencies, organizations, and individuals in the NEPA process enhances issue identification 
and problem solving.  In preparing this EA, the Army consulted or coordinated with the United 
States (U.S.) Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), U.S. Department Of Housing And 
Urban Development, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, the New 
York State Historic Preservation Office (NY SHPO), the New York State Division of Military 
and Naval Affairs, the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority, the City of New York, 
appropriate Native American tribes, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and others as appropriate. 

The 30-day public review period of this EA begins by publishing a Notice of Availability of the 
final EA and a draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) in a local newspaper, the Bronx 
Times-Reporter, and a regional newspaper, New York Times.  The EA and draft FNSI are made 
available during the public review period at the Woodlawn Heights Public Library (4355 
Katonah Avenue, Bronx, New York 10470) and the Wakefield Branch Library (4100 Lowerre 
Place, Bronx, New York 10466), and on the BRAC website at 
http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm. 

The Army invites the public and all interested and affected parties to review and comment on 
this final EA and the draft FNSI.  Written comments and requests for information should be 
submitted to the NEPA Coordinator of the 99th Regional Support Command (RSC), Amanda 
Murphy (DPW-ENV) at 5231 South Scott Plaza, Fort Dix, New Jersey, 08640 or 
amanda.w.murphy.ctr@us.army.mil. 

At the end of the public review period, the Army will review all comments received; compare 
environmental impacts associated with reasonable alternatives; revise the FNSI or the EA, if 
necessary; supplement the EA, if needed; and make a decision.  If the impacts of the Proposed 
Action are not significant, the Army will sign and execute the FNSI and the action may proceed 
immediately.  If potential impacts are found to be significant, the Army can decide to (1) not 

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm
mailto:amanda.w.murphy.ctr@us.army.mil
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proceed with the proposed action, (2) proceed with the proposed action after committing to 
mitigation reducing the anticipated impact to a less than significant impact in the revised Final 
FNSI, or (3) publish a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in 
the Federal Register.  
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SECTION 2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
The proposed action is the disposal of surplus property made available by the realignment of the 
Muller USARC.  Redevelopment and reuse of the surplus Muller USARC property (the 
Property) by a non-Federal entity would occur as a secondary action under disposal. 

Under BRAC law, the Army was required to close the Muller USARC not later than September 
15, 2011.  The Muller USARC was closed on September 14, 2011 and the Army will dispose of 
the Property (USAR 2011).  As a part of the disposal process, the Army screened the Property 
for reuse with the Department of Defense and other federal agencies.  No federal agency 
expressed an interest in reusing this property for another purpose. 

2.1 BRAC Commission’s Recommendation 
The BRAC Commission’s recommendation is to: 

“Close Muller USARC, Bronx, NY, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve 
Center at Fort Totten, NY.” 

A Record of Environmental Consideration (REC) has documented the NEPA review of the 
relocation of units and the renovation of the Ernie Pyle USARC at Fort Totten, New York 
(99th RSC 2009). 

2.2 Muller Local Redevelopment Authority’s Reuse Plan 
On November 17, 2008, the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority was officially recognized by 
the U.S. Office of Economic Adjustment as the planning entity for the purpose of formulating a 
recommendation for the reuse of the Muller USARC.  On December 2, 2008, the Department of 
Defense published recognition of the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority in the Federal 
Register.  According to the Federal Property Administrative Services Act of 1949 and the Base 
Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, the Muller Local 
Redevelopment Authority screened this Federal Government surplus property by soliciting 
notices of interest (NOIs) from state and local governments, representatives of the homeless, and 
other interested parties.  The Muller Local Redevelopment Authority published a request for 
NOIs in the New York Post on March 5, 2009 and in the Daily News on March 17, 2009.  The 
deadline for receiving NOIs was June 23, 2009.  In addition, the Muller Local Redevelopment 
Authority hosted tours of the Muller USARC facility for the purpose of granting individuals 
from interested organizations an opportunity to view the property. 

Prior to the June 23, 2009 deadline, the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority received NOIs 
from the following three organizations: 

• The Doe Fund, Inc. – Residential homeless shelter program and comprehensive provision 
of required social and support services for up to 200 individual adult men; 

• United Church of Jesus Christ – Expand educational programs to include early head start, 
kindergarten through sixth grade, and after school programs; 

• South Bronx Overall Economic Development Corporation – Transitional and permanent 
housing for homeless veterans and homeless elderly individuals (30 to 40 units); and 

The New York State Division of Military and Naval Affairs submitted a letter of intent seeking 
to use the Property to house New York Army National Guard (NYARNG) units currently 
stationed in the annex building at the Kingsbridge Armory.  
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After reviewing the four reuse proposals, recommendations, and all public comments, the Muller 
Local Redevelopment Authority prepared a Final Sgt. Joseph A. Muller Army Reserve Center 
Redevelopment Master Plan (Final Redevelopment Plan) that determined the Property be 
transferred to a homeless provider for a residential homeless shelter program for up to 200  
individual adult men.  The Final Redevelopment Plan, dated June 29, 2011, along with 
supplemental information dated February 16, May 29, and June 8, 2012, was submitted by New 
York City Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD).  The plan was approved by HUD on June 20, 2012 (Appendix D). 

2.3 Description of the Muller USARC 
The Property is located at 555 East 238th Street (Nereid Avenue) in the Borough of the Bronx, 
New York and was originally acquired to serve as a Navy Industrial Reserve Aircraft Plant.  The 
U.S. Government acquired the Property through three separate real estate transactions: 0.57 acres 
acquired in 1943, 0.7 acres acquired in 1959, and 0.26 acres acquired in 1960.  In 1960, the main 
building was renovated for conversion from an aircraft plant to a 1,400-man USARC.  In 1991, 
the windows were replaced and the building was re-clad in stucco (USACE 2007). 

Figure 1-2 shows the Muller USARC site plan.  The USARC is located on an approximately 0.9-
acre parcel and contains one permanent structure, a military equipment parking (MEP) area, and 
a privately owned vehicle (POV) parking area.  The 55,000 square-foot main building was 
constructed in 1954.  It is a concrete block structure with stucco veneer and a flat, tar and gravel 
roof.  The rectangular shaped main building is a four-level, northeast-southwest oriented 
building.  The building’s interior consists of office space, classrooms, a kitchen area, a mess hall, 
storage, a former Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS), and a boiler room.  The northeast 
end of the main building’s basement is the boiler room.  The first level contains the former OMS 
at the north end and caged storage the remainder of the first level.  Levels two, three, and four 
contain primarily classrooms, offices, and storage areas.  The kitchen and mess hall are located 
on the second level (USACE 2007). 

The MEP and POV parking are combined in one parking area that is located in the northeast 
corner of the Property.  A small area designated for POV parking is located on the eastern side of 
the main building.  The USARC is surrounded by a fence that is locked at night.  Access to the 
parking area during the day is through a single gate located on Bronx Boulevard, while entrance 
to the main building is through a single gate located on East 238th Street (USACE 2010). 

The former OMS on the first floor of the main building was originally used for light vehicle 
maintenance and was most recently used for storage.  A former concrete vehicle wash rack is 
located in the parking area to the northeast of the main building.  Impervious surface features 
such as asphalt parking areas, driveways, concrete walkways, and the main building cover most 
of the Property.  There is only a small patch of lawn south of the main building in front of the 
entrance on East 238th Street, and a wooded area exists along the west side of the Property. 

The Muller USARC was most recently occupied by the 3rd Brigade, 2nd Battalion Military Police, 
867th Detachment, and 325th Military Intelligence Battalion.  Immediately before closure, the 
Muller USARC consisted of 15 full time staff and approximately 400 reservists that trained at 
the Muller USARC on weekends. 
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Photograph 1.  Muller USARC, front entrance. 

 

 
Photograph 2.  Muller USARC, south end of main building. 

 

 
Photograph 3.  Muller USARC former OMS, north end of main building.  
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Photograph 4.  Muller USARC, privately owned vehicle parking area. 

 
Photograph 5.  Muller USARC, second floor drill hall. 
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SECTION 3.0 ALTERNATIVES 
A key principle of NEPA is that agencies are to give full consideration to a range of reasonable 
alternatives to a proposed action.  Considering alternatives helps to avoid unnecessary impacts 
and allows analysis of reasonable ways to achieve the stated purpose and need.  To warrant 
detailed evaluation, an alternative must be reasonable.  To be considered reasonable, an 
alternative must be affordable, capable of implementation, and satisfactory with respect to 
meeting the purpose of and need for the action.  The following discussion identifies alternatives 
considered and whether they are reasonable and, hence, subject to detailed evaluation in this EA.  
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 were analyzed and that analysis and its conclusions are discussed in this 
document. 

3.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Army would continue operations at the Muller USARC at 
levels similar to those that occurred prior to the BRAC Commission’s recommendations for 
closure becoming final.  The inclusion of the No Action Alternative is prescribed by the CEQ 
regulations implementing NEPA and serves as a benchmark against which the environmental 
impacts of the action alternatives may be evaluated.  The Reserve mission at the USARC has 
ended and it is unlikely that it would ever resume, given the recommendation of the BRAC 
Commission.  Nevertheless, this no action alternative allows comparison of impacts between the 
prior mission, the current caretaker status, and the proposed reuses.  Therefore, the No Action 
Alternative is evaluated in the EA. 

3.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 
The Army secured the Muller USARC after the military mission ended on September 14, 2011 to 
ensure public safety and the security of remaining government property and to allow completion 
of any required environmental remediation actions.  From the time of operational closure until 
conveyance of the Property, the Army will provide sufficient maintenance to preserve and 
protect the site for reuse in an economical manner that facilitates redevelopment.  If the Muller 
USARC is not transferred, the Army will reduce maintenance levels to the minimum level for 
surplus government property as specified in 41 CFR 101-47.402, 41 CFR 101-47-4913, and 
Army Regulation 420-1 (Army Facilities Management). 

3.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Muller USARC as a 
Homeless Shelter 

For Alternative 3, the Army would close the Muller USARC by September 15, 2011 and transfer 
the Property via public benefit conveyance to a homeless provider.  The Property’s single 
building would be redeveloped into a shelter that would serve up to 200 homeless individual 
adult men as recommended by the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority in the Final 
Redevelopment Plan (Muller LRA 2011).  Space would be developed into the following 
categories: program space, food services, general and administrative space, and living quarters. 

3.4 Alternatives Considered and Eliminated From Further Analysis 
3.4.1 Early Transfer and Reuse 
Under this alternative, the Army would take advantage of various property transfer and disposal 
methods that allow the reuse of contaminated property to occur before all remedial actions have 
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been completed.  One method is to transfer the property to a new owner who agrees to perform, 
or to allow the Army to perform, all remedial actions required under applicable Federal and state 
requirements.  Allowing the property to be transferred before cleanup is complete requires 
concurrence of environmental regulatory authorities and the governor of the affected state.  The 
property must be suitable for the new owner’s intended use and the intended use must be 
consistent with protection of human health and the environment.   

This alternative was not carried forward for further analysis because the Environmental 
Condition of Property (ECP) Update Report classifies the Property as Type 1, one of seven U.S. 
Department of Defense (DoD) Environmental ECP categories (USACE 2010).  A Type 1 
classification is defined as an area or parcel of real property where no release or disposal of 
hazardous substances or petroleum products or their derivatives has occurred (including no 
migration of these substances from adjacent properties).  Because the Property is uncontaminated 
and no remedial action is required, the Muller USARC does not meet the criteria for the early 
transfer prior to cleanup alternative.  A copy of the 2010 ECP Update is available for reference at 
the following website (http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ecp.htm). 

3.4.2 Other Disposal Options 
Upon conclusion of the federal screening process, the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority 
was recognized by the Office of Economic Adjustment as the authority responsible for planning 
the reuse of the Muller USARC, and they solicited proposals for reuse of the property.   

The Muller Local Redevelopment Authority screened this Federal Government surplus property 
by soliciting NOIs in 2009 from state and local governments, representatives of the homeless, 
and other interested parties, as required by the Federal Property Administrative Services Act of 
1949, the Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994, and 
Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994.  Three applications were received in 
response to the request for NOIs: a 200-person homeless shelter, a 40-person homeless shelter, 
and a school.  The New York State Division of Military and Naval Affairs responded to the 
solicitation with a “letter of intent” for reuse as a training facility for New York Army National 
Guard (NYARNG) units.   

 

3.4.2.1 NYARNG and School Reuse Alternatives 

The first step in the BRAC property transfer process begins when the military service in 
possession of a BRAC property notifies other DoD branches that property has become available.  
If another branch of DoD determines that it requires the property, intra-agency transfer may 
occur.  If no DoD branch requires the property, it is deemed “excess” and a notice of its 
availability is sent to all other federal agencies.  If no federal agency pursues acquisition within 
the specified time frame, the property is determined to be “surplus” and the disposal process 
begins (Flynn 2005; Department of the Army 2006).  No DoD branches or other federal agencies 
expressed interest in acquiring the Muller USARC property during the federal screening process. 

In response to the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority solicitation of Notices of Interest in 
2009, the New York State Division of Military and Naval Affairs submitted a “letter of intent” 
seeking to use the Muller USARC property to house the NYARNG unit currently stationed in the 
annex building at the Kingsbridge Armory.  While this letter was considered by the Muller Local 
Redevelopment Authority, they concluded that the most appropriate use for the USARC property 

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ecp.htm
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would be for a homeless shelter (Muller LRA 2011).  It also took into consideration that this 
NYARNG unit already had quarters in the existing Kingsbridge Armory, and such a move would 
not create additional economic activity in the Bronx. 

The NYARNG reuse alternative and the proposed school alternative were not carried forward for 
analysis because they were not selected by the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority in the 
Final Redevelopment Plan.  The NYARNG has no plans to acquire the site (see scoping letter 
from the Division of Naval and Military Affairs in Appendix A.1.2), and no other entity has 
volunteered to acquire the site for the NYARNG.  The school proposal was considered by the 
Muller Local Redevelopment Authority, however, the Authority concluded that the most 
appropriate use for the USARC property would be for a homeless shelter (Muller LRA 2011). 

Qualified homeless providers were given priority consideration for reuse of the surplus military 
property in order to help meet “continuum of care” goals and objectives of the City of New 
York.  The Muller Local Redevelopment Authority concluded that the most appropriate use for 
the USARC property would be for a homeless shelter (Muller LRA 2011). 

3.4.2.2 Homeless Provider Reuse Alternative 

The Muller Local Redevelopment Authority concluded that because the proposed homeless 
shelter for 200 individual homeless adult men (including veterans) would serve more homeless 
individuals than the proposed shelter for 40 individual homeless seniors and veterans, the 200-
person shelter would allow the City to better meet the needs of the homeless by serving more 
individuals.  Also important to the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority in making its decision 
was the superiority of the 200-person shelter proposal in meeting the goals outlined in New York 
City’s Continuum of Care (Muller LRA 2011).  Since the NOI for a 40-person homeless shelter 
was not selected by the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority in the Final Redevelopment 
Plan, that proposed reuse was not carried forward for analysis in this EA. 
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SECTION 4.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 
The affected environment is a description of the existing environment potentially affected by the 
proposed action (40 CFR 1502.15).  This section analyzes the significance of direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts of the proposed action and alternatives on the affected environment.   

Impact 
An environmental consequence or impact (referred to in this document as an impact) is defined 
as a noticeable change in a resource from the existing environmental baseline conditions caused 
by or resulting from the proposed action.  As noted in Section 3, the baseline is the operations 
level at the Muller USARC and existing environment present immediately prior to the BRAC 
Commission’s recommendations for closure becoming final.  The terms “impact” and “effect” 
are synonymous as used in this EA.  Impacts may be determined to be beneficial or adverse and 
may apply to the full range of natural, aesthetic, cultural, and economic resources of the 
installation and its surrounding environment. 

Direct Versus Indirect Impacts 
Where applicable, analysis of impacts associated with each course of action has been further 
divided into direct and indirect impacts.  Definitions and examples of direct and indirect impacts 
as used in this document are as follows:  

• Direct Impacts.  Direct impacts are caused by the action and occur at the same time and 
place.  Both short-term and long-term direct impacts can be applicable. 

• Indirect Impacts.  Indirect impacts are caused by the action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may 
include growth inducing effects and other effects related to induced changes in the 
pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water 
and other natural systems, including ecosystems. 

