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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

BRAC 05 REALIGNMENT and ARMY MODULAR FORCE TRANSFORMATION ACTIONS AT FORT 
BRAGG, NORTH CAROLINA 

 

On May 13, 2005, the Secretary of Defense recommended that certain realignment actions occur at Fort Bragg, 
North Carolina (NC) and Pope Air Force Base (AFB), NC.  After review of the Secretary of Defense’s 
recommendations, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (“BRAC Commission”) submitted its 
final recommendations to the President on September 8, 2005. These recommendations were approved by the 
President on September 15, 2005, and forwarded to Congress. 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 Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended. 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) which 
identifies, documents, and evaluates environmental effects of the BRAC Commission’s recommended realignment 
of Fort Bragg, NC as well as other Army Transformation actions proposed at the installation. The EA has been 
developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and 
implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)1.  The 2006 Base 
Realignment Closure Manual for Compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act was used for guidance in 
preparing the EA. The purpose of the EA is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely environmental 
consequences of the proposed action and alternatives. 

1.0 PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action involves implementation of the Commission's recommendations as mandated by the BRAC 
legislation, Public Law 101-510 and 107-107; implementation of BRAC discretionary moves; and implementation 
of other Army Modular Force (AMF) and stationing actions proposed to occur at Fort Bragg that were sufficiently 
well defined for analysis at this time.  It should be noted that the Commission made recommendations for 
realignment activities that involve Air Force personnel and equipment at Pope AFB, which are beyond Army 
decision making authority, and are not included in the EA as a result.   

Implementation of these actions entails constructing numerous buildings and facilities necessary to accommodate 
the incoming mission responsibilities and associated personnel and equipment that would be coming to Fort Bragg 
as a result.  The EA documents our estimate that between 2005 and 2011 the combined Fort Bragg and Pope Army 
Airfield (formerly Pope AFB) would gain approximately 2500 tactical vehicles and experience a cumulative 
increase of approximately 2300 military, 1500 civilian, and 350 contractor personnel.  PL 101-510, as amended, 
mandates that implementation of all  BRAC-directed recommendations must begin no later than 15 September 2007 
and conclude no later than 15 September 2011.  As a result, BRAC actions identified in the EA must be 
implemented during that period, while other actions not included in the BRAC legislation, including AMF and other 
non-BRAC stationing actions, can be implemented after that deadline expires. 

BRAC Directed Actions:  Relocate Headquarters (HQ) US Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) and the HQ US 
Army Reserve Command (USARC) from Fort McPherson, GA to Pope Air Force Base, NC; Realign Fort Bragg, 
NC, by relocating the 7th Special Forces Group (SFG) to Eglin AFB, FL, and by activating the 4th Brigade Combat 
Team (BCT), 82d Airborne Division and relocating European-based forces to Fort Bragg;  Transfer real property 
accountability of Pope AFB to the Army;   Relocate all mobilization processing functions from Fort Eustis, VA, Fort 
Jackson, SC, and Fort Lee, VA to create a Joint Pre-Deployment/Mobilization Site at Bragg/Pope. 
 
BRAC Discretionary Actions: Relocate Atlanta Field Office (US Army Audit Agency) from Fort McPherson, GA 
to Bragg/Pope, NC; Relocate 10th Public Affairs Detachment from Fort Gillem, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; Relocate 
44th Military History Detachment from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; Relocate  Headquarters and 

                                                 
1 Council on Environmental Quality Regulations for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act, 40 Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500–1508, and Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, 32 CFR Part 651. 
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Headquarters Company, 416th Engineer Command from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; Relocate HQ 
USA FORSCOM (Liaison Officer at Red River Depot) from Red River Depot to Bragg/Pope, NC; Relocate  US 
Army Reserve Component Support Team from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; Relocate National 
Inventory Control Point Logistics Assistance Representative McPherson from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, 
NC; Relocate Field Sustainment Command , Army Material Command, continental US from Fort McPherson, GA 
to Bragg/Pope, NC; Relocate Ammunition Liaison Officer for US Army Reserve Command from Ft McPherson to 
Ft Bragg; Relocate Ammunition Liaison Officer for US Army Forces Command from Ft McPherson to Ft Bragg; 
Relocate Logistics Civil Augmentation Program (LOGCAP) program manager from Fort McPherson, GA to 
Bragg/Pope, NC.  
 
Global Defense Posture Realignment (GDPR) Actions: Relocate European-based forces to Fort Bragg, NC: 
Renovate existing facilities to accommodate relocation of 20 dog handlers. 

 
Relocate/Activate the following units to Fort Bragg, NC:108 Air Defense Artillery (ADA) Brigade 
HHB; 1-7 ADA Battalion; 270 Signal Company; 11 Quartermaster Company; 586 Signal Company; 
32d MP Detachment, Criminal Investigation Division; 14th Human Resource Support Center; 125th AG 
DET (Postal); 722d Explosive Ordinance Company. 

   
AMF and Other Projects in Support of Stationing Actions: These actions included here are necessary to continue 
the transformation to an AMF, and involve reorganization of some units and additional facilities.  Nevertheless, 
Army transformation has been underway at Fort Bragg and numerous projects have been analyzed and subsequently 
implemented to accomplish the objective of transformation.  The AMF projects included here constitute the 
currently identified projects necessary to support transformation initiatives at Fort Bragg. 
 

Transformation of Three Brigades to Three Modular Force BCTs: 1st, 2nd, and 3rd BCT complexes 
(PN 64340, 64447, and 64342) 
Special Operations Forces (SOF)/Special Operations Command (SOC): Special Operations Command 
(USASOC) Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802); USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891); SOF 
Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437); SOF Operational Northwest Addition (PN 64479); SOF Operational 
Northeast Addition (PN 64483); Special Forces Qualification Barracks (PN 65558); Security Operations 
Training Facility (SOTF) Forward Aircraft Refueling Point (SF0000-5P) 
Training Facilities: Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) 
Other Transformation Projects: Modular Headquarters/82nd Airborne Division Headquarters (PN 
44968); Child Care Center (PN 54912);Company Operations Facilities (COF), Fires Brigade (PN 65204) 
 

Summary of Actions:  Table 1.1 Proposed Construction Projects 
Project No. Facility Square Feet* Construction Start Date 
20347 Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) 145,000 March 2009 
33802 USASOC Physical Fitness Facility 60,000 April 2013 
41176 Blood Donor Center 11,500 March 2009 
44968 82nd Division Modular Headquarters 105,000 March 2007 
54912 Child Development Center 23,000 April 2012 
57836 Central Load-out Area Control Center  16,000 March 2007 
58708 Robinson Clinic Addition 35,000 March 2008 
60828 Operational Readiness Training Complex 213,000 Not given** 
61035 Chapel, 82nd Airborne Division  33,000 March 2014 
61891 USASOC Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool 177,000 March 2008 
63437 Indoor Baffle Range 23,000 March 2008 
64244 Consolidated Troop Clinic 31,000 March 2010 
64305 FORSCOM/USARC HQ (64305a) 702,000 March 2009 
            DOIM Cable Yard (64305b) -  
            DMWR Warehouse (64305e)  (15,000)  
    Knox Street Extension (FORSCOM) (64305f) (3,000 LF)  
  FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility 

 (64305c) 
(5,400)  

 FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM Server Farm 
 Facility (64305d) 

(25,000)  
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Project No. Facility Square Feet* Construction Start Date 
64333 FORSCOM Band Facility 19,800 *** 
64326 Joint Pre Deployment Mobilization Site Ph I 1,626,000 March 2008 
64329 Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT 215,000 March 2007 
64340 1st BCT Complex 212,000 March 2010 
64342 3rd  BCT Complex 46,000  March 2012 
64446 4th BCT Roundout 197,000 March 2007 
64447 2nd BCT Complex 125,000 April 2010 
64479 SOF Operational Northwest Addition 113,000 March 2007 
64483 SOF Operational Northeast Addition 114,000 March 2007 
64968 Contingency Warehouse 248,500 *** 
64969 Surface Distribution Center 60,000 *** 
64974 Ball Fields (243,000SF surface area) March 2013 
65204 Fires Brigade COFs 51,000 March 2011 
65558 Special Forces Qualification Barracks  279,000 March 2008 
66655 Gen Officer Quarters 36,000 March 2010 
SF00007-5P SOTF Forward Aircraft Refueling Point FARP  (240,000SF surface area)  
 TOTAL 4,932,300*  
Source: Fort Bragg Directorate of Public Works, Form DD 1391. 

*Interior space, area figures are approximate and still incomplete, so this number represents a low estimate.  ** Most recent 1391 lacked 
sufficient data.  *** Not in current FYDP. 

2.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

CEQ regulations require inclusion of the no action alternative.  The no action alternative serves as a baseline against 
which the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives can be evaluated. Under the no action alternative, Fort 
Bragg would not implement the proposed action.  Organizations presently assigned to Fort Bragg would continue to 
train at and operate from the post.  No units would relocate from overseas locations.  No new units would be 
established.  Fort Bragg would use its current inventory of facilities, though routine replacement or renovation 
actions could occur, through normal military maintenance and construction procedures, as circumstances 
independently warrant.  The no action alternative is evaluated in detail in this EA to provide the baseline prescribed 
by CEQ regulations; nevertheless, since PL 101-510, as amended, mandates implementation of these 
recommendations, the no action alternative analyzed in the EA cannot be selected and subsequently implemented. 

The Army considered and analyzed one other alternative, the realignment, or “preferred,” alternative.  Under the 
preferred alternative, all 34 projects would be constructed as described in the proposed action, adding approximately 
4,900,000 square feet of built space.  Siting of these projects would be consistent with Fort Bragg Real Property 
Master Plan.  Proposed locations for new construction fall within six general areas within Fort Bragg, with two 
additional locations at Pope AFB and Simmons Army Airfield for alternatives to the preferred site.  

Other alternatives were considered, but not analyzed. These included (1) use of existing facilities at Fort Bragg; (2) 
use of other DoD installations for non-BRAC actions; and (3) new construction in locations other than those 
identified in the preferred alternative. With the exception of six projects for which new construction alternatives at 
another location were analyzed, these other alternatives were considered not feasible to implement the proposed 
action and were therefore dismissed from further analysis. 

3.0 FACTORS CONSIDERED IN DETERMINING THAT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT IS NOT REQUIRED 

The EA, which is incorporated by reference into this Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI), examined potential 
effects of the proposed action and no action alternative on 12 resource areas and areas of environmental and 
socioeconomic concern: land use, aesthetic and visual resources, air quality, noise, geology and soils, water 
resources, biological resources, cultural resources, socioeconomics (including environmental justice and protection 
of children), transportation, utilities, and hazardous and toxic substances.  For each of these areas, the EA defines 
criteria for determining when impacts can be considered to be “significant.”  Based on these criteria included in the 
EA, implementation of the proposed actions would not have any significant adverse effects or impacts on any of the 
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environmental or related resource areas at Fort Bragg or to areas surrounding the post.  One of two classifications of 
impacts would be experienced as shown in the EA analysis:  (1) no effect, and (2) no significant effects. 

The preferred alternative would not have any significant adverse effects on any of the environmental or related 
resource areas at Fort Bragg or to areas surrounding the post.  The proposed action would have no effect on the 
regional geographic setting and location, surrounding land uses, prime farmland, floodplains, the coastal zone, 
American Indian resources, and issues relating to the protection of children.   

The proposed action would have no significant effects on any resource areas of the environment or any 
socioeconomic concerns.  The following is a brief synopsis of resource areas that would be affected by the proposed 
action and an explanation as to why those effects would not be significant: 
 
Fort Bragg has ensured biological resources would not be significantly affected by informally consulting with the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in the form of two biological assessments and one letter.  The 
USFWS has concurred on all projects. Furthermore Fort Bragg would continue to follow the Installation Natural 
Resources Management Plan and use best management practices.  Fort Bragg would ensure transportation would not 
be significantly affected by continuing to follow established procedures to reduce delays at access control points, by 
conducting a traffic impact study and developing a thoroughfare plan.  The effects of training associated with 
increased personnel would not be significant because the type of training at Fort Bragg would remain generally the 
same (non-tracked vehicles only, minimal digging activities and primarily transient foot traffic).  Furthermore, all 
provisions of the Installation Range Regulations and USFWS-issued Biological Opinions would continue to be 
followed.  Fort Bragg would consult with the State Historic Preservation Office during the final design of projects to 
ensure no cultural resources are significantly affected.  Although new emission sources would be part of some of the 
proposed construction, significant impacts to air quality would not occur at Fort Bragg or to the surrounding area as 
a result.  New emission sources would be evaluated for CAA regulatory permitting thresholds as final designs 
become available and Fort Bragg would take necessary measures to stay below these thresholds (i.e. – measures to 
reduce fuel and raw material output or add-on controls).  Effects associated with noise would not be significant as a 
result of the proposed action.  Noise resulting from construction activities would be of the same type currently 
experienced in and around Fort Bragg, and would be short term.  Although, it may become necessary to extend 
construction hours beyond daylight weekday hours in order to meet the BRAC-mandated timetable, Fort Bragg 
would be mindful of its neighbors and limit extended hours to the extent possible.  Noise effects resulting from an 
increase in training at Fort Bragg would not be significant.  As stated previously, the types of training and vehicles 
being used at Fort Bragg would generally remain the same (light infantry units with non-tracked vehicles).  
Furthermore, the proposed 2300 person increase in the number military personnel is relatively minor when 
compared to the currently assigned 40,000+ military personnel.    
 
The expected impacts of the proposed alternatives to the proposed action would be the same as those anticipated for 
the proposed action, with the following exceptions:  there would be no effect on wetland habitat and archaeological 
resources. 

4.0 CONCLUSION 

Based on the EA, it has been determined that implementation of the proposed action would have no significant 
direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse effects on the quality of the natural or human environment. Since no 
significant impacts are anticipated, mitigation is not needed, and implementing the proposed action would not 
require the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement.  As a result, preparation of a FNSI is appropriate. 
Because no significant environmental impacts would result from implementation of the proposed action, an 
Environmental Impact Statement is not required and will not be prepared. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

LEAD AGENCY: Mobile District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

TITLE OF PROPOSED ACTION: Environmental Assessment for Implementation of BRAC 05 Realignment and 
Army Modular Force Transformation actions at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. 

AFFECTED JURISDICTIONS: Cumberland, Hoke, Moore, Harnett, and Lee Counties, North Carolina; City of 
Fayetteville, North Carolina    

PREPARED BY: Peter F. Taylor, Jr., Colonel, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, Commanding 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE FROM: The Louis Berger Group, Inc. 

APPROVED BY: David G. Fox, Colonel, Special Forces, Fort Bragg, NC, Garrison Commander 

ABSTRACT:  On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (“BRAC 
Commission”) recommended that certain realignment actions occur at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. These 
recommendations were approved by the President on September 15, 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 Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended. 

To enable implementation of the BRAC recommendations, the Army proposes to provide necessary facilities to 
support the changes in force structure at Fort Bragg. This environmental assessment (EA) analyzes and documents 
environmental effects associated with the Army’s proposed action at Fort Bragg. 

None of the predicted effects of the proposed action would result in significant impacts at Fort Bragg. Moreover, 
mitigation would not be necessary to offset impacts. Therefore, preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is 
not required and a Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) will be published in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

REVIEW PERIOD: The Draft EA and Draft FNSI are available for review and comment for 30 days, beginning 
December 6, 2006 through January 5, 2007. Copies of the EA and Draft FNSI can be obtained by contacting David 
Heins, Chief, Environmental Sustainment Division, at Department of Public Works (IMSE-BRG-PWE); Fort Bragg 
Garrison Command (ABN); Installation Management Agency; Fort Bragg, NC 28310; or by telephone at (910) 396-
8207. 
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Copies have also been provided to the following local libraries: 

Cumberland County Public Library & Information Center 
Local & State History 
300 Maiden Lane 
Fayetteville, NC 28301-5000 
 
John L. Throckmorton Library & Command Reference Center  
ATTN:  AFZA-CAS-EL 
Bldg. 1-3346, Randolph St. 
Fort Bragg, NC 28310-5000 
 
Harnett County Public Library  
601 North Main Street 
PO Box 1149 
Lillington, NC 27546 
 
Hoke County Public Library  
334 N. Main Street 
Raeford, NC 28376 
 
Lee County Library System  
107 Hawkins Ave 
Sanford, NC 27330 
 
Moore County Public Library  
101 Saunders St 
PO Box 400 
Carthage, NC 28327 
 
Southern Pines Public Library  
170 W. Connecticut Ave. 
Southern Pines, NC 28387 
 
Spring Lake Branch Library  
101 Laketree Blvd 
Spring Lake, NC 28390-3189 
 
Comments on the Draft EA and Draft FNSI should be submitted to David Heins by no later than January 5, 2007. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ES.1 INTRODUCTION 

On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (“BRAC Commission”) 
recommended that certain realignment actions occur at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. These recommendations were 
approved by the President on September 15, 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 Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended. In addition, the Army also proposes to implement 
several other force organization actions as part of its Army Modular Force (AMF) Transformation initiative. 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) is being undertaken in association with the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Title 32 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 651. Its purpose is to inform decision 
makers and the public of the likely environmental consequences of the proposed action and alternatives, and provide 
a forum for public feedback. 

ES.2 PROPOSED ACTION 

The proposed action includes implementation of the Commission's recommendations as mandated by the BRAC 
legislation, Public Law 101-510 and 107-107; implementation of BRAC discretionary moves; and implementation 
of other AMF and stationing actions proposed to occur at Fort Bragg that are sufficiently well defined for analysis at 
this time.  It should be noted that the Commission also made recommendations for realignment activities that affect 
Pope Air Force Base (AFB) which are beyond Army decision making authority.  Those actions are not included as 
part of the proposed action of this EA and are being evaluated by the Air Force under separate NEPA analysis.  
However, the Army will assess those actions under the cumulative impacts section of this EA. 

All BRAC-directed actions must be completed by 2011; however AMF and other stationing actions are not required 
to adhere to the same schedule.  The AMF construction projects included here constitute the currently identified 
projects necessary to support transformation initiatives at Fort Bragg. 

BRAC Directed Actions: 
A.  Relocate Headquarters (HQ) US Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) and the HQ US Army Reserve 

Command (USARC) from Fort McPherson, GA to Pope Air Force Base, NC; 
B.   Realign Fort Bragg, NC, by relocating the 7th Special Forces Group (SFG) to Eglin AFB, FL, and by activating the 

4th Brigade Combat Team (BCT), 82d Airborne Division and relocating European-based forces to Fort Bragg; 
C.   Transfer real property accountability of Pope AFB to the Army;  
D.   Relocate all mobilization processing functions from Fort Eustis, VA, Fort Jackson, SC, and Fort Lee, VA to 

create a Joint Pre-Deployment/Mobilization Site at Bragg/Pope. 

BRAC Discretionary Actions: 
Relocate Atlanta Field Office (WONTAA) from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC;  
Relocate 10 Headquarters and Headquarters Company Press Camp HQ from Fort Gillem, GA to Bragg/Pope, 
NC; 
Relocate 44 Det. Military History from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate 416 Headquarters and Headquarters Company, Engineer Command from Fort McPherson, GA to 
Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate HQ USA FORSCOM from Red River Depot to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate Team Headquarters, US Army Reserve Component Support Team from Fort McPherson, GA to 
Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate HQ USA Armament Munitions, LAR McPherson from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate HQ USA Armament Munitions, Army Material Command, continental US from Fort McPherson, 
GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate Ammunition Liaison Officer for USARC from Ft McPherson to Ft Bragg; 
Relocate Ammunition Liaison Officer for FORSCOM from Ft McPherson to Ft Bragg. 
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Global Defense Posture (GDPR) Actions  

Relocate European-based forces to Fort Bragg, NC 
Renovate existing facilities to accommodate relocation of 20 dog handlers. 

Relocate/Activate the following units to Fort Bragg, NC. 
108 Air Defense Artillery (ADA) Brigade HHB; 
1-7 ADA Batallion; 
270 Signal Company; 
11 Quartermaster Company; 
586 Signal Company; 
32d Military Police Det. Criminal Investigation Department; 
14th Human Resource Support Center; 
125th AG Det. (Postal); 
722d Explosive Ordinance Company. 

 
AMF and Other Projects in Support of Stationing Actions:  

These actions included here are necessary to continue the transformation to an AMF, and involve reorganization 
of some units and additional facilities.  Nevertheless, Army transformation has been underway at Fort Bragg 
and numerous projects have been analyzed and subsequently implemented to accomplish the objective of 
transformation.  The AMF projects included here constitute the currently identified projects necessary to 
support transformation initiatives at Fort Bragg. 

Transformation of Three Brigades to Three Modular Force BCTs 
1st, 2nd, and 3rd BCT complexes (PN 64340, 64447, and 64342) 

Special Operations Forces (SOF)/Special Operations Command (SOC) 
Special Operations Command (USASOC) Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) 
USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891) 
SOF Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437) 
SOF Operational Northwest Addition (PN 64479) 
SOF Operational Northeast Addition (PN 64483) 
Special Forces Qualification Barracks (PN 65558) 
Security Operations Training Facility (SOTF) Forward Aircraft Refueling Point (SF0000-5P) 

Training Facilities  
Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) 

Other Transformation Projects 
Modular Headquarters/82nd Airborne Division Headquarters (PN 44968) 
Child Care Center (PN 54912) 
Company Operations Facilities (COF), Fires Brigade (PN 65204) 

ES.3 PERSONNEL INCREASES AT FORT BRAGG 

The proposed action results in an increase through 2011, from a 2005 baseline, of military personnel, civilians, and 
contractors at Fort Bragg/Pope AFB, shown in Table ES.1.   
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TABLE ES.1:  PERSONNEL CHANGES AT FORT BRAGG/POPE AFB, 2005 – 2011 

Personnel Strength Changes 
 2005-2011 

 
Unit 

 Military Civilians Contractors 

82d Airborne Division – Unit Conversions 2157 -3 --- 
Corps/Other – Unit Conversions -59 79 --- 
Corps/Other – Stationing, Germany -1819 3 --- 
FORSCOM/USARC (From Fort McPherson) 1304 1082 340 
82d Multi-Functional Aviation Brigade – 
Activations/Inactivations 970 --- --- 

18th Fires Brigade – Activations/Inactivations 612 --- --- 
82d Airborne Division – Activations/Inactivations (Incl 82d 
Sust Bde)) 1798 --- --- 

Corps/Other - Activations/Inactivations -1957 18 --- 

USASOC/Eglin AFB* 584 119 --- 
BRAC Discretionary 74 37 3 
108th Air Defense Artillery Brigade  (From Fort Bliss) 1527 --- 8 
Fort Bragg Army Total 5191 1335 351 

 

PAFB* -2915 110 --- 
 

Fort Bragg + PAFB Totals 2276 1445 351 
* FY 2005 PAFB baseline is 5,188; PAFB FY 2010 Air Force baseline is 2,273, including 1,883 added to Fort Bragg,  

for a net change of -2,915. USASOC changes include those for units being augmented and departure of 7th SFG to Eglin AFB. 

ES.4 TACTICAL VEHICLE INCREASES AT FORT BRAGG 

The proposed action results in an increase through 2011, from a 2005 baseline, of military wheeled tactical vehicles 
at Fort Bragg, shown in Table ES.2. The actions do not bring tracked vehicles to Fort Bragg.   

TABLE ES.2:  TACTICAL VEHICLES CHANGES AT FORT BRAGG, 2005 – 2011 

Tactical Vehicle Increases 
 for Gaining Units Unit 

2005 2011 Gain/Loss 

Vehicle 
Reductions: 

for Units 
Deactivating / 

Departing  

Net Gains 
in Tactical 
Vehicles at 
Fort Bragg 

108th Air Defense Artillery Brigade 140 606 466 --- 466 
82d Multi-Functional Aviation Brigade 221 697 476 --- 476 
18th Fires Brigade 236 580 344 -176 168 
Corps/Other Units * 996 1949 953 -1774 -821 
Sub Total 1593 3832 2239 -1950 289 

 

82d Airborne Division  1796 4040 2244 -561 1683 
USASOC* 918 1678 760 -200 560 

 

Fort Bragg Totals 4307 9550 5243 -2711 2532 

* Units with tactical vehicle increases include 10th Military Police Battalion, 192d EOD Battalion, 44 Medical Support Command, 
50th Integrated Tactical Signal Battalion, 507th Spt Group, 525th Battlefield Surveillance Brigade, XVIII Airborne Corps Engr & 
ECS Units, 1st Theater Support Command, 14th HR Company. Deactivating/Departing units include Corps, Signal, Medical, 
Maintenance, and Support Units. USASOC changes include those for units being augmented and departure of 7th SFG. 
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ES.5 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

The proposed action must support the transfer of major command and mobilization processing functions from three 
other installations, and would therefore require substantial construction and upgrading of support facilities at Fort 
Bragg. Furthermore, the activation of BCTs will necessitate the construction, operation, and maintenance of several 
major facilities to accommodate their functions. Accompanying the construction slated for Fort Bragg will be the 
demolition of older buildings. Fort Bragg has identified the facilities projects necessary to support the proposed 
action. The majority of these projects involve new construction that would provide approximately 4.8 million sf of 
interior space. In addition, there are multiple new training facilities. 

Specific alternatives to the preferred alternative sites have also been identified and comprise the alternatives 
evaluated in this EA. They include three siting alternatives that lie in a different area to the preferred site for the 
USARC/FORSCOM headquarters: two at Pope AFB and one at Simmons AAF.  An alternate site for the ball fields 
in Main Post, (PN 64974), has been identified at Pope AFB.  Alternative sites to the preferred location that are in the 
same functional area as the preferred siting alternative include two for the Indoor SOF Baffle Range (PN 63437): 1)  
approximately 600 feet west of the proposed site and 2) the southwest corner of Canopy/Yadkin intersection at Fort 
Bragg.  The Child Development Center (PN54912 preferred location is north of Normandy and south of WAC 
Streets; alternatives include: 1) the corner of Reilly and WAC Streets or 2) behind the Watter's Center on the corner 
of Knox and Randolph Streets. The Special Forces Qualification Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) (PN 65558) preferred 
location is between Gruber Road, Ardennes and Merrill Streets; an alternative is north of and adjacent to Bank Hall. 
The Contingency Warehouse (PN 64968), preferred for the northeast corner of Logistics and Service Streets, is also 
considered for a site south of Honeycutt Street between Logistics Street and the Post cantonment boundary. 

These activation and realignment actions, beginning in FY 2006, support the BRAC recommendations, AMF 
transformation, and GDPR actions. Several recommended actions under BRAC will be reviewed in the EA for Pope 
AFB being prepared by the Air Force.  BRAC Discretionary projects will involve moving relatively small numbers 
of staff, both military and civilian, from their prior post to Fort Bragg.  They will be able to be accommodated, either 
within existing facilities at Fort Bragg or within new facilities being constructed to accommodate other moves, as 
covered in this EA; some of the existing facilities may need minor modifications to accommodate any changes in the 
type of unit using the facility.  Therefore, there is no project number associated with any discretionary moves; 
however the personnel associated with these moves are accounted for in the following analyses.   

ES.6 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

CEQ regulations require inclusion of the no action alternative; all BRAC actions are mandated by Congress. 
Therefore, the no action alternative is not considered viable for implementation; it is included in this analysis to 
serve as a baseline against which the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives can be evaluated. 

Under the no action alternative, Fort Bragg would not implement the proposed action, including all BRAC, AMF, 
and stationing actions described. Organizations presently assigned to Fort Bragg would continue to train at and 
operate from the post. No units would relocate from overseas locations. No new units would be established. Fort 
Bragg would use its current inventory of facilities, though routine replacement or renovations actions could occur, 
through normal military maintenance and construction procedures, as circumstances independently warrant. The no 
action alternative is evaluated in detail in this EA. 

ES.7 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Under the no action alternative, the proposed new BRAC, GDPR, and AMF transformation facilities would not be 
constructed, and no additional environmental impacts would occur. 

The preferred alternative would not have any significant adverse effects on any of the environmental or related 
resource areas at Fort Bragg or to areas surrounding the post. A summary of impacts by resource area for the no 
action alternative and the realignment (preferred) alternative, which are detailed by location in Chapter 3 and largely 
involve the construction and operation of the required facilities, is provided in Table ES.11 

The proposed action would increase Army personnel on-post by approximately 5,200 soldiers and their associated 
equipment, including approximately 2,500 tactical wheeled vehicles, in addition to a requirement for construction to 
house and support the relocating and transforming units. Overall installation training land use would not be expected 
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to change to accommodate the additional personnel, and the types of weapons fired on ranges at Fort Bragg would 
not change. Tracked vehicles would not be introduced at Fort Bragg. The most important effect would likely be that 
the three BCT maneuver brigades of the 82d would increase to four brigades, and an ADA brigade would also be 
added to annual training requirements, potentially resulting in a greater number of training cycles for units that 
practice maneuver and unit tactics most intensively. With a greater number of soldiers and wheeled vehicles in these 
maneuver units, the additional brigades would add to the challenge of scheduling scarce training lands. The current 
training burden is somewhat maintained, however, by the recent decision (Fort Bragg, 2006d) to allow up to 
brigade-sized units to train on 10,580 acres in the Overhills property, where training was previously limited to 
company-sized units. The integration of the Overhills property more fully into the training program absorbs 
additional training load/throughput and adds to recovery time from brigade-sized exercises as additional brigades are 
added.     

 Although there may be some increase in the intensity of use of both the existing training land and ranges at the 
installation, any additional impacts are not expected to be significant. The training lands are already used intensely 
and the additional soldiers and vehicles will use them in the same way as they have been used in the past. Impacts 
are largely related to how the ranges and lands are used (with care to preserve trees, etc.). Light infantry maneuvers 
on foot, vehicles carry troops and materials to areas where exercises take place or weapons are fired, and convoy 
procedures are largely practiced on roads or cleared areas. Traffic congestion is managed by convoy timing. Ranges 
have impact zones or targets designed for ensuing impacts, and firing points where safety and order are paramount; 
the increase in soldiers and vehicles will not affect impacts on ranges. The conclusion is that the increased number 
of soldiers and vehicles will not significantly increase impacts over those currently experienced. 

ES.8 MITIGATION RESPONSIBILITY AND PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 

As no significant impacts are expected, mitigation is not required. Though not required to reduce impacts to less 
than significant, Fort Bragg has also identified a number of Best Management Practices and reasonable and prudent 
measures that would be implemented in association with the proposed action, regardless of the implementation 
alternative selected. These measures are designed to protect, maintain, restore or enhance environmental conditions. 
Effects are not expected to be significant, therefore an Environmental Impact Statement is not warranted, and a 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) will be written. 
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TABLE ES.11: SUMMARY OF EFFECTS OF THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE,  
THE REALIGNMENT (PREFERRED) ALTERNATIVE, AND OTHER ALTERNATIVES 

Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Land Use     
Regional Geographic Setting 
and Location 

No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Installation Land No effect. No significant effect; generally 
complies with master plan and 
existing land uses. 

No significant effect; will be 
compatible with uses assigned 
to AAF. 

No significant effect; will be 
compatible with existing land 
uses. 

Surrounding Land No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Current and Future 
Development in the Region of 
Influence 

No effect. No significant effect; off-post 
land use would be expected to 
follow existing trends. 

No significant effect; off-post 
land use would be expected to 
follow existing trends. 

No significant effect; off-post 
land use would be expected to 
follow existing trends. 

Aesthetic and Visual 
Resources 

No effect. No significant effects; projects 
in historic viewsheds would be 
compatible. 

No effect. No effect. 

Air Quality     
Ambient Air Quality 
Conditions 

No effect. No significant effect. No significant effect. No significant effect. 

Air Pollutant Emissions at 
Installation 

No effect. No significant effect during 
construction and no long-term 
significant effects during 
operation. 

No significant effect during 
construction and no long-term 
significant effects during 
operation. 

No significant effect during 
construction and no long-term 
significant effects during 
operation. 

Regional Air Pollutant 
Emissions Summary 

No effect. No significant effect. No significant effect. No significant effect. 

Noise No effect. No significant effects during 
construction. No significant 
effects during facility operations 
due to increased public and 
private vehicle use. Noise from 
training on same roads in same 
ways not significantly increased. 

No significant effects during 
construction. No significant 
effects during facility operations 
due to increased public and 
private vehicle use. Noise from 
training on same roads in same 
ways not significantly increased. 

No significant effects during 
construction. No significant 
effects during facility operations 
due to increased public and 
private vehicle use. Noise from 
training on same roads in same 
ways not significantly increased. 
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Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Geology and Soils     
Geologic and Topographic 
Conditions 

No effect. No significant effects from 
leveling and grading. 

No significant effects from 
leveling and grading. 

No significant effects from 
leveling and grading. 

Soils No effect. No significant effects from 
removal of vegetative cover, 
leveling, and grading. 

No significant effects from 
removal of vegetative cover, 
leveling, and grading. 

No significant effects from 
removal of vegetative cover, 
leveling, and grading. 

