
Significant notes, discussion topics, and tasks from the conference call are outlined

within this document.
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Agenda was reviewed as shown
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Attendees to the meeting were as follows:

Jason Huggan, Picatinny Arsenal Cultural Resources Specialist

Chris Wilson, Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and Army Liason

Peg Shultz, Morris Co. Heritage Commission

Jon Van De Venter, Picatinny Arsenal Natural Resources Mgr (Alternate for the Cultural 
Resource Point-of-Contact, Jason Huggan)

Eli Thomas, Residential Community Officer- afternoon session only

Represented via conference call:

Jennifer Guerrero- Installation Management Command, Northeast Region (IMCOM-NERO)

Karl Kleinbach, Army Environmental Command (AEC)

Betsy Merritt, National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP)

Jonathan Kinney, New Jersey State Historic Preservation Office (NJ HPO)- morning session 
only

Vincent Maresca, NJ HPO- afternoon session only
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Discussion Topic:

ACHP representative Chris Wilson briefly discussed the installation’s ICRMP and that it is a baseline for 
complying with other historic preservation regulations besides Section 106.  He also stated that he was 
excited about AAP being sought for implementation at Picatinny and for the Army as a whole. 

NTHP representative Betsy Merritt mentioned that the HPC could be a model for other installations going 
forward. 

AEC representative Karl Kleinbach stated that the AAP is different than Programmatic Agreements (PA) like 
Picatinny’s recent Real Property Master Plan and Facility Reduction Program PA (RPMP FRP PA) because 
adverse effects are accounted for and resolved with an SOP for mitigation and treatment.

Other installations with AAP in place are Fort Benning and Fort Hood.  Fort Sam Houston also had adopted 
AAP; however, the Garrison there is now under Air Force control and they are back to project-by-project 
Section 106 review and consultation.
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The Picatinny PEMS was reviewed as the basis for tracking projects.

No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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AAP will make the RPMP FRP PA exempt; however, when MCA/FRP/DERP Projects occur, 
the PA will be used to establish guidance (ie. Stipulations) to proceed with project 
implementations (listed as part of the SOP for those particular projects).
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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General review of what the SOPs discussed within this presentation will cover. 

No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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Slide presented was reorganized from original as NTHP representative Betsy Merritt noticed 
that the sentence about MOAs and PAs was incorrectly joined with Imminent Threat to 
Human Health and Safety, rather than within its own listing.
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To note, Army Headquarters (HQ) and ACHP are beginning to work on a Program 
Alternative for UXO/Range Impact Areas

Most areas in Ranges that are highlighted purple are Range fans and developed areas 
where weaponry is prepped, setup, and fired. Green areas are already surveyed for 
archaeological materials.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.

17



No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.

20



ACHP representative Chris Wilson reviewed that he is currently working with other Army 
HQ staff on other alternatives which may meet this SOP for mitigation and treatment of 
potential adverse effects
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NTHP representative Betsy Merritt mentioned that other mitigation for the demolition of Historic Properties 
could be a preservation plan for similar buildings that were going to be preserved, along with a commitment 
by the Garrison to restore other Properties to their Historic Period of Significance for other demolition that 
may occur.

ACHP representative Chris Wilson and IMCOM NERO representative Jennifer Guerrero also stated that the 
Army’s Compatible Use Buffer Program (ACUB) could be utilized for similar buildings and archaeological sites 
located off-base to be researched, restored, and investigated further, as examples of mitigation for Historic 
Properties to be affected on the installation. This is something Picatinny is looking into for protecting its 
Range Safety Buffers. The ACUB Program has proven successful at Ft. AP Hill, Virginia for similar historic 
property mitigation.
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AEC representative Karl Kleinbach stated that this SOP has yet to be used by installations 
with AAP already in place.

No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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Matches Attachment D in RPMP FRP PA.

No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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IMCOM NERO representative Jennifer Guerrero asked if the Tribes had responded to the 
Government-to-Government consultation letter; Jason Huggan stated that no Tribes had 
responded, but that the Delaware Nation of Oklahoma was going to be represented during 
the conference call.