• Application of Direct Versus Indirect Impacts.  For direct impacts to occur, a resource 
must be present in a particular area.  For example, if highly erodible soil were disturbed 
due to construction, there would be a direct impact to soil from erosion at the 
development site.  Sediment-laden runoff might indirectly affect surface water quality in 
adjacent areas downstream from the development site. 

Indirect impacts are described for the resource category in which indirect impacts are anticipated 
to occur.  For those resource categories with no anticipated indirect impacts, no further 
discussion on indirect impacts will be included in the Consequences sections.  

Long-Term versus Short-Term Impacts 
Impacts to resources may occur in a relatively short period of time or may be permanent.  In this 
EA, the estimated time durations during which impacts may be perceived or measured are 
described as short-term or long-term. 

Short-term impacts are generally realized just after or as a result of implementation of the 
alternative.  Short term impacts are temporary.  For instance, short-term impacts may result from 
preparation of the site for construction, actual construction, and renovation of existing facilities.  
Some resources may exhibit short-term impacts as they recover from any disturbances.   
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Long-term impacts are realized later in time after implementation of the alternative.  The longer 
duration may be resource specific (e.g., soil impacts from increased impervious surfaces) or may 
be a result of the persistence of the cause of the impact (e.g., increased traffic during weekdays 
without traffic calming measures).  

Significance 
The term “significant,” as defined in Section 1508.27 of the Regulations for Implementing 
NEPA (40 CFR 1500), http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ceq/1508.htm#1508.27, requires 
consideration of both the context and intensity of the impact evaluated. 

Context.  Significance can vary in relation to the context of the action.  This means that the 
significance of an action must be analyzed in several contexts such as society as a whole (human, 
national), the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality.  Significance varies with the 
setting of the proposed action.  For instance, in the case of a site-specific action, significance 
would usually depend on the effects in the locale rather than in the world as a whole.  Both 
short–term and long–term effects may be relevant. 

Intensity.  In accordance with the CEQ implementing guidance, impacts are also evaluated in 
terms of their intensity or severity.  Factors contributing to the evaluation of the intensity of an 
impact are listed in Section 1508.27 of the Regulations for Implementing NEPA. 

The range of intensity of potential impacts discussed in this EA are characterized as follows: 

• No Impact - a resource is not present; 
• No Impact - a resource is present, but is not affected; 
• Negligible - the impact is not measurable at the lowest level of detection; 
• Minor - the impact is slight, but detectable; 
• Moderate - the impact is readily apparent and appreciable; and  
• Significant - the impact is severely adverse, major, and highly noticeable. 

Resource Categories Analyzed 
Twelve resource areas were considered for potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Action 
and alternatives including aesthetics and visual resources, air quality, biological resources, 
cultural resources, geology and soils, hazardous and toxic substances, land use, noise, 
socioeconomics, transportation, utilities, and water resources.  Some resources were eliminated 
from detailed analysis as described below.  Table 4-1 lists each of the environmental resource 
categories and subcategories, it documents which resources are present and the environmental 
consequences, and it references the document section containing each discussion. 

As noted in the following analysis, none of the potential impacts identified in this EA are 
significant.  

  

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/ceq/1508.htm#1508.27
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Table 4-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Muller USARC. 
Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 
Document 

Section Analysis 
AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts 
AIR QUALITY 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Critical Habitat 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Threatened and Endangered Species (State 
and Federal) 

4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 

Vegetation 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Wildlife 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Archaeological Resources 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts  
Historic Buildings 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts  
Historic Properties of Religious or Cultural 
Significance to Native Americans and Tribes 

4.1.1 Not present, no impacts  

GEOLOGY AND SOIL 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

Asbestos Containing Material 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Lead Based Paint (LBP) 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
Munitions and Explosives of Concern 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Past Uses and Operations 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Pits, Sumps, Drywells, and Catch Basins 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Radioactive Materials 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Radon 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Storage, Use, Release of 
Chemicals/Hazardous Substances 

4.1.2 Present, no impacts 

UST/ASTs 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Waste Disposal Sites 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 

LAND USE 
Current and Future Development in the 
Region of Influence 

4.2.1  

Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

Installation Land/Airspace 4.2.1  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

National and State Parks 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Prime and Unique Farmland 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Surrounding Land 4.2.1  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, moderate impacts 

NOISE 4.1.3 Present, negligible/minor impacts 
SOCIOECONOMICS 

Demographics 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
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Table 4-1  Summary of Resource Category Impact Analysis for the Muller USARC. 
Resource Category 

(Alphabetical) 
Document 

Section Analysis 
Economic Development 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

Environmental Justice 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

Housing 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

Protection of Children 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

Public Services 4.2.2  
Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative Present, no impacts 
Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Present, no impacts 

 Alternative 3 – Traditional Disposal and Reuse 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts 

TRANSPORTATION 
Roadways and Traffic 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
Public Transportation 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  

UTILITIES 
Communications 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Energy Sources (Electrical, Gas, etc) 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Potable Water Supply 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Solid Waste 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Storm Water System 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 
Wastewater System 4.1.2 Present, no impacts 

WATER RESOURCES 
Floodplains/Coastal Barriers and Zones 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Hydrology/Groundwater 4.1.3 Present, not significant, negligible/minor impacts  
National Wild and Scenic Rivers 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 
Wetlands 4.1.1 Not present, no impacts 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 4.3 Cumulative impacts are not significant 

 

4.1 Environmental Resources Eliminated from Further Considerations 
Army NEPA Regulations (32 CFR § 651.14) state analysis should reduce or eliminate discussion 
of minor issues to help focus analysis.  This approach minimizes unnecessary analysis and 
discussion during the NEPA process.  CEQ Regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR 
§ 1500.4(g)) emphasizes the use of the scoping process, not only to identify significant 
environmental issues deserving of study, but also to deemphasize insignificant issues, narrowing 
the scope of the environmental assessment process. 
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Resource categories with more than one component (e.g., Hazardous and Toxic Substances), 
may have certain subcategories that can be deemphasized due to insignificance and other 
subcategories that should be analyzed in more detail.  These resource categories will, therefore, 
be discussed in multiple subsections throughout Section 4. 

4.1.1 Environmental Resource Categories That Are Not Present 
None of the alternatives would have direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on certain 
subcategories of the resource categories, because these subcategories do not exist on or near the 
Property: 

• Critical Habitat - The Property is in an urban setting, is highly disturbed, lacks natural 
habitat and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has not designated critical 
habitat on or in the vicinity of the Property (Appendix A). 

• Threatened and Endangered Species (State and Federal) - Coordination was 
conducted with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the New York State Department 
of Environmental Conservation (Appendix A).  No species protected under Federal or 
state laws are known to exist on the Property. 

• Wilderness Areas and Wildlife Refuges - The nearest national wilderness areas are 
Great Swamp National Wildlife Refuge Wilderness and the Otis Pike Fire Island High 
Dune Wilderness Area, which are located approximately 34 and 50 miles from the 
Property, respectively.  The nearest national wildlife refuges (NWR) are Oyster Bay 
NWR, Target Rock NWR, and Seatuck NWR, which are located 18, 23, and 36 miles 
from the Property, respectively.  These resources would not be affected by the proposed 
action. 

• Archeological Resources - The Muller USARC was considered to have low potential 
for either prehistoric or historic archaeological resources due to prior disturbance as 
identified in a Phase I Archeological Survey.  No further archaeological investigation 
was recommended (USACE 2009; PARS Environmental, Inc. and the Louis Berger 
Group, Inc. 2007).  In accordance with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
regulations, "the Protection of Historic Properties" (36 CFR Part 800), the Army 
determined that no historic properties would be affected by the proposed action.  The 
NY SHPO concurred with the determination on September 13, 2012 (Appendix A).   

• Historic Buildings - The Muller USARC contains one building that is more than 50 
years old and was recommended for survey and evaluation in the 99th RSC Integrated 
Cultural Resources Management Plan (2009).  The facility was evaluated for inclusion 
in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); no structures eligible for listing in 
the NRHP under Criterion A, B, and C were identified.  In accordance with 36 CFR 
Part 800, the Army determined that the Proposed Action would have no effect on 
historic properties.  The NY SHPO concurred with the determination on September 13, 
2012 (Appendix A).  No NRHP-eligible cultural resources have been identified at the 
Muller USARC, and no further analysis is required. 

• Historic Properties of Religious or Cultural Significance to Native Americans and 
Tribes - No historic properties of religious or cultural significance to the Delaware 
Tribe of Indians, Delaware Nation, Stockbridge Munsee Community of Wisconsin 
Mohican Nation, Shinnecock Indian Nation, or Unkechaug Nation have been identified 
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through consultation.  Native American coordination is presented in Appendix A.  
Responses were received from the Delaware Nation and the Delaware Tribe of Indians.  
No responses were received from the remaining Native American tribes. 

• Asbestos Containing Material (ACM) - A 1997 survey evaluation of ACM at the 
Muller USARC found that previously identified ACM located in the main building had 
already been removed, with the exception of breeching on the boiler.  The boiler 
breeching material had been repaired and was found to be in good condition 
(ANL 1997).  However, sample results indicated that this breeching material was 
friable and contained 5 percent chrysotile.  Another survey evaluation of ACM at this 
facility in 2004 identified four distinct areas with suspected ACM.  Eight samples were 
collected and analyzed, and asbestos was not found (EEG 2004).  According to the 
Regional Facility Operations Specialist, there is currently no ACM on the boiler of the 
facility.  Although there is no record of ACM on the Property, the homeless provider 
would covenant and agree that its use and occupancy of the Property would be in 
compliance with all applicable laws relating to asbestos.  The homeless provider would 
agree to be responsible for any future remediation or abatement of ACM in or on buried 
pipelines on the Property that may be required under applicable law or regulation. 

• Historic Munitions and Explosives of Concern - No evidence was found during the 
ECP site reconnaissance or records review process of the past presence of munitions 
and explosives of concern (USACE 2007).  There are no firing ranges on the Property, 
and there is no evidence that a firing range occurred on the Property historically.   

• Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) - According to a 1994 SPCC Plan, visual 
observations made during the site reconnaissance, and U.S. Army Reserve (USAR) 
personnel interviews, there are no PCB-containing transformers located on the Property 
(CH2M Hill 1994; USACE 2007).  There is one pad-mounted transformer located on 
the Property, but it has been determined that this transformer is PCB-free (Linker 
Personal Communication, 2012a). 

• Radioactive Materials - Based on interviews with USAR personnel, meters used to 
monitor nuclear, biological, and/or chemical hazards were previously stored in the main 
building on the Property.  These meters contained small quantities of radioactive 
material in sealed containers and were not regulated (USACE 2007).  The Muller 
USARC radiological clearance survey report was completed on June 15, 2012.  The 
report provides an evaluation of radiological materials used and the summary of 
findings and results.  The report concludes that no further action is required with 
respect to radioactive devices or materials identified, and there are no radiological 
concerns (USAR 2012). 

• Radon - A site-specific radon survey was conducted at the USARC in 1998 
(USACE 2007).  The radon survey results indicated that radon concentrations were 
below the USEPA-recommended action level of 4 pCi/L. 

• Underground Storage Tanks (USTs)/Aboveground Storage Tanks (ASTs) - 
Available records do not indicate any underground storage tanks (USTs) currently or 
formerly located at the Muller USARC facility.  One 10,000-gallon aboveground 
storage tank (AST) containing No. 2 fuel oil for heating purposes was located at this 
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property and was removed in 2003 in order to convert the building to natural gas 
heating.  Prior to removal, the tank was reportedly inspected monthly (USACE 2007; 
USACE 2010). 

In the 2007 ECP Report, the Hess gas station, adjacent to the USARC property, was 
identified as exhibiting environmental conditions that had the potential to adversely 
affect the Muller USARC because of a petroleum release (USACE 2007).  However, 
remediation activities and NYSDEC groundwater monitoring records were reviewed in 
the 2010 ECP Update Report, and there is no documentation that the petroleum release 
from the Hess gas station has affected conditions at the USARC (USACE 2010).  The 
St. Anthony Complex, also near the Property, was found to have had an historical 
leaking UST incident that was closed by NYSDEC in 1995.  These sites require no 
further action and are unlikely to affect the Muller USARC property. 

• Waste Disposal Sites - The alternatives would have little or no direct, indirect, or 
cumulative impact on waste disposal sites.  The Muller USARC was previously listed 
as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) registered small quantity 
generator (SQG).  An RCRA-SQG is defined as a facility generating between 100 and 
1,000 kilograms of hazardous waste per month.  No RCRA violations were identified 
for the Muller USARC (USACE 2007).  The USARC is no longer listed as an RCRA-
SQG because paperwork to terminate the RCRA-SQG permit was filed in January 2007 
(USACE 2010).  Disposal activities have been conducted in accordance with federal, 
state, local, and DoD requirements. 

• National and State Parks - The Property does not contain and is not near any national 
or state parks.  The nearest national parks are the St. Paul’s Church National Historic 
Site and the General Grant National Memorial, which are located approximately 2 and 
8 miles from the Property, respectively.  The nearest state parks are the Roberto 
Clemente State Park and Philipse Manor Hall State Historic Site, which are both 
located approximately 4.5 miles from the Property.  These resources would not be 
affected by the proposed action. 

• Prime and Unique Farmlands - The property is not prime or unique farmland as 
defined by 7 CFR 658.2(a), because the definition of farmland does not include land 
already in or committed to urban development. 

• Floodplains/Coastal Barriers and Zones - The Property is not located within a 
100-year or 500-year flood prone area (Federal Emergency Management Agency 
(FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map, Community Panels 36119C0338F and 
3604970038F).  The New York State Department of State (NYSDOS) administers the 
New York Coastal Zone Management Program at the state level.  The New York City 
Department of Planning administers the New York City Waterfront Revitalization 
Program in the city.  The Property is not considered to be in a coastal zone (USACE 
2007). 

• National Wild and Scenic Rivers - One designated wild and scenic river occurs within 
the State of New York.  The Delaware River is located more than 50 miles west of the 
Property.  This resource would not be affected by the proposed action. 
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• Surface Water (Streams, Ponds, etc.) - The site reconnaissance revealed that no 
streams, ponds, or other surface water features are present on the Property. 

• Wetlands - A site reconnaissance was conducted by a qualified wetland biologist.  No 
evidence of wetlands was observed on the Property including wetland vegetation, 
hydric soils, or wetland hydrology. 

4.1.2 Environmental Resources that are Present, but Not Impacted 
The alternatives would have no significant direct, indirect, or cumulative impacts on certain 
subcategories of the environmental categories, because no demolition or new construction 
activities are planned that would alter or affect these resources: 

• Vegetation - The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impact on 
the vegetation present at the Muller USARC because the Property is developed and 
urbanized.  Over 90 percent of the Property is covered by impervious features such as 
asphalt parking areas, driveways, concrete walkways, and buildings.  The remaining 
land is covered by a small patch of well-kept lawn south of the main building in front 
of the entrance on East 238th Street, and a wooded area exists along the west side of the 
Property.  None of the existing vegetation would be affected by proposed renovation 
activities. 

• Wildlife - The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impact on 
wildlife present at the Muller USARC.  Existing wildlife consists of few species found 
in typical urban environments such as songbirds, small mammals, and invertebrates.  
Renovation activities would not displace any individuals utilizing the area for habitat. 

• Geology and Soil - The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative 
impact on the geology or soil on the Property because there would be no demolition or 
construction activities.  Geological hazards such as sinkholes, caves, mines, or quarries 
do not exist on or adjacent to the Property.  Seismic risk is relatively small.   

• Past Uses and Operations (Hazardous and Toxic Substances) - The alternatives 
would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impact on hazardous and toxic substances 
from the past uses and operations of the Property.  According to USAR personnel, the 
Property was originally a U.S. Navy Industrial Reserve Aircraft Plant.  The building 
was renovated in 1960 for use as a 1,400-man USARC.  As a USARC, the Property 
primarily functioned as an administrative, logistical, and educational facility, with an 
OMS on the first floor of the main building.  The OMS was used to perform limited 
preventive maintenance on military equipment such as vehicle fluid, brake, and 
electrical checks.  Any equipment requiring heavier maintenance activities was sent to 
an Area Maintenance Support Activity (AMSA).   