Prime Farmland No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Water Resources     
Surface Water/Wetlands No effect. Impacts are not significant. 

None of the proposed actions 
fell within the 300 ft buffer zone 
around 303(d) listed 
waterbodies. Through 
implementation of the required 
permits and planning 
requirements, impacts would be 
minimized to waterbodies, 
wetland depression spots and 
seeps.  

Impacts are not considered 
significant and are potentially 
beneficial. Since the majority of 
this site is currently developed, 
re-development of the site 
would allow for improvements 
to existing stormwater control 
systems.  

Impacts are not considered 
significant and potentially 
beneficial. Since the majority of 
this site is currently developed, 
re-development of the site 
would allow for improvements 
to existing stormwater control 
systems. 

Hydrogeology/Groundwater No effect. Impacts are not significant. 
Groundwater would be 
protected by implementation of 
groundwater and surface water 
protection strategies. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Groundwater would be 
protected by implementation of 
groundwater and surface water 
protection strategies. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Groundwater would be 
protected by implementation of 
groundwater and surface water 
protection strategies. 

Floodplains No effect. No effect; no floodplain 
development.  

No effect; no floodplain 
development.   

No effect; no floodplain 
development.  

Coastal Zone Does not apply. Does not apply. Does not apply. Does not apply. 

Biological Resources     
Vegetation No effect. No significant effects; minimal 

removal of vegetation.  
No significant effects; minimal 
removal of vegetation. 

No significant effects; minimal 
removal of vegetation. 
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Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Wildlife No effect. No significant effects; minimal 
removal of quality habitat.  

No significant effects; area 
disturbed primarily developed. 

No significant effects; area 
disturbed primarily developed. 

Threatened & Endangered  
Species 

No effect. Biological Assessments and 
informal consultation with 
USFWS conducted to ensure no 
significant effects to RCW and 
its habitat.  

Biological Assessments and 
informal consultation with 
USFWS conducted to ensure no 
significant effects to RCW and 
its habitat. 

Biological Assessments and 
informal consultation with 
USFWS conducted to ensure no 
significant effects to RCW and 
its habitat. 

Wetland Habitat No effect. No significant effect; wetland 
impacts minimized. 

No effect; no wetlands. No effect; no wetlands. 

Cultural Resources     
Built Environment No effect. No significant effects; 

compatible and/or consultation.  
No effect. No significant effects; 

compatible and/or consultation. 
Archaeology No effect. No significant effects; 

compatible and/or consultation. 
No effect. No effect. 

American Indian Resources No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

Socioeconomics     
Economic Development No effect. No significant direct and 

indirect beneficial effects would 
be expected. There will be no 
significant short-term effects 
especially attributed to 
construction spending. 

No significant direct and 
indirect beneficial effects would 
be expected. There will be no 
significant short-term effects 
especially attributed to 
construction spending. 

No significant direct and 
indirect beneficial effects would 
be expected. There will be no 
significant short-term effects 
especially attributed to 
construction spending. 

Demographics No effect. No significant direct and 
indirect effects would be 
expected. ROI population would 
slightly increase. 

No significant direct and 
indirect effects would be 
expected. ROI population would 
slightly increase. 

No significant direct and 
indirect effects would be 
expected. ROI population would 
slightly increase. 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Executive Summary       
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC ES-13 

Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Housing No effect. No significant adverse direct 
and indirect effects would be 
expected. A minor increase in 
demand for both on-post and 
off-post housing would be 
expected. 

No significant adverse direct 
and indirect effects would be 
expected. A minor increase in 
demand for both on-post and 
off-post housing would be 
expected. 

No significant adverse direct 
and indirect effects would be 
expected. A minor increase in 
demand for both on-post and 
off-post housing would be 
expected. 

Quality of Life and Public 
Services 

No effect. No significant adverse direct 
effects would be expected. A 
minor increase in demand for 
school services would occur, 
especially in Cumberland 
County. 

No significant adverse direct 
effects would be expected. A 
minor increase in demand for 
school services would occur, 
especially in Cumberland 
County. 

No significant adverse direct 
effects would be expected. A 
minor increase in demand for 
school services would occur, 
especially in Cumberland 
County. 

Environmental Justice No effect. No significant effects. No significant effects. No significant effects. 
Protection of Children No effect. No effect. No effect. No effect. 

 

Transportation     
Roadways and Traffic No significant 

effects caused by 
diversion of through 
traffic from Bragg 
Boulevard to 
Murchison Road 
once closure of 
Bragg Boulevard to 
civilian traffic is 
completed.  Traffic 
redistribution at 
parallel routes to 
Bragg Boulevard 
will take place to use 
the additional 
capacity available.  

Short-term effects during 
construction and effects during 
operation are not significant. 
The current system has 
sufficient capacity to meet the 
needs of Fort Bragg’s expansion 
of facilities by 2011.A few 
improvements could be 
implemented to provide 
satisfactory levels of service. 

Short-term effects during 
construction and effects during 
operation are not significant. 
The current system has 
sufficient capacity to meet the 
needs of Fort Bragg’s expansion 
of facilities by 2011.A few 
improvements could be 
implemented to provide 
satisfactory levels of service. 

Short-term effects during 
construction and effects during 
operation are not significant. 
The current system has 
sufficient capacity to meet the 
needs of Fort Bragg’s expansion 
of facilities by 2011.A few 
improvements could be 
implemented to provide 
satisfactory levels of service. 
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Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Installation Transportation Impacts not 
significant. Shuttle 
connection to FAST 
city bus Route 40 
would have to be 
moved to Murchison 
Road. 

Impacts not significant. Shuttle 
connection to FAST city bus 
Route 40 would have to be 
moved to Murchison Road. 

Impacts not significant. Shuttle 
connection to FAST city bus 
Route 40 would have to be 
moved to Murchison Road. 

Impacts not significant. Shuttle 
connection to FAST city bus 
Route 40 would have to be 
moved to Murchison Road. 

Public Transportation FAST city bus Route 
40 would have to re-
routed onto 
Murchison Road 
(Routes 210 and 87). 
Shuttle connection 
would have to move 
to new location. 

FAST city bus Route 40 would 
have to re-routed onto 
Murchison Road (Routes 210 
and 87). Shuttle connection 
would have to move to new 
location. 

FAST city bus Route 40 would 
have to re-routed onto 
Murchison Road (Routes 210 
and 87). Shuttle connection 
would have to move to new 
location. 

FAST city bus Route 40 
would have to re-routed onto 
Murchison Road (Routes 210 
and 87). Shuttle connection 
would have to move to new 
location. 

Utilities     
Potable Water Supply No effect Impacts are not significant. 

Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; distribution should be 
studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; distribution should be 
studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; distribution should be 
studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Wastewater System No effect Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; conveyance should 
be studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; conveyance should 
be studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; conveyance should 
be studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Storm Water System No effect Short-term disturbance during 
construction; system would 
adhere to guidelines, ensuring 
impacts are not significant. 

Short-term disturbance during 
construction; system would 
adhere to guidelines, ensuring 
impacts are not significant. 

Short-term disturbance during 
construction; system would 
adhere to guidelines, ensuring 
impacts are not significant. 
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Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Energy Sources No effect Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; demand would not 
cause system overloads or 
shortages. Impacts are not 
significant. 

Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; demand would not 
cause system overloads or 
shortages. Impacts are not 
significant. 

Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; demand would not 
cause system overloads or 
shortages. Impacts are not 
significant. 

Communications No effect Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; common needs can 
be provided; impacts are not 
significant. 

Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; common needs can 
be provided; impacts are not 
significant. 

Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; common needs can 
be provided; impacts are not 
significant. 

Solid Waste No effect Impacts are not significant; 
required C&D landfill space can 
be provided and adherence to 
approved solid waste handling 
procedures prevents adverse 
effects during operations. 

Impacts are not significant; 
required C&D landfill space can 
be provided and adherence to 
approved solid waste handling 
procedures prevents adverse 
effects during operations. 

Impacts are not significant; 
required C&D landfill space can 
be provided and adherence to 
approved solid waste handling 
procedures prevents adverse 
effects during operations. 

Hazardous and Toxic 
Substances 

    

Use/Storage/Handling of 
Hazardous Materials 

No effect No significant effects; proper 
procedures followed. 

No significant effects; proper 
procedures followed. 

No significant effects; proper 
procedures followed. 

Hazardous Waste Disposal No effect No significant effects; proper 
procedures followed. 

No significant effects; proper 
procedures followed. 

No significant effects; proper 
procedures followed. 

Site Contamination and 
Cleanup, including Special 
Hazards 

No effect No significant effects; proper 
procedures followed. 

No significant effects; proper 
procedures followed. 

No significant effects; proper 
procedures followed. 
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1.0 PURPOSE, NEED, AND SCOPE 

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC Commission) 
recommended that certain realignment actions occur at Fort Bragg, North Carolina (NC) and Pope Air Force Base 
(AFB), NC. These recommendations were approved by the President on September 15, 2005, and forwarded to 
Congress. 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 Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as amended. 

The proposed action includes implementation of the Commission's recommendations as mandated by the BRAC 
legislation, Public Law 101-510 and 107-107; implementation of BRAC discretionary moves; and implementation 
of other Army transformation and stationing actions proposed to occur at Fort Bragg that are sufficiently well 
defined for analysis at this time.  The BRAC legislation requires that the BRAC realignment actions be completed 
no later than Sep. 15, 2011.  The other portions of the proposed action are not required to adhere to that schedule.  It 
should be noted that the Commission made recommendations for realignment activities that affect Pope AFB which 
are beyond Army decision making authority.  Those actions are not included as part of the proposed action of this 
EA and are being evaluated by the Air Force under separate NEPA analysis.  However, the Army will assess those 
actions under the cumulative impacts section of this EA. 

The following are recommended by the BRAC Commission: 
A.  Relocate Headquarters US Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) and the Headquarters US Army Reserve 

Command (USARC) from Fort McPherson, GA to Pope Air Force Base, NC; 
B.  Realign Fort Bragg, NC, by relocating the 7th Special Forces Group (SFG) to Eglin AFB, FL, and by activating 

the 4th Brigade Combat Team (BCT), 82d Airborne Division and relocating European-based forces to Fort 
Bragg; 

C.  Transfer real property accountability of Pope AFB to the Army;  
D.  Relocate all mobilization processing functions from Fort Eustis, VA, Fort Jackson, SC, and Fort Lee, VA to 

create a Joint Pre-Deployment/Mobilization Site at Bragg/Pope. 

Other BRAC Discretionary, Army Modular Force (AMF), and stationing actions, such as those related to the 
establishment of an AMF, the growth of Special Operations Army Forces, and an increase in mission that will occur 
between FY 2006 and FY 2011 are noted and described in detail in Section 2.0. These include facilities for the 1st, 
2nd, and 3rd BCTs and US Army Special Operations Command (USASOC) and new training opportunities, among 
other actions.  

To enable implementation of this proposed action, the Army has determined that the BRAC, AMF, Global Defense 
Posture Re-alignment (GDPR), and other actions at Fort Bragg listed above and described in Section 2.0 are all 
AMF activities that are closely related and warrant analysis as one overall action. Therefore, the potential 
environmental effects of these combined actions are being evaluated in this environmental assessment (EA).  

1.1.1 Fort Bragg Mission and Vision 

Fort Bragg is a permanent U.S. military installation with four basic peacetime missions: 
• To provide a home for the XVIII Airborne Corps and its direct reporting units, 82d Airborne Division and 

its direct reporting units, the US Army Special Operations Command and its direct reporting units, Joint 
Special Operations Command, and US Civil Affairs Psychological Operations Command; 

• Support the training of Reserve Component forces;  
• Serve as a major power projection platform for the mobilization, training, equipping and worldwide 

deployment of United States armed forces for both military and non-military actions; and 
• Train the XVIII Airborne Corps forces to deploy worldwide, fight, and win using airborne warfare. (Fort 

Bragg, 2004) 
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Fort Bragg’s vision is to operate in an environmentally sustainable manner without compromising mission success 
and integrity. This includes a commitment to actively pursue new technologies, to share lessons learned, and to 
facilitate effective communication within the region. Furthermore, Fort Bragg is committed to preserving cultural 
and natural resources, and pursuing responsible stewardship of these resources so that they may continue to be assets 
for future generations (Fort Bragg, 2004).  

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of the proposed action is to implement the BRAC Commission’s recommendations through providing 
the facilities and infrastructure necessary to support the recommendations, as well as other AMF and GDPR actions 
required to facilitate on-going transformation actions at Fort Bragg, NC, beginning in FY 2006 that are sufficiently 
well-defined for analysis. 

The need for the proposed action is to improve the ability of the Nation to respond rapidly to challenges of the 21st 
century. The Army must defend the United States and its territories, support national policies and objectives, and 
defeat nations responsible for aggression that endangers the peace and security of the United States. To carry out 
these tasks, the Army must adapt to changing world conditions and must improve its capabilities to respond to a 
variety of circumstances across the full spectrum of military operations. Furthermore, compliance with the unified 
Facility Criteria (UFC) Department of Defense (DOD) Minimum Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings is required.  
The following discusses four major initiatives that contribute to the Army’s need for the proposed action. 

Base Realignment and Closure. In previous rounds of BRAC, the explicit goal was to save money and downsize 
the military to reap a “peace dividend.”  In the 2005 BRAC round, however, the Department of Defense (DoD) 
sought to reorganize its installation infrastructure to most efficiently support its forces, increase operational 
readiness, and facilitate new ways of doing business. Thus, BRAC represents more than cost savings; it supports 
advancing the goals of transformation, improving military capabilities, and enhancing military value. The Army 
must carry out the BRAC recommendations at Fort Bragg to achieve the objectives for which Congress established 
the BRAC process. 

Army Modular Force. On October 12, 1999, the Secretary of the Army and the Army Chief of Staff articulated a 
vision about people, readiness, and transformation of the Army to meet challenges emerging in the 21st century and 
the need to be able to respond more rapidly to different types of operations requiring military action. The strategic 
significance of land forces continues to lie in their ability to fight and win the Nation’s wars and in the ability they 
provide to shape the global environment to the benefit of the United States and its allies. Transformation responds to 
the Army’s need to become more strategically responsive and dominant at every point on the spectrum of 
operations. In March 2002, the Army published its Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Army 
Transformation (AMF) for its proposal to conduct a multiyear, phased, and synchronized program of transformation. 
Over a 30-year period, the Army will conduct a series of transformation activities affecting virtually all aspects of 
Army doctrine, training, leader development, organizations, installations, material, and soldiers. On April 11, 2002, 
the Army issued a Record of Decision reflecting its intent to transform the Army. This EA evaluates a proposed 
action that comports with the transformation process, which is designed to provide the Nation with combat forces 
that are more responsive, deployable, agile, versatile, lethal, survivable, and sustainable.  Some AMF projects 
proposed for Fort Bragg have already been analyzed in previous NEPA documents.  This EA analyzes those projects 
that are necessary for further facilitating transformation at Fort Bragg. 

Consistent with guidance contained in the Army Campaign Plan, by 2007 the Army proposes to convert the force 
structure and equipment of its existing 33 combat brigades (and 10 new combat brigades) to “modular” BCT. The 
Army will reorganize its division and corps headquarters to create modular units of employment to provide 
command and control of organic, assigned, and attached forces. The Army’s combat service and combat service 
support personnel and equipment will be reorganized into various types of sustainment brigades. 

Restructuring of Army organizations is needed to create forces that are more stand-alone and alike (“modular”) 
while retaining their broad-spectrum capability. The Army needs to change its forces to accomplish the following: 
create a larger pool of units to fulfill strategic commitments; standardize combat unit designs; make units more 
adaptable to the range of missions – from peacekeeping to war; move from division-level (larger) to brigade-level 
(smaller) stand-alone units; make units capable of deploying more rapidly; and, improve the Army’s ability to tailor 
units and integrate them among components and with other Services and nations. 
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Global Defense Posture Re-alignment (GDPR).  Previously referred to as Integrated Global Presence and Basing 
Strategy (IGPBS). At the request of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, combatant commanders submitted a 
series of recommendations for overseas basing plans for their respective areas of responsibility. The 
recommendations were part of an interagency assessment of the DoD’s long-term overseas force projection and 
basing needs. The assessment resulted in a series of recommendations known as the GDPR, the blueprint outlining 
the size, character, and location of long-term overseas force presence. On the basis of the GDPR results, the 
Secretary of Defense announced that some forces currently based overseas will return to the United States over a 
period of years. The 2005 BRAC recommendations take into account and adopt some of the basing 
recommendations of the GDPR. 

Installation Sustainability. On October 1, 2004, the Secretary of the Army and the Army Chief of Staff issued The 
Army Strategy for the Environment. The strategy focuses on the interrelationships of mission, environment, and 
community. A sustainable installation simultaneously meets current and future mission requirements, safeguards 
human health, improves quality of life, and enhances the natural environment. A sustained natural environment is 
necessary to allow the Army to train and maintain military readiness. 

1.3 SCOPE 

This EA has been developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and 
implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and the Army (CEQ, 
1977).  Its purpose is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely environmental consequences of the 
proposed action and alternatives. 

As noted earlier, this EA identifies, documents, and evaluates environmental effects related to recommendations of 
the BRAC Commission, BRAC discretionary moves, and other AMF actions at Fort Bragg, NC. An 
interdisciplinary team of environmental scientists, biologists, planners, economists, engineers, archaeologists, 
historians, and soldiers has analyzed the proposed action and alternatives in light of existing conditions and has 
identified relevant beneficial and adverse effects associated with the action. The proposed action and alternatives are 
described in Section 2.0, which lists the preferred alternative and other alternatives, including the no action 
alternative. Conditions existing as of 2005, considered to be the “baseline” conditions, are described in Section 3.0, 
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences. The expected effects of the proposed action, also 
described in Section 3.0, are presented immediately following the description of baseline conditions for each 
environmental resource addressed in this EA. Section 3.0 also addresses the potential for cumulative effects, and 
mitigation measures are identified where appropriate. 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 specifies that NEPA does not apply to actions of the 
President, the Commission, or the Department of Defense, except “(i) during the process of property disposal, and 
(ii) during the process of relocating functions from a military installation being closed or realigned to another 
military installation after the receiving installation has been selected but before the functions are relocated (Sec. 
2905(c)(2)(A), Public Law 101-510, as amended).” The law further specifies that in applying the provisions of 
NEPA to the process, the Secretary of Defense and the secretaries of the military departments concerned do not have 
to consider “(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation, which has been recommended for closure 
or realignment by the Commission, (ii) the need for transferring functions to any military installation which has been 
selected as the receiving installation, or (iii) military installations alternative to those recommended or selected (Sec. 
2905(c)(2)(B)).” The Commission’s deliberation and decision, as well as the need for closing or realigning a 
military installation, are exempt from NEPA. Accordingly, this EA does not address the need for realignment. 

1.4 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The Army invites public participation in the NEPA process. Consideration of the views and information of all 
interested persons promotes open communication and enables better decision-making. All agencies, organizations, 
and members of the public having a potential interest in the proposed action, including minority, low-income, 
disadvantaged, and American Indian groups, are urged to participate in the decision-making process. 

Public participation opportunities with respect to this EA and decision-making on the proposed action are guided by 
32 CFR Part 651. Upon completion, the EA will be made available to the public for 30 days, along with a draft 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI). At the end of the 30-day public review period, the Army will consider any 
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comments submitted by individuals, agencies, or organizations on the proposed action, the EA, and draft FNSI. As 
appropriate, the Army may then execute the FNSI and proceed with implementation of the proposed action. If it is 
determined prior to issuance of a final FNSI that implementation of the proposed action would result in significant 
impacts, the Army will commit to mitigation actions as part of the proposed action to reduce the impacts to a less-
than significant level, not take the action, or publish in the Federal Register a notice of intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement (EIS). 

Throughout this process, the public may provide comments or obtain information regarding the proposed action and 
the status of the of the EA, through by contacting David Heins, Chief, Environmental Sustainment Division, at 
Department of Public Works (IMSE-BRG-PWE); Fort Bragg Garrison Command (ABN); Installation Management 
Agency; Fort Bragg, NC 28310; or by telephone at (910) 396-8207. 

1.5 FRAMEWORK FOR ANALYSIS 

A decision on whether to proceed with the proposed action rests on numerous factors such as mission requirements, 
schedule, availability of funding, and environmental considerations—under the BRAC law, the Army must initiate 
all realignments not later than September 15, 2007, and complete all realignments not later than September 15, 
2011.1 Those parts of the proposed action that are not conducted under BRAC, and are instead part of AMF or 
GDPR actions, are not required to adhere to the same timeline.  In addressing environmental considerations, Fort 
Bragg is guided by relevant statutes (and their implementing regulations) and Executive Orders that establish 
standards and provide guidance on environmental and natural resources management and planning.  

1.5.1 BRAC Procedural Requirements 

External coordination in the preparation of an EA is not explicitly required by 32 CFR 651 although, in some cases, 
coordination with regulators and the public is conducted. Coordination of the proposed action under the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA), the Clean Water Act (CWA), and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is required as 
a component of the EA.   

1.5.2 Relevant Statutes and Executive Orders 

Relevant statutes and Executive Orders include the Clean Air Act (CAA), CWA, Noise Control Act, ESA, NHPA, 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), and Toxic Substances 
Control Act (TSCA). Executive Orders (EO) 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 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 13101 (Greening the Government Through Waste Prevention, Recycling, and Federal 
Acquisition), EO 13123 (Greening the Government Through Efficient Energy Management), EO 13148 (Greening 
the Government Through Leadership in Environmental Management), EO 13175 (Consultation and Coordination 
with Indian Tribal Governments), and EO 13186 (Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds). 
These authorities are addressed in various sections throughout this EA when relevant to particular environmental 
resources and conditions. The full text of the laws, regulations, and EOs is available on the Defense Environmental 
Network & Information Exchange Web site at http://www.denix.osd.mil. 

                                                           

1  Section 2904(a), Public Law 101-510, as amended, provides that the Army must “… initiate all closures and realignments no 
later than two years after the date on which the President transmits a report [by the BRAC Commission] to the Congress … 
containing the recommendations for such closures or realignments; and … complete all such closures and realignments no later 
than the end of the six year period beginning on the date on which the President transmits the report ….”  The President took the 
specified action on September 15, 2005. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND 
ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section describes the Army's proposed actions necessary for carrying out the BRAC Commission's 
recommendations, BRAC discretionary actions, and other AMF, GDPR, and stationing actions being considered for 
Fort Bragg. It should be noted that the Commission made recommendations for realignment activities that affect 
Pope Air Force Base (AFB) which are beyond Army decision making authority.  Those actions are not included as 
part of the proposed action of this EA and are being evaluated by the Air Force under separate NEPA analysis.  
However, the Army will assess those actions as cumulative impacts in Section 3.14.  

Fort Bragg is a permanent US Army installation that serves multiple vital functions. In order to comply with the 
recommendations of the BRAC Commission, Fort Bragg will need to undergo substantial changes in the coming 
years. These changes will not only carry out the BRAC requirements but will enhance the AMF transformation 
initiative.  

The transfer of major command and mobilization processing functions from three other installations will require 
substantial construction and upgrading of support facilities at Fort Bragg. Furthermore, the activation of BCTs will 
necessitate the construction, operation, and maintenance of several major facilities to accommodate their functions. 
Accompanying the construction slated for Fort Bragg will be the demolition of older buildings. Additionally, 
existing ranges will be altered to accommodate a wider range of training needs as part of the mission increase of 
Fort Bragg.  

2.1.1  BRAC Actions 

Activate 4th Brigade Combat Team 
Construct, operate, and maintain: 

- Barracks and COF (Project Number [PN] 64446) 
- Vehicle maintenance facilities (PN 64329) 
- Expand Robinson clinic due to increases in personnel (PN 58708) 

Relocate the HQ of the US Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) and HQ US Army Reserve 
Command (USARC) from Fort McPherson, GA to Pope AFB, NC.   
Construct, operate, and maintain: 

- A combined FORSCOM and USARC HQ facility on a 33-acre site (PN 64305) 
- A FORSCOM band facility in the vicinity of FORSCOM/USARC HQ  
- Twelve (12) new general officers quarters (PN 66655) (BRAC support) 

Relocate all mobilization-processing functions from Fort Eustis and Fort Lee, Virginia, and Fort Jackson, 
South Carolina to create a Joint Pre-Deployment Mobilization Site at Fort Bragg, NC 
Construct, operate, and maintain a new Joint Pre-Deployment and Mobilization facility in the Old Division 
area (PN 57836, 60828, and 64326). 

Disestablish the 43rd Medical Group and establish a medical squadron at Fort Bragg 
Construct, operate, and maintain a new Consolidated Troop Clinic to support increased population (PN 
64244). 

Transfer real property from Pope AFB to Fort Bragg 

BRAC-Related Support Projects 
These projects are necessary to accommodate the needs of the personnel coming to Fort Bragg as a result of 
BRAC actions. 

- Contingency warehouse (PN 64968) 
- Surface distribution center (PN 64969) 
- 82nd Airborne Division Chapel (PN 61035) 
- Ball field complex (PN 64974) 
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2.1.2 BRAC Discretionary Actions 
Relocate Atlanta Field Office (WONTAA) from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC;  
Relocate 10 Headquarters and Headquarters Company Press Camp HQ from Fort Gillem, GA to Bragg/Pope, 
NC; 
Relocate 44 Det Military History from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate 416 Headquarters and Headquarters Company, Engineer Command from Fort McPherson, GA to 
Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate HQ USA FORSCOM from Red River Depot to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate Team Headquarters, US Army Reserve Component Support Team from Fort McPherson, GA to 
Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate HQ USA Armament Munitions, LAR McPherson from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate HQ USA Armament Munitions, Army Material Command, continental US from Fort McPherson, 
GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
Relocate Ammunition Liason Officer for US Army Reserve Command from Ft McPherson to Ft Bragg; 
Relocate Ammunition Liason Officer for US Army Forces Command from Ft McPherson to Ft Bragg. 
 

2.1.3 GDPR Actions  

Relocate European-based forces to Fort Bragg, NC 
Renovate existing facilities to accommodate relocation of 20 dog handlers. 

Relocate/Activate the following units to Fort Bragg, NC. 
108 Air Defense Artillery (ADA) Brigade HHB; 
1-7 ADA Batallion; 
270 Signal Company; 
11 Quartermaster Company; 
586 Signal Company; 
32d MP Det Criminal Investigation Department; 
14th Human Resource Support Center; 
125th AG DET (Postal); 
722d Explosive Ordinance Company. 
 

2.1.4 AMF Actions 

These actions included here are necessary to facilitate the AMF transformation, and involve reorganization 
of some units and additional facilities.  Army transformation has been underway at Fort Bragg and 
numerous projects have been analyzed and subsequently implemented to accomplish the objective of 
transformation.  The AMF construction projects included here constitute the additional projects necessary 
to facilitate the on-going transformation of Fort Bragg.  These construction projects are in support of AMF 
actions.   

Transformation of Three Brigades to Three Modular Force BCTs 
1st, 2nd, and 3rd BCT complexes (PN 64340, 64447, and 64342) 

Special Operations Forces (SOF)/Special Operations Command (SOC) 
Special Operations Command (USASOC) Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) 
USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891) 
SOF Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437) 
SOF Operational Northwest Addition (PN 64479) 
SOF Operational Northeast Addition (PN 64483) 
Special Forces Qualification Barracks (PN 65558) 
Security Operations Training Facility (SOTF) Forward Aircraft Refueling Point (SF0000-5P) 

Training Facilities  
Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) 

Other Transformation Projects 
A new blood donor center (PN 41176) 
Modular Headquarters/82nd Airborne Division Headquarters (PN 44968) 
Child Care Center (PN 54912) 
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Company Operations, Fires Brigade (PN 65204) 

These activation and realignment actions, beginning in FY 2006, support the AMF transformation. Several 
recommended actions under BRAC will be reviewed in the EA for Pope AFB being prepared by the Air Force.  
BRAC Discretionary projects will involve moving relatively small numbers of staff, both military and civilian, from 
their prior post to Fort Bragg.  They will be able to be accommodated, either within existing facilities at Fort Bragg 
or within new facilities being constructed to accommodate other moves, as covered in this EA; some of the existing 
facilities may need minor modifications to accommodate any changes in the type of unit using the facility.  
Therefore, there is no project number associated with any of these discretionary moves; however the personnel 
associated with these moves are accounted for in the following analyses.  The initiating action for each project is 
summarized by functional area in Tables 2.3 through 2.8.   

TABLE 2.3:  82ND AIRBORNE DIVISION AND FIRES BRIGADE AREA 

Project Number Facility Initiating Action 
44968 82nd Division Modular Headquarters AMF 
58708 Robinson Clinic Addition BRAC 
61035 Chapel  82nd Division  BRAC (Support) 
64329 Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT BRAC 
64340 1st BCT Complex AMF 
64342 3rd BCT Complex AMF 
64446 4th BCT Roundout AMF 
64447 2nd BCT Complex AMF 
65204 Fires Brigade COF AMF 

 

TABLE 2.4:  MAIN POST 

Project Number Facility Initiating Action 
41176 Blood Donor Center AMF 
54912 Child Development Center AMF 
64244 Consolidated Troop Clinic BRAC 
64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  BRAC 
64305b DOIM Cable Yard BRAC 
64305d FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM Server Farm Facility BRAC 
64305e DMWR Warehouse BRAC 
64305f Knox Street extension (FORSCOM ) BRAC 
64333 FORSCOM Band Facility BRAC (Support) 
64974 Ball Fields  BRAC (Support) 
66655 General Officer’s Quarters BRAC (Support) 

 

TABLE 2.5:  SOUTH POST USASOC 

Project Number Facility Initiating Action 
33802 USASOC Physical Fitness Facility AMF 
61891 USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool AMF 
63437 Indoor Baffle Range AMF 
65558 Special Forces Qualification Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) AMF 
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TABLE 2.6:  SECURITY OPERATIONS TRAINING AREA 

Project Number Facility Initiating Action 
64479 SOF Operational Northwest Addition AMF 
64483 SOF Operational Northeast Addition AMF 
SF00007-5P SOTF FARP  AMF 

 

TABLE 2.7:  FORT BRAGG EAST/SOUTH 

Project Number Facility Initiating Action 
64969 Surface Distribution Center BRAC (Support) 
64305c FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility BRAC 
64968 Contingency Warehouse BRAC (Support) 
20347 Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) AMF 

 

TABLE 2.8:  NORTHWEST POST – OUTLOAD AREAS 

Project Number Facility Initiating Action 
57836 Central Load-out Area Control Center BRAC 
60828 Operational Readiness Training Complex  BRAC 
64326 Joint Mobilization Pre Deployment Complex Ph I BRAC 

 

2.1.5 Personnel Increases at Fort Bragg 

The actions listed in Sections 2.1.1 – 2.1.4 result in an increase through 2011, from a 2005 baseline, of military 
personnel, civilians, and contractors at Fort Bragg/Pope AFB, shown in Table 2.1.   

TABLE 2.1:  PERSONNEL CHANGES AT FORT BRAGG/POPE AFB, 2005 – 2011 

Personnel Strength Changes 
 2005-2011 

 
Unit 

 Military Civilians Contractors 

82d Airborne Division – Unit Conversions 2157 -3 --- 
Corps/Other – Unit Conversions -59 79 --- 
Corps/Other – Stationing, Germany -1819 3 --- 
FORSCOM/USARC (From Fort McPherson) 1304 1082 340 
82d Multi-Functional Aviation Brigade – 
Activations/Inactivations 970 --- --- 

18th Fires Brigade – Activations/Inactivations 612 --- --- 
82d Airborne Division – Activations/Inactivations (Incl 82d 
Sust Bde)) 1798 --- --- 

Corps/Other - Activations/Inactivations -1957 18  

USASOC/Eglin AFB 584 119 --- 
BRAC Discretionary 74 37 3 
108th Air Defense Artillery Brigade  (From Fort Bliss) 1527  8 
Fort Bragg Army Total 5191 1335 351 

 

PAFB* -2915 110 --- 
 

Fort Bragg + PAFB Totals 2276 1445 351 
* FY 2005 PAFB baseline is 5,188; PAFB FY 2010 Air Force baseline is 2,273, including 1,883 added to Fort Bragg, for a net 

change of -2,915. USASOC changes include those for units being augmented and departure of 7th SFG to Eglin AFB. 
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2.1.6 Tactical Vehicle Increases at Fort Bragg 

The actions listed in Sections 2.1.1 – 2.1.4 result in an increase through 2011, from a 2005 baseline, of military 
wheeled tactical vehicles at Fort Bragg, shown in Table 2.2. The actions do not bring tracked vehicles to Fort Bragg.   