No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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The Picatinny PEMS and the Cultural Resource website were briefly discussed as a way to 
get information, like some of the above listed documents, out to the public.

No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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It was briefly discussed that both of these training sessions would be given to appropriate 
personnel as large groups of new employees are hired, bi-annually, once every 5 yrs, or as 
needed.

AAP SOPs will be discussed during training sessions as applicable/needed.

No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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ACHP representative Chris Wilson and NTHP representative Betsy Merritt mentioned that Picatinny should 
use the Prototype Voluntary PA the ACHP is working with the Army on Historic Property Interiors as guidance 
for SOPs and the HPC Plan.

AEC representative Karl Kleinbach confirmed per a question from NTHP representative Betsy Merritt  about 
when in the SOP process Picatinny would be consulting; this would be at the adverse effect determination 
level. 

Updates about projects would also be provided during the Annual Review document/meeting. 

General discussion took place between ACHP representative Chris Wilson, NTHP representative Betsy Merritt 
, AEC representative Karl Kleinbach, and NJ HPO representative Jonathan Kinney in reference to SOPs 7 
(Treatment of Adverse Effects) and 8 (Documentation of Acceptable Loss) and when Picatinny would be 
notifying Stakeholders about Adverse Effects, and when/how they occurred and were mitigated.  Jonathan 
and Betsy asked for steps to be put in place in SOP 7 for consulting with the Stakeholders about the project(s) 
to address the Adverse Effect then, rather than after the loss has already occurred as in SOP 8.  Both also 
asked if Chris and Karl would confirm with Army HQ and Legal on the applicability and possibility to join these 
SOPs together so that Stakeholders could be notified before a Historic Property is adversely affected. It was 
also discussed that quarterly emails and/or informal meetings, phone calls, or emails could assist Picatinny in 
making the appropriate Determination of Adverse Effect prior to SOP 8 and the proper mitigation to address 
the issues, if needed.

An update on the topic above of addressing Adverse Effects, and SOPs 7 and 8 will be given to the 
Stakeholders after AEC and ACHP confirms further discussion(s) with Army HQ and Legal.
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NTHP representative Betsy Merritt asked how many Environmental Assessments Picatinny 
does during a typical year, Jon Van De Venter stated that it is usually about 5-10, while 
Records of Environmental Consideration are on a more frequent basis.

Flowcharts shown as example only and may not be typical for every project.
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Flowchart shown as example only and may not be typical for every project.

Record of Historic Properties Consideration (RHPC) form next slide
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Example of a RHPC Project Form for Undertakings
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No further discussion was covered other than as stated above.
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After the meeting minutes are completed a more stable timeline and milestone(s) would 
be produced for the Stakeholders by Picatinny, but ensure the signatures by the end of 
Calendar Year 2012 seems accurate.

IMCOM NERO representative Jennifer Guerrero confirmed that Picatinny is asking for Fiscal 
Year 2012 funds to assist in completing the HPC and SOP development.  Jason Huggan 
concurred and also stated that the document has been started in-house, but will probably 
be completed by an outside contractor.
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The group took a lunch break at 1155.
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NTHP representative Betsy Merritt asked if the document listed above and the others 
discussed during the Afternoon Session would be available for the Stakeholders review. 
Jason Huggan confirmed that documents available for public release would be listed on the 
Picatinny Cultural Resources Website along with the meeting minutes.

No further discussion was covered other than a brief review of general AT/FP topics and 
concerns.
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ACHP representative Chris Wilson stated that the ACHP and the National Park Service have new sustainability 
standards for historic properties.

IMCOM NERO representative Jennifer Guerrero also gave a brief background on LEED Standards and energy 
independence requirements that each Army Garrison must abide by and achieve by 2015.