Vehicle maintenance activities ceased after the building’s renovation in the early 1990s 
(USACE 2007).  Drains from the OMS connect to a structure located in the basement 
that is either a sanitary sewer cleanout access or a small oil-water separator (OWS).  
However, the as-built drawings for the main building do not indicate an OWS in the 
basement (USACE 2007).  This basement structure is connected to the city’s sanitary 
sewer.  Prior to closure of the USARC, the OMS contained a flammable materials 
cabinet that contained potentially hazardous substances and POL products.  There also 
is a battery room located within the OMS that drains to a neutralization tank, which 
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discharges to the city’s sanitary sewer system.  However, this battery room has not been 
used for many years (USACE 2007).  Vehicle washing would have historically 
occurred on the wash rack located in the MEP/POV parking area.  Rinse water would 
drain into a dedicated OWS, which ultimately discharged to the municipal sanitary 
sewer.  Washing activities have not occurred for many years, and the drain is currently 
overgrown with weeds (USACE 2007). 

• Pits, Sumps, Drywells, and Catch Basins - The alternatives would have no direct, 
indirect, or cumulative impact on pits, sumps, drywells, and catch basins.  Available 
records, interviews, and site observations did not indicate the existence or past 
existence of any pits, sumps, or drywells.  The only catch basins on the Property are 
those relating to stormwater runoff.  Drains from the OMS on the first floor of the main 
building connect to a structure located in the basement that is either a sanitary sewer 
cleanout access or a small OWS.  However, the as-built drawings for the main building 
do not indicate an OWS in the basement (USACE 2007).  This basement structure is 
connected to the city’s sanitary sewer.  Vehicle washing would have occurred on a 
wash rack located in the MEP/POV parking area.  Rinse water would drain into a 
dedicated OWS, which ultimately discharged to the municipal sanitary sewer.  The 
OMS and washing activities in the parking area wash rack have not been used for many 
years (USACE 2007).  Impacts could be present from historical use if water and 
drippings were able to leak from the OWS into the surrounding soil.  However, based 
on reported infrequent use of the wash area and no obvious stains on the surface of the 
wash area, the risk of environmental impact is low. 

• Utilities - The alternatives would have no direct, indirect, or cumulative impact on 
utilities, because the utilities have the capacity to provide service for any of the 
alternatives and any changes in demand and usage would be non-significant.  The 
utilities include communications, natural gas and electric service (Con Edison), potable 
water supply, wastewater treatment system, and sanitary sewer service (The City of 
New York Department of Environmental Protection, New York City Water Board), 
solid waste disposal, and a storm water system.  There have been no major sewage 
backups at the facility (Linker personal communication 2012b).  The USARC 
building’s sanitary sewers connect to a 30-inch combined main sewer pipe on 238th 
Street (Spektor personal communication 2012).  Combined sewer overflows are 
typically caused by major rain events and not by excessive wastewater entering the 
system (USEPA 2001).  As part of building renovations under Alternative 3, there 
would be appropriate compliance with building codes for utilities and there would be 
appropriate coordination with the New York City Building Department.  

4.1.3 Environmental Resources are Present, but Not Significant, Negligible/Minor 
Environmental Impacts 
The resources listed and discussed below are present at the Muller USARC and impacts may 
occur to these resources as a result of implementing the proposed action.  Because these impacts 
would have little to no measureable environmental effect (negligible/minor) on the resource, the 
impacts will not be discussed in detail. 

• Aesthetic and Visual Resources - The alternatives would have little or no direct, 
indirect, or cumulative impact to aesthetics and visual resources.  Short-term minor 
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adverse impacts would occur from renovation activities under Alternative 3.  However, 
these impacts would be temporary and once renovation is complete, the reclamation of 
the site would remove these visual impacts.  Long-term impacts would be negligible 
because any minor building façade repairs or grounds maintenance would be consistent 
with surrounding mixed property uses in an urbanized area.  Minor building facade 
repairs could result in an improvement of the visual resource. 

• Air Quality - The alternatives would have little or no direct, indirect, or cumulative 
impact to air quality.  The primary emission sources under Alternative 3 would be those 
associated with renovation activities.  Cumulative air emissions were calculated for 
various types of diesel engine vehicles and related equipment that are commonly used 
during renovation projects.  Other emissions calculated were for building heating, 
painting, and hauling debris to a nearby landfill.  The results of these calculations are 
located in Appendix B.  The construction renovation activity associated with this 
modification would result in a negligible short-term increase in air emissions as 
demonstrated in the calculations shown in Appendix B.   

Before closure, the USARC most recently had approximately 15 employee vehicles on 
site on a daily basis and additional vehicles for up to 400 soldiers one weekend per 
month.  The proposed reuse would potentially have approximately 52 people employed 
at the Property working various shifts including weekdays, overnights, and weekends.  
It was assumed that most residents of the shelter would use public transportation.  The 
mobile emissions associated with the reuse would not be significant as demonstrated in 
the calculations shown in Appendix B.  Because there would be no significant increase 
in emissions from existing sources, NAAQS criteria pollutants would not be affected. 

• Lead-based Paint (LBP) - An LBP survey was not found during the records search for 
the ECP (USACE 2007).  The Main Building on the Property was constructed before 
1978 and has the potential to have LBP present.  At the time of the 2011 site survey, 
painted surfaces were in good condition, having no chipped or peeling paint observed.  
LBP would not present an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment 
because the homeless provider would covenant and agree that it would not permit the 
occupancy or use of any buildings or structures on the Property as Residential Property, 
as defined under 24 Code of Federal Regulations Part 35, without complying with this 
section and all applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations pertaining to 
LBP and/or LBP hazards.  Prior to permitting the occupancy of the Property where its 
use subsequent to sale is intended for residential habitation, the homeless provider 
specifically agrees to perform abatement requirements under Title X of the Housing 
and Community Development Act of 1992 (Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard 
Reduction Act of 1992). 

• Noise - The alternatives would have little or no direct, indirect, or cumulative impact on 
noise levels, because noise levels would be negligible.  The major source of noise 
would continue to be from vehicle traffic.  Under the No Action Alternative these noise 
sources would remain unchanged.  Under the Caretaker Status Alternative these noise 
sources would be reduced.  Under Alternative 3, the noise sources would be privately 
owned vehicles, service vehicles, and heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC).  The noise levels associated with each of the alternatives are equal to or less 
than the current use and would be compatible with surrounding noise levels.  The Army 
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classifies areas with noise levels from these sources as Zone 1, compatible with all land 
uses, including residential.  The nearest sensitive noise receptor is a medical center 
annex approximately 40 feet east of the Property.  The noise levels associated with each 
of the alternatives would be compatible with the USARC’s current noise levels. 

• Storage, Use, Release of Chemicals/Hazardous Substances - Activities associated 
with past uses made it necessary to store and use paint, antifreeze, and petroleum, oils, 
and lubricants (POL).  In addition, an OWS that discharges to the sanitary sewer is 
present, adjacent to the wash rack in the parking area.  However, the ECP Update 
Report (USACE 2010) classified the Property as a Type 1, an area or parcel of real 
property where no release or disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum products or 
their derivatives has occurred.  A copy of the 2010 ECP Update is available for 
reference at the following website 
(http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ecp.htm). 

Any remaining small quantities of hazardous and toxic substances would be disposed of 
in accordance with federal, state, local, and DoD requirements after closure of the 
Muller USARC.  The reduction in the use of these hazardous and toxic substances 
would result in a negligible short-term beneficial impact.  

• Roadways and Traffic - The alternatives would have little or no direct, indirect, or 
cumulative impact on roadways and traffic because the roadways and signage present 
are adequate to provide service.  Alternative 3 would change the times of higher traffic 
volume, but these impacts would not be significant.  The types of vehicles used at the 
Property under each alternative would differ, but the overall impact to transportation 
would not be significant.  Because training activities would cease under Alternatives 2 
and 3, traffic congestion and street parking would decrease on weekends, resulting in a 
beneficial impact to roadways and traffic.  

• Public Transportation - The alternatives would have little or no direct, indirect, or 
cumulative impact on public transportation because the current public transportation 
capacity is adequate to provide service.  The Muller USARC is located just 0.25 mile 
west of the Nereid Avenue - 238th Street elevated rail station, which is part of the New 
York City Subway system.  The station not only serves subway trains, but also provides 
connections to the Bee-Line passenger bus system operated by the Westchester County 
Department of Transportation as well as a bus route operated by the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA).  Alternative 3 would increase usage of public 
transportation services near the USARC, but these impacts would be minor.  

• Hydrology/Groundwater - These resources are present on or underneath the Property, 
but would not be affected by the proposed reuse because the renovation activities that 
are planned would not occur deep enough to affect these resources.  Groundwater 
contaminated with benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX) and methyl 
tertiary-butyl ether (MTBE) exists in the vicinity of the Property.  This contamination is 
related to a release from a Hess gas station located approximately 285 feet southeast of 
the USARC property.  A soil vapor extraction system was installed in 2010 and a 
groundwater pump and treat system was installed in 2011.  As of April 2011, the 
multiphase remediation system is active and the site is being further investigated 
(Muller LRA 2011).   

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ecp.htm
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The 2010 ECP Update Report states that groundwater flow direction has been well 
documented to the northwest (parallel to Nereid Avenue).  Review of the latest 
groundwater data available (October 2009) in the report indicates groundwater flows in 
a westerly direction.  Remediation activities and NYSDEC groundwater monitoring 
records were reviewed in the 2010 ECP Update Report, and there is no documentation 
that the petroleum release from the Hess gas station has impacted conditions at the 
USARC.  In addition, there does not appear to be an immediate health risk to the 
occupants of the USARC because the Property is serviced by public water and sewer 
systems.  Furthermore, because the groundwater in the vicinity of the Property is 
approximately 35 feet below ground surface, the potential for vapor intrusion is 
considered low (USACE 2010). 

4.2 Environmental Resources Analyzed in Detail 
Two resource areas, land use and socioeconomics, were identified for detailed analysis.  The 
focus of detailed analysis is on those environmental resource areas that have the potential to be 
adversely impacted, could require new or revised permits, or have the potential for public 
concern. 

4.2.1 Land Use 
4.2.1.1 Affected Environment 

The Muller USARC is located in the Wakefield neighborhood of the Borough of the Bronx, New 
York.  The Property occupies approximately 0.9 acre in an urban setting, and it is located in a 
mixed use area that blends a variety of land uses together, including homes, apartments, retail 
stores, restaurants, office buildings, light manufacturing, and services. 

4.2.1.1.1 Current and Future Development in the Region of Influence 

The Muller USARC is situated in a highly urbanized, mixed-use setting with a moderate amount 
of redevelopment and revitalization activities.  The property is zoned as M1-1, Light 
Manufacturing, according to the City of New York Zoning Map (New York City Planning 
Commission 2011).  The area surrounding this M1-1 zone consists of R-6, R-5, and R-4A, all of 
which are residential zones.  The nearest major commercial street is located along White Plains 
Road, about 1/4 mile to the east.  However, there is another minor commercial C8-1 zone 
adjacent to the Muller USARC along the eastern side of Bronx Boulevard south of 239th Street 
that contains several automotive service shops. 

The manufacturing district allows for light industrial uses, retail, and commercial uses with some 
exceptions, but generally prohibits residential and community facility uses in order to minimize 
the number of complaints and issues generated from residents experiencing industrial traffic, 
noise, and other nuisances.  Nevertheless, the M1 district is the lightest of the three major 
categories of manufacturing districts in New York City, and is generally designed to be 
compatible with residential areas, often being used to provide buffer areas between residential 
areas and heavier industrial areas such as M2 or M3 (Muller LRA 2011). 

While performance standards are more restrictive in the M1 zone in order to make it more 
compatible with nearby residential zones, the variety of permitted uses is more extensive than in 
other manufacturing districts.  A summary of permitted uses is as follows: 
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• Open uses – Greenhouses, plant nurseries, agriculture, golf courses, parks, and 
playgrounds; 

• Hotels for transient occupancy – Homeless shelters could be included in this category; 
• Convenience stores, personal services establishments, and professional offices – 

Markets, delicatessens, barber shops, beauty parlors, drug stores, hardware stores, 
liquor stores, post offices, and numerous other retail establishments; 

• Maintenance and repair services – Bike rental, home services, wholesale, auto services; 
• Large amusement and entertainment facilities – Bowling lanes, billiard rooms, eating 

establishments with entertainment, and arenas and stadiums designed to seat less than 
2,500; 

• Custom manufacturing – High value-added manufacturing such as textiles, 
bookmaking, ceramics, clothing manufacturing, hair product manufacturing, medical 
instrument manufacturing, musical instrument manufacturing, and watchmaking; 

• Public service establishments – Police stations, fire stations, court houses, prisons, trade 
schools, business schools, electrical substations, and water/sewer pumping stations; 

• Boating services; and 
• Semi-industrial uses – Facilities with a minor potential to be a nuisance, such as animal 

hospitals, kennels, crematoriums, appliance repair shops, glass shops, and poultry or 
rabbit slaughterhouses. 

In New York City, floor area ratios are the primary method for regulating building height and 
building bulk in manufacturing districts.  In the M1-1 district, floor area ratios are set at 1.0, 
meaning that any new structure may not have a total square footage exceeding the total size of 
the lot it is constructed upon.  Additionally, one parking space must be provided for every 1,000 
square feet of floor space within the building, or one space for every 2,000 square feet of floor 
area for certain types of uses such as warehousing.     

4.2.1.1.2 Installation Land 

The 0.9-acre project site is largely developed.  Approximately 90 percent of the site is covered 
by impervious surfaces such as asphalt parking, driveways, concrete walkways, and a building.  
Permeable surface on-site includes a small lawn.  On-site parking uses include a MEP area and a 
POV parking area combined into one parking area located on the northeast corner of the 
Property.  The project site includes one permanent building that is approximately 55,000 square 
feet.  The main building was most recently occupied by the 3rd Brigade, 2nd Battalion Military 
Police, 867th Detachment, and 325th Military Intelligence Battalion for mostly educational and 
administrative office uses.  The entire site is enclosed by chain link security fencing. 

4.2.1.1.3 Surrounding Land 

Land use south of the Muller USARC is a heavily traveled road (East 238th Street, also known 
as Nereid Avenue).  A Hess gas station and a large multilevel skills training center (and 
associated parking lot) are to the south-southeast of the USARC on the south side of East 238th 

Street.  To the west of the Property are multiple railroad tracks, industrial land, and the Bronx 
River.  Directly to the north is a small auto repair shop and residences.  To the east of the 
Property is the Montefiore Medical Center - The North Division: Alcoholism Outpatient Clinic 
and Mental Health Clinic and Bronx Boulevard.  On the other side of Bronx Boulevard is an 
automobile radiator repair shop and residences, with the nearest residence being approximately 
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180 feet from the USARC property.  However, most nearby residences are no less than 0.5 mile 
from the Property.  Surrounding land use is shown on Figure 4-1 (ZOLA 2012).   
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4.2.1.2 Consequences 

Potential impacts to land use are considered significant if the Proposed Action would: 

• Conflict with applicable ordinances and/or permit requirements; 
• Cause nonconformance with the current general plans and land use plans, or preclude 

adjacent or nearby properties from being used for existing activities; or 
• Conflict with established uses of an area requiring mitigation. 

After performing an analysis of land use, it was determined that no significant impacts would 
occur under any alternative.  Detailed analysis of each alternative is described in the subsections 
below. 

4.2.1.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions of land use are anticipated.  
Because the Muller USARC would not close and personnel would not be realigned; no direct 
impacts to land use are anticipated. 

Indirect Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions of land use are anticipated.  
Because the Muller USARC would not close and personnel would not be realigned; no indirect 
impacts to land use are anticipated. 

4.2.1.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  The Muller USARC property would continue to contain parking areas, a 
permanent structure, and maintained lawns under this alternative.  However, the current 
occupants of the USARC property would be relocated.  Minor adverse direct impacts to the 
community would result from the change in land use from an operating USARC to a vacant 
facility, including a potential decline in property values and decreased consumer base.   

Indirect Impacts.  No indirect impacts on land use are anticipated as maintenance activities are 
expected to continue for the current facilities.  There would be no changes to land use under this 
alternative. 

4.2.1.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Muller USARC 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Direct Impacts.  There would be moderate direct impacts to land use under this alternative.  The 
zoning designation for the 0.9 acres used by the USARC would not change from M1-1, Light 
Manufacturing because this use includes hotels for transient occupancy, and a homeless shelter 
could qualify under this category as a permitted use.  Consultation with the City's Department of 
City Planning and Development has demonstrated that no additional parking is required for reuse 
as a homeless shelter (Goodman, personal communication 2012).  Per Zoning Regulation Section 
44-20, "developments" and "enlargements" trigger the parking requirement.   However, the 
proposed reuse of the Muller USARC as a homeless shelter is defined as a conversion and 
change of use. 