TABLE 2.2:  TACTICAL VEHICLES CHANGES AT FORT BRAGG, 2005 – 2011 

Tactical Vehicle Increases for Gaining Units 
Unit 

2005 2011 Gain/Loss 

Vehicle 
Reductions: 

for Units 
Deactivating 
/ Departing  

Net Gains in 
Tactical 

Vehicles at 
Fort Bragg 

108th Air Defense Artillery Brigade 140 606 466 --- 466 
82d Multi-Functional Aviation 
Brigade 221 697 476 --- 476 

18th Fires Brigade 236 580 344 -176 168 

Corps/Other Units * 996 1949 953 -1774 -821 

Sub Total 1593 3832 2239 -1950 289 
 

82d Airborne Division  1796 4040 2244 -561 1683 
USASOC* 918 1678 760 -200 560 

 

Fort Bragg Totals 4307 9550 5243 -2711 2532 

* Units with tactical vehicle increases include 10th Military Police Battalion, 192d EOD Battalion, 44 Medical Support 
Command, 50th Integrated Tactical Signal Battalion, 507th Spt Group, 525th Battlefield Surveillance Brigade, XVIII Airborne 
Corps Engr & ECS Units, 1st Theater Support Command, 14th HR Company. Deactivating/Departing units include Corps, 
Signal, Medical, Maintenance, and Support Units. USASOC changes include those for units being augmented and departure of 
7th SFG. 

Section 2.2 describes the preferred alternative for the Army’s proposed action for implementing the BRAC 
Commission’s recommendations in detail, as well as alternatives to the preferred alternative. The schedule for 
accomplishing the proposed action is provided in Section 2.3. 

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION / IMPLEMENTATION  

As noted, the overall purpose of the proposed action is to provide necessary support facilities and infrastructure to 
implement the BRAC Commission’s recommendation as mandated by the BRAC legislation, Public Law 101-510, 
as well as to support AMF and other stationing actions. The proposed action involves relocation of troops to and 
from Fort Bragg, construction of facilities to accommodate the personnel and functions of organizations realigning, 
and provision of operational training support necessary to support the relocated troops.  

2.2.1 Proposed Action 

BRAC recommendations for Fort Bragg would increase force structure, garrison facilities, and training facilities 
through the activation of BCTs, the transfer of Joint Pre-Deployment Mobilization facilities, and the transfer of 
FORSCOM and USARC headquarters. The BRAC recommendations refer to the movement of troops and functions 
from one installation to another; compliance with the actions mandated in BRAC legislation is not contingent upon 
construction of new facilities and infrastructure to accommodate the troops and functions to be moved.  These 
recommendations, in addition to AMF and GDPR actions, would increase Fort Bragg’s capacity to meet the needs of 
its community, enhance state-of-the-art training to its soldiers, and promote the overall preparedness of soldiers 
trained at and deployed from Fort Bragg.  

This section will discuss, in detail, each proposed project that makes up the proposed action, which is defined as the 
Preferred Alternative for each action being considered under this EA, as well as alternatives that were considered. A 
comprehensive list of these projects and the proposed interior square footage is presented in Table 2.17 at the end of 
this section.  
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2.2.2 Screening Criteria for Alternatives 

Potential site selection alternatives to the proposed action have been screened for their applicability according to 
three primary categories of criteria, as discussed in more detail in Section 2.2.2.1:  

• means to physically accommodate relocated units 
• siting of new construction 
• schedule 
 

Considering alternatives helps to avoid unnecessary impacts and allows analysis of reasonable ways to achieve the 
stated purpose. To warrant detailed evaluation, an alternative must be reasonable. To be considered reasonable, an 
alternative must be “ripe” for decision-making (any necessary preceding events having taken place), capable of 
implementation, and satisfactory with respect to meeting the purpose of and need for the action. This section 
presents the Army’s consideration of whether reasonable implementation alternatives exist, other than the preferred 
alternative, which warrants detailed evaluation in this EA. The section also describes the no action alternative. 

2.2.3 Development of Alternatives 

Specific descriptions of the three primary criteria used to determine reasonable alternatives follow below. 

Means to Accommodate Relocated Units. Relocation of units and establishment of new units involves ensuring that 
the installation has adequate physical accommodations for personnel and their operational requirements.  

Four alternative means to provide facilities, listed below, were considered for each project. Where appropriate, other 
alternatives were also examined.  

a. Use current facilities (with potentially minor modifications) 
b. Use similar on-post facilities (both Fort Bragg and Pope AFB assets are considered) 
c. Combination of renovation and construction 
d. Construct the project in an alternative area to that specified in the proposed action/preferred alternative, or 

construct the project within the area specified in the proposed action/preferred alternative with the 
flexibility to use an alternative project site within that area. 

 
Army Regulation 210-20, Master Planning for Army Installations, establishes Army policy that new construction 
will not be proposed or authorized in a master plan to meet an installation mission that can be supported by 
reassignment of existing adequate facilities. Such reassignments must meet mission requirements, support 
operational efficiency, and promote sustainable development of the installation. 

Evaluation of all facilities at Fort Bragg shows a substantial shortfall in built space to accommodate the additional 
personnel and their equipment. Existing facilities are not only excessively space-limited and already operating above 
their intended capacity, but they are also insufficient to meet the needs of the technologically-advanced initiatives 
that new units coming to Fort Bragg will be incurring. In limited instances, some smaller units could be assigned to 
existing facilities, but this arrangement would, at best, be temporary and still require a long-term, viable solution. Of 
these, some would still require renovation to adequately support new occupants. However, overall the post requires 
approximately 4.8 million square feet (sf) or more of additional interior space to meet the needs of the realigned and 
new units. 

Use of off-post leased space to meet Fort Bragg’s requirements would involve several major drawbacks. Force 
protection policies specify certain facilities characteristics, such as physical security features, set-back from 
roadways, and “hardened” construction. Use of leased space in the private sector – having personnel and equipment 
both on-post and off-post – would adversely affect command and control functions, result in higher operational 
costs, and impair efficient use of resources. For these reasons, use of leased space is not feasible and is not further 
evaluated in this EA. 

Construction of new facilities is driven by the need to ensure adequate space is available for mission requirements. 
As of February 2006, Fort Bragg’s approximately 31.5 million sf of existing space was, with very minor exceptions, 
fully utilized for current mission requirements. According to the report entitled Facility Analysis--Installation 
Coarse Screen from the Army's Real Property Planning and Analysis System (RPLANS) program, Fort Bragg had 
an existing deficit of more than 8.5 million sf in FY 2005 prior to BRAC. Accordingly, most projects require new 
construction to meet mission requirements. 
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Siting of New Construction. The Army considers both general and specific screening criteria when selecting 
reasonable alternatives for siting new facilities for construction. 

General siting criteria include consideration of compatibility between the functions to be performed and the 
installation land use designation for the site, adequacy of the site for the function required, proximity to related 
activities, distance from incompatible activities, availability and capacity of roads, efficient use of property, 
development density, potential future mission requirements, and special site characteristics, including environmental 
incompatibilities. 

Specific siting criteria include consideration of location and efficient, streamlined management of functions. 
Collocation of similar types of functions, as opposed to dispersion, permits more efficient use of equipment, 
vehicles, and other assets. 

Fort Bragg has identified the facilities projects described in this section as necessary to support the proposed action. 
The majority of these projects involve new construction that would provide approximately 4.8 million sf of interior 
space. In addition, there are multiple new training facilities.  

Identification of alternatives for siting these new facilities has been based principally on the following screening 
criteria: 

• Collocate like uses and separate incompatible uses. The Fort Bragg Real Property Master Plan applies these 
precepts and the Army’s 14 general land use categories aid this effort.2 

• Locate aviation units at Pope AFB and Simmons Army Airfield 
• Locate training ranges and maneuver areas outside the cantonment area in the western and southwestern 

portions of the post. Live fire ranges must be oriented such that rounds would fall in designated impact 
areas on Fort Bragg. 

Proposed locations for new construction fall within six general areas, with two additional locations for alternatives 
to the preferred site. Figure 2.1 shows all eight functional areas located in or near the Cantonment and Figures 2.2 
through 2.8 provide a detailed look at each functional area. The proposed projects are also grouped by these general 
areas in Tables 2.3 through 2.8, which only reflect the location of the preferred alternative site. The placement of 
each project reflects the use of the screening criteria above and also generally conforms to the precepts of the Fort 
Bragg Real Property Master Plan. When more than one area is reasonable under these criteria, projects are placed in 
more than one area for evaluation. While the proposed action identifies specific preferred locations as shown on 
Figures 2.2 through 2.8, the placement of a project within an area assumes that the final footprint for the facility 
could move to other locations within the same area, unless otherwise noted, and the evaluation of impacts also 
assumes that the footprint could move within the area as long as environmentally sensitive locations are avoided.  
“Environmentally sensitive” refers to those species, habitats, or areas where disturbance is most likely to result in 
adverse impacts, such as threatened and endangered species (T&E), wetlands, SWMUs, and culturally or historically 
significant areas.  Any site that may encroach on an environmentally sensitive area will require consultation with 
USFWS.  Consultation and coordination may be required with USFWS, SHPO, or other relevant agencies if T&E 
species, wetlands, the Historic District, or SWMUs might be negatively impacted as a result of any site design. This 
approach is used because the construction projects being evaluated are design/build projects for which designs have 
not been finalized in many instances.  They are also being evaluated using their gross square footage to determine 
their potential impacts. 

For those projects adequately defined for analysis in this EA, USFWS consultation has already been conducted, and 
USFWS has concurred. In addition, adverse impacts to wetlands and solid waste management units (SWMUs) must 
also be avoided if possible through site design and other appropriate measures. If avoidance is not possible, the 
appropriate permitting procedures must be initiated prior to construction.  Consultation with the SHPO will be 
undertaken on all finalized designs, prior to the initiation of construction, for all projects within the Historic District 
or its viewshed to ensure that there are no adverse effects.  This results essentially in an evaluation of a range of 
alternative locations within an area that was selected to meet the screening criteria above. 

                                                           

2  Army land use planning recognizes the following 12 land use categories: Airfields, Maintenance, Industrial, 
Supply/Storage, Administration, Training/ranges, Unaccompanied Personnel Housing, Family Housing, Community 
Facilities, Medical, Outdoor Recreation, and Open Space. 
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2.2.4 No Action Alternative 

CEQ regulations require inclusion of the no action alternative. The no action alternative serves as a baseline against 
which the impacts of the proposed action and alternatives can be evaluated. Although this alternative is evaluated in 
detail in this EA to provide the baseline prescribed by CEQ regulations, maintenance of current conditions is not 
feasible for realignment actions directed by the BRAC Commission.  The projects that constitute the proposed action 
are necessary to provide adequate facilities and infrastructure to support the BRAC Commission recommendations.  
Not implementing the proposed action would mean that Fort Bragg would be unable to accommodate the relocated 
units and functions, and would not be able to implement the BRAC Commission recommendations.  Since the 
BRAC Commission recommendations are a Congressional mandate, this is not a viable option.   

Under the no action alternative, Fort Bragg would not implement the proposed action. Organizations presently 
assigned to Fort Bragg would continue to train at and operate from the post. No units would relocate from overseas 
locations. No new units would be established. Fort Bragg would use its current inventory of facilities, though routine 
replacement or renovations actions could occur, through normal military maintenance and construction procedures, 
as circumstances independently warrant.  

2.2.5 Alternatives for the Proposed Action 

This section identifies the realignment, or preferred, alternative, followed by all other alternatives that were 
considered during the alternative development process. Tables 2.9 through 2.16 summarize by location and project 
the alternative options that are being carried forward for evaluation in this EA (locations are shown earlier in Figures 
2.1 through 2.8). If all practical alternatives have been eliminated other than the preferred alternative, no other 
alternatives are noted in these tables. For comparative purposes, the preferred alternative is also listed by project and 
location.  

Two of the BRAC and AMF related projects have specific alternative locations to the preferred location (identified 
in Tables 2.9 through 2.16) in Pope AFB or Simmons Army Airfield (AAF). The rationale for the alternative 
locations for these two projects is outlined in the project descriptions included later in this section, as well as why 
alternative locations were not evaluated for the remaining projects. 

• FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) : 1 site at Simmons AAF and 3 sites at Pope AFB (2 on golf 
course; one in housing area; also use existing buildings for overflow) 

• Ball fields (PN 64974): Southern half of the Pope AFB golf course east of Reilly Road, west of Armistead 
St. and north of Butner Road 

Another four projects have specific alternatives identified that fall within the same functional area, and therefore 
impacts associated with these alternative sites are expected to be the same as those discussed for the preferred 
alternative. These projects are listed below.  

• Indoor SOF Baffle Range (PN 63437): approximately 600 feet west of proposed site and also SW corner 
of Canopy/Yadkin intersection at Fort Bragg 

• Child Development Center (PN54912): Corner of Reilly and WAC Streets; behind the Watter's Center on the 
corner of Knox and Randolph Streets 

• Special Forces Qualification Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) (PN 65558): North of and adjacent to Bank 
Hall:  USAJFKSWCS academic facility at Fort Bragg 

• Contingency Warehouse (PN 64968): South of Honeycutt, between Logistics and the Post cantonment 
boundary at Fort Bragg 

The options considered were developed from the four alternative means to accommodate relocated units identified 
later in this section. Some of these options were carried forward for analysis as the preferred alternative or as 
another alternative, as identified in this section; the remaining options were considered but eliminated from further 
analysis for the reasons stated. 

Space constraints at Fort Bragg constitute a considerable limiting factor, and the number of feasible alternatives for 
each project examined in this EA reflects that on-the-ground reality.  The locations given represent the projected 
location; however, final designs may result in minor adjustments to the building footprint.   



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives 
 Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 2-9 

TABLE 2.9:  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES FOR  
82ND AIRBORNE DIVISION AND FIRES BRIGADE AREA 

Project Number Facility  Preferred Alternative Alternatives 
44968 82nd Division Modular 

Headquarters 
West of Gruber St between Champion 
Main Drive and All American Way 

None 

58708 Robinson Clinic Addition Between Gruber Road and Ardennes 
Road, north of Tagaytay St. and south 
of Longstreet Road 

None  

61035 Chapel  82nd Division  Ardennes St. north of Grave St. None 
64329 Vehicle Maintenance Facility  

4th BCT 
West of Gruber Road None 

64340 1st BCT Complex Between Gruber Road and Ardennes 
Road, north of Bastogne 

None 

64342 3rd BCT Complex Between Butner Road and Longstreet 
Road, near the intersection of Keerans 
St. and Taylor St. 

None 

64446 4th BCT Roundout South of Longstreet Road, bordered to 
the south and west by West Luzon 
Drive and Ardennes St. 

None 

64447 2nd BCT Complex Between Gruber Road and Ardennes 
Road, between Grave and Merderet 
Streets 

None 

65204 Fires Brigade COF  Corner of Messina and Gruber Roads   None  
 

TABLE 2.10:  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES FOR MAIN POST 

Project Number Facility Preferred Alternative Alternatives 
41176 Blood Donor Center Corner of 3rd and B Streets None 
54912 Child Development Center North of Normandy and South of WAC St. Corner of Reilly and 

WAC Streets; behind the 
Watter's Center on the 
corner of Knox and 
Randolph Streets 

64244 Consolidated Troop Clinic Southwest corner of intersection of 
Woodruff and Knox St. 

None 

64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  East of Knox St. between Randolph and 
Macomb St. 

See Tables 2.15 & 2.16 

64305b DOIM Cable Yard Southwest of the intersection of Knox 
St. and Honeycutt Rd. 

None 

64305d FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM 
Server Farm Facility 

On Hamilton St., north of Scott St. None 

64305e DMWR Warehouse Between Glider St. and Macomb St., 
near Saunders Lane 

None 

64305f Knox Street extension 
(FORSCOM)  

Extend from Knox St. up to Butner 
Road 

None 

64333 FORSCOM Band Training 
Facility 

In the FORSCOM/USARC HQ 
footprint 

None 

64974 Ball Fields  Along Glider St. east of Third St. See Table 2.16 
66655 General Officer’s Quarters Southwest of  the intersection of Knox 

and Randolph St. 
None 
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TABLE 2.11:  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES FOR SOUTH POST USASOC 

Project Number Facility Preferred Alternative Alternatives 
33802 USASOC Physical Fitness 

Facility 
North of the intersection of 
Canopy Lane and Reilly St. 

None 

61891 USASOC HQ Complex/Motor 
Pool 

Along Reilly St. south of the 
cantonment and 0.4 miles south of 
Chicken Road 

None 

63437 SOF Indoor Baffle Range Southeast corner of Stabo Loop Approximately 600 feet west 
of proposed site and also SW 
corner of Canopy/Yadkin 
intersection, in the South 
Post/USASOC Area 

65558 Special Forces Qualification 
Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) 

D-area between Gruber Road, 
Ardennes and Merrill Streets 

North of and adjacent to 
Bank Hall:  USAJFKSWCS 
academic facility, in the 
South Post/USASOC Area 

 

TABLE 2.12:  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES  
FOR SECURITY OPERATIONS TRAINING AREA 

Project Number Facility Preferred Alternative Alternatives 
64479 SOTF Operational Northwest 

Addition 
North Side of McKellar’s Road 
approximately 1 mile west-
northwest of the cantonment 

None 

64483 SOTF Operational Northeast 
Addition 

North Side of McKellar’s Road 
approximately 1 mile west-
northwest of the cantonment 

None 

SF00007-5P SOTF FARP  Southwest of Pioneer Airfield, 
south of McKellars Road and 
north of the Lamont landfill 

None 

 

TABLE 2.13:  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES FOR FORT BRAGG EAST/SOUTH 

Project Number Facility Preferred Alternative Alternatives 
64305c FORSCOM/DOIM Mail 

Screening Facility 
Along Cook St., west of Knox St. None 

64969 Surface Distribution Center Along Knox St. north of Cook St. None 
64968 Contingency Warehouse Northeast corner of Logistics and 

Service Streets. 
North of Honeycutt, between 
Logistics and the Post 
cantonment boundary, in the 
Fort Bragg East/South Area 

20347 Battle Command Training 
Center (BCTC) 

North of Q St, east of Watson, 
west of 210 and south of Randolph 

None 

 
TABLE 2.14:  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES FOR NORTHWEST POST – OUTLOAD 

AREAS 

Project Number Facility Preferred Alternative Alternatives 
57836 Central Load-out Area Control 

Center 
Renovate vicinity Pike Field west of 
Gruber, north of Pratt; construct new 
south of Pratt, east of Collins  

None 

60828 Operational Readiness Training 
Complex  

Between Pratt Street and Butner Road 
along either side of Lewis Street 

None 

64326 Joint Mobilization Pre 
Deployment Complex Ph I 

Old Division area (currently the NCO 
School area) 

None 
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TABLE 2.15:  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES FOR SIMMONS ARMY AIRFIELD 

Project Number Facility Preferred Alternative Alternatives 
64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  Locate in Main Post Area Locate at Simmons AAF 

 

TABLE 2.16:  PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES FOR POPE AIR FORCE BASE 

Project Number Facility Preferred Alternative Alternatives 
64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  Locate in Main Post Area 3 Pope AFB sites: 2 on 

golf course; one in 
housing area; also use 
existing PAFB bldgs for 
overflow 

64974 Ball Fields  Locate in Main Post Area Southern half of the Pope 
golf course east of Reilly 
Road, west of Armistead 
St. and north of Butner 
Road 

 

As part of the proposed action and in accordance with the BRAC Commission recommendations, Fort Bragg real 
property currently leased by Pope AFB will be transferred back to Fort Bragg.  This includes 627 units of military 
family housing (MFH).  Once this real property transfer is complete, the Army will privatize the housing as part of 
its Residential Communities Initiative (RCI).  This action is an administrative transfer between two Federal 
government entities, and will not incur any changes in land use or operation, and no impacts would be anticipated as 
a result.  There will be no change in the need to comply with applicable environmental laws and regulations.  As a 
result, while this action is included as part of the proposed action and the utilities analysis in this EA has accounted 
for the MFH, it is not carried forward for further analysis in this EA.   
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FIGURE 2.1: OVERVIEW OF FUNCTIONAL AREAS AT FORT BRAGG  
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2.2.6 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area  

82nd Airborne Division Modular Headquarters (PN 44968) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 44968, the Modular Headquarters for the 82nd Airborne Division, would be 
a multi-story command headquarters building that would enable the soldiers and staff of the 82nd 
Airborne Division to collocate and house the larger staff size of the Modular Headquarters under 
Modular Transformation. It would include space for command headquarters functions, a joint 
operations center, a sensitive compartmented information facility (SCIF), conference rooms, classroom 
space, TA-50 equipment storage, general storage, mechanical and communications rooms, latrines, and 
janitor closets. The proposed location is west of Gruber Street, between Champion Main Drive and All 
American Drive. This project would require the demolition of one building, at 35,500 sf. New facilities 
would require approximately 105,000 sf, with a footprint of 612,000 sf.            

The current preferred site for this project, which would necessitate new construction, is within the 
original footprint, therefore the impacts may be seen to be minimal versus other sites; therefore, only 
this alternative or sites within the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area are considered 
reasonable. This is the only reasonable alternative.  

Other Alternatives 
Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation, are not viable as they 
do not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. These are not reasonable 
alternatives. 

 
Expansion of Robinson Health Clinic (PN 58708) 

Preferred Alternative. PN 58708, the expansion of Robinson Health Clinic, is a BRAC Medical 
military construction (MILCON) project, designed to accommodate the needs of the increased number 
of personnel on post at Fort Bragg as a result of BRAC related in-migration. The addition to Robinson 
Health Clinic would consist of a two-story structure designed to match the existing structure, and 
requiring 35,000 sf of new construction and the renovation of 10,000 sf of existing construction. 
Furthermore, support construction would include expansion of the parking lot. The structure would be 
located between Gruber Road and Ardennes Road, north of Tagaytay Street, and south of Longstreet 
Road. The demolition required would be 1:1, although the specific buildings to be demolished would be 
determined at a later date.   

Renovating and constructing a new addition to the Roscoe Robinson Health Clinic is the only reasonable 
alternative for meeting the increased beneficiary population associated with the stand up of the 4th BCT 
and other modularity/BRAC population increases at Fort Bragg. Based upon the consideration of each 
alternative, constructing an addition and renovating the existing facility is the only reasonable 
alternative that satisfies the objective. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with 
USFWS, and the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on Red-cockaded 
woodpecker (RCW, Picoides borealis), Rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia); 
Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii); American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), or Saint Francis’ 
Satyr butterfly (Neonympha mitchellii francisci). 

Other Alternatives 

a. Use Current Facilities. The existing facilities at the Roscoe Robinson Health Clinic lack the space to 
accommodate the increase of 4,780 new active duty (AD) and active duty family members (ADFM) 
forecasted to arrive incrementally at Fort Bragg. Use of the existing facility without an addition and 
alteration is not a reasonable option for meeting the increased population. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. The Joel Health Clinic would lose approximately 2,000 of its current 
enrollees under AMF and modularity activities. However, it would retain its current staffing level to 
optimize its current over-enrolled status. The Clark Health Clinic would gain the USASOC (student 
portion, approximately 1,600 beneficiaries) portion of the population increase. Womack's Primary Care 
facilities would not be able to absorb the increased population. There are no facilities of the required 
size at Pope AFB to accommodate the increased clinic requirement. Use of other existing facilities on 
post is not a reasonable alternative. 
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c. Construct New. Health facilities need to collocate with existing facilities to take advantage of the 
presence of specialized skills. Constructing a new stand-alone facility is not economical and is not 
carried forward for detailed analysis.  This is not a viable alternative. 

82nd Airborne Division Chapel (PN 61035) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 61035, the Unit Chapel for the 82nd Airborne Division, would serve as a 
standard-design Army chapel with an integrated activity center, built to accommodate 600 persons as a 
regular weekly congregation, with the capacity to expand by 580 seats in the event of special occasions. 
This construction would require water/wastewater extension permits, as well as the 
installation/inspection of backflow preventors with documentation. The proposed chapel location is on 
Ardennes Street, north of Grave Street. This project would require the demolition of eight buildings, 
totaling 34,000 sf. An asbestos survey would be required for the eight buildings to be demolished. Any 
new air conditioning (AC) unit, boiler, generator, painting or degreasing operation must be assessed for 
compliance with CAA requirements. New facilities would contain approximately 33,000 sf.  

Construction of a new facility in accordance with proposed Standard Design, space criteria, and 
present day requirements can be accomplished at the preferred site or other sites within the 82nd 
Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area. The preferred site is adjacent to current community 
services, in particular the 82nd Airborne Division museum, and York Theater. It is within walking or 
short driving distance of most of the BCTs. The proposed property, in concert with utilization of the 
existing museum and York Theater parking lot, can provide sufficient parking for more than 1,100 
personnel and provide a sheltered outdoor area for outdoor religious services and activities. This site 
has been the subject of informal consultation with USFWS, and the service has concurred that there 
would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, Michaux’s sumac, American 
chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly . 

This is a reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current facilities. The 82nd Airborne Division chapel requirements are currently being met with 

two Korean and Vietnam vintage chapels. A religious program expected to provide high moral and 
ethical support to soldiers is difficult to provide in these facilities as they can only accommodate 
approximately 200 personnel (two company-sized units) each. With a more than 1400-person "church" 
population, most religious activities are held outside the current chapels due to insufficient space. 
Several special services and religious programs have had attendance of more than 400 people. There is 
no religious worship facility that exists in the 82nd Airborne Division area to accommodate this 
requirement. This is not a reasonable alternative. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. Based on discussions with the Post Chaplain and his staff, all 
available on-post facilities are currently utilized. In addition, some religious training is being taken off 
the post to Campbell University, due to lack of facilities. Pope AFB has one chapel/religious education 
facility, totaling 11,000 gsf. The facility is located off Reilly Road and Ethridge St. This chapel 
complex is more than 4.5 miles from the 82nd Airborne Division center and does not fulfill the more 
than 60,000 gsf shortfall of chapel facilities in the Division. In addition, upon turnover of Pope AFB to 
Ft Bragg, the unaccompanied personnel and family housing would be utilized by Ft Bragg assets, with 
the additional people placing additional usage pressure on this facility. This is not a reasonable 
alternative. 

c. Available Off-Post Facility. There are no available facilities off post as most religious facilities are 
privately owned by their congregation or conference.  It is unlikely that local churches would be 
willing to provide facilities, as they are already challenged to accommodate their own members, to be 
used for this purpose. This is not a reasonable option. 

d. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. The existing facilities, while always in need of 
renovation, cannot be expanded. The facilities sit on cramped sites, and upon renovation/expansion 
greater than 50 percent cost or square footage, must meet Force Protection requirements. This requires 
additional standoff from POV parking, and structural renovation to meet higher bomb blast 
requirements. Fort Bragg continues to face a critical shortage of available property for development. 
Based on discussions with the Post Chaplain and his staff, the current facilities do not have a floor 
layout conducive to contemporary religious services, and would be very difficult to modify to provide 
this type setting. This is not a reasonable alternative. 
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4th BCT Vehicle Maintenance Facility (PN 64329) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 64329, the 4th BCT Vehicle Maintenance Complex, would be a large 
maintenance complex designed to support the activation of the 4th BCT at Fort Bragg. BCTs are being 
transformed at Fort Bragg and are currently using existing facilities that are insufficient for permanent 
use. Incoming equipment are intended to address shortfalls that result from the use of existing facilities 
shared with the 82nd Airborne Division, which would not meet the needs of incoming teams. Without the 
construction of new vehicle maintenance facilities, Fort Bragg would not be able to meet the full 
requirements of the BCTs for motor pool facilities.  

The maintenance complex would include eight vehicle maintenance facilities, six organizational storage 
buildings, six petroleum/oil/lubricant storage buildings, sentry stations, organizational vehicle parking 
hardstands, privately owned vehicle (POV) parking, and open storage areas. It would be placed west of 
Gruber Road in an existing motor pool and also north of Butner Road in the block bounded by Butner 
Road, Kellam Street, DeGlopper Street and Gorham Street. This project would require the demolition of 
27 buildings, totaling approximately 100,000 sf. New facilities would contain approximately 215,000 sf, 
with approximately 1,270,000 sf of parking, and a footprint of 44 acres. 
 
If constructed new, this project would be constructed within the footprint of existing vehicle maintenance 
facilities or at another viable location in 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area in order to be 
collocated with other units with similar missions per the screening criteria and thereby present a cost-
effective and efficient option. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with USFWS, and 
the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.  This is a reasonable option. 

 
Other Alternatives 

a. Use Current Facilities. This option would require the 4th BCT to share facilities currently used by the 
82nd Airborne Division. These facilities are outdated and inadequate for the vehicle maintenance 
needs of the 4th BCT.  This is not a reasonable option. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. Current facilities are insufficient for the 4th BCT vehicle fleet, and 
cannot physically accommodate the needs of the BCT. Other vehicle maintenance facilities on post are 
likewise operating at capacity, and would not be able to meet the needs of the 4th BCT. This is not a 
reasonable option.  

c. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. The existing facilities of the 4th Brigade of the 
82nd Airborne Division are not suitable for renovation due to their age, condition and size. This is not 
a reasonable option. 

 
PN 64340, 1st BCT Complex, PN 64447, 2nd BCT Complex, and PN 64342, 3rd BCT Complex are all 
intended to enable the Fort Bragg 1st, 2nd, and 3rd Brigades of the 82nd Airborne Division to be 
transformed and reconfigured as three fully operational BCTs under AMF by providing additional 
barracks and administrative spaces. Adequate facilities do not currently exist on Fort Bragg that meet 
Army standards for space, security, storage, and privacy. 

1st BCT Complex (PN 64340) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 64340, the 1st BCT Complex, would include new barracks, COFs, battalion 
headquarters, enlargement of the brigade headquarters to include a 3,000 sf SCIF, parking, community 
green space, secondary access roads, and recreational areas. The complex would be located between 
Gruber Road and Ardennes Road, north of Bastogne. New facilities would contain approximately 
209,000 sf; the footprint of the complex would be approximately 461,000 sf or 10.6 acres. Seven 
buildings totaling 173,000 sf would require removal to accommodate the proposed facilities. The 
remaining 1:1 demolition would have to occur at other locations on Fort Bragg or more likely at other 
installations, per Army requirements.  

Construction of round out barracks and administrative space is necessary to support the transformation 
of the current 1st Brigade to a BCT under Army modularity. The site north of Carentan and between 
Gruber Road and Ardennes Street in the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area allows the 1st 
BCT to maintain the integrity of the unit's footprint between Tagaytay Street and Bastogne Drive. Based 
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upon the consideration of each alternative, construction is the only reasonable alternative that satisfies 
the objective. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. The existing facilities of the 1st Brigade, 82nd Airborne Division are 

inadequate in number and square footage to support the transformation and expansion of the existing 
brigade to a BCT. This is not a reasonable option. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. The three existing brigades of the 82nd Airborne Division are 
transforming simultaneously. Each has similar facility requirements as part of transforming to a 
modular BCT. Use of other existing facilities on post, in view of the requirements of Army modularity 
and BRAC, is not a reasonable option for completing the round out of the 1st BCT. 

c. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. The existing facilities of the 1st Brigade, 82nd 
Airborne Division, and those that are already programmed for construction for the Brigade, would not 
fulfill the total requirement of the new BCT. This is not a reasonable option. 

4th BCT Barracks and Administrative Roundout  (PN 64446)   

Preferred Alternative. PN 64446, the 4th BCT Roundout Complex, is a necessary step in the ongoing 
transformation of the 82nd Airborne Division Artillery (DIVARTY) Barracks Complex into facilities 
properly configured for a Modular Force BCT. Facilities would include new barracks, COFs, battalion 
headquarters, an addition to the brigade headquarters, parking, community green space, secondary access 
roads, and recreational areas. The complex is proposed to be sited south of Longstreet Road, bordered to 
the south and west by West Luzon Drive and Ardennes Street, respectively. The new facilities would 
contain approximately 197,000 sf, with an approximate 201,000 sf footprint, and would require the 
demolition of 50 buildings, comprising approximately 200,000 sf.  Among those areas slated for 
demolition, a family housing area will be demolished to make room for the future 4th BCT project 
footprint. 

The preferred site for this project, which will require new construction, is within the original footprint 
resulting in potentially minimal impacts in comparison to other sites; therefore, only this alternative or 
sites within the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area are considered reasonable. This is the only 
reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 

Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation, are not viable as they do 
not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. This option is not reasonable. 

3rd BCT Complex (PN 64342) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 64342, the 3rd BCT Complex, would include a standard design Infantry 
BCT Headquarters, two single, two-story COFs, wheeled vehicle maintenance shop, and organizational 
vehicle parking. The Complex would be located between Butner Road and Longstreet Road, near the 
intersection of Keerans Street and Taylor Street. New facilities would contain approximately 605,000 
sf. 