AEC representative Karl Kleinbach asked about Picatinny’s Environmental Management System and ISO 
Standards. Jason Huggan confirmed that Picatinny is self-certified as ISO 14001 Certified

Direct weblinks to websites are provided.
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It was briefly mentioned by Jon Van De Venter that similar Dept. of Defense Arsenals and 
Depots like Picatinny also follow these Standards for their facilities.

No further discussion was covered other than a brief review of general Explosive Safety 
Standards and concerns in the sense of matching building materials back (ie. wood to wood 
replacements can no longer be met as Explosive Safety Standards require metal as the 
required material).
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NTHP representative Betsy Merritt briefly discussed that the main concern for in-kind building material 
matching is usually window replacements.

ACHP representative Chris Wilson, confirmed this and provided some input with net cost of new windows 
and life-cycle repairs.

Jason Huggan confirmed that often Picatinny Garrison has to maintain wood windows with painting, 
caulking, and repairs for air gaps and that is where the cost of replacing windows often comes in.  
Additionally, AT/FP Standards require existing wood windows to be thicker sometimes as well, that 
sometimes replacement is the best option.
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ACHP representative Chris Wilson provided input about the Prototype Voluntary PA the ACHP is working with 
the Army on Historic Property Interiors. The draft PA is currently out for Stakeholder review and input.

NTHP representative Betsy Merritt asked if an Interior Survey had ever been done at Picatinny. Jason Huggan 
confirmed that it had not, and that most of the active Administrative facilities had been renovated over time. 
She stated that having one done would be a cost savings benefit for future projects.  Jason  mentioned that if 
time allows he was going to insert a table into the HPC listing Historic Properties and when interior 
renovations had occurred by looking at Real Property records and talking with Facility Managers.  This could 
then be expanded upon by walking through all the facilities that are National Register eligible.  

Furthermore, it was mentioned by Jason Huggan that the majority of Cold War properties have not been 
renovated since they were constructed considering they were built for a specific purpose(s) or use.
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No pertinent discussion was covered considering similar topics to Historic Building 
renovations were addressed earlier during the Afternoon Session.

Direct weblink to the Dept. of Defense, Legacy Resource Management Program Report, 
Design Guidelines for Department of Defense Historic Buildings and Districts will be 
provided on the Picatinny Cultural Resources Website
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NJ HPO representative Vincent Maresca mentioned concerns about determining Areas of 
Potential Effect (APE) and determinations of adverse effect for archaeological sites. 

Map is shown for planning purposes only, each project area will be assessed individually for 
archaeological survey verification, but the map would be used as a basis for exempting 
certain paved and disturbed areas where the likelihood of impacting archaeological 
materials is minimal.
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NJ HPO representative Vincent Maresca mentioned concerns with artifacts and the 
judgment by UXO personnel on determining historic significance of archaeological 
materials for disposal and salvage for curation.  He also stated that if ordnance must be 
disposed of, historic research and examples could be cited as evidence of what is being 
documented for future analyses.

ACHP representative Chris Wilson gave a brief background about the Program Alternative 
the Army is working with the ACHP for UXO and Range Impact Areas
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No pertinent discussion was covered considering Picatinny follows National Park Service 
Standards for Archaeology and Historic Building surveys.  Standards for these surveys would 
also be listed within an Appendix of the HPC. 

The Picatinny Cultural Resources Website also has these figures available @ 
https://picac2w4.pica.army.mil/ead/Cultural/Historic.asp.
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AEC representative Karl Kleinbach asked if site specific standards had been developed or 
considered for Picatinny; Jason Huggan stated no, but that he could look into including it in 
the HPC. For example, historic site standards could be for farmsteads that might be 
expected within certain facility areas based on historic maps such as the 1867 Iron Mines 
map of Morris Co. (http://mapmaker.rutgers.edu/Morris/Iron_mines_MorrisCo.jpg)

Additionally, the same could be done for prehistoric sites by utilizing the sensitivity model, 
topographic maps, and suspected locations of Native American sites by the 1994-96 
Waterways Experiment Station report.
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No further topics discussed. 

Meeting concluded at 2:40pm.
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