Land use would change from the training and administrative activities associated with national 
defense to temporary housing for homeless in the local area.  The intensity of day-to-day land 
use would be higher than current conditions because up to 200 residents and associated 
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employees would be using the facility daily as compared to 15 employees using the facility daily 
under current conditions.  The peak intensity of land use will be less than the baseline under 
Alternative 3 considering that approximately 400 reservists trained at the Muller USARC one 
weekend per month.   

The nearest residential buildings are located approximately 180 feet from the Property.  
Moderate adverse direct impacts to the community could result from the change in land use from 
an operating USARC to a homeless shelter, including a potential decline in property values.  In 
addition, as shown on Figure 4-1, the immediate surrounding area is dominated by light 
industrial/manufacturing and commercial land use, rather than residential use. 

Indirect Impacts.  No indirect impacts on land use are anticipated as there would be no changes 
to land use on adjacent properties as a result of this action.  

4.2.2 Socioeconomics  
4.2.2.1 Affected Environment 

The following sections discuss the existing economic and social conditions of the Region of 
Influence (ROI): 

• Local and regional economic activity, 
• Demographics,  
• Housing,  
• Public services,  
• Environmental justice in minority and low-income populations, and  
• Protection of children from environmental health risks and safety risks.   

The Muller USARC is located in the New York-Wayne-White Plains, New York-New Jersey 
Metropolitan Division, which is the socioeconomic ROI for this EA.  The term Metropolitan 
Division is defined by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and is used to refer to 
a county or group of counties within a larger metropolitan statistical area.  While the 
Metropolitan Division is part of a larger region, it often functions as a distinct social, economic, 
and cultural area (OMB 2009).  The New York-Wayne-White Plains, New York-New Jersey 
Metropolitan Division includes the following counties: Bergen, Hudson, and Passaic Counties in 
New Jersey and Bronx, Kings, New York, Putnam, Queens, Richmond, Rockland, and 
Westchester Counties in New York. 

4.2.2.1.1 Economic Development 

Local Economic Activity 
The Muller USARC was most recently occupied with 15 full-time employees.  One weekend per 
month, up to 400 additional personnel would also report to the facility.  Expenditures by 
employees, such as gas and food, were spent in the local economy. 

Regional Economic Activity 
Both the state of New York and New Jersey experienced a small increase in their labor force 
since 2005.  During the same time period, as shown on Table 4-2, the unemployment rate in New 
York jumped to 8 percent in 2011 from approximately 5 percent in 2006, and New Jersey’s rate 
jumped from 5 to 9 percent.   
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The 2007-2009 recession affected unemployment in the Borough of the Bronx to a greater 
degree than in the state as a whole.  Unemployment grew from 7 percent in 2006 to 12 percent in 
2011.  The Stella D’Oro Factory closed in 2009, and Old London Food followed less than a year 
later (Lee 2009, Massey 2010).  Both factories closing eliminated approximately 400 jobs.  In 
July 2011, the U.S. Postal Service announced the closing of 17 post offices in the Bronx 
(Milosheff 2011). 

Despite businesses closing, the Bronx added approximately 10,000 jobs since the start of the 
recession mostly in the health and education sectors.  According to the Federal Reserve Bank, 
New York City commuting patterns and low levels of education by borough residents may 
explain the disconnect between job creation and high unemployment.  Many Bronx workers 
commute to Manhattan where job trends have been less favorable.  In addition, not all jobs in the 
Bronx are filled by Bronx residents, as some workers commute from other boroughs in the city 
(Dudley 2011).  Nearly 28 percent of the residents in the Borough of the Bronx live in poverty 
(USCB 2006-2010). 

 

Table 4-2  Annual Civilian Labor Force and Unemployment Rate, Muller USARC Region and Larger 
Regions 

Jurisdiction 
2011 Labor Force 
(persons) 

2011 
Unemployment 
Rate (%) 

2006 Labor Force 
(persons) 

2006 
Unemployment 
Rate (%) 

Borough of the Bronx, 
New York 

545,178 12.3 505,874 6.7 

New York-Wayne-White 
Plains,  New York-New 
Jersey  Metropolitan 
Division 

5,666,083 8.6 5,515,214 4.7 

New York 9,504,239 8.2 9,499,872 4.6 

New Jersey 4,556,186 9.3 4,465,067 4.6 

United States 153,617,000 8.9 144,427,000 4.5 

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011 (BLS 2011a) 

 

In the ROI, most industry sectors saw a small increase in non-agricultural wage and salary 
employment between 2010 and 2011 except for the government and manufacturing sectors, as 
shown on Table 4-3. 
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Table 4-3  Non-Agricultural Wage and Salary Employment by NAICS Industry for the New York-Wayne-
White Plains, New York-New Jersey Metropolitan Division (Not Seasonally Adjusted). 

Industry 
2011 Annual Average 

(persons) 
2010 Annual Average 

(persons) 
2010-2011 Percent 

Change 

Mining, Logging, and 
Construction  

168,200 163,300 
3.0 

Manufacturing 161,800 163,300 (1.0) 

Trade, Transportation and Utilities 881,800 862,900 2.2 

Information 203,000 199,400 1.8 

Financial Activities 544,600 533,100 2.2 

Professional and  Business 
Services 805,500 773,400 4.2 

Education and Health Services 1,024,500 1,009,100 1.5 

Leisure and Hospitality 452,500 430,600 5.1 

Other Services 221,700 217,800 1.8 

Government 754,900 772,100 (2.2) 

Total  5,218,600 5,128,800 1.8 

Source:  Bureau of Labor Statistics, Current Employment Statistics. 2010 and 2011b. 
(  ) Indicates a Decrease 

 
4.2.2.1.2 Demographics 

The ROI has a very high population density.  The area has an average density of 17,260 people 
per square mile.  Within the ROI, the county with the highest population density is New York 
County with approximately 70,940 people per square mile, while Putnam County has the lowest 
population density with approximately 429 people per square mile. 

New York, New Jersey, the Metropolitan Division, and the Borough of the Bronx all 
experienced smaller population growth than the nation between 2000 and 2010.  However, the 
Bronx has become the top destination for people moving out of Manhattan.  Nearly 17,000 
people left Manhattan for the Bronx from 2005-2009.  In addition, there is also a growing trend 
of minority households from Harlem, the Heights, and Inwood relocating to the Bronx for larger, 
less expensive apartments (Beekman 2012).  

Table 4-4  Regional and Local Population Projections Trends, Muller USARC Region and Larger Regions, 
2000-2020. 

Jurisdiction 
2020 Projected 

Population1 
Percent Change 

2000-2010 2010 Population 2000 Population 

Borough of the Bronx 1,451,672 3.9 1,385,108 1,332,650 

New York-Wayne-
White Plains,  New 
York-New Jersey  
Metropolitan 
Division (ROI) 

12,188,168 2.5 11,576,251 11,296,377 

New York 20,028,063 2.1 19,378,102 18,976,457 
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Table 4-4  Regional and Local Population Projections Trends, Muller USARC Region and Larger Regions, 
2000-2020. 

Jurisdiction 
2020 Projected 

Population1 
Percent Change 

2000-2010 2010 Population 2000 Population 

New Jersey 9,197,902 4.5 8,791,102 8,414,350 

United States 337,084,113 9.7 308,745,538 281,421,906 
1 Proximity  2012 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau, 1990, 2000, and 2010 U.S. Census 

 

4.2.2.1.3 Housing  

The ROI, which includes New York City, contains 11 counties.  New York City is the most 
populated city in the nation, serves as the headquarters of many companies, and offers many 
cultural amenities to residents, but it also has a very high cost of living of 162 (the U.S. average 
is 100) (City Data 2012).   

The majority of the households in the Bronx are renters.  According to the U.S. Census only 
20.7  percent of the housing units in the borough are owner-occupied, which is far less than the 
ROI, state, and nation.  In addition, median household income in the Borough of the Bronx is 
nearly 48 percent lower than the Metropolitan Division while housing costs differ by only 
22 percent.  Vacancy rates (approximately 7 percent) are lower in both the borough and the ROI 
compared to the state (approximately 8 percent) and the nation (approximately 12 percent).  
Housing information for the region is shown on Table 4-5. 

 

Table 4-5  Housing Characteristics, Muller USARC Region and Larger Regions, 2010. 

Jurisdiction 
Total Housing 

Units 2010 

Percent 
Vacant 

2010 
Percent Owner 
Occupied 2010 

Median Value 
Owner 

Occupied 2009 
Median Gross 

Rent 2010 

Median 
Household 

Income 2010 

Borough of the 
Bronx 509,655 7.3 20.7 $386,200 $923 $34,264 

New York-
Wayne-White 
Plains,  New 
York-New 
Jersey  
Metropolitan 
Division (ROI) 4,643,515 7.6 52.0 $492,318 $1,137 $65,718 

New York 8,050,835 10.5 55.2 $303,900 $977 $55,603 

New Jersey 
3,529,033 10.0 66.9 $357,000 $1,092 $69,811 

United States 
1,038,080 12.2 66.6 $188,400 $841 $51,914 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, American Community Survey 5-year Estimates 2006-2010. 
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There are approximately 579 single family homes listed for sale in the Borough of the Bronx 
Metropolitan Division.  However, nearly 73 percent of the houses listed are in the $250,000 and 
above price range (see Table 4-6). 

 

Table 4-6  Residential Homes Listed for Sale, Muller USARC, Borough of the Bronx. 

Listed Price Range Number of Homes Listed 

$0-$100,000 53 

$101,000 - $150,000 38 

$151,000 - $200,000 23 

$201,000 - $250,000 37 

$251,000 - $300,000 66 

$301,000-$350,000 71 

$351,000 - $400,000 65 

Over $400,000 226 

TOTAL 579 

Source: Weichert Realty, 2011 

 

4.2.2.1.4 Public Services 

Education 
Each of the counties within the ROI has multiple independent school districts in addition to 
private schools.  The ROI has approximately 1,928 public schools and 1,109 private schools. 
There are approximately 665 public schools in the Borough of the Bronx with a total student 
enrollment of 188,081.  The borough also has 88 private schools that serve approximately 26,646 
students.  The Borough employs approximately 15,521 teachers, 963 principals and assistant 
principals, and 1,761 professional staff (New York Schools 2012 and State of New Jersey 
Department of Education 2012).  

Health 
Residents in the ROI have access to a variety of hospitals and medical centers.  Within the 
ten-county Metropolitan Division, there are 89 hospitals, which include university hospitals and 
specialized hospitals for cancer, mental health, and rehabilitation (New Jersey Hospital 
Association and New York State Department of Health 2012).  Adjacent to the Muller USARC is 
the Montefiore Medical Center - The North Division: Alcoholism Outpatient Clinic and Mental 
Health Clinic.  In addition, Mt. Vernon Hospital is located approximately 1.3 miles to the 
northeast.  Delaney Sisters Medical Center, a free medical clinic, is also within 0.5 mile to the 
southeast of the USARC. 

Law Enforcement 
Law enforcement within the ROI is provided by county and municipal police departments.  The 
Bronx is the northernmost of the five boroughs of New York City, so law enforcement is 
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provided by the City of New York Police Department (NYPD).  The NYPD has 123 precincts, a 
housing bureau with 9 police service areas, and a transit bureau of 12 districts.  The Borough of 
the Bronx has 12 precincts that serve the area, and the Bronx 47th Precinct is located 1.1 miles 
southeast of the USARC. 

Fire Protection 
Fire protection and emergency medical services are provided by municipal fire departments 
throughout the ROI.  The New York City Fire Department provides fire protection service to the 
Borough of the Bronx.  It is the largest municipal fire department in the United States with 
11,350 firefighters and fire officers and 118 fire marshals.  The department has 198 engine 
companies, 143 ladder companies, 37 specialized units, and 67 field command offices.  In 1996, 
emergency medical services (EMS) were integrated into the fire department’s core service 
mission when NYC EMS merged with the Fire Department City of New York (FDNY) (FDNY 
2008-2009).  The nearest FDNY firehouse to the USARC is Engine 63/Ladder 39, which is 
located approximately 1 mile to the southeast. 

Recreation 
New York City Parks and Recreation manages more than 5,000 properties that include 
community gardens, greenstreets, athletic fields, playgrounds, tennis courts, nature centers, golf 
courses, and beaches (City of New York Parks and Recreation 2012).  The Borough of the Bronx 
Parks system includes over 250 parks.  Despite the dense population in the Bronx, open space 
accounts for nearly 25 percent of the borough.  Major park facilities include the 718-acre Bronx 
Park, the 1,150-acre Van Cortlandt Park, and the 2,750-acre Pelham Bay Park.  The Bronx is 
also the location of the Bronx Zoo and New York Botanical Garden.  

4.2.2.1.5 Environmental Justice 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued EO 12898, Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minority and Low–Income Populations.  The purpose of this EO is to 
avoid the disproportionate placement of adverse environmental, economic, social, or health 
impacts from federal actions and policies on minority and low-income populations or 
communities. 

For environmental justice considerations, these populations are defined as minority or 
low-income individuals or groups of individuals subject to an actual or potential health, 
economic, or environmental threat arising from existing or proposed federal actions and policies.  
Low-income, i.e., at or below the poverty threshold, is defined as the aggregate annual mean 
income, which for a family of four was $22,314 in 2010. 

Table 4-7 summarizes minority and low income population for the area.  The Muller ROI has 
approximately 14 percent of individuals at or below the poverty level, a percentage which is 
similar to the State of New York but slightly higher than the nation (USCB 2010).  The Borough 
of the Bronx has nearly twice as many in poverty (approximately 28 percent) than the nation and 
the state. 

The Borough of the Bronx has much higher concentrations of minority populations (78 percent) 
then the Metropolitan Division (40 percent).  The borough also has higher concentrations of 
Hispanic populations (53 percent) compared to the Metropolitan Division (25 percent).   
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Table 4-7  Minority and Low-Income Populations: Muller USARC Region and Larger Regions, 2010. 

Jurisdiction Total Population Median Household Income 
All People Whose Income is 

Below Poverty Level (%) 

Borough of the Bronx 1,365,725 $34,264 28.4 

New York-Wayne-White Plains,  New 
York-New Jersey  Metropolitan Division 
(ROI) 

11,437,692 $66,127 14.0 

New York 19,229,752 $55,603 14.2 

New Jersey 8,721,577 $69,811 9.1 

United States 303,965,272 $51,914 13.8 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau – American Community Survey 5-year Estimates, 2006-2010. 

 

Table 4-8  Minority and Low-Income Populations: Muller USARC Region and Larger Regions, 2010. 

Jurisdiction 
Percent 

Minority 

Percent Black 
or African 
American 

Percent 
American 

Indian/ Alaska 
Native 

Percent 
Asian 

Percent 
Native 

Hawaiian 
or Other 
Pacific 

Islander 
Percent Some 
Other Race 

Two or 
More 
Races 

Percent 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Borough of the 
Bronx 

78.1 34.4 0.5 3.6 0.0 36.5 3.1 52.6 

New York-Wayne-
White Plains,  New 
York-New Jersey  
Metropolitan 
Division (ROI) 

39.5 15.7 0.2 9.2 0.0 12.2 2.1 25.4 

New York 33.6 15.6 0.3 7.2 0.0 8.4 2.1 17.1 

New Jersey 30.4 13.5 0.2 8.0 0.0 2.0 2.0 16.8 

United States 23.9 13.4 1.6 5.3 0.3 6.0 2.4 15.7 

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, U.S. Census Bureau – American Community Survey 5-year Estimates, 2006-2010. 

 

4.2.2.1.6 Protection of Children 

On April 21, 1997, President Clinton issued EO 13045, Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  This EO recognizes that a growing body of 
scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer disproportionately from 
environmental health risks and safety risks. 

It is Army policy to fully comply with EO 13045 by incorporating these concerns in decision-
making processes supporting Army policies, programs, projects, and activities.  In this regard, 
the Army ensures that it would identify, disclose, and respond to potential adverse social and 
environmental impacts on children within the area affected by a proposed Army action. 
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Within 0.5 mile of the Muller USARC, there are two elementary schools, two high schools, 
Woodlawn Heights library, Van Cortlandt Park, a karate school, a dance school, and four 
daycare facilities.  