This alternative, which would require new construction, would provide a Brigade Headquarters, COF, 
tactical equipment maintenance facilities, oil storage buildings, organizational vehicle parking, and 
deployment storage buildings designed and constructed to meet current Army and DOD standards. This 
alternative would also position this project at location specified or at another viable site in the 82nd 
Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area, in order to be collocated with other units with similar 
missions per the screening criteria. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with USFWS, 
and the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.  .  This alternative was 
considered to be reasonable for implementation. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. This alternative would maintain existing Brigade, Company Headquarters, 

tactical equipment maintenance facilities, oil storage buildings, organizational vehicle parking, and 
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deployment storage buildings and provide no new construction or renovation of existing facilities. 
Existing Korean and pre-Vietnam era administrative facilities do not provide the minimum quality of 
life standards or adequate square footage as required by AR 210-50 or TI 800-01, Appendix A. 
Consequently, this alternative is not considered to be reasonable. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. The three existing brigades of the 82nd Airborne Division are 
transforming simultaneously. Each has similar facility requirements as part of transforming to a 
modular BCT. The current plan is to use the existing Hall of Heroes on site as the backbone of a new 
Brigade Headquarters and build a new Hall of Heroes more central to the 82nd Airborne Division. 
There are no suitable facilities on Post that would provide required square footage that are not 
currently used by other military units. Fort Bragg currently has an overwhelming shortage of adequate 
administrative space. Use of other existing facilities on post, in view of the requirements of Army 
modularity and BRAC, is not a reasonable option for completing the round out of the 3rdBCT. 

c. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. Existing Brigade Headquarters, COFs, tactical 
equipment maintenance facilities, oil storage buildings, organizational vehicle parking, and 
deployment storage buildings are not available or suitable for renovation to satisfy the administrative 
facilities shortfall. The current locations of the existing Brigade Headquarters and COFs are within the 
preferred alternative footprint of new FY 2008 construction, and are approximately 1/2 mile away 
from the new Barracks Complex. The dwindling land available that is suitable for development in the 
Fort Bragg cantonment has dictated that maximum utilization must occur. The current Brigade and 
COFs are only one-story high and do not have sufficient surrounding land for expansion. In addition, it 
has been determined on other projects, the cost of renovation exceeds 50 percent of the replacement 
cost (less Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection [AT/FP] upfit). As a result, UFC 4-010-01, DoD Minimum 
Antiterrorism Standards for Buildings, 8 Oct 2003, requires structures to meet various structural and 
architectural conditions that cannot be met with the current obsolete building frame system. This is not 
a reasonable alternative. 

2nd BCT Complex (PN 64447) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 64447, the 2nd BCT Complex, would include new barracks, four COFs with 
covered hardstands, battalion headquarters, a SCIF for the Brigade Headquarters, parking, community 
green space, secondary access roads, and recreational areas. The Complex would be located between 
Gruber Road and Ardennes Road, between Grave and Merderet Streets. New facilities would contain 
approximately 125,000 sf and the footprint would be within the footprints of the 2nd Brigade Phase III/IV 
and 3rd Brigade Phase I-IV projects. 

The proposed location, which would require new construction, sites the 2nd BCT Complex in the footprint 
of existing facilities. Alternative sites within the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area would 
also satisfy the screening criterion to collocate with units with similar missions. This is a reasonable 
option 
 
Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. The existing facilities of the 2nd Brigade, 82nd Airborne Division are 

inadequate in number and square footage to support the transformation and expansion of the existing 
brigade to a BCT. This is not a reasonable option. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. The three existing brigades of the 82nd Airborne Division are 
transforming simultaneously. Each has similar facility requirements as part of transforming to a 
modular BCT. Use of other existing facilities on post, in view of the requirements of Army modularity 
and BRAC, is not a reasonable option for completing the round out of the 2nd BCT. 

c. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. The existing facilities of the 2nd Brigade, 82nd 
Airborne Division, and those that are already programmed for construction for the Brigade, would not 
fulfill the total requirement of the new BCT. This is not a reasonable option. 

Fires Brigade COFs (PN 65204) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 65204 would include four standard design, two-story company operation 
facilities. The facilities would include administrative space, supply areas, arms storage vaults, 
communications storage, conference space, office storage, an equipment maintenance area, toilet 
facilities, mechanical equipment space, showers, organizational storage and organizational vehicle 
parking space. Facilities would include energy monitoring and control systems (EMCS) and mass 
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notification systems and intrusion detection systems (IDS). New facilities would require approximately 
51,000 sf plus space for AT/FP and circulation. The anticipated footprint is thought to be 145,000 sf. 

The current preferred site for this project, which would require new construction, is within a currently 
developed area, at the corner of Messina and Gruber Roads, and the impacts may be seen to be minimal 
versus other sites. Therefore, only this alternative or sites within the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires 
Brigade Area are considered reasonable. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with 
USFWS, and the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved 
loosestrife, Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.  This is the only 
reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
 Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation, are not viable as they 

do not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. This is not a reasonable 
alternative. 

2.2.7 Main Post  

Blood Donor Center (BDC) (PN41176) 
Preferred Alternative.  PN 41176, the BDC, would include space for donor reception, medical 
screening, confidential interviews, quality assurance review, bag issue, donor phlebotomy, aphaeresis 
collection, donor recovery/refreshments, component processing, ABO/Rh testing, unit storage and 
shipping, labeling/lot release and administrative space for a center OIC/Chief, NCOIC, technical 
supervisor, QA, IT system administrator, donor recruiter and training coordinator. Also included is space 
for conference, office storage, mechanical and maintenance, toilet facilities, medical records, frozen blood 
storage and an emergency power generation capability to protect refrigerated/frozen blood components.  
The new construction alternative would yield a one-to-one demolition cost for the 11,500 sf facility, and 
the resulting facility would specifically provide the required support for Fort Bragg to support the Armed 
Services Whole Blood Processing Laboratory with a weekly quota of packed Red Blood Cells (RBCs) 
and a monthly quota of Fresh Frozen Plasma. The BDC is required to maintain the contingency stock of 
RBCs for the XVIII Airborne Corps, USASOC and Joint Special Operations Command. In addition units 
are made available for Womack Army Medical Center, other Military Medical Treatment Facilities and 
civilian organizations. The proposed location is west of 3rd Street and north of B Street.  This is the only 
reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities.  The current site for the BDC is in the FORSCOM/USARC HQ footprint (PN 

64305a) and must be relocated to allow construction to proceed.  This is not a reasonable alternative. 
b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities.  Currently, there are no existing facilities on Fort Bragg that would 

be suitable.  The collection and processing of blood and blood components requires specialized 
facilities and equipment not available elsewhere. This is not a reasonable alternative. 

Child Development Center, School-Age Services (PN 54912) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 54912, the Child Development Center, would be a standard design, large 
child development center for 6-10 year-olds with sufficient capacity for 195-225 children, necessary to 
build adequate capacity for incoming personnel resulting from BRAC and AMF actions at Fort Bragg. 
The facility, proposed North of Normandy and South of WAC St. would include information and 
communication systems, intercom and mass notification systems; energy monitoring systems; intrusion 
detection and protection; antiterrorism and force protection (AT/FP) measures such as standoff distance, 
high curbs, bollards, and blast resistant windows; fire detection and protection; and, security systems to 
include video surveillance. It would also include boys and girls lockers along the wall, a computer room 
with storage, a homework room, arts and science rooms with sinks, a home economics room with a 
demo kitchen and storage, multiple girls and boys toilets, adult restrooms, a commercial grade kitchen, 
a large dining area, a large lounge with storage, multiple large activity rooms, a large performing arts 
room, a large multi-purpose room suitable for gymnastic activities with appropriate floor covering and 
storage, a janitor's room, a mechanical room, a security equipment room, electrical and communications 
rooms, a large storage room adjacent to the multi-purpose room, and general storage space along 
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corridors. New facilities would require approximately 75,000 sf; 23,000 sf for the Child Development 
Center and 52,000 sf for playgrounds. 

Construction of a facility in accordance with present day certification standards, space criteria, and 
standard facility design can be accomplished at the preferred site, which is in a community area near the 
other child development facilities. This is considered a reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation 

are not viable since Fort Bragg’s childcare requirement for children, ages 6 to 10, is more than 2,000 
children. Existing facilities can accommodate only 400-500 of these children, so there is a substantial 
waiting list for admission to the School Age Child Development Centers. This is not a reasonable 
solution, therefore it was not carried forward for further analysis.  

b. Available Off-Post Facility. All Childcare facilities must have certification to insure proper care of the 
children by a qualified staff. There is currently a very low percentage of off-post childcare facilities 
with proper certification from the North Carolina Department of Health and Human Services, Division 
of Child Development. Therefore, there are insufficient facilities off post to provide acceptable 
childcare. This is not a reasonable solution, therefore it was not carried forward for further analysis. 

Construct, operate, and maintain a new clinic to support increased population (PN 64244) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 64244, the Consolidated Troop Clinic, would accommodate the needs of 
Air Force staff remaining on Pope AFB as well as Army staff at Fort Bragg after the real property 
transfer of Pope AFB to the Army takes place; therefore, it is a required, Army-funded support project. 
The new facilities would consist of a two-story outpatient medical clinic that would provide primary 
care, flight medicine, allergy and immunization services, optometry, family practice, pharmacy, 
radiology, pathology, and support space. The proposed clinic location is at the southwest corner of the 
intersection of Woodruff and Knox Streets. The new facilities would have a total of approximately 
31,000 sf. Existing buildings in the footprint will be demolished.    

Proposed locations for the Consolidated Troop Clinic include a site on Ft. Bragg. The preferred 
alternative location is in the Historic District; for any projects in or in the vicinity of the historic district, 
appropriate consultation under Section 106 will be initiated by Fort Bragg with the NC SHPO before 
construction on any of these projects will commence.  Fort Bragg will adhere to any commitments 
resulting from Section 106 consultation.  Such commitments may include, among others, choice of 
materials, landscaping, placement, etc. 

Since the current need is so underserved, using less than half the space required by DOD regulations, a 
new facility is necessary to meet the needs of the current and growing population. This is the only 
reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation, is not viable as they do 
not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency, since the current clinic need is 
underserved by half.  The space constraints compromise patient privacy, create inefficiencies, and 
lower the morale of military members and their families.   

FORSCOM and USARC HQ facilities on a 33-acre site (PN 64305) 
Preferred Alternative. The FORSCOM/ USARC Headquarters, PN 64305, would need to provide 
office space to accommodate approximately 3,000 Active Army, Reserve, Department of the Army 
civilian personnel, and active Army and Reserve civilian personnel relocated from Fort McPherson and 
Fort Gillem under BRAC. This large, multipurpose complex would consist of a command and control 
facility with senior executive office suites, director office suites, SCIF, operations center, information 
network operations center, general administrative and support office space, visitor access and guard 
stations. Supporting facilities on site would include an energy plant, server farm/network operations 
center, records holding/publications facility, parking garages, training facility, and multi-media 
production center. Off-site facilities would include warehouses, covered storage space, extension of 
Knox Street up to Butner Road, post laundry facility, mail screening facility, expansion of Operators 
Services building, expansion of Information Technology office, and a Directorate of Information 
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Management (DOIM) administrative office. All facilities would have both administrative areas and 
entry control points.  

The following locations are currently proposed:   
• Headquarters site (64305a) – Knox Street and Souter Place between Randolph Street and 

Macomb Street  (Main Post) 
•  DOIM Cable Yard (64305b) – southwest of the intersection of Knox Street and Honeycutt 

Road (Main Post) 
•  FORSCOM/DOIM mail screening center (64305c) –along Knox Street, north of Cook Street 

(Fort Bragg East/South) 
•  FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM Server Farm Facility (64305d)– on Hamilton Street, north of Scott 

Street (Main Post) 
• DMWR warehouse (64305e) – proposed to be between Glider Street and Macomb Street, near 

Saunders Lane (Main Post) 
• Knox Street extension (64305f) – extend Knox Street up to Butner Road.  (Main Post) 

Each of these facilities and preferred locations are evaluated separately within the EA. Four of these 
sites, 64305a, 64305c, 64305e, and 64305f, have been the subject of informal consultation with 
USFWS, and the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved 
loosestrife, Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.  Alternative sites 
for the FORSCOM/USARC HQ complex on Fort Bragg, as well as at Pope AFB, are also being 
considered and are evaluated. New facilities would contain approximately 890,000 sf, with an 852,000 
square-foot parking facility. Information regarding demolition requirements is not yet available, because 
several alternative sites for demolition are also under consideration, including Army facilities on Posts 
closings due to BRAC. 

Construction of new facilities in accordance with applicable regulations and information, space criteria, 
and present day requirements can potentially be accomplished on one of the candidate sites under 
evaluation. There are two sites currently being considered on Fort Bragg. The preferred/proposed site on 
Fort Bragg is between Knox and Souter Place, and between Randolph and Macomb Street, on 
approximately 33 acres. It is within short driving distance of the United States Army Special Operations 
Command Headquarters (USASOC), 18th Airborne Corps Headquarters, Joint Special Operations 
Command, Pope Air Force Base (fixed wing aircraft) and Simmons Army Air Field (rotary wing 
aircraft). The site is relatively accessible from outside Fort Bragg utilizing the All American and Bragg 
Boulevards. For any projects in or in the vicinity of the historic district, appropriate consultation under 
Section 106 will be initiated by Fort Bragg with the NC SHPO before construction on any of these 
projects will commence.  Fort Bragg will adhere to any commitments resulting from Section 106 
consultation.  Such commitments may include, among others, choice of materials, landscaping, 
placement, etc. 

A second potential site is at the current Simmons Army Airfield, west of Parham Boulevard.    

There are three sites on Pope AFB that are currently being considered as locations for the 
FORSCOM/USARC HQ complex. The first site is on the northern edge of the Pope AFB golf course, 
between Maynard and Armistead Streets. The second site is on the southern end of the Pope AFB golf 
course, on the east side of Reilly Road, approximately 0.2 miles north of the intersection with Butner 
Road. The third site on Pope AFB would require the demolition of on-post housing located east of 
Armistead Street, on either side of Sky Train Drive. All options are considered reasonable and are 
evaluated. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. Forces Command (FORSCOM) and US Army Reserve Command (USARC) 

Headquarters would relocate to Fort Bragg/Pope AFB as part of the BRAC 2005 Initiative, which 
recommended that Fort McPherson, GA, and Fort Gillem, GA, (current FORSCOM and USARC 
Headquarters location) be closed. The existing secure FORSCOM and USARC Headquarters building 
would be vacated upon closure of Fort McPherson/Gillem, once the new Headquarters campus has 
been constructed and fully occupied on Fort Bragg/Pope Air Force Base. The failure to construct and 
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move the FORSCOM and USARC combined Headquarters and its supporting facilities would result in 
the US Army not complying with the BRAC 2005 Initiative and the subsequent federal laws to close 
Forts McPherson and Gillem in a timely manner. This is not a reasonable alternative. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. The current Fort Bragg/Pope AFB area contains several major 
headquarters including 18th Airborne Corps, United States Special Operations Command, Joint 
Special Operations Command, and the 82nd Airborne Division. Currently, Fort Bragg is short 
approximately 681,000 gsf of facilities in this category. In addition, the Headquarters has significant 
unique features, including its 600,000 gross square-foot size, which would complicate or render costly 
the capability of utilizing existing facilities on either Fort Bragg or Pope AFB. This is not a reasonable 
alternative.  

Pope PAFB will reduce active Air Force activity as part of the BRAC 2005 initiative. This closure will 
release approximately 22 buildings totaling 188,000 gsf of administrative facilities to Fort Bragg. 
These facilities range from 500 gsf to 35,000 gsf. Although there is no single building or series of 
buildings within the immediate vicinity capable of holding the entire Combined Headquarters, portions 
of the headquarters staff for which there is no space in a new headquarters building might occupy 
existing facilities. Individual buildings, although designated general administration, would require 
extensive renovation/retrofit to provide the services required of a modern combined Headquarters. The 
infrastructure (water, sewer, and road) network would need extensive updating and retrofitting to 
support the additional population presented by the combined Headquarters campus.  

c. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. The existing facilities at Fort Bragg, while in 
need of renovation, cannot effectively be expanded. The expansion of a building by more than 50 
percent square footage, or replacement cost triggers the requirement that the entire building must meet 
the AT/FP minimum standards. This standard requires additional standoff from parking and structural 
renovation to meet higher bomb blast requirements. The AT/FP Building minimum standards require 
primary gathering buildings to be more than 82 feet from any uncontrolled vehicle travel way or 
parking area. In general, most buildings constructed for the Korean and Vietnam conflict were not 
required to meet these standards. As such, to renovate/add additional square footage would violate the 
AT/FP Unified Facilities criteria. Fort Bragg continues to face a critical shortage of available property 
for development. There are no current permanent structures available with sufficient acreage around 
them to support construction of the combined Headquarters campus. The estimated campus area is 33 
acres, utilizing 4-story primary and multistory secondary/support facilities. With the exception of using 
existing buildings for staff overflow at Pope AFB, this is not a reasonable option.  

d. Other FORSCOM facilities. The Cable Yard, DMWR Warehouse, and DOIM Facility footprints 
could move within the Main Post area. The Knox Street Extension and Mail Screening Facility 
placement utilize important roadway connections and site adjacencies; therefore, other sites are not 
reasonably available or considered.  

FORSCOM Band Facility. (PN 64333),  

Preferred Alternative. The Band Training Facility would be designed to house the 65-piece 214th 
Army Ground Forces Band, currently housed at Fort McPherson, GA.  The facilities would contain a 
concert band rehearsal hall, a jazz band/large group rehearsal room, six small group rehearsal rooms, 
seven individual practice rooms, a sound room for professional recordings, and twelve offices to 
accommodate the commander, the executive officer, the enlisted band leader, the administration 
NCOIC, the security NCOIC, the training/operations NCOIC, the logistics NCOIC, the reenlistment 
NCO, the training NCO, the first sergeant, and group leaders, as well as a computer room, an 
administration office for five work stations, and a supply office for the supply sergeant and five work 
stations.  This facility would contain 19,754 SF.  This project would attain “1 for 1” demolition from the 
closure of Fort McPherson.  However, this is not yet included in the FYDP, therefore the 214th Army 
Ground Forces Band will use temporary facilities on-post until such time as a permanent facility may be 
constructed.    

Construction of a new facility is necessary in order to support the relocation of the Army Ground Forces 
Band from Fort McPherson, GA. Based upon the consideration of each alternative, construction is the 
only feasible alternative that satisfies the objective. 

Other Alternatives 
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a. Use Current Facilities. The existing facilities at FORSCOM/USARC HQs (Fort McPherson, GA) 
are being closed due to the closure of Fort McPherson under BRAC. The Army Ground Forces Band 
is being relocated to Fort Bragg as part of BRAC. The existing facility will not be available for use 
by the band. This is not a feasible option. 

b. Other Facilities on Post. There is currently one band training facility on Fort Bragg that is used by 
the 82nd Airborne Division Band. This facility does not meet the current needs of the 82nd Airborne 
Division Band let alone a second band; consequently, there is no additional space for a second band 
(Army Ground Forces Band). This is not a feasible option.  

c. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. There are no existing facilities on Fort Bragg 
suitable for renovation. Additionally, with the increased mission associated with BRAC and the 
requirements associated with modularity, existing facilities of any consequence that can be made 
available are being used for swing space and/or demolished to support new construction. This is not a 
feasible option. 

Ball Fields (PN 64974) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 64974, Ball fields, would support Fort Bragg’s Youth Program Sports and 
Fitness Mission. The facilities would include three regulation soccer/football fields totaling 243,000 sf, 
outdoor lighting, fencing, concession and public restroom facilities, and a field maintenance storage 
facility. Approximately 60,000 sf of pavement would be demolished to create the fields and 
accompanying structures proposed along Glider Street, east of Third Street. 

Construction of three multipurpose athletic fields and associated recreational support building in the 
Main Post Area is necessary to replace existing facilities being demolished by the relocation of 
FORSCOM and USARC HQs from Fort McPherson, GA to Fort Bragg, NC under BRAC. The 
proposed site is along Glider Street east of Third Street. A second site adjacent to the Main Post Area, 
recently identified in the MWR Outdoor Recreation Master Plan, could potentially augment and/or 
meet the requirement for the three replacement multipurpose sports fields. The conceptual site is on the 
southern half of the Pope Air Force Base golf course east of Reilly Road, west of Armistead Street and 
north of Butner Road. Based upon the consideration of each alternative, these are the only reasonable 
alternatives that satisfy the objective. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. The Youth Sports program at Fort Bragg currently operates from three 

complexes in close proximity to one another. One of these facilities (adjacent to the old Installation 
Transportation Office) is in the preferred alternative footprint of the FORSCOM and USARC HQs that 
are being realigned with Fort Bragg under BRAC. If the preferred alternative is implemented, the 
fields adjacent to the Information Technology Office (ITO) would not be available for use by Youth 
Sports in the future. This is not a reasonable option.  

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. There are 12 unlit multipurpose fields for youth sports between three 
existing complexes (ITO, Main Post Polo Field and open fields surrounding the Community Center at 
the Old Bowley School site). The Polo Field complex can't be expanded due to an existing helipad and 
associated flight safety requirements. Similarly, there is no space for expansion in the vicinity of the 
Community Center. Other existing youth sports facilities on post are for baseball and tee-ball and, 
therefore, don't lend themselves to the size required for a regulation soccer/football field. There is no 
other open space on Fort Bragg within the main cantonment area that would accommodate the 
footprint of the three fields and associated parking. This is not a reasonable option. 
The BRAC plan for the use of Pope AFB facilities would not alleviate the field situation at Fort Bragg 
as youth from Pope AFB play in the Fort Bragg Youth Sports program. Furthermore, as a result of 
BRAC moves, the number of youth teams is anticipated to increase from 36 to at least 45, further 
exacerbating the shortage of fields. Simply scheduling more time at either installation on existing 
fields would not offset the loss of three fields and the increased participation and numbers of practice 
sessions because these fields are not lit; their hours of sufficient available daylight vary substantially 
throughout the year. No other nearby facilities have the capability to support this requirement. This is 
not a reasonable option. 

c. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. There are no existing facilities on Fort Bragg 
suitable for renovation without adversely impacting other youth sports venues. That is, converting a 
baseball field (also required) to a multipurpose soccer/football field. Additionally, with the increased 
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youth sports mission associated with BRAC, simply renovating existing facilities without increasing 
their number (and associated capacity) does not support the mission. This is not a reasonable option. 

Twelve New General Officer’s Quarters (PN 66655) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 66655, the construction of general officer’s quarters through family housing 
privatization, is designed to support the BRAC 05 relocations at Fort Bragg. Construction would conform 
to current local housing standards, providing an on-post housing option comparable to housing found in 
the local market. The development is proposed southwest of the intersection of Knox and Randolph 
Streets. 

This project adds military quarters to accommodate the families of senior military officers being relocated 
to Fort Bragg. The need is caused by a shortage of available housing, therefore the alternatives of using or 
renovating existing facilities does not meet the need. The alternative of paying quarters allowance for the 
families to live off-post does not provide the security or proximity to troops and military activities that the 
mission at Fort Bragg requires. Therefore, the only reasonable alternative is to provide new quarters in 
the Main Post Area, where housing/family quarters are the approved land use. For any projects in or in 
the vicinity of the historic district, appropriate consultation under Section 106 will be initiated by Fort 
Bragg with the NC SHPO before construction on any of these projects will commence.  Fort Bragg will 
adhere to any commitments resulting from Section 106 consultation.  Such commitments may include, 
among others, choice of materials, landscaping, placement, etc. This site has been the subject of informal 
consultation with USFWS, and the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, 
rough-leaved loosestrife, Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.     

2.2.8 South Post USASOC 

USASOC Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 33802, the Physical Fitness Facility, would improve the post-wide shortage 
of acceptable physical fitness facilities and support the basic physical fitness training requirements for 
military personnel. The facility would include a gymnasium, racquetball courts, exercise room, built-in 
whirlpool, weight rooms, multi-purpose area, indoor jogging track, issue rooms, storage rooms, 
administrative space, men's and women's locker rooms with saunas and individual showers, public 
toilets, spectator seating, mechanical room, electrical room, communications room, and an enclosed 
pool. The proposed facility location is north of the intersection of Canopy Lane and Reilly Street. The 
demolition of eight buildings, totaling 60,000 sf, would be required. The new facility would contain 
approximately 60,000 sf, including both the main facility and the indoor swimming pool, with a 
footprint of 462,000 sf. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with USFWS, and the 
service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.     

The construction of new, modern facilities within the USASOC Operations Area is the only reasonable 
option.  

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. This would require Fort Bragg to continue operating indefinitely with a deficit 

inventory of physical fitness center space. This is not a reasonable option. 
b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. Presently, Fort Bragg suffers from a shortage of physical fitness 

facilities. Existing space is fully utilized. Pope AFB physical fitness facilities are also currently fully 
utilized and have no excess space. Based on the lack of permanent enclosed physical training (PT) 
space, this alternative is not carried forward for detailed analysis. 

c. Use Similar Off-Post Facilities. County recreational centers and school gymnasium are also fully 
utilized. Commercial PT facilities are cost-prohibitive. Therefore, commercial facilities are not 
considered a reasonable alternative. 

Special Operations Command (USASOC) Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 61891, the USASOC Headquarters Complex/ Motor Pool, would provide 
facilities to support the expansion of the 4th Battalion, 3rd Special Forces Group (battalion HQs and 
COFs at approximately 50 percent of their authorized strength), a parachute rigging/repair facility 
including a parachute drying tower; a vehicle maintenance facility, deployment storage, organization 
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and POV parking, circulation and Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection (AT/FP) measures.  The primary 
proposed location is outside the current cantonment area approximately 0.3 miles west of Yadkin Road 
and adjacent to Chicken Road. The development site for the Son Tay Road additions lies just north of 
Son Tay Road on a field previously maintained for softball and other recreation. A two unit COF will be 
constructed in the northeast corner of the tract.  The SOF Logistics Area (SOFLOG) adjacent to Gruber 
Road and immediately east of the All American Expressway, will house the parachute rigging/repair 
facility.  This project would require the demolition of 35,000sf of World War II temporary wooden 
buildings. This project will construct a combination of permanent (42,736 SF of COFs along Son Tay 
and a parachute rigging and maintenance facility of 30,000 SF in the SOFLOG area) along with  104, 
600 SF of semi-permanent, multi-purpose administrative and vehicle maintenance facilities and 
associated organizational and POV parking on the South Post PX site. The complex would contain 
approximately 921,000 sf, of which approximately 177,000 sf are for facilities, while the remainder 
would be for parking, circulation, and AT/FP.  
 
There have been several sites and site configurations considered, including the St. Mere Eglise Drop 
Zone, an area adjacent to and east of Simmons Army Airfield, and the 7th Special Forces Group Base 
Operations Platoon (BOP) site. These sites were ultimately eliminated due to their distance from the 
main cantonment, impact on other activities such as units stationed at the airfield, site development costs 
(extending utilities) and anti-terrorism/force protection concerns associated with being outside the 
cantonment area. The preferred site adjacent to the south post PX in the vicinity of Chicken and Yadkin 
Roads in the South Post – USASOC Area would become part of the cantonment area as I-295 is 
developed. Furthermore, the two additional sites for this project, north of and adjacent to Son Tay Road 
and the SOFLOG area adjacent to Gruber Road and immediately east of the All American Expressway, 
make up this project. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with USFWS, and the 
service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.    This is the only reasonable 
alternative. 

Other Alternative 
Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation, is not viable as they do 
not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. This is not a reasonable option. 

SOF Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 63437, the SOF Indoor Range, would be a standard-design SOF indoor 
range, providing all-weather 24/7 training in initial and sustained live-fire events. Features that are 
critical to a realistic indoor range are safety elements not found in typical training facilities. This facility 
would contain 23,000 sf of range space. The proposed location is on the southeast corner of Stabo 
Loop. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. There are no existing indoor firing range facilities on Fort Bragg. Current 

training is performed at outdoor firing ranges. This alternative was not considered reasonable as it 
does not meet the project objective to provide an all-weather firing range where training can take place 
24/7. 

b. Renovate Existing facilities. There are no suitable unused facilities on Fort Bragg that could be 
converted into an indoor firing range. This alternative was not considered reasonable. 

c. Use other Department of Defense (DOD) Assets. There are no DOD facilities available within a 200-
mile radius of Fort Bragg that can provide indoor firing ranges. Many of the Fort Bragg units that 
would utilize the indoor range are rapid deployment units. Travel for necessary training would hamper 
the ability of these units to meet their deployment requirements. This alternative was not considered 
reasonable. 

d. New Construction. New construction would meet the project objective to provide an all-weather 
indoor firing range that can be used 24/7. Alternative locations included a site approximately 600 feet 
west of the proposed site and at the southwest corner of Canopy Road and Yadkin Road intersection. 
This is the only reasonable alternative. 
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Special Forces Qualification Barracks (PN 65558) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 65558, Special Forces Qualification Barracks, are needed to house Special 
Operations soldiers while they are undergoing Special Forces Qualification Course training. This project 
would construct 720 barracks spaces. The preferred alternative is in the D-area between Ardennes Street 
and Gruber Road, west of Funston and adjacent to Merrill Street. This site will require the demolition of 
152,000 sf of existing facilities; new facilities would total approximately 279,000 sf.  

New construction would be placed in the South Post/USASOC Area. Conceptually, three six-story 
buildings would be required to meet the 720 spaces requirement. Initially parking would be shared with 
that adjacent to Gruber Road. This is the only reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation, are not viable as they do 
not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. This is not a reasonable alternative. 

2.2.9 Security Operations Training Area 

SOF Operational Northwest Addition (PN 64479) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 64479, the SOF Operational Northwest Addition, would include the 
construction of a new two-story addition to Building O-1900M. This project would provide adequate 
space for a unit assigned to the USASOC at Fort Bragg. The project also includes the renovation of 
existing space for selection and training, as well as a support element. Although site design is not 
finalized, the heating and cooling system for this facility is assumed, for planning purposes, to be provided 
by hot and chilled water lines from oil-fired boilers and central chillers with cooling towers.  The project 
will require an 850 kW emergency generator and housing, a new oil-fired boiler, a new chiller, and 
replacement of existing transformers/switchgear.  This facility, as well as the SOF Operational Northeast 
Addition (PN 64483), are proposed along the north side of Bldg O-1900M, 0.1 miles north of McKellars 
Road and 0.2 miles east of Lamont Road. Both projects include the addition of a Central Utility Plant, 
which would be located northwest of the additions and would contain two 8,000 MBH boilers.  Between 
the two projects, there would also be three 100Kw, one 230Kw, two 350Kw, and one 150 Kw generators. 
A new parking lot would be located on the northwest corner of the training building. The parking lot 
would provide 168 spaces and include approximately 19,000 sf of bioretention areas. The new facility plus 
the renovation would result in approximately 113,000 sf of new or upgraded facility space.   

All possible alternatives were examined in project development, and new construction was found to be the 
most cost-efficient. The original location was to the north of Building 10199, but the site was determined 
to be in a deficit RCW forage partition. As a result, the site design was modified to relocate the parking lot 
to the southwest of the current location. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with 
USFWS, and the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved 
loosestrife, Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.    This is the only 
reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternative 
Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation, are not viable as they 
do not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. This is not a reasonable option. 

SOF Operational Northeast Addition (PN 64483) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 64483, the SOF Operational Northeast Addition, would include the 
construction of a new two-story addition and the renovation of existing space for a high priority 
mission. This would help provide adequate operational space for all units assigned to the USASOC at 
Fort Bragg by providing office space, team rooms, storage space, and operational space for all assigned 
personnel and equipment. In addition, the area would provide training space for the mission. Although 
site design is not finalized, the heating and cooling system for this facility is assumed, for planning 
purposes, to be provided by hot and chilled water lines from oil-fired boilers and central chillers with 
cooling towers.  The project will require an additional uninterrupted power and housing, tie-in to an 
existing oil-fired boiler and chiller, and improvement of existing transformers/switchgear.  The hot 
water system would contain two 8,360-MBH boilers and one 9,000-MBH oilfired boiler. There are 
currently five primary pumps; two pumps serve the domestic hot water for the kitchen as well as the 
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hot water heating for the other buildings on campus, three pumps serve the hot water heating for the 
existing building.  The chilled water system would contain three 220 Ton water chillers and one 330 
Ton water cooled chillers, in addition to three new 330-Ton cooling towers. There are currently three 
primary chilled water pumps. There are two pumps that serve the existing building and also pump to 
tertiary pumps in the other campus buildings. The existing plant is designed to operate at design 
temperatures of 43°F to 53°F; however it is currently operating at approximately 42°F to 55°F.  The 
addition plus the renovation would result in approximately 114,000 sf of new or upgraded facility 
space. 
 

All possible alternatives were examined in project development, and new construction was found to be 
the most cost-efficient.  The original location was to the north of Building 10199, but the site was 
determined to be in a deficit RCW forage partition. As a result, the site design was modified to relocate 
the parking lot to the southwest of the current location. This site has been the subject of informal 
consultation with USFWS, and the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on 
RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr 
butterfly.  This is the only reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation, are not viable as they 
do not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. This is not a reasonable 
alternative. 