4.2.2.2 Consequences 

Potential socioeconomic impacts are considered significant if the proposed action would cause: 

• Substantial gains or losses in population and/or employment; or 
• Disequilibrium in the housing market, such as severe housing shortages or surpluses, 

resulting in substantial property value changes. 

Potential environmental justice impacts are considered significant if the proposed action would 
cause disproportionate effects on low-income and/or minority populations.  Potential impacts of 
environmental health and safety risks to protection of children are considered significant if the 
proposed action would cause disproportionate effects on children. 

After performing an analysis of socioeconomics, it was determined that no significant impacts 
would occur under any alternative.  Detailed analysis of each alternative is described in the 
subsections below. 

4.2.2.2.1 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions for socioeconomic resources are 
anticipated.  Because the Muller USARC would not close and personnel would not be realigned, 
no direct impacts to these resources are anticipated. 

Indirect Impacts.  No changes to the existing baseline conditions for socioeconomic resources 
are anticipated.  Because the Muller USARC would not close and personnel would not be 
realigned, no indirect impacts to these resources are anticipated. 

4.2.2.2.2 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Direct Impacts.  The Muller USARC would close and relocate its operations to Fort Totten.  
Both of the installations are located within the New York-Wayne-White Plains, New York-New 
Jersey Metropolitan Division; therefore, the impacts on the ROI and regional economy would not 
differ from baseline conditions.  The potential exists for non-significant, negligible adverse 
impacts to businesses immediately surrounding the current facility that were used by Muller 
USARC personnel. 

Indirect Impacts.  Under this alternative, there would be a non-significant short-term adverse 
indirect impact from the delayed reuse of the property.  The Borough of the Bronx would lose 
potential immediate economic benefits from possible employment and sales from the reuse of the 
Property.  Potential private developers of the Property would lose the immediate redevelopment 
opportunity.  Residents of the surrounding community would lose any potential immediate 
employment that may be created through the renovation phase of the property. 

4.2.2.2.3 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Muller USARC 
as a Homeless Shelter 

Direct Impacts.  Under Alternative 3, minor short-term beneficial direct economic impacts 
would be realized by the regional and local economy during the renovation phase of the 
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proposed reuse.  Employment generated by renovation activities would result in wages paid; an 
increase in sales (business) volume; and expenditures for local and regional services, materials, 
and supplies. 

The Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model, developed by the USACE Construction 
Engineering Research Laboratory, was used to assess the impacts of this alternative on the 
economy of the ROI.  The estimated cost of materials and supplies for the renovation under 
Alternative 3 is approximately $15 million (2012 dollars).  The estimated renovation period for 
the new facilities is 1 year.  The EIFS employment and income multiplier for the ROI is 3.58. 

Table 4-9 provides the estimated direct, indirect, and total annual economic impacts of 
renovation activities on business volume, income, and employment, as estimated by the EIFS 
model.  These impacts would be realized over the length of the construction period.  The increase 
in business volume, income, and employment includes capital expenditures, income, and labor 
directly associated with the renovation activity.  Table 4-9 also provides the indirect impacts on 
business volume, income, and employment because of the initial direct impacts of the renovation 
activities.  Note that local construction workers are expected to be utilized and non-local workers 
would not relocate.  Appendix C contains a description of the EIFS model and the EIFS reports 
on impacts. 

 

Table 4-9  Estimated Annual Economic Impacts: Alternative 3. 

Variable Direct Impacts Indirect Impacts Total RTV1 

Annual Construction Impacts2 

Sales (Business) Volume $10,085,700 $26,021,110 $36,106,810 0.0 

Income $5,581,613 $4,430,758 $10,012,370 0.0 

Employment 102 84 186 0.0 
1 Rational Threshold Value. 
2 2012 Dollars. 
Source: Economic Impact Forecast System, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Construction Engineering Research 
Laboratory. 

 

The EIFS model also includes a Rational Threshold Value (RTV) profile used in conjunction 
with the forecast models to assess the degree of the impacts of an activity for a specific 
geographic area.  Appendix C contains a description of the RTV.  Table 4-9 provides the RTV 
associated with each of the economic impacts resulting from the renovation activity.  If the RTV 
for a variable is less than the historic maximum annual deviation for that variable, then the 
regional economic impacts are not considered significant.  The regional positive RTVs for each 
economic variable are as follows: sales volume (12.14%) income (10.99%); employment 
(2.47%); and population (0.93%).  Thus, the RTV for each of the variables was found to be 
considerably less than the respective regional RTV.  For this reason, impacts associated with the 
construction would not result in non-significant annual beneficial impacts. 

There would be negligible short-term and long-term beneficial benefits to the economy and labor 
market of the ROI through additional employment opportunities during the construction phase of 
the reuse.  There would be an estimated 102 temporary construction jobs.  There would also be 
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approximately 52 additional permanent job opportunities from the reuse of the USARC as a 
homeless shelter.  The new shelter would need intake counselors, security guards, kitchen staff, 
maintenance, and janitorial staff.  A positive impact of Alternative 3 would include a higher 
number of consumers than under Alternative 2, due to shelter employees and residents 
patronizing neighboring businesses.   

There are no anticipated impacts to population or housing from the closure of the USARC and 
during the renovation phase of the homeless shelter.  The realignment of personnel to Fort Totten 
is within the same ROI as the Muller USARC.  It would not require the personnel to relocate out 
of the area.  Furthermore, it is anticipated that construction workers would come from the 
surrounding community.  They would not relocate from outside the ROI or require temporary 
housing during the renovation phase. 

There would be a minor long-term beneficial impact to population and housing resources in the 
ROI from the reuse as a homeless shelter.  New York City has a legal mandate to provide 
temporary emergency housing to all who seek it.  From February 2010 to February 2011, 
98 percent of city shelter beds were occupied every night.  There is a need for temporary shelter 
for homeless Bronx residents.  Although only about 17 percent of the city’s population resides in 
the Bronx, approximately 29 percent of the entrants into the city’s individual adult shelter system 
and 40 percent of entrants into the family system are from the Borough of the Bronx (Muller 
LRA 2011).  The reuse as a shelter would require a staff of approximately 52 people.  More than 
likely, these jobs would be filled by people already residing in the Metropolitan Division.  
However, it is possible that a few individuals or families may relocate from outside the ROI.  
This may cause impacts to neighborhood population if an individual or a family moves in, but 
there are no anticipated impacts to regional population.  There is adequate housing for sale in the 
area to accommodate any potential relocation. 

There are potential impacts to public services (i.e. police and fire protection, hospital services) 
from the residential portion of the reuse.  The site is already served by the NYPD 47th Precinct 
and the NYFD Engine 63/Ladder 39, so the reuse would not require the extension or addition of 
services.  Because the residents of the shelter would be from within the surrounding community 
already served by the NYPD and NYFD, there would be no population increases that would 
require additional staff on a regional level.  Because the reuse would be residential and would 
potentially house up to 200 homeless individuals in the neighborhood, there may be negligible 
impacts to the local response teams if the reuse changes the demand for police, fire, and EMS 
services.  Beneficial impacts of the reuse could include less demand on police, fire, and EMS 
services based on fewer unsheltered homeless persons, fewer crimes against homeless persons, 
fewer camps and associated fires, less trash, less criminal trespassing, building exterior and 
grounds would be well lit with security lighting, and loitering and public intoxication would be 
prohibited around the property.   

There are no anticipated impacts to schools and parks from the reuse of the facility.  The shelter 
would house individual adult men, so there would be no increased demand on schools.  Because 
there would be an insignificant population change in the context of the ROI, there are no 
anticipated impacts to the need for community park services.   

Although obtaining an accurate count is difficult, the Substance Abuse and Mental Health 
Services Administration (2003) estimates that 38 percent of homeless people are dependent on 
alcohol and 26 percent abuse other drugs.  The adjacent Montefiore Medical Center - The North 
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Division: Alcoholism Outpatient Clinic and Mental Health Clinic could potentially have 
beneficial impacts on homeless shelter residents who would require alcohol and drug abuse 
treatment or mental health services.   

The reuse includes the provision of temporary and emergency housing and services to at-risk and 
homeless individuals.  The introduction of a homeless shelter in the area would have long-term 
benefits to individuals in poverty by providing resources for housing, counseling, crisis 
intervention, and vocational services. 

There would be negligible short-term adverse impacts to minority and/or low-income 
populations during the renovation and reuse of the site.  Except for potential exterior painting 
and landscaping, nearly all of the renovations would occur inside the building.  There would be 
minimal noise and construction standards would be in place to minimize dust.  Any impacts to 
minority and/or low-income populations would be negligible and temporary.  Any adverse 
impacts would be during the renovation phase of the project.  Beneficial impacts to low-income 
populations would outweigh adverse impacts because additional shelter would be provided for 
up to 200 individual adult men under this alternative.   

During the reuse, the homeless provider would keep the property well-maintained, and the 
property would be designed and landscaped in a way to blend with the surrounding community.  
The homeless provider would provide security guards to monitor and protect the individuals at 
the shelter and minimize impacts around the shelter.  Their program would offer a variety of 
services to get and keep their homeless clients off the street.  This homeless provider (the Doe 
Fund, Inc.) successfully operates three other shelters on behalf of New York City.  It is not 
anticipated that the reuse would have any adverse impacts on surrounding minority and/or 
low-income populations.  

There are no anticipated impacts to the safety of children.  There is no evidence that the 
development of supportive housing generally increases rates of serious crime nearby (Galster et 
al 1999).  During construction, appropriate federal and state safety measures and health 
regulations would be followed to protect the health and safety of all residents as well as workers.  
Safety measures, barriers, and “no trespassing” signs would be placed around the perimeter of 
construction sites to deter children from playing in these areas, and construction vehicles and 
equipment would be secured when not in use.   

Indirect Impacts.  Employment generated by construction activities would result in additional 
indirect wages paid; an increase in indirect business volume; and indirect expenditures for local 
and regional services, materials, and supplies as indicated in Table 4-9.  The indirect economic 
impacts of the proposed construction activities on business volume, income, and employment are 
also provided in Table 4-9.  As a result of construction expenditures for materials, supplies, and 
services, in addition to construction labor wages, the EIFS model estimates an approximately 
$26 million increase in indirect business volume; a $4 million increase in indirect or induced 
personal income; and an increase of 84 indirect jobs created in the construction, retail trade, 
service, and industrial sectors.  These impacts would be realized on an annual basis during the 
length of the construction period, and would have non-significant short-term impacts on the 
regional economy. 
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4.3 Cumulative Effects 
The cumulative impact analysis evaluates the incremental effects of implementing any of the 
alternatives when added to past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future USAR actions at the 
Muller USARC and the actions of other parties in the surrounding area, where applicable.  The 
cumulative impact analysis has been prepared at a level of detail that is reasonable and 
appropriate to support an informed decision by the USAR.  The cumulative impact discussion is 
presented according to each of the implementation alternatives listed. 

The key components of the cumulative impact analysis include the following categories. 

Cumulative Impact Analysis Area.  The cumulative impact analysis area includes the area that 
has the potential to be affected by implementation of the proposed action at the Muller USARC.  
This includes the installation and the area proximate to the installation boundary and varies by 
resource category being considered.  Analysis areas are defined in Section 4.3.2 for each 
resource category analyzed in detail. 

Past and Present Actions.  Past and present actions, other than the proposed action, are defined 
as actions within the cumulative analysis area under consideration that occurred before or during 
September 2011.  These include past and present actions at the Property and past and present 
demographic, land use, and development trends in the surrounding area.  In most cases, the 
characteristics and results of these past and present actions are described in the Affected 
Environment sections under each of the resource categories covered in this EA.   

Impacts could be present from historical use if water and drippings were able to leak from the 
OWS into the surrounding soil.  However, based on reported infrequent use of the wash area and 
no obvious stains on the surface of the wash area, the risk of environmental impact is low. 

The Muller USARC is located in the Wakefield neighborhood of the Borough of the Bronx, New 
York.  The Wakefield neighborhood lies within the Bronx Community District 12.  The Property 
is located in a highly urbanized mixed-use area that combines commercial, industrial, and 
residential land uses.   

Wakefield, like the rest of the Bronx, was once woods and farmland.  That began to change in 
1840 when the New York and Harlem Railroad arrived.  At the turn of the century, the quiet 
suburban streets and farms of the Bronx began to yield to rapidly expanding factories and urban 
neighborhoods.  The area surrounding the Muller USARC has been highly developed since 
before the 1940s based on a 1947 aerial photograph.  A 1994 aerial photograph shows the 
Property and adjacent properties relatively unchanged from a 1954 aerial photograph.  The only 
difference is the area just north of the parking area became occupied by an automotive garage 
(USACE 2007). 

The area surrounding the Muller USARC property is historically a middle-class neighborhood, 
primarily filled with one- and two-family houses, with a sprinkling of three- and four-family 
homes, as well as some apartment houses along the main roads.  Commercial enterprises are 
generally located at major intersections and along specific corridors such as White Plains Road.  
There are 47 retail properties within a ½-mile radius of the Muller USARC, totaling about 
400,000 square feet. 

Major recent development projects in the vicinity of the Muller USARC are discussed below.  
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• Although the White Plains Road corridor is highly competitive and well-trafficked, only 
one significant new retail property has been recently constructed in the area (ERA 2009).  
Built in 2008, 4736 White Plains Road (approximately ½ mile from the USARC) consists 
of 8,000 square feet of retail space.  There has been no recent development of new office 
space in the Wakefield neighborhood.  However, a 20,000-square-foot medical office 
space located at 4234 Bronx Boulevard (at 233rd Street) was renovated in 2003 
(ERA 2009). 

• Within a ½-mile radius of the Muller USARC, there are 11 industrial properties 
containing about 111,000 square feet.  There has not been any recent industrial property 
development or renovation in Wakefield or the surrounding area (ERA 2009). 

• During the 2000s, Community District 12 (which includes the Wakefield neighborhood) 
attracted noteworthy residential construction activity.  On average, there were 293 units 
permitted annually from 2005 through 2007, six percent of the total number of new units 
receiving permits in the Bronx.  While residential permitting dropped off in the Bronx in 
2007, permitting in Community District 12 did not decrease (ERA 2009) 

• One recent residential condominium development project near the Muller USARC has 
been identified, a 15-unit project at 654 East 232nd Street (approximately ½ mile from 
the USARC property).  Sales opened in 2008 (ERA 2009). 

• On July 25, 2007 the City Council adopted the Wakefield/Eastchester zoning proposal.  
The Department of City Planning rezoned 134 blocks in the northeastern Bronx 
neighborhoods of Wakefield and Eastchester in Bronx Community District 12 in an area 
generally bounded by Carpenter Avenue on the west, East 233rd Street to the south, the 
Dyre Avenue subway right-of-way/Provost Avenue to the east, and the boundary line 
between New York and Mount Vernon on the north.  This project area is less than 
400 feet from the USARC property.  The rezoning addresses out-of-character 
development in the Wakefield and Eastchester neighborhoods in order to protect existing 
neighborhood character and to allow for new development along White Plains Road. 

• The Department of City Planning has amended zoning in several neighborhoods in the 
Bronx and other areas of the City of New York.  The rezoning seeks to protect and 
preserve residential areas while fostering “inviting and walkable residential and 
commercial corridors”.  The rezoning addresses out-of-character development in order to 
protect existing neighborhood character and to allow for new development.  Examples of 
these rezoning projects within ½ mile of the Muller USARC include the 
Wakefield/Eastchester rezoning (approximately 400 feet from the USARC), Woodlawn 
rezoning (approximately 0.2 mile from the USARC), and Williamsbridge/Baychester 
rezoning (approximately 0.4 mile from the USARC). 

Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions are generally 
limited to those that have been approved and that can be identified and defined with respect to 
timeframe and location.  The area surrounding the Property is a highly dynamic urban setting 
within New York City.  As noted above, the Muller USARC is located in Bronx Community 
District 12 and within the Wakefield neighborhood.  At any given time, numerous residential, 
commercial and/or industrial construction, renovation, and/or demolition projects are ongoing in 
the area.  Reasonably foreseeable future actions that have been identified and considered in the 
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analysis of cumulative impacts, both on the USARC property and off the USARC property, are 
listed below: 

• Relocation of units from the Muller USARC in the Bronx, New York to a new Armed 
Forces Reserve Center (Ernie Pyle USARC) at Fort Totten, New York. 

• Close Carpenter USARC, Poughkeepsie, New York, close McDonald USARC, 
Jamaica, New York, close Fort Tilden USARC, Far Rockaway, New York and relocate 
units to a new Armed Forces Reserve Center at Fort Totten, NY. 