Security Operations Training Facility (SOTF) Forward Aircraft Refueling Point (FARP) (PN SF00007-
5P) 

Preferred Alternative. PN SF00007-5P, the SOTF FARP, would enhance the ability of USASOC to 
support Army elements involved with the development, testing, and evaluation of Army security and 
special operations doctrine. The proposed FARP would be required to be aboveground. No underground 
storage facilities are allowed to be constructed on the Fort Bragg Installation. Any new tank installation 
is required to be aboveground or vaulted. The 240,000 square-foot site is southwest of Pioneer Airfield, 
located south of McKellars Road and north of the Lamont landfill. It would provide a hardstand for 
helicopter parking and landing. 

This new construction is sited in the Security Operations Training Area; the original site design had 
FARP located further southeast of its current location. This site has been the subject of informal 
consultation with USFWS, and the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on 
RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr 
butterfly.  This is the only reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
Use of current facilities or similar facilities on post, with or without renovation, are not viable as they 
do not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. This is not a reasonable 
alternative. 

2.2.10 Fort Bragg East/South 

Surface Distribution Center (PN 64969) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 64969, the Surface Distribution Center, is intended to support BRAC-
related increased mission requirements at Fort Bragg. The necessary components would include a 
climate-controlled distribution center, including a secure storage area with an Intrusion Detection 
System and administrative areas, a truck staging area, a parking area for commercial trucks, a container 
storage area, a container repair area, a parking area for material-handling equipment, and various 
administrative spaces. The preferred location is at the western terminus of Cook Street, west of Knox 
Street and north of the future development and location of I-295. This project would require the 
demolition of 13 buildings, totaling 285,500 sf. New facilities would contain approximately 282,000 sf 
with a total site footprint of approximately 723,000 sf. All new facilities for the surface distribution 
center would be located within the existing DOL Knox Street complex.  
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Construction of a new facility is necessary in order to support BRAC functions, provide increased 
customer support and gain efficiencies. Based upon the consideration of each alternative, construction at 
the preferred or other location in Fort Bragg East/South is the only reasonable alternative that satisfies 
the objective.  

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. The facilities currently in use that constitute the Knox Street warehouse 

complex do not have the capacity to meet current and/or future needs, lack paved hardstand, and have 
deteriorated to such an extent that there are major limitations on daily operations. This is not a 
reasonable option. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. There are no other facilities at Fort Bragg or Pope AFB, other than 
open areas, that are adequate in size, location and conducive to 24x7 all weather operations, that can be 
used for this program. This is not a reasonable option. 

c. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. The existing facilities are not suitable for 
renovation given their age and condition. Additionally, with the increased mission associated with BRAC 
on Fort Bragg, and potential support requirements for Pope AFB, existing facilities do not support 
required customer service requirements for internal/external customers and don't provide an efficient or 
cost effective support operation for other sections within the Directorate of Logistics. This is not a 
reasonable option. 

FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility (PN 64305) 
Please see the FORSCOM discussion in section 2.2.6. 

Contingency Warehouse (PN 64968) 

Preferred Alternative. PN 64968, the Contingency Warehouse, is intended to serve as a bulk storage and 
retail issue facility for Class II organizational clothing and individual equipment items in support of troop 
movements mandated by BRAC as well as current mobilization and deployment missions. The bulk storage 
area would include open storage space, a secure storage area for high-value items, administrative space, a 
conference room, loading docks, a concrete hardstand, and four-high warehouse-style pallet shelving. The 
retail issue facility would include administrative space, a waiting room, a briefing room, a sewing center, 
men’s and women’s restrooms, enhanced lighting, storage shelving, and retail counters. The proposed 
warehouse location is at the northeast corner of Logistics and Service Streets. This project would require the 
demolition of nine buildings, totaling approximately 40,000 sf of space. New facilities would contain 
approximately 248,500 sf, with an additional 148,653 sf of parking, resulting in a footprint of approximately 
397,000 sf.  

The proposed site for new construction is a replacement for the 44th Medical Warehouse in the 
mobilization area. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with USFWS, and the service 
has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, Michaux’s 
sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.   An alternative site considered is north of 
Honeycutt, between Logistics and the Post cantonment boundary. The project purpose is to move the 
facility closer to the unit’s area of operations. This is the only reasonable option. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. The project purpose is to move the facility closer to the unit’s area of 

operations; therefore, using the existing facility does not fully meet the need. This is not a reasonable 
option. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. The project purpose is to move the facility closer to the unit’s area of 
operations. There are no other facilities near the unit’s area that can be used for this function. This is 
not a reasonable option. 

c. Combination of Renovation and New Construction. The project purpose is to move the facility 
closer to the unit’s area of operations. There are no other facilities near the unit’s area that can be 
renovated for this function. This is not a reasonable option. 

 Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 20347 would consist of digital training classrooms, reconfigurable Tactical 
Operations Centers, vehicle pads, battle simulation response cells, administrative conference and office 
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areas, equipment storage and maintenance areas, and stand-alone computer server and communications 
rooms. The facility would contain 145,000 sf, 156,000 sf of parking space, and 130,000 sf of Tactical 
Vehicle and TOC Pads. Five alternative locations were considered along with the existing site. The 
existing site will not accommodate the new facility or the required future growth. A 25-acre site 
adjacent to and immediately south of the Main Post Cemetery has been proposed since it is in the main 
cantonment, easily accessed and supported by infrastructure extensions. The four alternatives that were 
considered, but eliminated, included a site off Murchison Road in the vicinity of Randolph Street, the 
southern half of the Pope Air Force Base golf course, Texas Pond north of the entry to Simmons Army 
Airfield, and Chicken Road in the vicinity of the 7th Special Forces Group Base Operations Platoon site. 
These alternatives were eliminated on the basis of incompatible land use, AT/FP concerns, natural 
resources concerns, distance to users, and the necessity of infrastructure extensions in several cases.  
Ten acres is required to accommodate initial BCTC requirements while 14 additional acres have been 
earmarked for future expansion. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with USFWS, 
and the service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.     

This alternative, which would necessitate new construction, would provide a BCTC facility designed to 
current Army standards that would provide for the required level of security. The requirement originally 
identified in PN 20347 in 2005 has evolved per guidance from HQDA G3 Training (DAMO-TR). The 
revised project would include a facility of 145,585 sf on a 25-acre site. Also included are 156,000 sf of 
parking space and 130,000 sf of Tactical Vehicle and TOC Pads. Five alternative locations were 
considered along with the existing site. A 25-acre site adjacent to and immediately south of the Main 
Post Cemetery has been selected since it is in the main cantonment, easily accessed and supported by 
infrastructure extensions.  This is a reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. Since the current Battle Simulation Center is located in deteriorating World 

War II wood buildings with inadequate heating, cooling, lighting and air conditioning, staying in 
current accommodations is not a reasonable alternative. 

b. Use Similar On-Post Facilities. There is not an existing facility that is suitable for this purpose. This 
alternative is not reasonable. 

c. Renovate Existing Facility. There is not enough space to train as many soldiers as required (the 
current facility has been setting up trailers to supplement space) and the building is structurally 
unsound due to termite damage. Therefore, this alternative is not reasonable. 

2.2.11 Northwest Post – Outload Areas 

Central Load-Out Area Control Center (CLACC) (PN 57836) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 57836, the Central Load-Out Area Control Center, would provide all-weather 
tracked and wheeled vehicle assembly areas with adjacent inspection and chalk-marshalling areas. 
Primary facilities would include a maintenance facility, assembly shelters, sentry booths, and a scale 
house. This facility would require the demolition of 76 buildings, totaling approximately 275,000 sf. The 
new CLACC would increase the efficiency with which a vehicle may be prepared for deployment and 
departure from the Corps Marshalling Area (CMA railhead) and the Arrival/Departure Airfield Control 
Group (A/DACG). The proposed facility locations are along the west side of Gruber Road, north of Pratt 
Street, and on the east side of Collins Street, between Pratt and DeGlopper Streets. The new facilities 
would contain approximately 69,000 sf with a footprint of 40 acres.  

In order to complete the preferred alternative, the Pike Field Tracked Vehicle Assembly Area would be 
renovated, and the Pratt Street Wheeled Vehicle Assembly Area would be newly constructed. This is a 
reasonable alternative and the location south of Pratt and east of Collins streets is the preferred 
alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. The capacity of facilities currently in use has been exceeded and their 

condition has deteriorated to such an extent they can hardly be used at all. Therefore this alternative is 
not reasonable. 
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b. Use/Renovate Similar On-Post Facilities. There are no other facilities at Fort Bragg or Pope AFB, 
other than open areas not conducive to an efficiently operated Central Loadout Facility that could be 
used for this purpose. This alternative is therefore not reasonable.  

c. Construct New. The Pratt Street Wheeled Vehicle Assembly Area would be constructed new in the 
Northwest Post – Outload Area; however, it is not reasonable to construct the Pike Field site new when 
it can be more cheaply renovated. This is not a reasonable alternative. 

Operational Readiness Training Complex (PN 60828) 
Preferred Alternative. PN 60828, the Operational Readiness Training Complex, would  encompass a 
battalion barracks complex including three two-story barracks, one battalion headquarters building, 
three COFs housing two company administrative offices per building, one unaccompanied officer’s 
quarters, one senior enlisted quarters, one dining facility, four classrooms, five co-maintenance 
facilities, one two-bay drive-through maintenance building, one battalion storage building, and parking 
for both military and privately-owned vehicles (POVs). The proposed location is between Pratt Street 
and Butner Road, along either side of Lewis Street. This project would require the demolition of 38 
buildings containing 152,000 sf. New facilities would contain approximately 213,000 sf, with a 
footprint of 734,000 sf. This is the only reasonable alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without renovation, is not viable as they 
do not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. 

Joint Pre-Deployment and Mobilization Facility (PN 64326)   
Preferred Alternative. PN 64326, the Joint Pre-Deployment Mobilization Site, would provide the Army 
with the proper facilities to support Reserve Component training, mobilization, deployment, and 
demobilization missions, and to ensure the operational readiness of Reserve Component soldiers. This 
complex would be used as a power projection platform for Reserve and Active Component unit training 
and rotations. It would include a brigade headquarters building, a battalion headquarters building, a COF, 
enlisted mobilization barracks, unaccompanied officers/NCO quarters, a dining facility, a vehicle 
maintenance shop, a deployment equipment storage building, a joint operations complex, a soldier 
readiness center, a battle simulation center, warehouses, and a hardstand area. Approximately 32 World 
War II buildings would need to be demolished, and the current NCO Academy would have to be 
relocated. These facilities would contain approximately 1,626,000 sf, with a 290,000 sf hardstand and a 
footprint of 2,850,000 sf. This site has been the subject of informal consultation with USFWS, and the 
service has concurred that there would be no adverse effects on RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Michaux’s sumac, American chaffseed, or Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly.  This is the only reasonable 
alternative. 

Other Alternatives 
a. Use Current Facilities. Use of current facilities or similar facilities on-post, with or without 

renovation, are not viable as they do not meet mission requirements or support operational efficiency. 
Current facilities on Fort Bragg are insufficient and operating over capacity, necessitating the use of 
off-post facilities where available, such as hotels to house transient soldiers. Current mobilization 
facilities are also World War II wood, which are proposed for demolition in the spring of 2008 for 
construction of the Central Loadout Area Control Center (PN 57836). Furthermore, no facilities 
currently exist that can offer the necessary training and exercise opportunities and necessary 
preparation for units mobilizing and deploying. This is not a reasonable alternative. 
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FIGURE 2.2:  AREA 1 – 82ND AIRBORNE DIVISION AND FIRES BRIGADE AREA 
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FIGURE 2.3: AREA 2 – MAIN POST 
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FIGURE 2.4: AREA 3 – SOUTH POST USASOC 
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FIGURE 2.5: AREA 4 – SECURITY OPERATIONS TRAINING AREA 
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FIGURE 2.6: AREA 5 – FORT BRAGG EAST/SOUTH & AREA 7 – SIMMONS ARMY AIRFIELD 
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FIGURE 2.7: AREA 6 – NORTHWEST POST – OUTLOAD AREAS 
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FIGURE 2.8: AREA 8 – POPE AIR FORCE BASE 
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2.3 SCHEDULE 

Under the BRAC law, the Army must initiate all BRAC realignments not later than September 15, 2007, and 
complete all BRAC realignments not later than September 15, 2011.  Those projects not pursued under BRAC do 
not need to adhere to the same timeline, so AMF and GDPR actions will follow a different schedule.  
Implementation of all portions of the action necessary to implement the BRAC realignment action would occur over 
the span of five years though some of the actions not required to support the BRAC realignment may extend beyond 
five years. 

Implementation of the majority of the proposed action would occur over a span of approximately 5 years. Facilities 
construction would be synchronized to meet the needs, on a priority basis, of units being relocated from overseas. 
Establishment of new units would occur as facilities for their operations and support become available.  Table 2.17 
shows the square footage and estimated construction start date for each project included in this EA.  
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TABLE 2.17: PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 

Project No. Facility Square Feet* Construction Start 
Date 

20347 Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) 145,000 March 2009 
33802 USASOC Physical Fitness Facility 60,000 April 2013 
41176 Blood Donor Center 11,500 March 2009 
44968 82nd Division Modular Headquarters 105,000 March 2007 
54912 Child Development Center 23,000 April 2012 
57836 Central Load-out Area Control Center  16,000 March 2007 
58708 Robinson Clinic Addition 35,000 March 2008 
60828 Operational Readiness Training Complex 213,000 Not given** 
61035 Chapel, 82nd Airborne Division  33,000 March 2014 
61891 USASOC Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool 177,000 March 2008 
63437 Indoor Baffle Range 23,000 March 2008 
64244 Consolidated Troop Clinic 31,000 March 2010 
64305 FORSCOM/USARC HQ (64305a) 702,000 March 2009 
       DOIM Cable Yard (64305b) -  
       DMWR Warehouse (64305e)  (15,000)  
       Knox Street Extension (FORSCOMf) (64305f) (3,000 LF)  
       FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility (64305c) (5,400)  

 
      FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM Server Farm  Facility 
(64305d) 

(25,000)  

64333 FORSCOM Band Facility 19,800 *** 
64326 Joint Pre Deployment Mobilization Site Ph I 1,626,000 March 2008 
64329 Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT 215,000 March 2007 
64340 1st BCT Complex 212,000 March 2010 
64342 3rd  BCT Complex 46,000  March 2012 
64446 4th BCT Roundout 197,000 March 2007 
64447 2nd BCT Complex 125,000 April 2010 
64479 SOF Operational Northwest Addition 113,000 March 2007 
64483 SOF Operational Northeast Addition 114,000 March 2007 
64968 Contingency Warehouse 248,500 *** 
64969 Surface Distribution Center 60,000 *** 

64974 Ball Fields 
(243,000 SF surface 

area) 
March 2013 

65204 Fires Brigade COFs 51,000 March 2011 
65558 Special Forces Qualification Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) 279,000 March 2008 
66655 Gen Officer Quarters 36,000 March 2010 

SF00007-5P SOTF Forward Aircraft Refueling Point FARP  
(240,000 SF surface 

area) 
 

 TOTAL 4,932,300*  
Source: Fort Bragg Directorate of Public Works, Form DD 1391. 

*Interior space, area figures are approximate and still incomplete, so this number represents a low estimate.  ** Most recent 1391 lacked sufficient data.   *** Not in current 
FYDP. 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND CONSEQUENCES 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section contains a description of the current environmental conditions of the areas that would be affected should the 
proposed action or the alternatives to the proposed action be implemented. It also includes analysis of potential effects 
arising from the implementation of the proposed action or the alternatives. The description of environmental conditions 
represents baseline conditions, or the “as is” or “before the action” conditions at the Installation. The baseline facilitates 
subsequent identification of changes in conditions that would result from realignment. The environmental consequences 
portion represents the culmination of scientific analysis of potential effects arising from the implementation of the 
proposed action or the alternatives.  

Potential impacts (consequences) of the alternatives are discussed in this chapter in terms of short- and long-term 
impacts.  Short-term impacts are those of a limited duration, such as the impacts that would occur during the building 
construction.  Long-term impacts are those of greater duration, such as those that would endure for the life of the 
proposed project and beyond, including impacts associated with the operation of the proposed facility and the on-going 
training of the additional personnel.  Impacts are described as either “significant” or “not significant”. 

Baseline existing environmental conditions are presented first for each environmental resource or condition, followed 
immediately thereafter by 1) evaluation of potential consequences of the no action alternative, then 2) consequences of 
the proposed action, which is defined in this EA as the realignment (preferred) alternative, then by 3) an evaluation of the 
consequences of alternatives to the proposed realignment alternative. 

Due to the large number of projects, the affected environment and the evaluation of impacts are organized and presented 
by the eight geographic areas under which the projects are grouped: 

• Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
• Area 2 – Main Post 
• Area 3 – South Post/USASOC 
• Area 4 – Security Operations Training Facility Area 
• Area 5 – Fort Bragg East/South  
• Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas  
• Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield (AAF)  
• Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base (AFB) 

At this stage of project development, the EA evaluation uses an assumption that projects proposed within an area may 
move or end up with slightly different footprint configurations than currently planned. In general, the circumstances 
envisioned are for a minor adjustment of location or configuration, and one that does not entail a choice of a site that is 
more environmentally sensitive than that under the preferred alternative. For several projects, specific alternative sites 
have been identified within the same area, and for two projects, the FORSCOM/USARC Headquarters and the ball fields 
projects, locations in other areas than the proposed action have been identified. These are evaluated under the 
alternatives portion of the consequences section for each resource. 

BRAC Discretionary projects, which will involve moving relatively small numbers of staff, both military and civilian, 
from their prior post to Fort Bragg, will be able to be easily accommodated, either within existing facilities at Fort Bragg 
or within new facilities being constructed to accommodate other moves, as covered in this EA; some of the existing 
facilities may need minor modifications to accommodate any changes in the type of unit using the facility.  Therefore, 
there is no project number associated with any of these discretionary moves and they are not specifically discussed when 
construction impacts are presented. However the personnel associated with these moves are accounted for in each 
analysis that uses overall personnel increases, such as utilities and traffic. 
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3.2 LAND USE 

3.2.1 Affected Environment 

3.2.1.1 Regional Geographic Setting and Location 

Fort Bragg is located in the Sandhills Region of south-central North Carolina, 90 miles northwest of the Atlantic Ocean, 
50 miles southwest of Raleigh, 100 miles east of Charlotte, and 10 miles northwest of Fayetteville. Fort Bragg 
encompasses 160,760 acres and extends across portions of six counties, Cumberland, Hoke, Moore, Harnett, Richmond, 
and Scotland. Fort Bragg is divided into three main areas, the Cantonment, the Range and Training Areas, and Camp 
Mackall. Camp Mackall consists of an airfield and training areas, and is located approximately 6.6 miles west of Fort 
Bragg. The major routes providing access to the installation include the All American Freeway, Bragg Boulevard (Rt. 
24/87), and Murchison Road (Rt. 210/87) (Fort Bragg, 2004).    

In the years since Fort Bragg’s creation in 1918, the city of Fayetteville has grown from a small village of 8,900 people 
to a small city of 125,000, with the population of Cumberland County reaching 303,000. The September 2005 
annexation saw the city of Fayetteville annex 28 square miles of land, and approximately 40,000 residents, thereby 
increasing its population further. This major population growth has led to issues of urban encroachment, the majority of 
which has occurred in Cumberland County (RLUAC, 2003). Surrounding development in Cumberland County has been 
largely residential in nature, which does not present any major compatibility issues with the portion of Fort Bragg it 
surrounds, as the Cantonment is located in Cumberland County. Currently, approximately 19 percent of surrounding land 
use is designated as urban, meaning a parcel that is less than 10 acres, and contains significant urban development, such 
as a mobile home park, commercial uses, or industrial development (Fort Bragg, 2004).  

Climate – Fort Bragg is located in the transition zone between the Coastal Plains and the Piedmont Plateau region of the 
Carolinas. The area has a humid, subtropical climate, characterized by hot summers and mild winters.  Snow and sleet 
are infrequent and in small amounts. The mean annual sleet and snowfall is three inches and the greatest daily fall is ten 
inches. Thunderstorms account for the heaviest rainfall, with the largest amounts coming from tropical systems. Rainfall 
is evenly scattered throughout the seasons, averaging 46.5 inches annually, with the greatest daily rainfall being 6.20 
inches. The range between extremes of temperature is reported to be less than that reported for most places on the Inner 
Coastal Plain. The mean daily maximum temperature is 73.4 degrees Fahrenheit and the mean daily minimum 
temperature is 48.8 degrees. (Fort Bragg, 2004) 
 
3.2.1.2 Installation Land/Airspace Use 

Fort Bragg covers a land area that stretches approximately 27 miles from east to west and 16 miles from north to south at 
its most extreme points. According to current real estate records, Fort Bragg proper encompasses 152,843 acres and 
Camp Mackall includes 7,917 acres for a total land area of 160,760 acres. In general, the installation is divided into three 
broad categories of land use: Cantonment, Greenbelt, and Range and Training Areas. (Fort Bragg, 2004). The Range and 
Training Areas comprise approximately 90 percent of the total land area at Fort Bragg, with the Cantonment and 
Greenbelt accounting for the remainder of installation lands. Annual training on Fort Bragg includes 10,000 live fire 
exercises, 190,000 aircraft operations, and 7,000 airborne exercises 

3.2.1.2.1 Cantonment 
The main Cantonment comprises approximately 8,300 acres, excluding Pope AFB, and including Simmons AAF. The 
Northern Training Area (NTA) is expected to be developed as family housing under the Residential Communities 
Initiative (RCI), and will add another 1,000 acres of Cantonment area to Fort Bragg, bringing the total Cantonment land 
area to 6 percent of the total land area at Fort Bragg. Pope AFB is fully developed, and contains 2,000 acres.  

The 1994 Land Use Plan divided the Cantonment into 14 different land use categories, shown in Table 3.1, based on AR 
415-28 and TM 5-803-1, and amended to better fit the unique needs of Fort Bragg. Definitions of these land use 
categories may be found in Appendix A. 
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TABLE 3.1:  CANTONMENT LAND USE CATEGORIES 

Academic Training Administrative and Operational Facilities  
Airfield Operations Barracks 
Community Facilities Family Housing 
Greenbelt Old Post Historic District 
Hospital and Medical-Related Facilities Industrial, Maintenance, and Supply Facilities 
Open Space and Transition/Passive Recreation Open Space (Restricted) 
Range and Training Areas Redevelopment/Holding for Future Development 

 

These 14 categories were simplified and aggregated to form seven broader categories, from which the 1994 land use 
scheme was derived: Simmons AAF; Family Housing; Troop Housing; Medical and Dental; Storage, Industrial, and 
Supply; Corps/Post Administrative; Greenbelt; and Old Post Historic District (Fort Bragg, 2004).    

For purposes of this EA, the projects to be assessed were grouped into eight different functional areas. These areas, 
illustrated in Figures 2.1 through 2.8, were determined based on environmental and functional criteria; not only do the 
projects to be examined have similar functions to each other or to existing facilities in their area, but they also have a 
similar set of constraints with respect to environmental and cultural resources. Therefore, when examining alternatives 
that allow a project footprint to move within its larger functional area, a similar set of environmental and cultural 
constraints may be broadly applied throughout the area. Site-specific constraints, if unique attributes exist, must be 
examined on a case-by-case basis. Six of these areas are located in the Cantonment area; Area 1 – 82nd Airborne 
Division and Fires Brigade Area; Area 2 –Main Post; Area 3 –South Post USASOC; Area 5 –Fort Bragg East/South; 
Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas; and Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield. Area 8, Pope Air Force Base, is a 
proposed site for several project alternatives, and is directly adjacent to the Cantonment. Area 4, the Security Operations 
Training Area, is located in the Training and Ranges Areas, and will be described in section 3.2.1.2.3. The six functional 
areas that fall primarily in the Cantonment are described below.  

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
The 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area, located on the western edge of the Cantonment, is bordered on its 
west side by the Greenbelt, as well as Training and Range Areas. This area of the Cantonment is characterized primarily 
by barracks, administrative and operational facilities, community facilities, and industrial, maintenance, and supply 
facilities. It also contains medical facilities and both restricted and unrestricted open space. It is the post’s primary 
soldier housing area, characterized by Hammerhead, Rolling Pin, and Volar style Barracks built between the 1950s and 
1980s. As Gruber Road curves south and east, vehicle maintenance facilities for the motor pools accompanying the 
stationed units line the west side of the road, bordered by the Greenbelt on their west side. This area is bordered to the 
north by the Northwest Post – Outload Areas. It is bordered to the east by family housing areas and to the south by the 
Greenbelt and the South Post – USASOC area.  

Area 2 – Main Post 
The Main Post Area is highly developed, and is characterized primarily by the Old Post Historic District, as well as 
medical facilities, community facilities, unrestricted open space, restricted open space largely in the form of golf courses, 
family housing areas, and some administrative and operational facilities. Some industrial, maintenance, and supply 
facilities may also be found in this area, although they do not represent the dominant land use in the area. Area 2 contains 
a wide variety of facilities, specifically the main Post Exchange (PX) and Commissary, the Womack Army Medical 
Center, schools, the Soldier Support Center, the Officer’s Club, and various MWR facilities, in addition to tank and 
vehicle maintenance facilities. The Main Post Area is bordered on the east by Bragg Boulevard (Route 24), which runs 
into Murchison Road, forming the northeast boundary. Directly to the north, Main Post is bordered by Pope AFB, and 
the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area and family housing areas make up the western border. All American 
Freeway forms the southern boundary as it runs south from Longstreet Road down to Knox Street. On the southeastern 
edge, south of the All American Freeway, Area 2 is bordered by the Greenbelt. As with Area 1, Main Post contains 
several areas that have been designated as potential candidates for redevelopment, primarily north of Randolph Street, 
between Knox and Saunders Streets, and along the eastern edge of Knox Street, between Letterman and Glider Streets.  
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Area 3 – South Post/USASOC 
 The South Post/USASOC area is characterized by open space, in the form of unrestricted open space and substantial 
Greenbelt acreage. In addition, this area contains industrial, maintenance and supply facilities, administrative and 
operational facilities, academic training facilities, barracks, and community facilities. The site currently includes a PX 
and Commissary, as well as a Federal Credit Union office co-located in the southern portion. The central part of Area 3 
contains various USASOC operations buildings, motor pool and equipment maintenance facilities, a parachute rigging 
facility, academic facilities, and barracks. Area 3 is bordered to the south by D Street, extending up between Chicken and 
Reilly Roads. The southern end of Area 1, the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area, forms the primary western 
boundary for Area 3. Its eastern boundary is denoted by Reilly Road, heading further east at Son Tay Road, reaching its 
easternmost point at 5th Street heading up to Gruber Road. Its northernmost tip is bordered by Bastogne Drive.  

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East/South 
Fort Bragg East/South refers to the area east of Bragg Boulevard (Route 24), excluding Simmons AAF, and crossing 
Bragg Boulevard south of Gruber Road, extending to the southern border of the post. The southern portion of Area 6 is 
characterized primarily by the Greenbelt with sparser development, whereas the northern section is more intensely 
developed and contains barracks, community facilities, and industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities. The site 
includes Joel Clinic, the Dahl Physical Fitness Center, various motor pools, vehicle and tank maintenance facilities, and 
the central receiving facilities.  

Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
The Northwest Post and Outload Areas are characterized primarily by industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities, with 
some administrative and operational facilities, and unrestricted open space, as well. The south side of the area was 
largely designated as a holding area for future development in the 2004 Master Plan (Fort Bragg, 2004), and currently 
contains World War II-era wooden barracks buildings, as well as more industrial and maintenance areas. This area is 
bordered to the north and west by Training and Range Areas and to the east by Pope AFB. Its southern boundary is the 
82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area. Area 7 contains various warehouses, the heavy drop rigging facility, 
passenger ready buildings, ammunition breakdown shelters, and an ammunition inspection structure.  

Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 
Simmons AAF, located east of Fort Bragg East/South, is characterized by airfield operations, although the Greenbelt 
crosses in its northwest corner. The land use in Area 8 is comprised of operations buildings, flight simulation facilities, 
aircraft maintenance facilities, and runway space. Simmons AAF operates fixed- and rotary-wing aircraft, and the land in 
this area, with the exception of the Greenbelt parcel, is highly developed for its specific use. Current flight protocols 
exist to maximize safety and minimize noise impacts and potential hazards to the general public in the flight paths.  

Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base 
Pope AFB is a fully developed, self-sufficient military installation. It is intensely developed and bordered on its 
southern, western, and northern sides by Fort Bragg. Route 87 marks its eastern boundary. Pope AFB is characterized by 
residential areas, administrative and operational facilities, vehicle maintenance facilities, medical facilities, and open 
space areas. Pope AFB does not border on any Greenbelt areas. Current flight protocols exist to maximize safety and 
minimize noise impacts and potential hazards to the general public in the flight paths. 

3.2.1.2.2 Greenbelt 
The Greenbelt was established in April 1992 as a result of a Section 7 consultation with the USFWS as part of a broader 
effort by Fort Bragg to support the Red Cockaded Woodpecker (RCW), Picoides borealis, habitat and restoration of its 
population. The Greenbelt is considered an area of special concern for the RCW because of the potential genetic and 
demographic isolation of birds in the Northeast Area from the rest of Fort Bragg, as part of the North Carolina Sandhills 
East subpopulation (Fort Bragg, 2001). The Greenbelt is a crescent-shaped area, varying from 3,000 to 9,600 feet in 
width that runs along the western and southern boundaries of the cantonment. It includes approximately 6,062 acres of 
RCW habitat, which is characterized by mature, open longleaf pine (Pinus palustris) stands with sparse underbrush 
(USFWS, 2006a), and also supports limited military training and development. Future development projects in the 
Greenbelt would be subject to consultation between Fort Bragg and USFWS (Fort Bragg, 2004). 

The limitations on development imposed by the presence of the Greenbelt are substantial, and expansion potential into 
the Greenbelt is highly limited. As a result of the development restraints on the Cantonment, development at Fort Bragg 
must primarily take place either on existing open space or on previously developed lands. The majority of the forest 
cover will, therefore, be preserved to avoid habitat fragmentation. However, in some instances, encroachment is 
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unavoidable; consequently, several projects, and as a result, several functional areas border the Greenbelt or contain 
Greenbelt acreage. In order to ensure no adverse effects on the RCW, informal consultation was initiated with USFWS 
and concurrence has been obtained. 

3.2.1.2.3 Training and Range Areas 
The last major category is that of Training and Range Areas, primarily found in the western and northern parts of Fort 
Bragg. The primary purpose of Fort Bragg is to support military training; therefore the primary land use at Fort Bragg is 
that of training and range lands. The Range and Training Area is split into three components: Northeast Training Area, 
which is separated from other training areas by the Cantonment; Northern Training Area, which is north of the Little 
River; and the Primary Training Area, which extends west from the Greenbelt and Cantonment and contains the majority 
of land on Fort Bragg. Fort Bragg’s available training facilities include 56 basic weapons marksmanship ranges; five 
direct fire gunnery ranges; 22 collective live fire ranges; six special live fire ranges; 57 other, non-live fire ranges; and 
114 maneuver areas (Fort Bragg, 2004).  

Area 4 – Security Operations Training Facility Area 
This area is characterized by very sparse development, with only support facilities particular to the range such as range 
operations centers, mess and latrine facilities, unit staging areas, storage facilities, and operations buildings. Other 
facilities may include target and information systems. The Security Operations Training Facility (SOTF) is located west 
of the main Cantonment area. The SOTF consists of a landing zone to the south, centralized urban compound, and a 
training complex area to the north. 

3.2.1.2.4 Extraterritorial Lands 
Fort Bragg is unable to support all of the necessary training activities for its assigned units, despite its considerable size. 
Therefore, training exercises often take place on public or private lands located off the installation, referred to as 
extraterritorial lands. State and Federal lands are often used, such as Sandhills Wildlife Management Area, Nantahala 
National Forest, and Pisgah National Forest, as well as privately owned lands periodically leased to the Army for training 
purposes. Privately owned lands used for training are generally adjacent to public lands used for training to enable the 
Army to utilize a larger contiguous area. 

3.2.1.3 Surrounding Land and Airspace Use 

Land Use 
Although the land surrounding Fort Bragg is predominantly rural at present, particularly in areas adjacent to Training and 
Range Areas, urbanization has been occurring rapidly in the region. In the interest of fulfilling its vision of being an 
integral part of a healthy and thriving region, Fort Bragg, along with Pope AFB, nine counties, and nineteen 
municipalities participated in the military’s largest ever Joint Land Use Study (JLUS) process in 1988. One of the 
accomplishments resulting from this process was the formation of the Regional Land Use Advisory Commission 
(RLUAC) in 1991. The RLUAC met bi-monthly until 1998, and went on hiatus for two years. When it reactivated in 
2000, its members consisted of Fort Bragg, Pope AFB, seven counties, and eleven municipalities, and took on the task of 
making major revisions to the 1991 JLUS.  

The Fort Bragg / Pope AFB JLUS region includes the following seven counties: Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke, Moore, 
Richmond, Sampson, and Scotland. The expanse completely surrounds Fort Bragg, Camp Mackall, and Pope AFB. The 
2003 Fort Bragg/Pope AFB JLUS includes a proposed land use plan for the property within one mile of the boundary of 
Fort Bragg/Pope AFB and Camp Mackall. The purpose of the plan is to guide future development in a manner that 
promotes sustainable training by the Army and Air Force, while limiting any negative effects on neighboring residents 
resulting from military training and operations (RLUAC, 2003). 

The issue of urban encroachment was given serious consideration by the RLUAC, which noted that, although more than 
80 percent of the lands surrounding Fort Bragg are still considered rural, that is changing rapidly as the area grows. 
Several municipalities have been encroaching upon Fort Bragg, particularly in Cumberland County, which primarily 
surrounds the Cantonment. New development pressure is continuing to grow in Harnett County, along North Carolina 
Highway 87 north of Spring Lake, in the Aberdeen/Pinehurst/Southern Pines and Woodlake Country Club areas of 
Moore County, and along the southern boundary of Fort Bragg in Hoke County (RLUAC, 2003). 
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In addition to farmlands, Fort Bragg is adjacent to and includes many areas designated as Primary Significant Natural 
Heritage Areas by the North Carolina Natural Heritage Program (Sorrie, 2004). These areas represent superlative 
examples of natural communities and/or rare species.  

Airspace Use 
 Fayetteville Regional Airport/Grannis Field, located three miles south of Fayetteville, is located 9.5 miles away from 
Simmons AAF and 14.6 miles away from Pope AFB, and averages 120 flights per day (AirNav, 2006). Both Simmons 
AAF and Pope AFB must use the airspace above and around Fort Bragg for training exercises and drills. Over the course 
of several public meetings held by the RLUAC, little concern was expressed over the issue of noise impacts from 
aircraft, and little concern was expressed regarding the potential for hazards from low-flying aircraft (RLUAC, 2003). 

3.2.1.4 Interjurisdictional Environmental Conservation and Land Management Efforts 

Fort Bragg is a part of several conservation initiatives in partnership with federal, state, and local government agencies, 
as well as non-profit organizations. These initiatives began as multijurisdictional efforts to protect the RCW; however, as 
endangered species conservation methodology has changed over the years, so has the specific approach used to protect 
and enhance the RCW population around Fort Bragg, NC. This methodology takes a holistic approach to conservation, 
and attempts to protect the habitat critical to the survival of a species, and not just the species itself.  

In 1995, Fort Bragg entered into a Private Lands Initiative Cooperative Agreement with the U.S. Army Environmental 
Center (USAEC) and The Nature Conservancy (TNC). This Agreement seeks to conserve significant areas of the North 
Carolina Sandhills, specifically the mature longleaf pine habitat critical to the RCW, in an effort to boost RCW 
population recovery efforts. Army funds for land conservation efforts were matched by TNC, who then administered the 
funds for acquisition and management of lands for conservation. These efforts were intended to address two main issues, 
population recovery of the RCW, and the alleviation of restrictions on military training activities at Fort Bragg (USAEC, 
2006a).  

Fort Bragg is also a member of the North Carolina Sandhills Conservation Partnership (NCSCP), whose membership 
includes the North Carolina chapter of TNC, the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT), the North 
Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC), the Sandhills Area Land Trust, the Sandhills Ecological Institute, 
and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). As with the Private Lands Initiative Cooperative Agreement, the main 
goals of the NCSCP are to protect the RCW and its habitat, but allow Fort Bragg to simultaneously conduct essential 
military training to maintain a state of readiness (USAEC, 2006b). The NCSCP was formed in 2000, and in June 2006, 
the U.S. Army, USFWS, and TNC announced that the recovery goal for RCW in the North Carolina Sandhills had been 
met, five years ahead of the goal recovery time (TNC, 2006, USFWS, 2006b).    

3.2.1.5 Current and Future Development in the Region of Influence 
The Fayetteville region is growing rapidly; the North Carolina Office of State Planning projects that the regional 
population will grow by 269,000 people within the next 30 years (Fort Bragg, 2004). This may cause several potential 
issues that will affect Fort Bragg, many of which have been addressed by the RLUAC. Among these issues are continued 
urban encroachment, as the previously mentioned population growth continues to put growth pressure on the City of 
Fayetteville and its surrounding areas.  

The planned construction of the Fayetteville Outer Loop/I-295 extension will impact local and regional traffic. These 
changes may have both positive and negative effects on property values and development potential of land located within 
the one-mile area around the military reservation (Fort Bragg, 2004). In addition, as the population grows, so will the 
demand for broadcasting and telecommunications towers. These towers can range in height from 300 feet to 1,000 feet, 
and will need to be sited carefully so as not to interfere with military training flights, which often require pilots to fly at 
altitudes of 300 to 500 feet to practice low-level radar evasion (RLUAC, 2003).  

3.2.2 Environmental Consequences 

3.2.2.1 No Action Alternative 

No effects would be expected under the No Action Alternative. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not 
alter the land use at the sites being considered under the proposed action. 
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3.2.2.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 
When examining impacts to land use, only those changes that will result in incompatible adjacent land uses would be 
considered significant. A change in land use does not necessarily constitute a significant impact, and must be viewed in 
the context of its surroundings. Furthermore, a change in land use in an area that is slated for redevelopment does not 
constitute a significant impact, since such actions are consistent with land use planning efforts. 

The preferred alternative analysis includes an analysis of movement of a building footprint within its functional area.  
Unless movement of the footprint results in impacts that were not identified in the coordination undertaken with USFWS 
and the SHPO, the impacts will be the same.   

Impacts to land use were determined by the following criteria: 
No Effect – No impacts to surrounding land use from the proposed project. 
No Significant Effect – The impact to land use would be measurable or perceptible, but would be limited to a 
relatively small change in land use that is still consistent with the surrounding land uses or with planned land uses. 
Significant Effect – The impact to land use would be substantial. Surrounding land uses are expected to substantially 
change in the short- and long-term.  The action would not be consistent with the surrounding land use. 

Regional Geographic Setting and Location 
No direct or indirect effects would be expected. All proposed projects would occur within the Fort Bragg boundary. 

Installation Land 
Impacts to land use on Fort Bragg from the construction and operation of the proposed projects are not expected to be 
significant. The proposed projects represent uses that are generally compatible with the existing land uses in the 
preferred project location and do not alter projected land use patterns on Fort Bragg. Many preferred alternatives do not 
represent a change in land use, and will be presented in tabular form by functional area, but not discussed in detail. Those 
land uses that represent a change from the current land use will be discussed by functional area. There are no preferred 
alternatives at Simmons AAF and Pope AFB, therefore potential land use impacts to these areas from projects examined 
in this EA will be discussed in sections 3.2.2.3.1, 3.2.2.3.2, and 3.2.2.3.3.   

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
The projects proposed for development in Area 1, the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area, are compatible 
with existing land uses, and will have no significant effect. Table 3.2 shows the proposed land use category of each 
project as well as the current land use category. The proposed action will not significantly impact the current land use, as 
many projects are replacing older, outdated facilities of the same category. The family housing areas to the east of Area 1 
remain buffered from any industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities by a band of open space, and the barracks and 
administrative facilities to be located between Gruber Road and Ardennes Street. Barracks to be built as part of the BCT 
complexes are finishing a replacement of the older hammer-head barracks that characterize the primary soldier housing 
area that extends along the east side of Gruber Road and will therefore not create any negative land use impacts.  
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TABLE 3.2:  LAND USE CATEGORY OF PROPOSED PROJECTS:  
AREA 1 – 82ND AIRBORNE DIVISION AND FIRES BRIGADE AREA 

Project 
Number Facility Land Use Type  

(Current) 
Land Use Type 

(Proposed) 
44968 82nd Division Modular 

Headquarters 
Administrative and  
Operational Facilities 

Administrative and 
Operational Facilities 

58708 Robinson Clinic Addition Hospital and Medical- 
Related Facilities 

Hospital and Medical-
Related Facilities 

61035 Chapel 82nd Division  Community Facilities Community Facilities 
64329 Vehicle Maintenance 

Facility 4th BCT 
Industrial, Maintenance,  
and Supply Facilities 

Industrial, Maintenance, 
and Supply Facilities 

64340 1st BCT Complex Barracks, Administrative  
and Operational Facilities 

Barracks, Administrative 
and Operational Facilities 

64342 3rd BCT Complex Barracks, Administrative  
and Operational Facilities 

Barracks, Administrative 
and Operational Facilities 

64446 4th BCT Roundout Barracks, Administrative  
and Operational Facilities; 
Family Housing 

Barracks, Administrative 
and Operational Facilities 

64447 2nd BCT Complex Barracks, Administrative  
and Operational Facilities 

Barracks, Administrative 
and Operational Facilities 

65204 Fires Brigade COFs  Administrative and  
Operational Facilities 

Administrative and 
Operational Facilities 

 

Area 2 –Main Post 
The proposed projects for Area 2, Main Post are not expected to have significant impacts on land use in the area. Unlike 
Area 1, proposed projects for Main Post would not be direct replacements, and would involve new structures unrelated to 
the functions of the buildings in whose place they would be constructed. However, these proposed new structures would 
present land uses that are similar to land uses currently adjacent to the proposed sites. Table 3.3 shows the land use 
category of each project. Construction in areas slated for redevelopment, such as PN 64305a, the FORSCOM/USARC 
HQ, would not present any conflict with either the existing use or with surrounding uses as it would be adjacent to 
existing administrative and operational facilities, and would be consistent with the Fort Bragg Master Plan (USAG, 
2004). The Child Development Center, PN 54912, would locate in an area currently in use for Hospital and Medical-
Related Facilities (Fort Bragg, 2004), however, the construction of a community facility such as a child care center will 
not present an incompatible use, and a centrally located child care facility will present a benefit. PN 66655, General 
Officer’s Quarters, are proposed for restricted open space, on the northern edge of Ryder golf course, bordered to the 
north by community facilities. The restricted open space is not connected to the Greenbelt, but would still represent a 
change in land use. Construction of family housing will have a minor impact on land use in the area.  The extension of 
Knox Street would go through land currently slated for redevelopment, or land that is designated as transitional and used 
as open space for passive recreation, and therefore would not significantly impact land use. 

The preferred alternative for the Consolidated Troop Clinic is not in a Hospital and Medical-Related Facilities land use 
area, however, its location in a community facilities area will not present an incompatible land use; therefore impacts 
would not be significant.   
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TABLE 3.3:  LAND USE CATEGORY OF PROPOSED PROJECTS: AREA 2 – MAIN POST 

Project 
Number Facility Land Use Type  

(Current) 
Land Use Type  

(Proposed) 
41178 Blood Donor Center Redevelopment/Holding Area 

for Future Development 
Hospital and Medical-
Related Facilities 

54912 Child Development Center Hospital and Medical- 
Related Facilities 

Community Facilities 

64244 Consolidated Troop Clinic Community Facilities Hospital and Medical-
Related Facilities 

64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  Redevelopment/Holding Area 
for Future Development 

Administrative and 
Operational Facilities 

64305b DOIM Cable Yard Industrial, Maintenance, and 
Supply Facilities 

Industrial, Maintenance, 
and Supply Facilities 

64305e DMWR Warehouse Industrial, Maintenance, and 
Supply Facilities 

Industrial, Maintenance, 
and Supply Facilities 

64305f Knox Street Extension 
(FORSCOM)  

Redevelopment/Holding Area 
for Future Development 

Infrastructure 

64305d FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM 
Server Farm Facility 

Administrative and  
Operational Facilities 

Administrative and 
Operational Facilities 

64333 FORSCOM Band Training 
Facility 

Administrative and  
Operational Facilities 

Administrative and 
Operational Facilities 

64974 Ball Fields  Community Facilities Community Facilities 
66655 General Officer’s Quarters Restricted Open Space Family Housing 

 

Area 3 –South Post USASOC 
The proposed projects for Area 3, South Post/USASOC are not expected to have significant impacts on land use. The 
proposed actions are compatible with the existing surrounding land uses; Table 3.4 shows the land use category of each 
project. The proposed site for PN 33802, the USASOC Physical Fitness Facility, is in an open space and 
transitional/passive recreation area; however, the installation of community facilities adjacent to the command they are 
intended to serve would not represent an incompatible land use. Furthermore, these facilities would be within a mile of 
barracks, supporting Special Forces soldiers in the southwest Cantonment area. PN 61891, the USASOC HQ/Motor Pool 
Complex would be situated adjacent to the South Post PX, on what is currently an open space and transitional/passive 
recreation area. Therefore, although the land use would change, it would not present significant impacts, and the new 
land use would be compatible with surrounding land uses. PN 63437, the SOF Indoor Baffle Range, is proposed adjacent 
to SOF administrative and operational facilities, and located in the Greenbelt. An indoor training range would present an 
alteration in land use; however, impacts are not expected to be significant, due to the size and siting of the facility, which 
is located in an area within the Greenbelt that has already been developed. 

TABLE 3.4:  LAND USE CATEGORY OF PROPOSED PROJECTS: AREA 3 – SOUTH POST USASOC 

Project 
Number Facility Land Use Type  

(Current) 
Land Use Type 

(Proposed) 
33802 USASOC Physical Fitness 

Facility 
Open Space and Transitional/ 
Passive Recreation 

Community Facilities 

61891 USASOC HQ 
Complex/Motor Pool 

Greenbelt Administrative and Operational 
Facilities, Industrial, Maintenance, 
and Supply Facilities 

63437 SOF Indoor Baffle Range Greenbelt Range and Training Areas 
65558 Special Forces Qualification 

Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) 
Barracks Barracks 
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Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
Proposed projects in Area 4, the Security Operations Training Area, are not expected to have any significant impact on 
land use. All proposed projects would be located in an existing Range and Training area, and would expand on existing 
facilities.  PN SF00007-5P would require the clearing of approximately 5.5 acres of longleaf pine.  Table 3.5 shows the 
land use category for each project. Since the proposed action in Area 4 entails additions to existing structures, there will 
be no impacts to land use in that area.  

TABLE 3.5:  LAND USE CATEGORY OF PROPOSED PROJECTS:  
AREA 4 – SECURITY OPERATIONS TRAINING AREA 

Project 
Number Facility Land Use Type  

(Current) 
Land Use Type  

(Proposed) 
64479 SOTF Operational  

Northwest Addition 
Range and Training Area Range and Training Area 

64483 SOTF Operational  
Northeast Addition 

Range and Training Area Range and Training Area 

SF00007-5P SOTF FARP  Range and Training Area Range and Training Area 
 

Area 5 –Fort Bragg East/South 
Proposed projects in Area 5, Fort Bragg East/South, would have no significant impacts on land use. Table 3.6 shows the 
category for each proposed project. PN 20347, the Battle Command Training Center, although a Range and Training 
facility, is designed as a digital training environment, with no live fire component, and therefore would not present land 
use conflicts with the surrounding land uses of community facilities and administrative and operational facilities. PN 
64305c and PN 64969, the FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility and the Surface Distribution Center, respectively, 
would replace and enhance existing industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities in the southern area of the post, 
bordered on three sides by the Greenbelt. Since these facilities would be of the same land use type as the area for which 
they are proposed, they present no negative impacts to land use. The Contingency Warehouse, PN 64968, is a supply 
facility with a retail component and administrative areas, and is therefore not inconsistent with the land uses surrounding 
the proposed site, community facilities and administrative and operational facilities. Therefore, there would be no 
significant impacts to land use.  

TABLE 3.6:  LAND USE CATEGORY OF PROPOSED PROJECTS:  AREA 5 – FORT BRAGG EAST/SOUTH 

Project 
Number Facility Land Use Type 

 (Current) 
Land Use Type  

(Proposed) 
20347 Battle Command Training 

Center (BCTC) 
Open Space and 
Transitional/Passive Recreation 

Range and Training Area 

64305c FORSCOM/DOIM Mail 
Screening Facility 

Industrial, Maintenance, and 
Supply Facilities 

Industrial, Maintenance, 
and Supply Facilities 

64968 Contingency Warehouse Industrial, Maintenance, and 
Supply Facilities 

Industrial, Maintenance, 
and Supply Facilities 

64969 Surface Distribution Center Industrial, Maintenance, and 
Supply Facilities 

Industrial, Maintenance, 
and Supply Facilities 

 

Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
The proposed project for Area 6, the Northwest Post – Outload Areas is not expected to have any significant impacts to 
land use. Table 3.7 shows the category of the proposed projects for the area. The existing land use in area 6 is comprised 
of some industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities, as well as a large area of WWII wooden barracks slated for 
demolition in accordance wit the Fort Bragg Master Plan, therefore none of the preferred alternatives will negatively 
impact land use.  
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TABLE 3.7:  LAND USE TYPOLOGY OF PROPOSED PROJECTS:  
AREA 6 – NORTHWEST POST – OUTLOAD AREAS 

Project 
Number Facility Land Use Type  

(Current) 
Land Use Type  

(Proposed) 
57836 Central Load-out Area Control 

Center 
Industrial, Maintenance, and 
Supply Facilities 

Industrial, Maintenance, and 
Supply Facilities  

60828 Operational Readiness Training 
Complex  

Redevelopment/Holding Area 
for Future Development 

Administrative and 
Operational Facilities 

64326 Joint Mobilization Pre 
Deployment Complex Ph I 

Redevelopment/Holding Area 
for Future Development 

Administrative and 
Operational Facilities 

 

Impacts to Land Use of Potential Increases in Training and Operational Tempo 
The proposed action would increase Army personnel on-post by approximately 5,200 soldiers, and add approximately 
2,500 tactical wheeled vehicles. These increases are greatest among the brigades of the 82d Airborne Division, as well as 
in the 108th ADA Brigade (Tables 2.1 and 2.2). Overall installation training land use would not be expected to change to 
accommodate the additional personnel, and the types of weapons fired on ranges at Fort Bragg would not change. 
Tracked vehicles would not be introduced at Fort Bragg.  

The most important effect would be that the three BCT maneuver brigades of the 82d would increase to four brigades, 
and an ADA brigade is also added, potentially resulting in a greater number of training cycles for the units that practice 
maneuver and unit tactics most intensively. The greater number of soldiers and wheeled vehicles in these maneuver units 
would add to the challenges of scheduling the training lands. The status quo is somewhat maintained, however, by the 
recent decision (Fort Bragg, 2006d) to allow up to brigade-sized units to train on 10,580 acres in the Overhills property, 
where training was previously limited to company-sized units. The integration of the Overhills property more fully into 
the training program absorbs additional training load/throughput and adds to recovery time from brigade-sized exercises 
as additional brigades are added. 

Although there may be an increase in the intensity of use of both the existing training land and ranges at the installation, 
any additional impacts are not expected to be significant. The lands are already used intensely and the additional soldiers 
and vehicles will use them in the same way as they have been used in the past.  

Therefore, potential increases in the intensity of training activities will have no effect on land use for Fort Bragg.  These 
activities will take place in the existing training and range areas, and therefore will not present any change in land use. 
 
Surrounding Land 
No direct or indirect effects would be expected. All proposed projects would be located within the Fort Bragg boundary, 
and would not interfere with public and private surrounding lands.  

Current and Future Development in the Region of Influence 
Some beneficial direct and indirect effects would be expected as a result of the proposed actions, but they are not expected 
to be significant. All projects would be located within the Fort Bragg boundary. Development impacts associated with 
project construction and increased personnel within the region of influence (ROI) are discussed in section 3.10, 
Socioeconomics. In general, short-term construction requirements and an increase in personnel living off-post would add 
financial capital to the local and regional economy. Off-post land use would be expected to follow existing trends. 

3.2.2.3 Additional Alternatives 
3.2.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 
The proposed location for FORSCOM/USARC HQ at Area 7 – Simmons AAF would have no significant impacts on 
land use. The proposed area is currently developed and used for Airfield Operations, and is bordered to the north by the 
Greenbelt. Constructing and operating an administrative and operational facility would not present a conflicting land use, 
as the operational functions currently being performed are compatible with the administrative and operational facilities 
relocating to the area,, therefore the impacts to land use would not be significant. Table 3.8 presents the land use 
category for the proposed project.  
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TABLE 3.8:  LAND USE CATEGORY OF PROPOSED PROJECTS: AREA 7 – SIMMONS ARMY AIRFIELD 

Project 
Number Facility Land Use Type  

(Current) 
Land Use Type  

(Proposed) 
64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  Airfield Operations Administrative and 

Operational Facilities 
 

3.2.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM Facilities and Ball Fields at Pope Air Force Base 
The proposed alternative locations for FORSCOM/USARC HQ at Area 8 – Pope AFB would have no significant 
impacts on land use. One proposed alternative would site the facility on the southern half of the Pope AFB golf course, 
currently restricted open space. Although it would represent a loss of MWR facilities on Pope and a change in land use to 
administrative and operational facilities, the land use would not be incompatible with the surrounding land uses, as many 
existing administrative facilities are in close proximity. The other proposed alternative site is in a current family housing 
area, along Skytrain Drive. As with the other alternative FORSCOM site proposed for Pope AFB, this would alter the 
existing land use, but the installation of FORSCOM/USARC HQ would not be incompatible with surrounding land uses, 
therefore land use impacts would be minor.  

There is a proposed alternative for the ball fields, the preferred site for which is located in Area 2 – Main Post, located on 
the southern half of the golf course at Pope AFB. This would represent a change in land use, as the golf course is 
classified as restricted open space and the ball fields would be considered community facilities; however, the two land 
uses are not incompatible, therefore the land use impacts would be minor. The category for both projects proposed at 
Pope AFB is shown in Table 3.9.  

TABLE 3.9:  LAND USE CATEGORY OF PROPOSED PROJECTS: AREA 8 – POPE AIR FORCE BASE 

Project  
Number Facility Land Use Type  

(Current) 
Land Use Type  

(Proposed) 
64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  Open Space (Restricted) Administrative and 

Operational Facility 
64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  Family Housing Administrative and 

Operational Facility 
64974 Ball Fields  Open Space (Restricted) Community Facilities 

 

3.3 AESTHETICS AND VISUAL RESOURCES 

3.3.1 Affected Environment 

Fort Bragg is located in the southeastern portion of North Carolina. The majority of the installation is located in Hoke 
and Cumberland counties while a small portion extends into Harnett and Moore counties3. The surrounding land uses are 
predominantly low density residential and rural/agricultural. However more developed urban areas, particularly 
Fayetteville from the south, have been steadily expanding toward the installation boundary (RLUAC, 2003).  

Fort Bragg occupies 160,770 acres4 (Fort Bragg, 2004). More than 90 percent of the installation (144,872 acres) is 
undeveloped and supports range, training, and airfield operations. An additional 4 percent (6,530 acres) is protected as a 
greenbelt area, and the remaining 6 percent (8,292 acres) is occupied by the Cantonment. The Cantonment is the most 
developed land area and supports administrative, community, residential, hospital/medical, industrial, maintenance, and 
supply land uses. 

                                                           

3 The Installation also includes parts of Scotland and Richmond Counties when taking into account Camp Mackall, which is 6.6 miles west of Fort 
Bragg 
4 152,843 acres excluding Camp Mackall 
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The building styles at Fort Bragg reflect the age, history and evolving role of the installation within the US Army since 
1918 when Camp Bragg was established on 120,200 acres. The Fort Bragg Real Property Master Plan (Fort Bragg, 2004) 
states that the general aesthetic of Fort Bragg is characterized by a balance of open and preserved green spaces with an 
ordered and hierarchical road system with substantial, uniform setbacks and strong visual sightlines.  The Installation 
Design Guide for a Sustainable Fort Bragg (Fort Bragg, 2003) created several districts that reflect the distinct architectural 
character of the structures and monumental landmarks within the installation.  The IDG categorizes visual zones according 
to building materials and styles, which include stucco with red clay tile roof, red brick with wood shingle roof, and wood 
clapboard with asphalt shingle roof.  These visual districts contribute to the overall aesthetic character of Fort Bragg and are 
intended to provide a general framework for the visual direction of the installation’s growth.  

The 34 project sites are located in different areas of the installation. However, the vast majority are concentrated within 
the Cantonment.  

AREA 1 – 82nd AIRBORNE DIVISION AREA 

The project sites in the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area are located along the western edge of the 
Cantonment.  The area to the north of Longstreet Road is characterized by wood buildings configured in a grid pattern 
whereas the area south of Longstreet Road is characterized by modern postwar 1950s architecture (Fort Bragg, 2003). 

Site 1 –82nd Division Modular Headquarters (PN 44968) 
This proposed project site is in the southern portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within the administrative and 
operational facilities land use, bounded by Gruber Street on the east, between Champion Main Drive and All American 
Way. There are several buildings adjacent to the site.  To the south there are three buildings: the 82nd headquarters 
building (Ridgeway Hall), Gavin Hall, and Ritz Epps Physical Fitness Center.  

Site 2 – Robinson Clinic Addition (PN 58708) 
This proposed project site is in the northern portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within the community facilities 
land use area, bounded by Gruber Road on the west, Ardennes Road on the east, Tagatay Street to the south and 
Longstreet Road immediately to the north. Robinson Health Clinic is a one-story red brick building with a red metal 
roof. The site offers open views of buildings to the northwest. There is an open space to the east and a heavily forested 
area to the west across Gruber Street.  

Site 3 – Chapel 82nd Division (PN 61035) 
This proposed project site is in the southern portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within the community facilities 
land use, bounded by Ardennes Road, north of Grave Street. To the north of the site, there is a parking lot and heavily 
forested area. To the south across Ardennes Road is an area with low density residential. There are two open structures 
on the site and the Aircraft Display landmark to the north of the site. 

Site 4 – Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT (PN 64329) 
This proposed project site is in the northern most portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within an industrial, 
maintenance, and supply land use area, bounded by Gruber Road on the east and Longstreet Road to the south.  There is 
heavily forested area to the east of the proposed project site and there is a clear view of adjacent buildings to the north, 
east and south.  

Site 5 – 1st BCT Complex (PN 64340) 
This proposed project site is in the central portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within the barracks land use area 
bounded by Ardennes Road to the east, Gruber Road to the west, Carentan Street to the north and Bastogne Drive to the 
south. There are numerous existing Enlisted Barracks and a common area on the project site. There are unobstructed 
views of barracks to the north and the south, an open field to the east and a parking lot and building to the west across 
Gruber Road. 

Site 6 – 2nd BCT Complex (PN 64447) 
This proposed project site is in the southern portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within the administrative/ 
operational facilities and barracks land use. The project area is bounded by Ardennes Road to the north, Gruber Road to 
the south, Grave Street to the west and Mederet Street to the east. In addition to the numerous barracks on the project 
site, there are two notable adjacent landmarks: to the southwest is a water tower and to the northeast is the 18th FA 
Brigade Headquarters (Fort Bragg, 2003). 
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Site 7 – 3rd BCT Complex (PN 64342) 
This proposed project site is in the central portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within the administrative and 
operational facilities land use bounded by Butner Road and Longstreet Road, near the intersection of Keerans Street and 
Taylor Street. The existing land uses on the proposed site are administrative/operational, barracks, and community 
facilities, and a small area designated for redevelopment. Immediately to the west of the project site is the landmark 
parachute tower while the area to the east is heavily forested.  

Site 8 – 4th BCT Roundout (PN 64446) 
This proposed project site is in the central portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within the family housing land use 
area bounded by Longstreet Road and enclosed by Ardennes Road to the west, Bastogne Drive to the south, and West 
Luzon Drive to the east. The project site is occupied by numerous family housing units and several battalion 
headquarters buildings along Ardennes Road. The west and south sides are surrounded by parking lots, buildings and 
small patches of green space. There is currently visual access to a track and field to the southwest of the project site. 

Site 9 – Fires Brigade COF (PN 65204) 
This proposed project site is in the southern portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within an industrial, 
maintenance, and supply land use area. The project site is situated north of Gruber Road and east of Messina Rd. The site 
is occupied by numerous training buildings. 

AREA 2 – MAIN POST 
There are eleven proposed project sites in the Main Post in the northeast portion of Fort Bragg. The Main Post  is the 
administrative center and Old Post District of Fort Bragg and is characterized as a “compact district composed of many 
different land uses including administrative, family housing, community, commercial, warehousing, and recreational 
facilities” (Fort Bragg, 2003). 
 

 Building materials consist of red brick exteriors with shingle roofs and stucco with red clay tile roofs. From Section 
1.5.1 Visual Inventory of the Installation Design Guidelines. 

The Old Post Historic District has been determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (Fort Bragg, 
2004).  Examples of structures typical to the District are shown above.   

Site 10 – Blood Donor Center (PN 41176) 
To the southwest of the project site is the warehouse project PN 64305e, to the east is Building 83684 and Permanent 
Modular CDC, PN 67708.  This site is located at Third St. and Woodruff St.  The proposed facility will be located in the 
vicinity of the satellite pharmacy. 
 
Site 11 - Child Development Center (PN 54912) 
This proposed project site is in the southwest portion of the Main Post in a community facilities land use area, northeast 
of Normandy Drive and Half Street.  There are several buildings adjacent to the project site. To the north is the WAMC 
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Helipad. To the west is the Albritton Junior High School, single story concrete building with red shingle roof. To the 
south is the Fort Bragg Soldier Support Center and to the east is the Tolson Youth Activity Center, a single-story stucco 
and red shingle roof building. The existing site allows for unobstructed visual access north towards the WAMC helipad 
and east towards the Tolson Youth Activity Center, Albritton Junior High School, and Fort Bragg Soldier Support 
Center.  

Site 12 – Consolidated Troop Clinic (PN 64244) 
This proposed project site is located in the Old Post District in the central portion of the Main Post, south of Woodruff 
Street and between Sturgis and Knox Streets in a land use area reserved for redevelopment and future development. 
There are several buildings adjacent to the project site and it is presently occupied by AAFES administrative, 
maintenance and storage buildings.  The existing site allows for unobstructed visual access north toward an open field. 

Site 13 – FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) 
This proposed project site is located in the Old Post District, east of Knox Street and between Scott and Randolph 
Streets. There are several buildings adjacent to the project site. To the north is the Central Issue Warehouse, to the east is 
the CID HQ, to the south is Old Bowley School, and to the west is the Polo Field. The existing site allows for 
unobstructed visual access southeast towards the Polo Field.   

Site 14 – DOIM Cable Yard (PN 64305b) 
The site is approximately 250 feet southeast of Honeycutt Road and midway between Knox Street and the All American 
Freeway. The project site is in a heavily forested area with little or no visual access to surrounding buildings except the 
Earth Terminal Complex, which consists of an earth station and technical control facility.  

Site 15 – DMWR Warehouse (PN 64305e) 
The western portion of the proposed project site is located in the Old Post District, but the eastern portion is not. This site 
is located south of Macomb Street and about 200 feet west of Saunders Lane within a community land use area. There 
are several structures and features adjacent to the project site.  To the north, railroad tracks and a Guest House; no 
buildings to the east; a wooded area to the south; and no buildings to the west. The existing site is visible from the train 
tracks that run along the eastern edge of the Old Post District.    

Site 16 – Knox Street extension (FORSCOMf) (PN 64305) 
The action proposes to extend Knox Street north to Butner Road. The existing portion of Knox Street is located within 
the Old Post District but the expansion north would extend beyond the border of the District. 

Site 17 – FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM Server Farm Facility (PN 64305d) 
This proposed project site is located between Third Street, Chute Street, and D Street.  The site has a heavily forested 
area to the west and viewsheds towards the Polo Field to the southeast.  

Site 18 – FORSCOM Band Training Facility (PN 64333) 
This facility is located within the Fort Bragg’s Old Post Historic District between Knox and Randolph Street, east of the 
Polo field. There are direct unobstructed viewsheds to the Polo Fields to the southwest and to adjacent buildings 82809 
to the east and 83201 to the north. To the south is a parking lot that looks onto Building 83105 in the distance. 

Site 19 – Ball Fields (PN 64974) 
This proposed project site is bounded by D Street on the north, A Street on the south, 5th Street on the west and 2nd Street 
on the east within a community land use.  The northern portion of the site is occupied by administrative buildings, while 
the southern portion of the site looks onto the train tracks that run along the eastern edge of the Old Post District.   

Site 20 – General Officer’s Quarters (PN 66655) 
This proposed project site is in the Old Post district about 800 feet southwest of the intersection of Knox and Randolph 
Streets. There are several buildings adjacent to the project site. To the northeast of the project site are the John L. 
Throckmorton Library, a single story red brick building with a flat roof, and the Watters Family Life Center, a single 
story red brick building with a red clay tile roof. To the southeast are the Fernandez Child Development Center, a red 
brick building with an asphalt shingle roof, and the Irwin Middle School, a single-story brick building. There is a 
forested area in the central portion of the project site, but the undeveloped areas have unobstructed views towards the 
structures to the north and southeast.  The site sits on the historic Ryder Golf Course, a contributing element in the Old 
Post Historic District and will have views of the historic Officers' Housing.   
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AREA 3 – SOUTH POST USASOC 

The majority of the South Post is located in the Greenbelt. However, there are developed areas to the north and south of 
the district that support barracks, community and commercial services, administration, supply and storage, vehicle 
maintenance shops, and recreational uses. The buildings are characterized by contemporary design and construction the 
majority of which have brick exterior wall finishes with concrete accent bands (Fort Bragg, 2003). 