• Military operations in the New York City area will continue in order to provide New 
York and the United States with ready and deployable forces for missions at home and 
abroad.  This includes military training activities at Fort Hamilton, in Brooklyn, New 
York, which provides the New York metropolitan area with military installation 
support for the Army National Guard and the United States Army Reserve.  Military 
training at New York Air National Guard and NYARNG facilities will also continue in 
the area. 

• Potential future homeless shelter development projects in the Community District 12 
area that are within ½ mile from the Muller USARC include: 

• 108-bed homeless shelter serving chronically homeless men with mental illiness 
and substance abuse addiction at 4380 Bronx Boulevard planned by Project 
Renewal (approximately 300 feet from the Muller USARC). 

• 63-bed permanent supportive housing facility at 4339 White Plains Road planned 
by Praxis Housing Initiatives (approximately 0.25 mile from the Muller USARC).  

• A potential future affordable housing development project in the Community District 
12 area that is within ½ mile from the Muller USARC is the: 

• PROMESA affordable housing development on 232nd Street (approximately 
½ mile from the Muller USARC).  

4.3.1 Potential Cumulative Impacts 
4.3.1.1 No Impacts to Resources 

As documented in Section 4.1 of this EA, there are several resource categories that that will not 
be discussed in the cumulative impacts section because they are: 

• Not present;  
• Present, but not affected; or 
• Negligible, the impact is not measurable at the lowest level of detection.  

The resource categories that are not discussed in detail include: 

• Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
• Air Quality; 
• Biological Resources; 
• Cultural Resources; 
• Geology and Soil; 
• Hazardous and Toxic Substances; 
• Noise; 



 
 

  
Environmental Assessment for  Section 4 
Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Affected Environment and Consequences 
SGT Joseph E. Muller U.S. Army Reserve Center 43 

• Transportation; 
• Utilities; and 
• Water Resources. 

4.3.1.2 Alternative 1 – No Action Alternative 

Under Alternative 1 it is anticipated that past and present development trends on the Muller 
USARC and in the surrounding civilian community would continue.  However, for the closure 
action directed by the BRAC Commission, it is noted that for the No Action Alternative, 
maintenance of current conditions is not feasible because the BRAC actions are Congressionally 
mandated actions. 

4.3.1.3 Alternative 2 – Caretaker Status Alternative 

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 2 by resource category are as follows: 

• Land Use.  The cumulative impact analysis area for land use includes a ½ mile radius 
around the Muller USARC property.  Non-significant adverse direct impacts to the 
community resulting from the change in land use from an operating USARC to a vacant 
facility would combine with the effects from vacant retail buildings in the area.  This 
would contribute to a potential decline in property values and decreased consumer base 
in the vicinity of the Property. 

• Socioeconomics.  The cumulative impact analysis area for socioeconomics includes the 
New York-Wayne-White Plains, New York-New Jersey Metropolitan Division.  Under 
this alternative, the Muller USARC would close and relocate the units to a new Armed 
Forces Reserve Center located Fort Totten, New York.  Both of the facility sites are 
located within the New York-Wayne-White Plains, New York-New Jersey 
Metropolitan Division; therefore, the impacts on the ROI and regional economy would 
not differ from baseline conditions.  There are no anticipated cumulative impacts. 

4.3.1.4 Alternative 3 – Traditional Army Disposal and Reuse of the Muller USARC as a 
Homeless Shelter 

Cumulative impacts under Alternative 3 by resource category are as follows: 

• Land Use.  The cumulative impact analysis area for land use includes a ½ mile radius 
around the Muller USARC property.  Moderate cumulative impacts associated with this 
project in combination with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
projects would include potential land use changes such as new housing, homeless 
shelters, affordable housing, and retail facilities.  
Moderate adverse and minor beneficial direct impacts to the community could result 
from the change in land use from development of a homeless shelter at the Muller 
USARC property and potential development of other homeless shelters and affordable 
housing with ½ mile of the Property.  However, numerous studies have shown that 
affordable housing projects managed by non-profit and for-profit organizations do not 
have negative impacts on property values (Agnew 2012; Furman Center for Real Estate 
and Urban Policy 2008; Skid Row Housing Trust 2012).  A positive cumulative impact 
of Alternative 3 would include a higher consumer base than under Alternative 2, due to 
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shelter employees and proposed shelter and affordable housing residents patronizing 
neighboring businesses.   

Although there are three proposed shelter/affordable housing developments in the 
Muller USARC neighborhood, the majority of homeless shelters in New York City are 
in the South Bronx (Saul 2008).  Transitional housing facilities placed in areas with 
more resources, such as the Wakefield neighborhood, could help integrate the homeless 
into the workforce so that they may lead productive lives (Simundza 2002).   

• Socioeconomics.  The cumulative impact analysis area for socioeconomics includes the 
New York-Wayne-White Plains, New York-New Jersey Metropolitan Division.  
Employment generated by the reuse of the Muller USARC property would result in 
wages paid; an increase in sales (business) volume; and expenditures for local and 
regional services, materials, and supplies.  These beneficial impacts combined with the 
employment and economic opportunities of the future development that is expected 
throughout the region would have non-significant short-term and long-term beneficial 
impacts to the local and regional community. 

There would be a minor long-term beneficial impact to population and housing 
resources in the ROI from the proposed development of several homeless 
shelters/supportive housing in the area.  There is a need for temporary shelter for 
homeless Bronx residents.  Although only about 17 percent of the city’s population 
resides in the Bronx, approximately 29 percent of the entrants into the city’s individual 
adult shelter system and 40 percent of entrants into the family system are from the 
Borough of the Bronx (Muller LRA 2011).  The proposed homeless shelter/supportive 
housing developments would contribute to providing shelter for the homeless who are 
currently underserved, and residents of these shelters could receive treatment, 
counseling, and job placement assistance that could help them become active working 
members of the community.  The shelters could also increase the economy in the region 
as well, due to the staffing needs that the new facility would face.  

Beneficial impacts of the proposed shelters/affordable housing could include less 
demand on police, fire, and EMS services based on fewer unsheltered homeless 
persons, fewer crimes against homeless persons, fewer camps and associated fires, less 
trash, less criminal trespassing, building exteriors and grounds would be well lit with 
security lighting, and loitering and public intoxication would be prevented by shelter 
security guards outside of the properties. 

Although obtaining an accurate count is difficult, the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration (2003) estimates that 38 percent of homeless people are 
dependent on alcohol and 26 percent abuse other drugs.  The adjacent Montefiore 
Medical Center - The North Division: Alcoholism Outpatient Clinic and Mental Health 
Clinic could potentially have beneficial impacts on proposed homeless shelter residents 
of the Wakefield area that would require alcohol and drug abuse treatment or mental 
health services.  In addition, there is no evidence that the development of supportive 
housing generally increases rates of serious crime nearby (Galster et al 1999).  The 
majority of crimes that are perpetrated by individuals experiencing homelessness are 
petty crimes such as shoplifting, loitering, and trespassing. 
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4.4 Best Management Practices 
As discussed in Sections 4.1 through 4.6 above, no significant adverse impacts have been 
identified or are anticipated as a result of implementing any of the proposed action alternatives or 
the No Action Alternative.   

Local, state, and federal regulations for noise, air, water, and soil resources will be adhered to 
during all phases of demolition and renovation/construction, as appropriate, to minimize impacts 
associated with implementing the proposed action. 
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SECTION 5.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
This Environmental Assessment was conducted in accordance with the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act, the Council on Environmental Quality regulations 
implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500), and Environmental Analysis of Army Actions (32 CFR 
651).  As analyzed and discussed in the EA, direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the each 
of the implementation alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3) and the No Action Alternative 
(Alternative 1) have been considered. 

The EA performed an analysis of 12 resource categories including a detailed analysis of two 
resource categories for each alternative:  land use (installation land, current and future 
development in the region of influence, and surrounding land) and socioeconomics 
(demographics, economic development, environmental justice, housing, protection of children, 
and public services).  The analyses in the EA concluded there would be no significant 
environmental impacts resulting from any of the Proposed Action’s alternatives.  Therefore, 
issuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) is warranted, and preparation of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not required. 
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SECTION 6.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 
This EA was prepared under the direction of the 99th RSC and USACE.  Individuals who 
assisted in issue resolution and provided agency guidance for this document are: 

Amanda Murphy 
NEPA Coordinator of the 99th Regional Support Command  

Glenn Harbin 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Project Manager 

Contractor personnel involved in the development of this EA include the following: 

Name Education and Experience Primary Responsibilities 

Katie Astroth B.S. Biology: 3 years experience in 
fish and wildlife biology and 
aquatic ecology. 

Scientist/Biologist; key 
participant in site visit, data 
collection, analysis, and 
preparation of EA text and 
supporting sections. 

Susan Bupp B.A. Anthropology, M.A. 
Anthropology.  33 years of 
experience in environmental 
assessment and impact studies, 
Section 106 coordination, and 
cultural resources investigations. 

Cultural Resources Specialist; 
responsible for preparation of 
cultural resources affected 
environment and consequences. 

Virginia Flynn B.S. Horticulture, M.S. Plant 
Biology.  Over 14 years of 
experience in environmental 
assessment and impact studies, 
biological community 
investigations, and ecosystem 
restoration. 

Senior Environmental Scientist, 
data collection, analysis, and 
preparation of EA text and 
supporting sections 

Richard Hall B.S. Environmental Biology, M.S. 
Zoology.  Over 24 years of 
experience in environmental 
assessment and impact studies, 
biological community 
investigations, and ecosystem 
restoration. 

Project Manager/Senior Project 
Planner; data collection and key 
participant in description of 
proposed action, alternatives 
formulation, and related 
environmental analyses. 
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Name Education and Experience Primary Responsibilities 

Michael Kulik B.S. Environmental Biology, M.S. 
Environmental Science, Masters of 
Public Affairs, LEED AP BD+C.  
Over 7 years experience in 
environmental compliance and 
hazardous materials assessment and 
remediation.   

Senior Environmental Scientist, 
data collection, analysis, and key 
participant in preparation of EA 
text and supporting sections. 

Rachael E. Mangum B.A. Anthropology, M.A., 
Anthropology.  Over 11 years 
experience in cultural resources 
management under the NHPA and 
documentation under NEPA.  

Cultural Resources Specialist.  
Responsible for preparation of 
cultural resources affected 
environment and consequences. 

Darren Mitchell B.S. Biology, M.S. Biology.  Over 
6 years experience in working on 
environmental compliance, wildlife 
management, wetland delineations, 
and NEPA planning. 

Senior Environmental Scientist, 
task manager and key participant 
in site visit, data collection, 
analysis, and preparation of EA 
text and supporting sections. 

Amanda Molsberry B.A. Geography, M.S. 
Environmental Science and Policy.  
Over 6 years experience in 
conservation design, environmental 
planning, and socioeconomic 
analysis. 

Senior Environmental Scientist, 
data collection, analysis, and key 
participant in preparation of EA 
text and supporting sections. 

Randy Norris B.S. Plant and Soil Science, Master 
of Urban Planning/Environmental 
Planning.  21 years experience in 
environmental impact assessment, 
environmental management, and 
planning. 

Project Scientist; key participant 
in description of proposed action, 
alternatives formulation, and 
environmental impact analyses.  
Responsible for overall technical 
review. 

Rebecca Porath B.S. Fisheries and Wildlife 
Management, M.S. Zoology.  Over 
14 years experience in 
environmental, biological, and 
natural resource planning projects. 

Senior Environmental Scientist, 
data collection, analysis, and key 
participant in preparation of EA 
text and supporting sections. 
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SECTION 7.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST 
Persons and Organizations contacted as part of the initial coordination effort:

  

Ms. Grace Musumeci 
NEPA Coordinator 
US EPA, Region 2 
290 Broadway, 25th Floor 
New York, NY 10007 

Mr. Steve Sinkevich 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Long Island Field Office (Region 5) 
340 Smith Road 
Shirley, NY 11967 

Muller Local Redevelopment Authority  
Ernesto Padron, Assistant Vice President 
New York City Economic Development 
Corporation  
110 William Street 
New York, NY 10038 

Bronx Borough President Ruben Diaz, Jr. 
Office of the Bronx Borough President 
851 Grand Concourse, 3rd Floor 
Bronx, New York 10451 

Ms. Venetia Lannon 
Regional Director 
NYDEC Region 2 
1 Hunter’s Point Plaza 
47-40 21st Street 
Long Island City, NY 11101-5407 

Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg 
City Hall 
New York, NY 10007 

Ms. Linda R. Charest, BRAC Coordinator 
Office of Special Needs Assistance Programs 
Dept. of Housing and Urban Development 
451 7th Street, SW., Room #7266 
Washington, DC 20410 

New York Natural Heritage Program  
DJ Evans, Director 
625 Broadway, 5th Floor 
Albany, NY 12233-4757 
 

Mr. Mark Peckham 
New York State Historic Preservation Office 
Peebles Island Resource Center 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, NY 12188-0189 

 

Mr. Robert K. Steel 
Deputy Mayor for Economic Development 
City Hall 
New York, NY 10007 

Ms. Kimberly Vele, President 
Stockbridge Munsee Community of Wisconsin 
Mohican Nation 
N8476 Mo He Con Nuck Road 
Bowler, WI 54416 

Ms. Linda I. Gibbs 
Deputy Mayor for Health and Human 
Services 
City Hall 
New York, NY 10007 

http://www.fws.gov/scripts/exit.cfm?link=http://www.nynhp.org/&linkname=New%20York%20Natural%20Heritage%20Program
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Ms. Paula Pechonick, Chief 
Delaware Tribe of Indians 
170 N.E. Barbara  
Bartlesville, OK 74003 

Kerry Holton, President  
Delaware Nation  
P.O. Box 825  
31064 State Hwy 281  
Main Office Building 100  
Anadarko, OK 73005 

Mr. Randy King, Chairperson  
Shinnecock Indian Nation 
P.O. Box 5006 
Southampton, NY 11969 

Mr. Matthew Carroll, Chief 
Unkechaug Nation  
P.O. Box 86 
Mastic, Long Island, NY 11950 

Mr. George McDonald 
Founder and President 
The Doe Fund, Inc. 
232 East 84th Street 
New York, NY 10028 

Major General Patrick A. Murphy 
State of New York  
Division of Military and Naval Affairs 
330 Old Niskayuna Road 
Latham, NY  12110-3514 
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SECTION 9.0 PERSONS CONSULTED 
Information was solicited and collected from the following individuals or organizations in 
preparation of this document: 

• USARC installation personnel 
• Members of the Muller Local Redevelopment Authority 
• USEPA, Region 2 
• US Fish and Wildlife Service, Long Island Field Office 
• NYDEC Region 2 
• New York State Division of Military and Naval Affairs 
• Department of Housing and Urban Development, Office of Special Needs Assistance 

Programs 
• City of New York 
• New York State Historic Preservation Office 
• Delaware Tribe of Indians 
• Delaware Nation  
• Stockbridge Munsee Community of Wisconsin 
• Shinnecock Indian Nation 
• Unkechaug Nation 
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SECTION 10.0 ACRONYMS 
 

A 
ACM Asbestos-Containing 

Material 
AMSA Area Maintenance Support 

Activity 
AST  Aboveground Storage Tank  
 
B 
BRAC  Base Closure and 
Commission Realignment Commission 
BTEX Benzene, Toluene, 

Ethylbenzene, and Xylenes 
   
C 
CEQ Council on Environmental 

Quality 
CFR Code of Federal Regulations 
 
 
D 
DoD Department of Defense 
 
E 
EA Environmental Assessment 
ECP Environmental Condition of 

Property 
EF Emissions Factor 
EIFS Economic Impact Forecast 

System 
EIS Environmental Impact 

Statement 
EO Executive Order 
 
F 
FEMA Federal Emergency 

Management Agency 

FNSI Finding of No Significant 
Impact 

G 
 
H 
HVAC Heating, Ventilation, and Air 

Conditioning 
 
I 
 
J 
 
K 
 
L 
LBA Legally Binding Agreement 
LBP Lead-Based Paint 
LRA Local Redevelopment 

Authority 
 
M 
MEP Military Equipment Parking 
MTA Metropolitan Transportation 

Authority 
MTBE Methyl Tertiary-Butyl Ether 
 
N 
NAAQS National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards 
NEPA National Environmental 

Policy Act 
NOI Notice of Interest 
NOx Nitrogen Oxides 
NRHP National Register of Historic 

Places 
NWR National Wildlife Refuge 
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NYARNG New York Army National 
Guard 

NYSDEC New York State Department 
of Environmental 
Conservation 

NY SHPO New York State Historic 
Preservation Office 

 
O 
OMB Office of Management and 

Budget 
OMS Organizational Maintenance 

Shop 
OWS Oil-Water Separator 
 
P 
PCB Polychlorinated biphenyls 
POL Petroleum, Oils, and 

Lubricants 
POV Privately Owned Vehicle 
Q 
 
R 
RCRA Resource Conservation and 

Recovery Act 
REC Record of Environmental 

Consideration 
ROI Region of Influence 
RSC Regional Support Command 
RTV Rational Threshold Values 
 
S 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SHPO State Historic Preservation 

Officer 

SQG Small Quantity Generator 
 
T 
TSCA Toxic Substances Control 

Act 
TPY Tons Per Year 
 
U 
 
US  United States 
USACE United States Army Corps of 

Engineers 
USAR United States Army Reserve 
USARC United States Army Reserve 

Center 
USC United States Code 
USEPA United States Environmental 

Protection Agency 
USFWS United States Fish and 

Wildlife Service 
UST Underground Storage Tank 
 
V 
VOC Volatile Organic Compounds 
 
W 
 
X 
 
Y 
 
Z 
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Environmental Assessment Public and Agency Scoping 
Agencies and organizations having a potential interest in the Proposed Action are provided the 
opportunity to participate in the decision making process.   The Army invites public participation 
in the NEPA process.  Consideration of the views and information provided by all interested 
persons promotes open communication and enables better decision making.  Initial scoping 
letters were sent to federal, state, and local agencies as well as other interested parties to request 
comments on the proposed scope of the Muller USARC EA.  A 30-day comment period was 
initiated from the date of the letters.  Information obtained during the scoping process could be 
used to develop the scope of the EA.  All of the comment responses that were received within the 
30-day public comment period are included in Section A.1.2 and are summarized in 
Section A.1.3. 