Site 21 – USASOC Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) 
This proposed project site is located within the Greenbelt, north of the intersection of Canopy Lane and Chicken Road in 
a heavily forested area. To the east of the site, there is a cluster of industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities.  

Site 22 – USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891) 
The primary site is located within the Greenbelt, approximately 2000 feet southwest of Canopy Lane and adjacent to 
Chicken Road in a heavily forested area. Immediately to the northeast of the project site is the South Post 
PX/Commissary, a single story brick building. The Son Tay site is located east of Reilly Road and south of Gruber. The 
area contains primarily one-story administrative facilities as well as an older motor pool and associated maintenance 
buildings to the east and adjacent to the All American Expressway. The third site is in the SOFLOG area immediately 
east of the All American Expressway and just north of Gruber Road. This area is characterized by a mix of 
administrative and logistical support facilities, both brick and light metal exteriors. 

Site 23 – Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437) 
This proposed project site is located within the industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities land use area, approximately 
650 feet west of Desert Storm Drive. There are several buildings adjacent to the project site. To the west is the 
Commanding Officer’s (CO) Headquarters Building and to the east is the USASOC Headquarters Building. To the south 
of the site is a cluster of buildings. There is heavy forested area to the north.  

Site 24 – Special Forces Qualification Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) (PN 65558) 
This proposed project site is in the southern most portion of USASOC in a community facilities land use.  The site is 
adjacent to Gruber Road and Messina Street and would be visible from surrounding barracks, motor pools on the south 
side of Gruber Road and administrative facilities to the north. There will be no significant visual impacts. 

AREA 4 – SECURITY OPERATIONS TRAINING AREA 

The projects in the Security Operations Training Area group are located on the far western side of the Cantonment in an 
area that supports airfield operations (Pope AFB), supply and storage, and a water treatment plant.  

The lands in this district are mostly undeveloped.  

Sites 25 & 26– SOTF Operational Northwest Addition (PN 64479)/ SOTF Operational Northeast Addition (PN 
64483) 
The site is located in the southern portion of the Security Operations Training Area approximately 500 feet north of 
McKellar’s Road and 1000 feet east of Lamont Road. Currently, views to the north, west, and east are obscured by 
heavily forested area. 

Site 27 – SOTF FARP (PN SF00007-5P) 
The site is located on West Side of Bldg O-1900N within the compound.   

AREA 5 – FORT BRAGG EAST 

The northern portion of Fort Bragg East consists of troop housing, troop administration, community support, recreation, 
and motor vehicle shops. The aesthetic of the location is characterized by contemporary multi-story structures with brick 
exteriors and pre-engineered metal buildings at the motor pool (Fort Bragg, 2003). The southern portion of Fort Bragg 
East is located within the greenbelt and is undeveloped forested area. The developed area of the District consists of large 
scale, industrial buildings (warehouse storage, vehicle maintenance facilities, and supplemental utility buildings). 
Typical building materials in this location of the installation are metal and concrete block with clerestory glass inserts. 
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Site 28 – Surface Distribution Center (PN 64969) 
This proposed project site is located in the industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities land use area, approximately 
1370 feet southwest of the intersection of Knox Street and Bragg Boulevard. The existing structures on the site are 
hazardous materials storage, a Central Receiving Facility, and a Map Readiness Facility. There is a heavily forested area 
to the north, east, and south of the project area. 

Site 29 – FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility (PN 64305c) 
This proposed project site is located in the industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities land use area, approximately 
1200 feet southwest of the intersection of Knox Street and Bragg Boulevard. There is a salvage facility to the north of the 
project site and areas to the south and east are heavily forested. 

Site 30 – Contingency Warehouse (PN 64968) 
This proposed project site is in the northern portion of Fort Bragg East, east of the intersection of 2nd Street and I Street 
in a community facilities land use area. There are several buildings adjacent to the project site; to the south is Dahl 
Physical Fitness Center, a red brick building with a flat parapet roof, to the north is a cluster of Administrative buildings 
and to the west is the enlisted barracks. East of the sites is heavily forested.  

Site 31 – Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) 
This proposed project site is in the northernmost portion of Fort Bragg East bounded by Murchison Road on the 
northeast, Randolph Street on the north, Watson Street on the west, Q Street on the south and Blackjack Street on the 
east. The site is heavily forested and is surrounded by paved parking lots and outlying hazardous materials storage 
facilities. There is an archaeological site associated with Site 31, 31CD1491. 

AREA 6 – NORTHWEST POST – OUTLOAD AREAS 

The projects in the Northwest Post are located northwest of the Cantonment in an area that supports airfield operations 
(Pope AFB), supply and storage, and a water treatment plant. The lands in this district are mostly undeveloped.    

Site 32 – Central Load-out Area Control Center (PN 57836) 
This site is bound by Pratt Street, Dunham Street, Deglopper Street and Collins Street.  

Site 33 – Operational Readiness Training Complex (PN 60828) 
This proposed project site is in the northern portion of the 82nd Airborne Division Area within the community facilities 
land use area of Pope AFB. The project site is bounded by Pratt Street and Butner Road along Lewis Street. There are 
several structures presently on the site: to the south of the project site is the Police Station/Military Police Station and to 
the north of the project site are numerous small training and barracks buildings. There is currently an open track to the 
northeast of the site that looks onto the Army Reserve Center and Parachute Packing Facility off Lewis Road. 

Site 34 – Joint Mobilization Pre Deployment Complex Ph I (PN 64326) 
This proposed project site is located in an area reserved for redevelopment or future development between Butner Road 
and Pratt Street and Ogden Street to the east. The Fort Bragg Medical warehouse is located in the center of the project 
Area. There is forested area to the north and the remaining borders of the site face parking lots or other buildings.  

AREA 7 – SIMMONS ARMY AIRFIELD 

FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) 
Simmons AAF is located east of Fort Bragg. The proposed site is at the current Simmons AAF, west of Parham 
Boulevard.    

AREA 8 – POPE AIR FORCE BASE 

FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) 
Pope AFB is located immediately northwest of Fort Bragg. There are three sites on Pope AFB that are currently being 
considered as locations for the FORSCOM/USARC HQ complex. The first site is on the northern edge of the Pope AFB 
golf course, between Maynard and Armistead Streets. The second site is on the southern end of the Pope AFB golf 
course, on the east side of Reilly Road, approximately 0.2 miles north of the intersection with Butner Road. The third 
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site on Pope AFB would require the demolition of on-post housing located east of Armistead Street, on either side of Sky 
Train Drive. The existing structures on the site are primarily single-story metal or concrete structures.  

Ball Fields (PN 64974) 
The ball fields are located near the North Post Commissary and PX. This proposed project site is located east of Reilly 
Road, west of Armistead Street and north of Butner Road on the southern half of the Pope AFB golf course.  The site 
currently has unobstructed views east towards barracks and south toward the entrance gate.   

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

In order to evaluate the alternatives, the following criteria have been established to define the level of impacts to visual 
resources: 

No Effect – No impacts to the viewshed of any historic resources and/or the aesthetic character of the 
Installation from the proposed project. 

No Significant Effect – No permanent direct or indirect impacts to the viewsheds of any historic resources 
and/or the aesthetic character of the Installation from the proposed project would be expected. Any temporary 
visual disturbances that alter the character of the viewshed would be returned to its original state following the 
action. 

Significant Effect – Direct or indirect impacts to the viewsheds of any historic resources of the Installation are 
anticipated, and these effects would be greater in number, extent, and/or duration than non-significant impacts.  
Significant impacts could include disturbances (such as the long-term alteration of the viewshed that would 
require mitigation) that could alter the character of the viewshed of a historical resource, and the viewshed 
might not resume its original state following the action. 

3.3.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative, no construction would occur within the proposed project areas. As a result, there would 
be no beneficial or adverse impacts to the viewsheds encompassing these areas.  

3.3.2.2 Preferred Alternative 

The proposed actions would be concentrated in four areas within the Fort Bragg installation:  82nd Airborne Division 
and Fires Brigade Area, Main Post, South Post USASOC, and Fort Bragg East. Significant effects are not expected and 
any potential for significant effects would be minimized if projects adhere to the Installation Design Guide for a 
Sustainable Fort Bragg, (Fort Bragg, 2003) or any Memorandum of Agreement or Programmatic Agreements that 
require the visual character of the new construction to maintain the consistency of materials, colors, and styles of 
adjacent buildings.  For further discussion and clarifications to conclusions reached through consultation with the NC 
SHPO IAW 36 CFR800, please see the Cultural Resources section. 

AREA 1 – 82nd AIRBORNE DIVISION AND FIRES BRIGADE AREA 

Site 1 –82nd Division Modular Headquarters (PN 44968) 
The proposed action would require the demolition of one building, and the new construction of approximately 105,000 
sf, with a footprint of 612,000 sf. The site would be visible from Gruber Road to the east, but viewsheds to the north, 
west, and south are obscured by heavily forested area. Visual Impacts would not be significant; to the extent the site is 
within the viewshed of historic structures, the design would be compatible with the design image of the Historic Core, 
which is predominantly red brick with steeply pitched shingle roof or stucco exterior with red clay tile roof, and/or would 
be consistent with conclusions reached through consultation with the NC SHPO IAW 36 CFR800. 

Site 2 – Robinson Clinic Addition (PN 58708) 
The proposed action would require new construction and alteration of existing construction. The proposed structure 
would not affect the viewsheds towards any historic resources and would therefore have no significant visual impacts. 

Site 3 – Chapel 82nd Division (PN 61035) 
The proposed chapel location would require the demolition of eight buildings, totaling 34,000 square feet and the 
construction of a new 33,000 sf facility. The proposed Chapel will be located within the Old Post Historic District and 
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will be visible from Ardennes Road as it is directly adjacent to the Barracks Commons Area. The proposed structure 
would not affect the viewsheds towards any historic resources and would therefore have no significant visual impacts.  

Site 4 – Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT (PN 64329) 
The proposed action would require the new construction of 51,025 sf of COF, consisting of administrative space, supply 
areas, arms storage vaults, communications storage, office storage, toilet facilities, mechanical equipment space, showers 
and organizational storage. The site is adjacent to Gruber Road and Messina Street and would be visible from 
surrounding barracks, motor pools on the south side of Gruber Road and administrative facilities to the north. There will 
be no significant visual impacts. 
 
Site 5 – 1st BCT Complex (PN 64340) 
The proposed action would require the demolition of seven structures for the construction of new barracks, COFs, 
battalion headquarters, SCIF facilities, parking, community green space, and recreational areas.  The proposed projects 
would be visible from the adjacent track across Ardennes Street and from the adjacent barracks; the surrounding 
buildings are modern concrete postwar structures.  No significant impacts are expected. 

Site 6 – 2nd BCT Complex (PN 64447) 
The proposed action would require the construction of new barracks, four COFs with covered hardstands, battalion 
headquarters, a SCIF for the Brigade Headquarters, parking, community green space, and recreational areas. The project 
area will be visible from both Gruber Road and Ardennes Street; neighboring mid-rise buildings are of either brick or 
reinforced concrete.  No significant impacts are expected. 

Site 7 – 3rd BCT Complex (PN 64342) 
The proposed action would require the demolition of several buildings, the majority of which are barracks and small 
administrative or operational buildings. The new facilities would occupy approximately 605,000 sf. The new complex 
will be visible from Longstreet and Butner Roads. No significant impacts are expected. 

Site 8 – 4th BCT Complex (PN 64446) 
The proposed action would require the demolition of 50 buildings, mainly residential buildings and the new construction 
of approximately 197,000 square feet, with an approximate 201,000 sf footprint. The eastern part of the project site is 
surrounded on all sides by heavily forested area and is accessible from Bastogne Road from the southeast. If the 
proposed construction occurs in the eastern portion, there would be negligible impacts to the project site. The western 
portion that fronts Ardennes Street would be visible from adjacent buildings. No significant impacts are expected since 
no historic viewsheds are affected.  

Site 9 – Fires Brigade COF (PN 65204) 
The proposed action would require the new construction of 51,000 sf of facilities, consisting of administrative space, 
supply areas, arms storage vaults, communications storage, conference space, office storage, an equipment maintenance 
area, toilet facilities, mechanical equipment space, showers, organizational storage and organizational vehicle parking 
space. The site is surrounded to the south, east, and west by the greenbelt area, but the new facility would be visible from 
the barracks and dining facilities across Gruber Road as well as the Parachute Rigging Tower to the south off Canopy 
Lane.  As a result of its location adjacent to the greenbelt, there will be no significant visual impacts. 

AREA 2 – MAIN POST 

For any projects in or in the vicinity of the historic district, appropriate consultation under Section 106 will be initiated 
by Fort Bragg with the NC SHPO before construction on any of these projects will commence.  Fort Bragg will adhere to 
any commitments resulting from Section 106 consultation.  Such commitments may include, among others, choice of 
materials, landscaping, placement, etc. 

Site 10 – Blood Donor Center (PN 41176) 
The proposed action would require the new construction of approximately 11,491 sf. Since no historic viewsheds are 
affected, the proposed structure would have no significant visual impacts.  

Site 11 – Child Development Center (PN 54912) 
This proposed project site is currently surrounded to the north and west by open recreational fields. As a result, the new 
CDC will be highly visible from the New Womack Army Medical Center to the north, the Albritton Junior High School 
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to the west, and the Tolson Youth Activity Center to the east. Impacts are not anticipated to be significant, but any 
possible adverse impacts would be mitigated it the proposed design incorporates elements of these adjacent buildings, 
utilizing either the Spanish style stucco or red clay tile roof of the two buildings to the east and west, or the red brick and 
concrete materials of the New Womack Army Medical Center to the north, impacts would not be significant.  

Site 12 – Consolidated Troop Clinic (PN 64244) 
This proposed action would require the demolition of many of the existing recreational facilities on the proposed site. 
The new facilities would consist of a two-story outpatient medical clinic and would be visible from the barracks to the 
northwest, the administrative facilities to the west, and the library to the south. Visual Impacts would not be significant; 
the design would be compatible with the design image of the Historic Core, which is predominantly red brick with 
steeply pitched shingle roof or stucco exterior with red clay tile roof. 

Site 13 – FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) 
 The proposed structure would be visible from the Dragonway Road across the Polo Field to the southeast of the site.    
Visual Impacts would not be significant; the design would be compatible with the design image of the Historic Core, 
which is predominantly red brick with steeply pitched shingle roof or stucco exterior with red clay tile roof, and/or would 
be consistent with conclusions reached through consultation with the NC SHPO IAW 36 CFR800. 

Site 14 – DOIM Cable Yard (PN 64305b) 
Due to the location of this project site within a heavily forested area with little visual access to the Main Post, visual 
impacts would not be significant.     

Site 15 – DMWR Warehouse (PN 64305e) 
The proposed project site is located between train tracks to the north, heavily forested area to the south and east. A new 
facility would be highly visible field from Macomb Street to the south.  However, since no historic viewsheds will be 
affected, visual impacts would not be significant. 

Site 16 – Knox Street extension (FORSCOM) (PN 64305f) 
The action proposes to extend Knox Street north to Butner Road. Since there would be no built volume with any 
significant height within the scope of the project, there would be no significant visual impacts to the site.  

Site 17 – FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM Server Farm Facility (PN 64305d) 
The proposed structure will have viewsheds towards the polo fields to the southeast. Although this affects a historic 
viewshed, visual impacts would not be significant if the proposed action is compatible with similar architecture in the 
Historic Core and adjacent buildings, and/or consistent with conclusions reached through consultation with the NC 
SHPO IAW 36 CFR800. 

Site 18 – FORSCOM Band Training Facility (PN 64333) 
The proposed action would have no significant adverse impact on visual resources because the band will use the existing 
facility.  

Site 19 – Ball Fields (PN 64974) 
Since there would be no extruded volume within the scope of the project, there would be no significant visual impacts to 
the site. The associated recreational building would not create a significant visual impact. 

Site 20 – General Officer’s Quarters (PN 66655) 
These proposed structures will be visible from the John L. Throckmorton Library and the Watters Family Life Center to 
the east, and the Fernandez Child Development Center to the southeast, Ryder Golf Course to the south and west, and 
historic Normandy Officers' Housing to the west. Visual impacts would not be significant; they would be compatible 
with similar architecture in the Historic Core and adjacent buildings, and/or consistent with conclusions reached through 
consultation with the NC SHPO IAW 36 CFR800. 

AREA 3 – SOUTH POST USASOC 

Site 21 – USASOC Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) 
The proposed action would require the demolition of eight buildings, totaling 60,000 square feet, and the new 
construction of approximately 60,000 square feet, including both the main facility and the indoor swimming pool, with a 
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footprint of 462,000 square feet.  The project site is located in the greenbelt and is remotely located from the Main Post. 
Due to its remote location from any historic viewsheds, the visual impacts would not be significant. 

Site 22 – USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891) 
The primary site adjacent to the South Post PX/Commissary would be visible from this building as well as the nearby 
Fort Bragg Federal Credit Union, a two-story structure. With its location in the greenbelt and the distance from the 
historic district, the visual impacts will not be significant. Similarly, the Son Tay site east of Reilly Road and south of 
Gruber is in a depressed area that is below the crest of Gruber Road and ringed by the greenbelt. It is significantly distant 
from the historic view shed areas of main post. The third site in the SOFLOG area east of the All American Expressway 
and adjacent to Gruber Road is on a piece of relative high ground due to the cut of the All American Expressway. 
However, greenbelt to the east and north of the site, as well as distance from the historic view shed, minimize its visual 
impact on the historic district. 

Site 23 – Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437) 
The proposed action would require the new construction of a 23,000 sf facility. Due to its remote location from the Main 
Post, visual impacts would not be significant. 

Site 24 – Special Forces Qualification Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) (PN 65558) 
This proposed action would require the construction of three new buildings of four to six stories each to accommodate 
720 soldiers in 279,360 square feet of barracks space. There are no current view sheds toward this site located in the 
southern portion of the Gruber Road crescent. No significant visual impacts are expected 

AREA 4 –SECURITY OPERATIONS TRAINING AREA 

Site 25 & 26– SOTF Operational Northwest Addition (PN 64479)/  
SOTF Operational Northeast Addition (PN 64483) 
Projects 64479 and 64483 will require renovation of existing facilities and new construction. Due to this project site’s 
remote location within heavily forested area and distance from the Main Post, the visual impacts would not be significant. 

Site 27 – SOTF FARP (PN SF00007-5P) 
Due to this project site’s remote location within heavily forested area and distance from the Main Post, the visual impacts 
would not be significant. 

AREA 5 – FORT BRAGG EAST 

Site 28 – Surface Distribution Center (PN 64969) 
The proposed action would require the demolition of 13 buildings, totaling 285,500 square feet. New facilities would 
contain approximately 282,000 square feet with a total site footprint of approximately 723,000 sf. The proposed site is 
surrounded to the north, west, and south by heavily forested area and is located off South Highway 24, in a remote 
location to the Main Post. As a result, the visual impacts would not be significant.  

Site 29 – FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility (PN 64305c) 
The proposed site is surrounded to the north, east, and south by heavily forested area and is located off South Highway 
24, in a remote location to the Main Post. As a result, the visual impacts would not be significant. 

Site 30 – Contingency Warehouse (PN 64968) 
This site is surrounded by heavily forested area to the east and several pre-engineered metal construction service and support 
buildings to the west and south.  Due to its remote location from the Main Post, the visual impacts would not be significant.  

Site 31 – Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) 
This project site is in the northern portion of Fort Bragg East, surrounded to the north, east, and west by heavily forested 
area. The site would be minimally visible from Honeycutt Road across the cemetery to the south. Due to its location, the 
visual impacts would not be significant.  
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AREA 6 – NORTHWEST POST – OUTLOAD AREAS 

Site 32 – Central Load-out Area Control Center (PN 57836) 
The proposed action would require the new construction of approximately 69,000 square feet with a footprint of 40 
acres. The project site to the east of the Northwest Post is surrounded to the north, west, and south by heavily forested 
area. In addition it is located at the terminus of Gruber Road far away from the Main Post. As a result, the proposed 
action would have negligible visual impacts. The second project site is currently occupied by numerous barracks 
buildings and would be minimally visible from Butner Road to the south. As a result, the proposed action would not 
have significant visual impacts. 

Site 33 – Operational Readiness Training Complex (PN 60828) 
The scope of the proposed action involves erecting three, two-story barracks, three COF containing two company 
administration areas per building, one battalion headquarters building, one senior enlisted quarters, one dining facility, 
five company maintenance facilities, four classrooms, one battalion storage building, one-bay drive through maintenance 
building, and supporting private and military parking. These structures will be visible from the Army Reserve Center off 
Lewis Road.  Due to its remote location from the Main Post, the proposed structure would have no significant visual 
impacts  

Site 34 – Site 34 – Joint Pre-Deployment/Mobilization ComplexPh I (PN 64326) 
 The action requires the demolition of 32 WWII buildings, mostly outlying storage structures.  The existing project site 
has unobstructed visual access to the southern end of the Pope AFB tarmac. There would be no significant visual impacts 
to the site due to its location at the terminus of Butner Road and the density of the surrounding line of trees. 

3.3.2.3 Additional Alternatives 

3.3.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Area 7 – Simmons AAF 

FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) 
Due to its proximity from the Main Post Cantonment, any proposed structure built at this location would have no 
significant visual impacts. 

3.3.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM Facilities and Ball Fields at Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base 

FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) 
The first site is currently undeveloped and is located on the northern edge of the Pope AFB golf course and is not 
proximate to any historic resources.  Although a new building will alter the visual character of the current viewshed, the 
construction will not necessarily have an adverse effect the visual resources of the area.  Although the design of the new 
structure is undetermined at this time, the proposed project could create a new visual anchor that is in harmony with the 
surroundings and the rest of the cantonment.    

The second site is on the southern end of the Pope AFB golf course and would be visible from the entrance gate. As a 
result, the design of the proposed structure would be minimized by being consistent with the architectural character and 
scale of surrounding buildings. The third site would also be buffered from the main Cantonment area of Fort Bragg, 
nested within a barracks area. As a result, the visual impacts would not be significant. 

Ball Fields (PN 64970) 
Since there would be no extruded volume within the scope of the project, there would be no significant visual impacts to 
the site. The associated recreational building would have no significant visual impact. 

3.4 AIR QUALITY 

3.4.1 Meteorology/Climate  

Temperature is a parameter used in calculations of emissions for air quality applicability. Climate at Fort Bragg can be 
characterized as a humid, coastal climate, influenced by proximity to both the Atlantic Ocean and the Piedmont Plateau. Fort 
Bragg experiences long hot summers with a mean high temperature of 91°F in July. Winters are short and mild with a mean 
low temperature of 30°F in January.  Average precipitation in the region is approximately 47 inches (City-Data, 2004). 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-23 

3.4.2 Air Quality Affected Environment 

3.4.2.1 Regulatory Overview 
The EPA defines ambient air in 40 CFR Part 50 as “that portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to which the 
general public has access.”  In compliance with the 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA) and the 1977 and 1990 Clean Air Act 
Amendments (CAAA), the EPA has promulgated ambient air quality standards and regulations. The National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) (Table 3.10) were enacted for the protection of the public health and welfare, allowing 
for an adequate margin of safety. To date, the EPA has issued NAAQS for six criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), 
sulfur dioxide (SO), particles with a diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers (PM10), particles with a 
diameter less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers (PM2.5), ozone (O3), nitrogen dioxide (NO), and lead (Pb). 
Areas that do not meet NAAQS are called non-attainment areas.  

TABLE 3.10:  NATIONAL AMBIENT AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 

Pollutant Primary Secondary 
Carbon Monoxide (CO)   
1-hour Average 35 ppm -- 
8-hour Average 9 ppm -- 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)   
3-hour Average -- 1300 µg/m3 
24-hour Average 365 µg/m3 -- 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 80 µg/m3 -- 
Particulates (PM10)   
24-hour 150 µg/m3 -- 
Annual Geometric Mean 50 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 
Particulates (PM2.5)*   
24-hour 65 µg/m3 -- 
Annual Geometric Mean 15 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 
Ozone (O3)   
1-hour Average 0.12 ppm 0.12 ppm 
8-hour Average** 0.08 ppm 0.08 ppm 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)   
Annual Arithmetic Mean 100 µg/m3 100 µg/m3 
Lead (Pb)   
Quarterly Average 1.5 µg/m3 1.5 µg/m3 

Notes: 
ppm = parts per million; µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
Annual Standards never to be exceeded; short-standards not to be exceeded more than once a year. 
*: Standards attained when the highest 99th percentile of 24-hour concentration over 3 years is below 65 µg/m3 
**: Standards attained when the 3-year average of 4th-highest maximum 8-hour concentration is below 0.08 ppm 
Source: 40 CFR 50, July 1991, revised July 1997 and march 26, 2002 EPA Announcement, Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

3.4.2.2 Ambient Conditions 
The EPA has classified the Fayetteville, NC area is in attainment for all criteria pollutants.  The county, however, is 
classified as a Subpart I Early Action Compact area for ozone. Under agreement with the EPA, Early Action Compact 
areas (EACs) must come into attainment for ozone no later than December 31, 2007. If the standards are not met, the 
area will be designated in non-attainment as of April 15, 2008 and will trigger CAA requirements for the reduction of 
ground-level ozone. Participation in an EAC is voluntary by the state, but the region must have met the eligibility 
requirements of being in attainment for the previously enforced 1-hour standard and that all state and local officials 
agreed to participate. Cumberland County met these requirements and has therefore participated in the compact to meet 
ozone standards at an earlier date than the CAA would require, therefore classifying the area as in attainment until the 
review date in 2007.  Fort Bragg will continue to operate in a manner conducive to meeting the established goals and 
milestones set in the EAC. 
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To regulate the emission levels resulting from a project, federal actions located in non-attainment areas are required to 
demonstrate compliance with the general conformity guidelines established in 40 CFR Part 93 Determining Conformity 
of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans (the Rule). The Proposed Action is not located within a 
non-attainment area; therefore, a General Conformity Rule applicability analysis is not warranted.   

3.4.2.2.1 Ambient Air Quality 
Ambient air quality is monitored in Cumberland County for ozone, particulate matter, and carbon monoxide. The two 
ozone monitors are located within the county, one at the intersection of SR 1857 and US 301 and one at 3635 Golfview 
Rd in Hope Mills. The first monitor exceeded the standard for ozone an average of 5 times each year since 1995, spiking 
in 1999 and 2002 with 17 exceedences. The second station averaged 8 exceedences from 1997 through 2005. Table 3.11 
shows the existing ozone monitoring data within Cumberland County, North Carolina. (USEPA, 2006a) 

Fort Bragg operates under a Title V permit (#04379T26) that was issued on April 11, 2006 related to emissions from 
boilers, generators, etc. (NCDAQ, 2006).  Fort Bragg was issued one Notice of Violation in 2004 when a contractor 
failed to notify the State Department of Air Quality regarding a protocol for testing a new turbine engine. The violation 
was procedural in nature and had no effect on ambient air quality (Fort Bragg, 2004). 

TABLE 3.11:  EXISTING MONITORING DATA WITHIN CUMBERLAND COUNTY, NORTH CAROLINA 

Monitoring Station Year 
Site ID# - Location- Pollutant 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

#370510008 – SR1857/US301 – Ozone* 0.099/0.098 0.091/0.089 0.076/0.075 0.087/0.086 0.080/0.073 
#370511003 – 3625 Golfview Rd – Ozone* 0.108/0.103 0.091/0.089 0.084/0.078 0.096/0.094 0.077/0.075 
#370551007 – 1705 Owen Drive – CO* 3.6/3.2 4.1/3.3 3.2/2.8 2.8/2.8 2.4/2.2 
#370510009 – 4533 Raeford Rd PM10   45/44 44/35 36/35 47/42 41/40 

43/38 35/29 35/33 39/33 30/26 # 370510009 – 4533 Raeford Rd  PM2.5   (1) 
                                                               (2) 38/30 30/24 31/25 41/32 30/233 

*Values are in parts per million (ppm), 1st/2nd highest data 
PM values are micrograms per meter (µg/m3); 1st/2nd highest data  
NAAQS: Ozone 8-hr avg = 0.08 ppm (0.085 is an exceedance) CO 8-hr avg = 9 ppm 
PM2.5: 24-hr average = 65 µg/m3 PM10: 24-hr avg = 150 µg/m3   
Source: USEPA, 2006 

3.4.2.2.2 Emissions 
Fort Bragg’s operational emissions for 1999 are displayed in Table 3.12 

TABLE 3.12:  ANNUAL EMISSIONS FOR FORT BRAGG (2004)  

Pollutant Post Emissions (TPY) 
VOC 27.8
NOx 114.5
CO 73.7
SO2 43.2
PM10 8.8
PM2.5 8.5
PM(TSP) 9.7

Source: NC DAQ, 2006 

As directed by Executive Order 13123, the Cantonment Area has been retrofitting buildings in order to reduce energy 
consumption. These efforts include replacing inefficient interior and exterior lighting, installing new HVAC systems, 
and building new homes that meet Energy Star standards. Additionally, the post has been implementing low NOx burners 
to reduce emissions.  
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3.4.3 Air Quality Environmental Consequences 

While the proposed action is not legally subject to a conformity determination, one was performed in order to assess any 
impact on air quality.  To evaluate the alternatives, the following criteria have been established to define the level of 
impacts to air quality: 

No Effect – No impacts to air quality from the proposed project.   
Not Significant Effect – Emissions do not exceed the de minimis thresholds of 100 TPY for NOx and VOC.  

Emissions also do not exceed ten percent of the stationary source emissions estimates used to calculate 
projected attainment in The North Carolina 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration for the Cumberland Early 
Action Compact Area.    

Significant Effect – In order to be significant, the construction and operational emissions would have to exceed the de 
minimis levels for a pollutant and exceed ten percent of the stationary source emissions used to calculate 
projected attainment in The North Carolina 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration for the Cumberland Early 
Action Compact Area    

3.4.3.1 No Action Alternative 
 
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not change current conditions and also is not expected to 
significantly impact the current air quality conditions in the region.  

3.4.3.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 

No significant impacts to air quality are anticipated through increases in particulate matter and dust emitted as a result of 
construction of approximately 6.4 million square feet of buildings with additional hardstands and infrastructure, and 
demolition of approximately 1.6 million square feet of buildings. Construction equipment and construction crews 
commuting to and from the project sites would also produce short-term minor impacts due to emissions of hydrocarbons 
and nitrogen oxides, which contribute to the formation of ozone. Painting activities would also be expected to produce 
short-term impacts by emitting volatile organic carbons, which also contribute to the formation of ozone. 

No significant impacts are expected from the addition of 2,300 military and approximately 1,800 civilians and contractors to 
the daily workforce, which will also add vehicular emissions due to the increased commuter traffic. The long-term addition 
of less than 5,000 residents overall to the region is not expected to add a significant level of emissions. The operation of 
these new facilities may also add emissions from energy use, although the new facilities will be more energy-efficient, 
which will offset such increases as discussed below.   Full operational emissions can be seen in Table 3.14 

Table 3.13 shows that the emissions associated with constructing and operating the new structures, when compared to the de 
minimis values for an ozone non-attainment area of 100 TPY for VOC and NOx, fall below the de minimis values even 
under the conservative assumptions that were employed.   This analysis was not legally required, but was performed in 
order to determine what, if any, the proposed action might have on air quality.   The Proposed Action Alternative is not 
subject to the General Conformity Rule requirements.  Peak year emissions due to construction and operations would be 
approximately 79 TPY NOx and 25 TPY VOC.   All relevant calculations can be found in Appendix B.   

TABLE 3.13: TOTAL ANNUAL PEAK EMISSIONS FROM THE PROPOSED ACTION– 2008 

Construction Emissions 
(TPY) 

Operation Emissions   
(TPY) 

Combined Emissions 
(TPY) Activity 

NOx VOC NOx VOC NOx VOC 

Heavy Equipment  
(building/parking) 65.59 8.45   65.59 8.45 

Construction Crew 
Commuting Vehicles* 1.18 1.66   1.18 1.66 

Painting NA 6.27   NA 6.27 
Stationary Heating Unit (boiler, 
generator, and water heater)   5.62 0.326 5.62 0.326 

Commuter Vehicles   2.89 4.07 2.89 4.07 
TOTALS     75.28 20.78 
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Table 3.14 displays the total annual operations-related emissions once all construction is complete and all buildings are 
operational.  