Public and Agency Comments on the Final Environmental Assessment and Draft FNSI 
As noted in Section 1.2, public involvement includes public comment on the final EA and draft 
FNSI.  Agencies, organizations, Native American groups, and members of the public having a 
potential interest in the Proposed Action, including minority, low-income, and disadvantaged 
persons, are urged to participate in the NEPA process. 

Per requirements specified in 40 CFR 1500-1508, the final EA was available for public and 
agency comment for a 30-calendar-day review period (starting with the publication of the NOA) 
to provide agencies, organizations, and individuals with the opportunity to comment on the EA 
and draft FNSI.  Public notices were published in local newspapers to inform the public that the 
EA and draft FNSI were available for review.  The notices identified a point of contact to obtain 
more information regarding the NEPA process, identified means of obtaining a copy of the EA 
and draft FNSI for review, listed public libraries where paper copies of the EA and draft FNSI 
could be reviewed, and advised the public that an electronic version of the EA and draft FNSI 
were available for download at the following Web site: 
http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm. 

  

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm
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A.1  Scoping Coordination  
Appendix A.1 contains the following correspondence associated with the preparation of the 
Environmental Assessment 

A.1.1  Request for Scoping Comments 
Agency    Date 
Ms. Grace Musumeci, US EPA, Region 2 June 4, 2012 

Ms. Venetia Lannon, NYDEC Region 2 June 4, 2012 

Linda R. Charest, BRAC Coordinator, U.S. Dept. of Housing and Urban  
Development June 4, 2012 

DJ Evans, Director, New York Natural Heritage Program  June 4, 2012 

Muller Local Redevelopment Authority, Ernesto Padron, New York City Economic 
Development Corporation  June 4, 2012 

Bronx Borough President Ruben Diaz, Jr. June 4, 2012 

Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg, City of New York June 4, 2012 

Robert K. Steel, New York City Deputy Mayor for Economic Development June 4, 2012 

Linda I. Gibbs, New York City Deputy Mayor for Health and Human Services June 4, 2012 

Mr. George McDonald, Founder and President, The Doe Fund, Inc. June 4, 2012 

Major General Patrick A. Murphy, State of New York, Division of Military  
and Naval Affairs June 4, 2012 

  

http://www.fws.gov/scripts/exit.cfm?link=http://www.nynhp.org/&linkname=New%20York%20Natural%20Heritage%20Program
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A.1.2  Scoping Letters Received 
This section contains written responses to the public EA scoping period.  A summary of these 
responses are located in Section A.1.3. 

Agency/Individual Date 
Letter from NYSDEC Natural Heritage Program June 18, 2012 

Letter from Larry Wilson, Hyatt Association June 24, 2012 

Letter from the State of New York Division of Military and Naval Affairs  June 25, 2012 

Letter from Community Board #7, City of New York, Borough of the Bronx June 25, 2012 

Wakefield Taxpayers & Civic League, Inc. June 25, 2012 

Letter from Christopher Coyne June 25, 2012 

Letter from Representative Eliot Engel, U.S. Congress, 17th District, New York June 28, 2012 

Letter from Ruben Diaz, Jr., Bronx Borough President June 29, 2012 

Letter from John Hradsky, Hyatt Association June 29, 2012 

Letter from Judy Hradsky, Hyatt Association June 29, 2012  

Letter from Camille Cullen, Yonkers Resident June 29, 2012 

Letter from Michael Cullen, Yonkers Resident June 29, 2012 

Letter from Mike Spano, Mayor of Yonkers, New York July 2, 2012 

Letter from G. Oliver Koppell, Council Member, 11th District, Bronx,  
Council of the City of New York July 2, 2012 

Letter from Father Richard F. Gorman, Esq., Community Board #12,  
City of New York, Borough of the Bronx July 3, 2012 

Letter from State Senator Jeffery Klein, State of New York, 34th District July 3, 2012 
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From: Christopher Coyne [mailto:chris1862@optimum.net] 
Sent: Mon 25-Jun-12 19:03 
To: amanda.w.murphy.ctr@us.army.mil; wronda@bronxbp.nyc.gov; Gorman, Richard 
Subject: Muller Army Reserve Center Concerns 
 
June 25, 2012 
 
Mr. Jeffrey M. Hrzic 
Chief, Environmental Division 
Department of the Army 
Headquarters, 99th Regional Support Command 
5231 South Scott Plaza 
Fort Dix, New Jersey  08640-5000 
 
Dear Mr. Hrzic, 
 
I am writing to you today in response to your letter of June 4th, 2012 seeking  
comments regarding the transfer of the Muller Army Reserve Center, at 555 East  
238th Street in the Bronx, New York. While the Base Closure Act will allow for  
bases to be converted to Homeless Shelters under certain circumstances, this  
property should not be used for that purpose. 
 
The issues raised in the Environmental Assesment are significant, especially  
because of the potential for harm considering a fairly dense residential use.  
The Report on the Environmental Condition of the Property prepared for the  
Army by the Environmental Consulting firm CH2M HILL in June 2007 was cursory  
at best. It was described as a "visual, non-intrusive reconnaissance of the  
property" and left many unanswered questions. Failure to perform a full  
environmental Impact statement would be a liability to future residents,  
especially in light of the proposed use. 
 
The Environmental Condition report contained a certification page. There were  
two signatures that could have appeared on that form. Only one signature  
appeared. The missing signature of the Acting Facility Management Officer,  
John Wohrle  would have certified "that all information/documentation provided  
accurately reflects the environmental Condition of the property".  Mr. Wohrle  
never signed. The official that did sign, Lenard Gunnell, Project Geologist  
could only certify that "the contents of this report are in general accordance  
with Department of Defense policies for the completion of an ECP Report" This  
is a far cry from any meaningful certification of the environmental condition  
of the property. 
 
The Environmental Consulting Firm, CH2M HILL also takes no responsibility for  
its findings. From the Introduction of the Environmental Condition Report; "  
In preparing this ECP Report, CH2M HILL gathered information from the  
available records and previous work from others, interviews with individuals  
purporting to be familiar with the property, and observations from a site  
reconnaissance. The accuracy of the information obtained from these sources  
was not verified by CH2M HILL. As such, CH2M HILL will make no warranty,  
expressed or implied, relative to the accuracy, completeness or reliability of  
the information used to create the records and reports prepared by others". 
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  So, the big consulting firm interviews people that they do not know to be  
reliable, completes a report that the Army cannot certify as "accurately  
reflecting the environmental condition of the property" and now we contemplate  
turning it into a residence housing hundreds of residents, some with fragile  
medical conditions. This is simply wrong and will certainly constitute grounds  
for liability for the Army and the City of New York if this transfer for use  
as a homeless shelter goes forward. 
 
Of particular concern in the Environmental Condition Report is the  
classification of the property by the Department of Defense. There are 7  
possible Environmental Condition Report Categories defined by The Department  
of Defense to describe this property. 
 
ECP AREA TYPE 1:   An area or parcel of real property where NO release 
or 
disposal of hazardous substances or petroleum products or their derivatives  
has occurred (including no migration of these substances from adjacent  
properties). 
 
ECP AREA TYPE 2:  An area or parcel of real property where only the release or  
disposal of petroleum products or their derivatives has occurred. 
 
ECP AREA TYPE 3:  An area or parcel of real property where the release,  
disposal or migration, or some combination thereof, of hazardous substances  
has occurred, but at concentrations that do not require a removal or remedial  
action. 
 
ECP AREA TYPE 4:  An area or parcel of real property where the release,  
disposal or migration, or some combination thereof, of hazardous substances  
has occurred, and all remedial actions necessary to protect human health and  
the environment have been taken. 
 
ECP AREA TYPE 5:   An area or parcel of real property where the release, 
disposal or migration, or some combination thereof, of hazardous substances  
has occurred, and removal or remedial actions, or both are underway, but all  
required actions have not yet been taken. 
 
EPA AREA TYPE 6:  An area or parcel of real property where the release,  
disposal or migration, or some combination thereof, of hazardous substances  
has occurred, but required response actions have not yet been initiated. 
 
EPA AREA TYPE 7:  An area or parcel of real property that is unevaluated or  
requires additional evaluation. 
 
The Muller center was assigned an EPA AREA TYPE 7.  The New York State  
Department of Environmental Conservation has documented migration of hazardous  
materials underground since 2006. This is referenced in the Environmental  
Condition Reports Executive Summary: "Areas of potential environmental concern  
were reviewed, and CH2M HILL identified Benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene,  
xylenes (BTEX), and methyl tertiary butyl ether 
(MTBE) contaminated ground water migrating toward the property from an  
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adjacent property. The extent of the ground water plume has not yet been  
determined"  Further, section 5.4 of the Environmental condition Report states  
relative to the contaminated adjacent property: "one of the facilities  
evaluated exhibit significant environmental conditions that have the  
probability of adversely affecting the environmental conditions at another  
site" 
 
Section 5.2.4 goes further" Due to ground water flow direction, documented  
extensive ground water contamination, lack of ground water plume delineation,  
and close proximity of this site to the Property, contaminated ground water  
could be migrating to the property". 
 
How much more evidence is necessary that a full environmental impact review be  
sought and a full impact report be compiled? Failure to do so would certainly  
implicate The Department of The Army in potential future responsibility for  
any related health problems tied to the migrating hazardous chemicals outlined  
in the Environmental Condition Report. 
 
I hope that you will seriously consider taking necessary action here on the  
side of caution, and not deliver a ticking time bomb to future inhabitants. 
 
Respectfully yours, 
 
Christopher Coyne 
96 Cox Avenue Yonkers, NY 10704
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  Attachment to Bronx Borough President 
Ruben Diaz Jr. Scoping Letter - 29 June 2012 
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A.1.3  Summary of Scoping 
Below is a summary table of comments received during the 30-day scoping period from June 4 through July 5, 2012. 

Summary of Scoping Comments on the Muller USARC Environmental Assessment 

 

Date Name Title Organization Comment Topic 

Scoping Comment Category EA Affected Environment Sections 
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1 6/18/2012 Jean 
Pietrusiak 

Information 
Services 

New York State 
Department of 
Environmental 
Conservation 

No endangered species or 
habitats on site. 

          

        X               X           

2 6/24/2012 Larry Wilson President Hyatt Association •EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 

    

X X 

  

                      X           X 

3 6/25/2012 Mark 
Warnecke 

Acting 
Director of 
Facilities 
Management 
and 
Engineering 

State of New York 
Division of Military 
and Naval Affairs 

National Guard does not 
want to acquire the Muller 
USARC but would consider 
occupying the site. 

          

      X                             

4 6/25/2012 Paul Foster, 
Fernando P. 
Tirado 

Chairman, 
District 
Manager 

Borough of the Bronx 
Community Board 7 

•Too many proposed 
homeless facilities clustered 
in the Muller USARC 
neighborhood 
•Request a cost-benefit 
analysis  
•Muller location better for 
accommodating National 
Guard due to lower 
surrounding population 
density and proximity to 
highways 
 

        

X X X         X               X X     

5 6/25/2012 Mary V. 
Lauro 

President Wakefield Taxpayers 
& Civic League, Inc. 

•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 
•Homeless shelter too costly 
for taxpayers 
•Too many proposed 
homeless facilities clustered 
in the Muller USARC 
neighborhood 

      

X 

  

  X X       X         X     X     X 
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Summary of Scoping Comments on the Muller USARC Environmental Assessment 

 

Date Name Title Organization Comment Topic 
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6 6/25/2012 Christopher 
Coyne  

  Yonkers Resident •EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 

    

X X 

  

                      X           X 

7 6/28/2012 Eliot Engel Congressman U.S. House of 
Representatives 

•EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Too many proposed 
homeless facilities clustered 
in the Muller USARC 
neighborhood 
•Homeless shelter alternative 
would be too costly 

        

X   X X       X               X       

8 6/29/2012 Ruben Diaz, 
Jr. 

President Borough of the Bronx •Reuse plan does not 
conform to BRAC regulations 
•Supplemental information 
was not approved by the LRA 
•Postpone the NEPA process 
•EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 

X X X X 

  

                          X       X 

9 6/29/2012 John Hradsky   Hyatt Association •EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 

    

X X 

  

                                    

10 6/29/2012 Judy Hradsky   Hyatt Association •EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 

    

X X 

  

                      X           X 
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Summary of Scoping Comments on the Muller USARC Environmental Assessment 

 

Date Name Title Organization Comment Topic 

Scoping Comment Category EA Affected Environment Sections 
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11 6/29/2012 Camille 
Cullen 

  Yonkers Resident •EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 

    

X X 

  

                      X           X 

12 6/29/2012 Michael 
Cullen 

  Yonkers Resident •EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 

    

X X 

  

                      X           X 

13 7/2/2012 Mike Spano Mayor City of Yonkers •EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 

    

X X 

  

                      X           X 

14 7/2/2012 G. Oliver 
Koppell 

Council 
Member 

The Council of the 
City of New York, 

11th District, Bronx 

•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 
•Too many proposed 
homeless facilities clustered 
in the Muller USARC 
neighborhood 

      

X X   X         X   X     X           X 

15 7/3/2012 Father 
Richard F. 
Gorman 

Chairman  Borough of the Bronx 
Community Board 12 

•Reuse plan does not 
conform to BRAC regulations 
•Supplemental information 
was not approved by the LRA 
•Postpone the NEPA process 
•EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 

X X X X X                       X           X 

16 7/3/2012 Jeffrey D. 
Klein 

New York 
State Senator 

The Senate, State of 
New York 

•Facility not appropriate for 
homeless housing due to 
Environmental Contamination 
•EIS or extensive 
environmental analysis is 
warranted 
•Too many proposed 

    

X X X   X         X         X            X 



 
 

 

  
Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 
Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the  Agency Coordination 
SGT Joseph E. Muller U.S. Army Reserve Center A-69 

Summary of Scoping Comments on the Muller USARC Environmental Assessment 

 

Date Name Title Organization Comment Topic 

Scoping Comment Category EA Affected Environment Sections 
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homeless facilities clustered 
in the Muller USARC 
neighborhood 
 

17 6/19/2012 Tamara 
Francis-
Fourkiller 

Cultural 
Preservation 
Director 

Delaware Nation Request for cultural 
resources surveys and 
reports. 

          
          X               X         

18 7/3/2012 Brice 
Obermeyer 

  Delaware Tribe 
Historic Preservation 

Office 

Request for cultural 
resources surveys and 
reports. 

          
          X               X         
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A.2  SHPO – Section 106 Consultation 
Appendix A.2 contains the following correspondence associated with the preparation of the 
Environmental Assessment and coordination with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
and Native American tribes  

Agency/Tribe   Date 
Mr. Mark Peckham, New York State Historic Preservation Office June 4, 2012 

 SHPO Concurrence Letter September 13, 2012 

Randy King, Chairperson, Shinnecock Indian Nation June 4, 2012 

Mr. Matthew Carroll, Chief, Unkechaug Nation  June 4, 2012 

Ms. Paula Pechonick, Chief, Delaware Tribe of Indians  June 4, 2012 

 Letter from Delaware Tribe of Indians (Response) July 3, 2012 

Ms. Kimberly Vele, President, Stockbridge Munsee Community of Wisconsin  June 4, 2012 

Kerry Holton, President, Delaware Nation  June 4, 2012 

 Email from Delaware Nation (Response) June 19, 2012 
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A.3  USFWS Consultation 
Appendix A.3 contains the following correspondence with USFWS associated with the 
preparation of the Environmental Assessment  

Agency    Date 

Mr. Steve Sinkevich, US Fish and Wildlife Service, Long Island Field  
Office (Region 5) July 13, 2012 
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A.4  Agency and Public Notices 
Per requirements specified in 32 CFR Part 651.4, a 30-calendar-day review period (starting with 
the publication of the NOA) was established to provide all agencies, organizations, and 
individuals with the opportunity to comment on the EA and FNSI.  A NOA was published in 
local and regional newspapers to inform the public that the EA and FNSI were available for 
review.  The newspapers were: 

• Bronx Times-Reporter 
• New York Times. 

The notices identified a point of contact to obtain more information regarding the NEPA process, 
identified means of obtaining a copy of the EA and FNSI for review, listed where paper copies of 
the EA and FNSI could be reviewed, and advised the public that an electronic version of the EA 
and FNSI were available for download at the following Web site: 
http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm.   

The EA was available for public review and comment at the following libraries: 

• Woodlawn Heights Public Library 
• Wakefield Branch Library. 

 
 
 
  

http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm


 
 

 

  
Environmental Assessment for  Appendix A 
Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Agency Coordination 
SGT Joseph E. Muller U.S. Army Reserve Center A-91 

 
 
 
 
 

This page intentionally left blank. 

 



 
 

 

  
Environmental Assessment for  Appendix B 
Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Air Conformity Applicability Analysis 
SGT Joseph E. Muller U.S. Army Reserve Center B-1 

APPENDIX B – AIR CONFORMITY APPLICABILITY ANALYSIS 
Introduction 
A General Air Conformity Applicability Analysis was conducted to determine if increases in air 
pollution from the construction project associated with the Environmental Assessment for BRAC 
2005 Recommendations for Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the Muller USARC, New York 
would affect National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS).  The project will occur within a 
US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) designated moderate non-attainment area for 8-
hour ozone, non-attainment for PM 2.5, and is in a maintenance area for carbon monoxide (CO) 
and is therefore subject to 40 CFR, Part 93 Federal General Conformity Rule regulations.  

The 1990 amendments to the Federal CAA, Section 176 required the USEPA to promulgate rules 
to ensure that federal actions that produce emissions of any criteria air pollutants for which an 
area is not in attainment conform to the appropriate State Implementation Plan (SIP).  These 
resulting rules, known together as the General Conformity Rule (40 CFR 51.850-860 and CFR 
93.150-160), require any federal agency responsible for an action in a non-attainment area to 
determine that the action is either exempt from the General Conformity Rule’s requirements or 
positively determine that the action conforms to the provisions and objectives of the applicable 
SIP.  Any mitigation deemed necessary as a result of the conclusions reached in the conformity 
analysis would be implemented and integrated into the NYDEC SIP. 

The General Conformity Rule requires an assessment of the potential magnitude of potential 
total emissions of non-attainment criteria pollutants, including their precursors, associated with a 
proposed federal action when determining conformity of that action.  The rule does not apply to 
certain “exempt” actions or to actions where the total emissions of criteria pollutants are at or 
below specified de minimis levels.  In addition, ongoing activities currently being conducted are 
exempt from the rule as long as there is no net increase in emissions above the specified de 
minimis levels.  If the predicted emissions exceed the de minimis levels, a formal air conformity 
determination is necessary.  If the de minimis levels are not exceeded, and if the predicted 
emissions do not exceed 10 percent of a non-attainment area’s total emission budget for a given 
pollutant, a record of non-applicability must be prepared. 

For purposes of determining a project’s emissions, emissions are those directly associated with 
project activities at the time and location of the project.  For the proposed action, emissions 
include those from routine operational activities and operation of permitted emission sources, as 
well as actual construction activities, construction vehicles and equipment, and any ancillary 
emissions sources.   

Site Description 
The Muller USARC is located on an approximately 0.9 acre parcel of developed land with one 
permanent structure, the Main Administration building (approximately 55,000 square feet).  
There is also a military equipment parking (MEP) area and a privately owned vehicle (POV) 
parking area. 

The main USARC building, constructed in 1954, is a concrete block structure with stucco veneer 
and a flat, tar and gravel roof.  The rectangular shaped main building is a four-level, northeast-
southwest oriented building.  The building’s interior consists of office space, classrooms, a 
kitchen area, a mess hall, storage, a former Organizational Maintenance Shop (OMS), and a 
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boiler room.  The northeast end of the main building’s basement is the boiler room.  The first 
level contains the former OMS at the north end and caged storage the remainder of the first level.  
Levels two, three, and four contain primarily classrooms, offices, and storage areas.  The kitchen 
and mess hall are located on the second level  The MEP and POV parking are combined in one 
parking area that is located in the northeast corner of the Property.  A small area designated for 
POV parking is located on the eastern side of the main building. 
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ATTACHMENT 1 – RECORD OF NON-APPLICABILITY 
Current Ambient Air Quality Considerations 
Emissions Evaluation 
The primary emission sources for this project will be those associated with interior renovation.  
Cumulative air emissions were calculated for various types of diesel engine construction vehicles 
and related equipment.  The project qualifies for the 40CFR 93.153 (c)(1) and (c) (2) (x) 
exemptions because the replacement activity emissions are clearly de minimis and below 
applicable threshold levels as shown in the calculations below. 

The reuse activity at the USARC administration building is anticipated to operate the boiler at a 
higher level than the current use since there would be overnight use as a homeless shelter.  The 
construction activity associated with this modification would cause a temporary, non-significant 
increase in air emissions as demonstrated in the calculations below.  The calculations are 
included solely to demonstrate the non-significant impact.  The renovation would all be interior 
fixes and painting.  A Regional Significance Review was not conducted as part of this evaluation 
due to the exemption clauses stated above.  

Emission Factors 

Emission factors (EF) were obtained from a variety of resources.  These include MOVES2010a, 
AP-42, NONROAD 2005, and the South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality 
Handbook.  Where feasible, the most conservative, i.e. protective of human health, EFs were 
incorporated.   

The current administration building has two gas-fired Weil McLain boilers.  Both are reported to 
be in good condition, so the analysis was conducted using the assumption that heat will be 
provided by natural gas boilers.  The average energy intensity buildings using natural gas in the 
Northeast is 45.4 cubic feet (CF) of gas annually per square foot, so approximately 2.5 million 
CF of natural gas is needed to heat the 55,000 square feet.  Assumptions for operational heating 
estimates were based on the most recent Commercial Energy Consumption Survey (CBECS) in 
2003 conducted by the Department of Energy Information Administration.  

Emission factors were obtained from the USEPA’s AP-42, Fifth Edition, Compilation of Air 
Pollution Emission Factors Volume 1: Chapter 1: Stationary Sources, Supplement D.  Criteria 
pollutants emitted from natural gas-fired boilers include NOx, VOCs, CO, and trace amounts of 
SO2, Pb, and particulate matter. 

Alternative 3 Calculations 
Heating Source Emissions 

10.1.1.1 Activity 10.1.1.2 Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x Ozone PM 2.5  

Building Heating  0.12 0.007 0.009 
• TPY – Tons Per Year 
• All PM is assumed to be 1.0 micrometer in diameter; therefore, the PM emission factor 

can be used for both 2.5 and 10 (AP-42, Supplement D) 
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Renovation Emissions 

Activity Annual Emissions (TPY) 

NOx Ozone PM 2.5 

Renovation and 
Painting 

0.42 0.37 1.02 

Vehicle Emissions 

There would be a negligible increase in mobile emissions from commuter traffic during the 
renovation.  Under its most recent use, the USARC had approximately 15 full-time employees 
commuting weekdays and 400 additional personnel one weekend per month for training.  Under 
the reuse, the homeless shelter would staff approximately 50 personnel on weekdays and 10 on 
weekends.  There would be an addition of 35 commuter vehicles per weekday.  

 
Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

NOx Ozone 

Commuter Traffic 0.14 0.02 

Construction Traffic 2.1 1.6 

Assumes 14 more commuter vehicles per day for 365 days 
Assumes 35 pieces of construction equipment at 32 miles/day 

Haul Road Emissions 

 
Activity 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

PM 2.5 

Haul Road 
Emissions 

0.0 

 

Alternative 3 - Summary of Emissions 

All 
Activities 
Combined 

Annual Emissions (TPY) 

N0x 10.1.1.3 Ozone 10.1.1.4 PM 
2.5 

2.78 2.0 1.03 

TPY – Tons Per Year 
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APPENDIX C – EIFS REPORT 
Introduction 
The Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model provides a systematic method for 
evaluating the regional socioeconomic effects of government actions, particularly military 
actions.  Using employment and income multipliers developed with a comprehensive 
regional/local database combined with economic export base techniques, the EIFS model 
estimates the regional economic impacts in terms of changes in employment generated, changes 
in population, and expenditures directly and indirectly resulting from project construction.  The 
EIFS model evaluates economic impacts in terms of regional change in business volume, 
employment and personal income, and expenditures for local and regional services, materials, 
and supplies.  Although the EIFS model does not provide an exact measure of actual dollar 
amounts, it does offer an accurate relative comparison of alternatives. 
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Alternative 3 
The total construction costs for this project are approximately $15 million over 1 year.  It is 
assumed that 60 percent of total annual construction costs reflect materials and supplies ($9 
million), 30 percent of total annual construction costs reflect labor costs ($4.5 million), and 
10 percent of total annual construction costs reflect profit/overhead ($1.5 million).  The annual 
construction cost ($9 million) was used for the changes in local expenditures forecast input 
below.  The change in civilian employment forecast input below was determined by dividing the 
annual labor costs ($4.5 million) by the wages for construction and extraction workers located in 
the New York-Wayne-White Plain New York-New Jersey Metropolitan Division ($63,960) 
[Bureau of Labor Statistics].  This resulted in an input of 70.     

EIFS REPORT 

PROJECT NAME 
BRAC EA Muller Alternative 3 

STUDY AREA 

34003  Bergen, NJ 36079  Putnam, NY 
34017  Hudson, NJ 36081  Queens, NY 
34031  Passaic, NJ 36085  Richmond, NY 
36005  Bronx, NY 36087  Rockland, NY 
36047  Kings, NY 36119  Westchester, NY 
36061  New York, 
NY 

 

FORECAST INPUT 
Change In Local Expenditures $9,000,000 
Change In Civilian Employment 70 
Average Income of Affected Civilian $63,960 
Percent Expected to Relocate 0 
Change In Military Employment 0 
Average Income of Affected Military $0 
Percent of Military Living On-post 0 

 

FORECAST OUTPUT 
Employment Multiplier 3.58  
Income Multiplier 3.58  
Sales Volume - Direct $10,085,700  
Sales Volume - Induced $26,021,110  
Sales Volume - Total $36,106,810 0% 
Income - Direct $5,581,613  
Income - Induced) $4,430,758  
Income - Total(place of work) $10,012,370 0% 
Employment - Direct 102  
Employment - Induced 84  
Employment - Total 186 0% 
Local Population 0  
Local Off-base Population 0 0% 

 

RTV SUMMARY  

 Sales Volume       Income   Employment   Population 
Positive RTV 12.14 %  10.99 %  2.47 %  0.93 %   
Negative RTV -5.72 %  -3.92 %  -2.81 %  -0.82 %    

 

 



 
 

 

  
Environmental Assessment for  Appendix D 
Closure, Disposal, and Reuse of the BRAC Framework 
SGT Joseph E. Muller U.S. Army Reserve Center D-1 

APPENDIX D – LEGAL AND REGULATORY FRAMEWORK FOR BRAC CLOSURE, 
DISPOSAL, AND REUSE PROCESS 
On September 8, 2005, the Defense BRAC Commission recommended closure of the Muller 
USARC in the Bronx, New York.  This recommendation was approved by the President on 
September 23, 2005, and forwarded to Congress.  The Congress did not alter any of the BRAC 
Commission’s recommendations, and on November 9, 2005, the recommendations became law.  
The BRAC Commission recommendations must now be implemented as provided for in the 
Defense BRAC of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended.    

The BRAC Commission made the following recommendations concerning the Muller USARC: 

“Close Muller USARC, Bronx, NY, and relocate units to a new Armed Forces Reserve 
Center at Fort Totten, NY.” 

To implement these recommendations, the Army proposes to close the Muller USARC. 

The law that governs real property disposal is the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C., Sections 471 and following, as amended). This law is implemented by 
the Federal Property Management Regulations at Title 41 CFR Subpart 101-47.  The disposal 
process is also governed by 32 CFR Part 174 (Revitalizing Base Closure Communities) and 32 
CFR Part 175 (Revitalizing Base Closure Communities—Base Closure Community Assistance), 
regulations issued by DoD to implement BRAC law, and matters known as the Pryor 
Amendment and the President’s Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities. 

Relevant Statutes and Executive Orders 
A decision on how to proceed with the Proposed Action rests on numerous factors such as 
mission requirements, schedule, availability of funding, and environmental considerations.  In 
addressing environmental considerations, the Army is guided by relevant statutes (and their 
implementing regulations) and Executive Orders (EO) that establish standards and provide 
guidance on environmental and natural resources management and planning.  These include the 
Clean Air Act, Clean Water Act, Noise Control Act, Endangered Species Act, National Historic 
Preservation Act, Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act, and Toxic Substances Control Act.  EOs bearing on the Proposed Action include:   

EO 11988 (Floodplain Management) 

EO 11990 (Protection of Wetlands)  

EO 12088 (Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards) 

EO 12580 (Superfund Implementation) 

EO 12873 (Federal Acquisition, Recycling and Waste Prevention) 

EO 12898 (Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations)  

EO 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks) 

EO 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments) 

EO 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds) 
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EO 13423 (Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and Transportation Management) 

These authorities are addressed in various sections throughout this EA when relevant to 
particular environmental resources and conditions.  The full texts of the laws, regulations, and 
EOs are available on the Defense Environmental Network & Information Exchange website at 
http://www.denix.osd.mil. 

Other Reuse Regulations and Guidance 
DoD’s Office of Economic Adjustment published its Community Guide to Base Reuse in May 
1995.  The guide describes the base closure and reuse processes that have been designed to help 
with local economic recovery and summarizes the many assistance programs administered by 
DoD and other agencies.  DoD published its DoD Base Reuse Implementation Manual to serve 
as a handbook for the successful execution of reuse plans.  DoD and the U.S. Department of 
Housing and Urban Development have published guidance (32 CFR Part 175) required by Title 
XXIX of the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 1994.  The guidance 
establishes policy and procedures, assigns responsibilities, and delegates authority to implement 
the President’s Program to Revitalize Base Closure Communities (July 2, 1993), as endorsed 
through Congressional enactment of the Pryor Amendment. 
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APPENDIX E – SELECTED COMPONENTS OF THE MULLER USARC REUSE PLAN 
Appendix E contains the following components associated with reuse of the Muller USARC.  
Only the Homeless Assistant Submission and the Executive Summary of the Reuse Plan are 
located in this appendix.  The Reuse Plan, in its entirety, can be requested from the following 
agency/individual: 

 

Mr. Ernesto Padron 
New York City Development Corporation 
110 William Street  
New York, NY 10038  
Phone: (212) 312-4219 

 

Document    Date 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development approval letter June 20, 2012 

SGT Joseph A. Muller Army Reserve Center Redevelopment Master Plan June 2011  

Legally Binding Agreement between the City of New York and the  
Doe Fund, Inc. February 16, 2012 

Modification Agreement between the City of New York and the  
Doe Fund, Inc. May 29, 2012 
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