TABLE 3.14: TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS-RELATED EMISSIONS  
FROM THE PROPOSED ACTION – FULL OPERATION 

Operations Emissions (TPY) 
Activity 

NOx VOC 
Stationary Heating Unit (boiler, generator, and water heater) 20.27 0.99 
Commuter Vehicles  23.12 32.54 
Totals 40.25 33.31 

 

The Proposed Action slates nearly 200 buildings for possible demolition. The buildings that are in current operation will 
be replaced by more energy-efficient buildings as directed by Fort Bragg’s Sustainable Design Goal to optimize energy. 
The buildings slated for demolition are currently out-dated and inefficient. As noted in Fort Bragg’s DD 1391s, many of 
the current barracks’ heating systems have deteriorated over time and therefore provide minimal heat and cool comfort to 
occupants. Additionally, windows leak around their frames and have warped to an extent that screens are no longer 
possible to use. In terms of energy usage, Fort Bragg and Honeywell work in conjunction to implement energy-saving 
programs to lower fuel usage for centralized systems (Fort Bragg, 2004).  The new buildings will be better equipped to 
provide proper heating and cooling systems and the updated construction will enable the buildings to retain the proper 
temperatures for occupant comfort, therefore using less energy. This, in turn, is expected to reduce pollutant emissions 
from heating and cooling for modern buildings that are replacing the older, less efficient buildings.  Appendix B 
calculates the emissions difference for the operation of new buildings and operations-related emissions reduction through 
the demolition of older facilities.   

In order to meet the 2007 EAC deadline, Cumberland County has been operating within the scope of the North Carolina 
8-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration. Using a projected Attainment Test, it is predicted that Cumberland County 
monitors will read approximately 0.077 ppm by that year after implementing programs such as landfill harvesting and 
retrofitting diesel school buses. (NCDAQ, 2004)   

As documented in both the Fort Bragg Master Plan and the post’s Integrated Strategic Sustainability Plan, Fort Bragg 
aims to provide sustainable air quality at acceptable levels that will not encourage regulatory agencies to establish 
additional permits conditions, restrictions, or regulations. These goals include reducing the use of gasoline and diesel 
fuel by 70 percent by 2015 and 99 percent by 2025 (Fort Bragg, 2004).  Projects aimed at reaching these goals include 
retrofitting the 50 school buses that serve the Fort Bragg Schools as well as to convert the Post’s fleet of 185 vehicles to 
Bio-Diesel 20 and Ethanol E85 (NCDAQ, 2004). Fort Bragg has also proposed to develop and implement an effective 
regional commuting system, develop and implement compatible land-use and transportation strategies to decrease 
automotive dependency, develop and implement strategies to decrease regional air emissions, and develop and 
implement strategies as alternatives to car travel. In response to these proposals, the Post has developed a shuttle service 
that began in June, 2003, which shuttles an average of 1,580 passengers per week around the post and to connections 
with municipal transit. Additionally, Fort Bragg requires that all new projects include sidewalks and bike racks.  

Fort Bragg’s aggressive sustainability programs for air quality would assure that impacts to air quality from construction 
and operation of the proposed projects, including those associated with the SOTF, would be as limited as possible. Based 
on the proposed construction and operation of the emissions sources associated with this project, an air quality regulatory 
analysis will need to be performed. If this analysis indicates that the proposed project may have a net increase of either 
criteria and/or hazardous air pollutants these emission sources will need to be evaluated for CAA regulatory permitting 
thresholds. Any modifications necessary to amend the facility CAA Title V operating permit, and to determine CAA 
Title I NAAQS PSD and NSPS applicability, CAA Title III NESHAP MACT applicability, and the North Carolina 
Toxics Air Pollutant Program applicability will be performed.  If warranted, permits needed as the result of the analysis 
shall be procured in compliance with the NC DENR Air Quality Division procedures and Region IV of the 
Environmental Protection Agency. If mitigation of any pollutants generated from the construction and operation of the 
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sources is needed to reduce pollutant levels to below regulatory thresholds, the facility will evaluate measures to reduce 
fuel and raw material input as well as to evaluate pollutant specific add-on controls. 

Although the proposed action would increase Army personnel on-post and add tactical wheeled vehicles, the effect on air 
quality is not expected to be significant. Although training intensity may increase somewhat, the increase in combat 
troops that would use the training areas the most at a post with 40,000 soldiers does not constitute a significant increase.  
Consequently, any air emission increases are not expected to be significant.   

3.4.3.3 Additional Alternatives 

The alternatives move the projects to different sites, but do not change the actions. Therefore the impacts to air quality 
for the alternatives would be the same as for the preferred alternative. 

3.5 NOISE 

Noise is unwanted sound. Sound is all around us; sound becomes noise when it interferes with normal activities such as 
speech, concentration, or sleep. Noise associated with airfield and airspace operations and air-to-ground and ground-to-
ground range operations are of concern in communities surrounding military installations, including Fort Bragg. The 
noise associated with these operations is also a factor in land use planning both on- and off-post. In addition, noise can 
emanate from vehicular traffic and operations associated with new facilities and from project sites during construction. 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 

3.5.1.1 General 

Fort Bragg is a fully operational military installation with a mission to provide the people, infrastructure, and services to 
train, sustain, mobilize, and rapidly deploy America’s forces. Noise is a factor associated with daily operations that 
support this mission. The environmental noise produced as a result of operations is assessed under the Army’s 
Environmental Noise Management Program (ENMP) and Air ENMP programs. Zones of ambient noise are identified by 
predictive modeling and field checked with noise monitors. Land use planners use this information to guide land 
development both on- and off-post.  

A characteristic of environmental noise is that it is not steady but varies in amplitude from one moment to the next. In 
order to account for these variations and assess environmental noise in a uniform manner, the EPA endorsed the day-
night level (DNL) as the accepted noise evaluator. Military noise environments are generally characterized by three types 
of noise: transportation (e.g., aircraft and vehicles), high amplitude impulsive noise (e.g., artillery and tank firing) and 
small arms noise (e.g., firearm ranges). 

Transportation noise resulting from aircraft and vehicle activities is best described in terms of the A-weighted DNL 
(ADNL). The A-weighting scale closely resembles the frequency response of human hearing, and therefore provides a 
good indication of the impact of noise produced by transportation activities. The comparability levels for ADNL were 
developed through social surveys conducted by many government and private organizations. 

High amplitude impulsive noise resulting from armor, artillery and demolition activities is described in terms of C-
weighted DNL (CDNL). The C-weighting scale measures more of the low frequency components of the blast noise than 
the A-weighting scale. These low frequency components can cause buildings and windows to rattle and shake. This is an 
important ingredient in a person’s perception of the annoyance of blast activities. 

Noise from small arms ranges are best defined through the use of linear peak sound levels (dBP). The dBP weighs all 
frequencies of the noise equally and was found to give the best correlation between the noise from small arms ranges and 
the percent of the population highly annoyed. The difference in the underlying annoyance of the mechanism is reflected 
in the use of the different weighting scales. Transportation noise annoys people because it is heard; whereas blast noise 
annoys people because it shakes their homes. Factors, such as meteorology and the receiver’s perception of the resource, 
can influence the impact of noise. Noise contours do not clearly divide noise zones, with one side of the line compatible 
and the other side incompatible with noise sensitive uses such as barracks, housing, or administrative facilities. 

Three noise zones are defined based on A-weighted average day-night decibel levels for transportation noise (vehicles, 
and aircraft), C-weighted average day-night decibel levels for blast noise (armor, artillery, and demolition), and linear 
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peak sound levels for the noise from small arms ranges. The land use guidelines for noise management are provided in 
the Table 3.15. 

TABLE 3.15:  LAND USE GUIDELINES FOR NOISE MANAGEMENT 

Noise 
Zone 

Population Highly 
Annoyance (%) 

Transportation 
Noise (ADNL) 

Blast/Impulsive 
Noise (CDNL) Small Arms (dBP) 

I <15% <65 dBA <62 dBC <87 dBP 
II 15% – 39% 65 – 75 dBA 62 – 70 dBC 87 – 104 dBP 
III >39% >75 dBA >70 dBC >104 dBP 
Source: Fort Bragg, 2004 

• Noise Zone I: This zone has moderate to minimal noise exposure and is acceptable for noise sensitive land uses. 
• Noise Zone II: This zone has significant noise exposure and is normally unacceptable for noise sensitive land uses. 
• Noise Zone III: This zone is an area of severe noise exposure and is unacceptable for noise sensitive land uses. 

There are four major sources of noise at Fort Bragg: vehicles, aircraft, artillery fire/explosions, and small arms firing. 
Each of these sources is defined below: 

• Vehicular noise is created by vehicle movement, but it is sometimes exacerbated by large troop movements in 
wheeled or tracked vehicles. These noises are dampened by terrain, woodlands, and distance from receptors, 
such as on-base and off-base residential areas. The impact created by vehicle noise is rarely considered 
significant. 

• Aircraft noise is generated by fixed- and rotary-wing aircraft from Pope AFB, Simmons AAF, and Mackall 
AAF. These are intermittent noises that are most intense during takeoff; however, the points of origin are well 
within the confines of the post. The most noticeable noise levels are associated with low-level flight during 
takeoff and landing. Pope AFB and Simmons AAF have greater noise impact than Mackall AAF due to the 
density of residential development near the east end of the installation and the greater number of operations. 

• Artillery fire/explosion noise is created by firing large-caliber weapons, such as the 105mm howitzer, and 
explosions. 

• Small arms noise is created by small arms being fired on the ranges. 

The noise sources of greatest concern are aircraft and artillery/explosions. Noise is also created by construction and 
demolition activity and facilities once they become operational. 

3.5.1.2 Construction and Demolition 

Instances of increased noise are to be expected during the construction and demolition phases associated with all of the 
projects. Ways to limit or mitigate noise during construction and demolition include limiting activity at project sites to 
daytime hours (i.e., 0700-2200 hours); limiting truck traffic ingress/egress at the gates to daytime hours; promoting 
awareness that producing prominent discrete tones and periodic noises (e.g., excessive dump truck gate banging) should 
be avoided as much as possible; requiring that work crews seek pre-approval from Installation Command for any 
weekend activities, or activities outside of daytime hours; and employing noise-controlled construction equipment to the 
maximum extent possible. 

High levels of noise can also affect the health of construction/demolition workers. OSHA standards for occupational 
noise exposure associated with construction (29 CFR 1926.52) would be applied.  

3.5.1.3  Facility Operations 
Once facilities are constructed, noise can be generated from facility operations and the vehicles associated with these 
facilities. Aside from negligible heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) related noise, the majority of facilities 
on military installations do not generate high levels of noise themselves. Some industrial-related facilities may produce 
noise, and during a power outage, emergency generators could run for hours, creating a short-term noise impact. Most 
noise is usually created by vehicles associated with these facilities including organizational vehicles used for training and 
operations, government and private delivery vehicles, commuter shuttles or buses, and personal vehicles used for 
commuting purposes. At airfield and range facilities, noise is often related to aircraft and ordnance associated with the 
facilities (hangars, firing points, etc.).  
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3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

The following criteria have been developed to assess noise impacts: 
No Effect – Natural sounds would prevail; noise generated by construction and operation of the facility would 
be infrequent or absent, mostly immeasurable. 
No Significant Effect – Noise levels would exceed natural sounds, as described under no effect, but would not 
exceed Noise Zones II and III. 
Significant Effect – Noise levels would exceed Noise Zones II and III on a temporary, short-term, or permanent 
basis or for a prolonged period of time. 
 

3.5.2.1 No Action Alternative 

No effects would be expected. Implementation of the no action alternative would not alter the existing noise at the sites 
being considered under the proposed action, nor at any additional locations.  

3.5.2.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 

Noise from Construction/Demolition 
No significant short-term direct effects would be expected during the construction and demolition phases of each of the 
proposed projects. Noise impacts during the construction and demolition phases could be mitigated using a variety of 
best management practices. The practices could, among others, include limiting activity at project sites to daytime hours 
(i.e., 0700-2200 hours); limiting truck traffic ingress/egress at the gates to daytime hours; promoting awareness that 
producing prominent discrete tones and periodic noises (e.g., excessive dump truck gate banging) should be avoided as 
much as possible; requiring that work crews seek pre-approval from Installation Command for any weekend activities, or 
activities outside of daytime hours; and employing noise-controlled construction equipment to the maximum extent 
possible.  BRAC legislatively mandated timelines may require construction and demolition activity beyond daytime 
hours.  If it becomes necessary for construction and demolition activities to take place beyond daytime hours, impacts 
would be more noticeable, but still not significant.    

Noise from Facility Operations 
There would no significant long-term noise effects generated from vehicles associated with these facilities including 
organizational vehicles used for training and operations, government and private delivery vehicles, commuter shuttles or 
buses, and personal vehicles. Noise emanating from the facilities themselves would not be significant and related mostly 
to HVAC equipment.  

Noise from Training Operations 

Noise from changes in airfield and range training operations can also have an effect on on-post and off-post land uses 
and new facilities once they become operational. When major changes are proposed in training operations, a noise study 
is usually conducted. Noise studies document and compare the tempo of current or baseline operational conditions and 
those proposed in the future. This information is inputted into noise modeling computer applications that generate noise 
contours or noise zones that are referenced to a map.  These contours or noise zones then can be compared and impacts 
analyzed. 

Per Fort Bragg Range Control, future training is expected to remain similar to current training with the possible addition 
of an extra rotation (four or five major brigade training cycles instead of three added). Although there may be an increase 
in the intensity of use of both the existing training land and ranges at the installation, with additional soldiers and 
vehicles, any additional noise impacts are not expected to be significant. The lands are already used intensely and the 
additional soldiers and vehicles will use the same roads and lands in the same manner as they have been used in the past. 
Overall installation training land use would not be expected to change to accommodate the additional personnel and the 
types of weapons fired on ranges at Fort Bragg would not change. Tracked vehicles would not be introduced at Fort 
Bragg. Thus the noise levels are expected to be similar to what is currently produced by the training      

The following provides highlights of noise impacts by area and project: 

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
Limited noise would emanate from the facilities in the Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area once they become 
operational. Barracks and divisional, battalion, and company headquarters facilities would be spread throughout the site. 
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Organizational vehicle maintenance shops and motor pool lots would be located near the northern periphery of the area 
and away from most of the troop housing—organizational and delivery vehicle noise would be most prevalent 
surrounding these shop, staging, and motor pool facilities. All of the facilities in this area, including the barracks would 
be located several thousand feet from off-post residential areas, and potential noise impacts on the surrounding 
community would not be significant.  

Any noise generated by facility operations in the northern end of this area would also likely not be significant in 
comparison to the noise generated by operations at the Pope AFB to the northeast. This area also experiences noise 
associated with range operations to the west. While sound levels within most of the Airborne Division and Fires Brigade 
Area fall below 65-dBA and 62-dBC and within Noise Zone I, several of the project sites to the north would fall within 
Noise Zone II (65 – 75 dBA) and Noise Zone III (> 75 dBA) created by Pope AFB operations. The organizational 
vehicle maintenance shops, barracks (PN 63432), Fires Brigade COF (PN 65204), and motor pool lots would be located 
in Noise Zone II.  Sound attenuation or noise level reduction methods (e.g. special windows and insulation) could 
improve the compatibility of uses such as barracks and any administrative spaces in these higher noise zones.  Decisions 
regarding noise level reduction requirements for individual facilities are usually made during the DD Form 1391 
planning process and follow-on design process.  

Area 2 –Main Post Area 
Within the Main Post Area, noise associated with operations at the FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) facilities 
would not be significant. Private vehicles would likely be the primary noise contributor associated with the facilities, 
given that 2,500 new full-time and part-time employees would be working out of the facilities with many relying on 
private vehicles for their commute on a daily basis. Vehicle noise would also occur on the new extension of Knox Street 
to Butner Road. 

The Main Post Area is not impacted by higher noise zones associated with operations at Pope AFB to the north, 
Simmons AAF to the east, or the ranges to the west.  

Area 3 –South Post USASOC Area 
Noise does have the potential to emanate from the proposed indoor range in this area, and the facility would be sound 
insulated in order to not impact residences located off-post approximately 1,500 feet to the south. The organizational 
vehicle maintenance facilities and motor pool lots associated with the USASOC HQ and Motor Pool Complex (PN 
61891) would be a source of vehicle noise, and would be located approximately 1,000 feet from an off-post residential 
area. Existing vegetation between the site and off-post area would buffer some of this noise.  

This area lies close to Noise Zone IIs (both 65 – 75 dBA and 65 – 75 dBC) associated with operations at Pope AFB and 
the ranges to the west. Sound attenuation or noise level reduction may need to be considered for any noise sensitive uses.    
Decisions regarding noise level reduction requirements for individual facilities are usually made during the DD Form 
1391 planning process and follow-on design process.    

Area 4 – Security Operations Training Area 
Within the Security Operations Training Area, the new SOTF FARP (PN SF00007-5P) with hardstand for helicopter 
parking and landing would be a source of noise. Given the FARP parking lot’s location within the more remote and 
undeveloped Security Operations Training Area, on-post and off-post noise impacts would not be significant. The SOTF 
Operational Facility expansion (PN 64479 and PN 64483) would not be expected to produce any noise, with the 
exception of that produced by organizational vehicles and private vehicles used to commute to the facility. 

This area lies fairly close to Noise Zone IIs (both 65 – 75 dBA and 65 – 75 dBC) associated with operations at Pope 
AFB to the east and the ranges to the west.  

Area 5 –Fort Bragg East 
Most the facilities proposed for this area are related to logistics and deployment. As such, organization vehicle noise at 
the warehouses and staging lots would be a source of noise. Any such noise would likely be overshadowed by operations 
that take place at the Simmons AAF to the east of the site. To the north of the site, noise would also emanate from 
private vehicles that would be used by employees of the Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) facility. 

While operations at Simmons AAF generate a Noise Zone II, all of the project sites are located outside of the 65-dBA 
contour and within Noise Zone I. 
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Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
This area would include the Central Load-out Area Control Center (PN 57836). Vehicle noise would be associated with 
operations at this facility. This project would fall within Noise Zone III (> 75 dBA) created by Pope AFB operations. 
The Joint Mobilization Pre Deployment Complex (PN 64326) and supporting lots would be located in noise Zone III.   

3.5.2.3 Additional Alternatives 

3.5.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Area 8 – Simmons Army Airfield 
Noise generated by construction and demolition required to locate the FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) facilities at 
Simmons AAF would not cause significant short-term direct effects. There would also be no significant adverse long-
term noise generated from vehicles associated with the facilities. The proposed site is outside of the higher noise areas 
generated by operations at Simmons AAF.  

3.5.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM Facilities and Ball Fields at Area 9 – Pope Air Force Base 

Noise generated by construction and demolition required to locate the FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) facilities at 
Pope AFB would cause minor adverse short-term direct effects. There would also be no significant adverse long-term 
noise generated from vehicles associated with the facilities. 

While one of the proposed sites is outside of the higher noise areas generated by operations at Pope AFB, a second site is 
located at the 65 dBA contour, or beginning of Noise Zone II. Sound attenuation or noise level reduction may need to be 
considered for any noise sensitive uses at this site, which is closer to the Pope AFB main runway.  

Noise generated by construction and demolition required to locate the ball field (PN 64974) facilities at Pope AFB would 
cause minor adverse short-term direct effects. There would also be no significant adverse long-term noise generated from 
vehicles used to access the recreational site.  The proposed site is located near the 65 dBA contour, or beginning of Noise 
Zone II. Persons participating in, or observing recreational activities may be sporadically impacted by noise generated by 
aircraft over flight and airfield operations. 

3.6 GEOLOGY AND SOILS 

This subsection describes the geology, topography, and soils occurring in the proposed project areas. The assessment of 
the existing geology, topography, and soils is based on U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), topographic maps, and the 
Natural Resources Conservation Service Soil Survey for Cumberland and Hoke Counties. 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 

3.6.1.1 Geology and Topographic Conditions 

Fort Bragg is located in the Sandhills physiographic province, a narrow band of xeric, sandy uplands stretching from the 
Carolinas south/southwest to Texas. In North Carolina, the Sandhills are within the inner Coastal Plain, just east of the 
fall line in a climatic Subtropical-Temperate Zone. According to Fort Bragg’s Integrated Natural Resources Management 
Plan (2001), bedrock in this area is composed of volcanic slate and is generally encountered at depths of 200 to 400 feet 
(ft) below ground surface. Overlying this bedrock are Cretaceous period (135–65 million years ago [mya]) sands and 
gravel attributed to the lower Cape Fear and upper Middendorf formations. Cape Fear formation deposits are often 
exposed along entrenched streams, while Middendorf sands are more likely to be surficially exposed along valley slopes 
and eroded ridges. Piedmont streams and rivers draining into the area are thought to deposit Middendorf sands. Atop the 
Cretaceous sands and gravels are Tertiary period sands (65–2 mya) deposited in a shallow marine environment. Aeolian 
forces, acting along the Orangeburg Scarp, may have affected the most recent Tertiary sands covering much of the 
Sandhills uplands. This scarp runs southwest-northeast at an elevation of 60 to 70 meters, representing the highest ocean 
advancement during Pliocene through Pleistocene times. Aeolian sedimentation is also thought to be an important factor 
affecting ridges and interfluves during the Holocene. While sand predominates throughout the Sandhills and rock 
outcrops are extremely rare, several sandstone outcrops occur on top of Middendorf beds; notable examples include 
Blues Mountain, Gaddy’s Mountain, Newton Hill and Paint Hill. Such upland formations are characterized by little soil 
development and prominent ferruginous sandstone occurring along narrow hilltops. 

The general upland topography of the Sandhills, with elevations from 270 to 500 ft above mean sea level (amsl), has 
been strongly influenced by the local hydrology. Fort Bragg itself is heavily dissected by numerous small, dendritic 
drainages that cover the landscape. The origins of many of these streams can be traced to clayey sand layers that act as 
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natural aquifers under the overlying loose sediments. Water permeates down to these clayey sands and is then channeled 
to outlets producing numerous small springs and intermittent streams.  

3.6.1.2 Soils 

As described in the Integrated Natural Resources Plan (Fort Bragg, 2001), soils throughout Fort Bragg are characterized 
by a sandy surface layer with a composition ranging from loose sands to clayey soils in some subsoils. The majority of 
areas within Fort Bragg fall within the Blaney-Gilead-Lakeland soil association as mapped in the Soil Survey of 
Cumberland and Hoke Counties, North Carolina. The Blaney-Gilead-Lakeland soil association is found mainly on 
uplands with nearly level to moderately steep, well-drained, moderately well-drained, and excessively drained soils that 
have a brittle loamy or clayey subsoil or that are sandy throughout. These soils have very little ground vegetation, have 
good trafficability, and dry out rapidly following rain. These characteristics were considerations when the Fort Bragg 
area was chosen for the establishment of a military reservation (Blaney soils comprise 35 percent of this association, 
Gilead 10 percent, Lakeland 10 percent, and minor soils 45 percent (notably Vaucluse, Candor, Dothan, and Fuquay soils 
on uplands and Johnston soils along streams).  

According to the Fort Bragg Master Plan, soils found within Fort Bragg are susceptible to erosion if denuded. This 
problem has manifested itself and caused significant damage in various areas throughout the installation. Erosion occurs 
in open terrain; along roads, firebreaks and drainages; and around built-up areas in the Cantonment.  A combination of 
vegetative and drainage system maintenance is necessary to address this serious problem. 

Thirteen soil series are found within the 8 proposed project areas as shown in Table 3.16, which provides the distribution 
of these soil series (USDA, 2002). The soils found within each of these project areas have a low shrink-swell potential, 
an indicator that these soils have a low potential for uneven or problematic settling of a structure. In general, the majority 
of soils found at these project areas have characteristics favorable for construction and would require little maintenance.  

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
The predominant soil type within the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area is the Wagram-Urban land 
complex, which covers more than 99 percent of the proposed project areas. Other soils found in this area are Vaucluse 
loamy sands, Vaucluse-Gillead loamy sands, Johnston loam, Gilead loamy sands, Blaney-Urban land complex, and 
Blaney loamy sands.  
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TABLE 3.16:  ACRES OF EACH SOIL MAPPING UNIT  
WITHIN PROPOSED FORT BRAGG PROJECT AREAS* 
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Blaney Loamy Sand 21.4  -  18.8 123.7 10.0 18.0 -   - -  191.9 
Blaney-Urban Land 
Complex 33.2 3.6  - -  -  -  -  11.5 -  48.2 

Bragg Sandy Loam -  - -  -  -  -  -  -  -  7.3 
Candor Sand  - - -  112.6 143.9 -  -  -  -  256.5 
Gilead Loamy Sand 4.4 - 0.8 11.1 -  7.4 -  -  -  23.7 
Johnston Loam 0.1 - -  16.7 1.1  - -  -  -  17.9 
Lakeland Sand -  - -  -  -  0.3 -  -  -  0.3 
Lakeland-Urban Land 
Complex - 6.3 -  -  -  36.9 6.1 -  26.0 75.2 

Norfolk Loamy Sand -   - -  -  8.7 -  -  -  -  8.7 
Vaucluse Loamy Sand 4.8 -  11.4 -  4.5 -  -  -  -  20.7 
Vaucluse-Gilead Loamy 
Sands 0.9  - -  -  -  -  -  -  -  0.9 

Wagram Loamy Sand  -  - -  -  -  0.9 -  -  -  0.9 
Wagram-Urban Land 
Complex 10,655.4 3,874.7 484.2 -  -  72.6 484.2 968.4 -  16,539.5 

Grand Total 10,720.2 3,884.6 515.1 264.1 175.5 136.1 490.3 979.9 26.0 17,191.7 
*Source: GIS data layer generated by USDA, 2002  

Wagram-Urban land complex consists of nearly level to gently sloping Wagram soils and urban land on upland areas. 
Wagram soils are characterized as very deep, well drained, and formed in loamy marine sediments. This soil complex is 
in hydrologic group A, which means that it has a high infiltration rate, and thus low runoff potential, when thoroughly 
wet. The urban lands within this complex consists of areas where the original soils have been cut, filled, graded or paved 
to the extent that a soil type can no longer be recognized (USDA, 2002). 

Vaucluse loamy sand soils are gently sloping very deep, well drained soils on upland areas. The soil belongs to 
hydrologic group C, which means it has a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. They are formed in the loamy 
sediment of the Costal Plains and Sandhills and have a sandy surface layer and subsoil. Permeability is slow to 
moderately slow and shrink-well potential is low. This soil type contains a small percentage of hydric soils in flood plain 
areas. Additional characteristics include susceptibility to erosion, shallow rooting depth due to the brittle subsoil, and 
slow permeability. The hazard of erosion is moderate to severe where soil is exposed (USDA, 2002). 

Vaucluse-Gilead loamy sand soils are moderately steep, very deep, well drained soils on upland areas. They formed in 
loamy sediment of the coastal plains and Sandhills. The soil belongs to hydrologic group C, which means it has a slow 
infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. They have a sandy surface layer and a loamy subsoil (USDA, 2002).  

Johnston loam is characterized by nearly level, very deep, very poorly drained soils found on flood plains and formed in 
stratified loamy fluvial sediments. This soil group is in hydrologic group D, which means that it has a very slow 
infiltration rate and thus high runoff potential, when thoroughly wet and is strongly acidic.  These soils have a loamy 
surface layer and subsoil. Permeability is moderately rapid to rapid. Within floodplain areas, this soil type contains a 
large percentage of hydric soils (USDA, 2002). 

Gilead loamy sand is characterized by strongly sloping, very deep, moderately well drained soils found on uplands and 
formed in clayey marine sediments. This soil group is within hydrologic group C, which means it has a slow infiltration 
rate when thoroughly wet. These soils have a sandy surface layer and a clayey subsoil and permeability is moderately 
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slow. When this soil type is located within floodplain areas, it contains a small percentage of hydric soils. The wetness 
and slow permeability in the clayey subsoil may restrict structure and septic/leach systems. There is a moderate erosion 
hazard for exposed soil on slopes; the erosion hazard on steeper slopes is severe where soil is exposed (USDA, 2002). 

Blaney- Urban land complex consists of Blaney soils and Urban land on uplands. Blaney soils tend to be deep, well 
drained, and formed in loamy marine sediments. This soil complex is within hydrologic group B, which means that it has 
a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. The subsoil is hard, compact material with 10 to 60 percent of brittle 
mass and permeability is moderately slow. The urban lands within this complex consists of areas where the original soils 
have been cut, filled, graded or paved to the extent that a soil type can no longer be recognized (USDA, 2002). 

Blaney loamy sand is characterized by gently sloping very deep, well drained soils found on uplands and flats and 
formed in loamy marine sediments. This soil group is within hydrologic group B, which means that it has a moderate 
infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These soils have a sandy surface layer and subsurface layer and the subsoil is 
loamy and a hard, compact material with 10 to 60 percent of brittle mass and permeability is moderately slow. This soil 
type may be subject to moderate to severe erosion depending on the degree of slope and vegetative cover. In areas where 
vegetation is removed, moderate erosion is possible (USDA, 2002).  

Area 2 – Main Post 
Over 99 percent of the soils found within the proposed project sites in this area are Wagram Urban land complex. Other 
soils include the Blaney Urban land complex, and the Lakeland Urban land complex. Descriptions of the Wagram Urban 
land complex and the Blaney Urban land complex are provided in the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area.  

Lakeland- Urban land complex consists of nearly level to gently sloping Lakeland soils and urban land on uplands. 
Lakeland soils are very deep, excessively well-drained, and formed in marine, eolian, or fluvial sands. This soil complex 
is in hydrologic group A, which means that it has a high infiltration rate, and thus low runoff potential, when thoroughly 
wet. Since these soils are sandy throughout the soil profile, permeability is very rapid. The urban lands within this 
complex consists of areas where the original soils have been cut, filled, graded or paved to the extent that a soil type can 
no longer be recognized (USDA, 2002). 

Area 3 – South Post USASOC 
The majority of soils found within the proposed project sites in this area are Wagram-Urban Land complex (94%). 
Blaney loamy sands (3.6%), Vaucluse-Gilead Loamy sands (2.2%), and Gilead Loamy sands (0.2%) comprise the rest of 
the area, as shown in Table 3.16. These soil types are described in the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area. 

Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
The predominant soil type found within this area is Candor sand, which covers 82 percent of the proposed project sites. 
Blaney loamy sands, Norfolk Loamy sands, Bragg sandy loam, Vaucluse loamy sands, and Johnston loam comprise the 
rest. A description of Candor sand is provided in the Range area. Blaney loamy sands, Vaucluse loamy sands, and 
Johnston loam are described in the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area. 

Norfolk loamy sand soils are gently sloping, very deep, well drained soils found on upland areas. This soils group is in 
hydrologic group B meaning that it has a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These soils are formed in 
loamy marine sediments and have a sandy surface layer and loamy subsoil. Permeability is moderate and shrink-swell 
potential is low. This soil type contains a small percentage of hydric soils in flood plain areas (USDA, 2002). 

Bragg sandy loam is characterized by nearly level to gently sloping, well drained soils found on constructed landscapes 
on uplands and formed from materials that have been cut and filled. This soil group is within hydrologic group C, which 
means it has a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. These soils are loamy throughout the soil profile and 
permeability is moderately slow. The Bragg soil series consists of sandy loams, which have been extensively altered by 
man. It is found on the cleared, graded, filled, and smoothed areas of Fort Bragg’s cantonment. Erodibility and low 
available water capacity are the main limitations of Bragg soils (Fort Bragg, 2001; 0020USDA, 2002). 

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East 
The majority of soils within the proposed project sites within this area are composed of Wagram Urban land complex 
(53.4%), Lakeland Urban land complex (27.1%), and Blaney loamy sand (13.2%). Gilead Loamy sands, Wagram loamy 
sands and Lakeland sands cover the rest of the area. Descriptions of Wagram Urban land complex. Blaney loamy sand 
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and Gilead loamy sands are provided in the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area. A description of the 
Lakeland-Urban land complex is in the Main Post section.  

Lakeland sand is characterized by nearly level to gently sloping, very deep, excessively drained soils found on stream 
terraces and formed in marine, eolian, or fluvial sands. This soil group is in hydrologic group A, which means that it has 
a high infiltration rate, and thus low runoff potential, when thoroughly wet. These soils are sandy throughout the soil 
profile. Permeability is very rapid. This soil is also characterized by droughtiness, susceptibility to wind erosion, and 
leaching of plant nutrients (USDA, 2002). 

Wagram loamy sand are nearly level to gently sloping, very deep, well drained soils on upland areas. This soil group is 
in hydrologic group A, meaning that it has a high infiltration rate and soils are deep well to excessively well drained sand 
and gravels. They formed in loamy marine sediments. They have sand surface and subsurface layers and the subsoil is 
loamy. Permeability is rapid in the surface and the subsurface layers and moderate in the subsoil. This soil type contains 
a small percentage of hydric soils in flood plain areas (USDA, 2002). 

Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
The predominant soil type within this area is the Wagram-Urban land complex, which covers 98.8 percent of the 
proposed project sites. Lakeland Urban land complex covers the rest of the area. The Wagram-Urban land complex is 
described in the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area and the Lakeland Urban land complex is described in 
the Main Post (USDA, 2002).  

Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 
The soil found within the proposed project sites in this area is the Lakeland Urban Land complex. This soil type is 
described in the Main Post area (USDA, 2002). 

Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base 
The predominant soil type within this area is the Wagram-Urban land complex, which covers 98.8 percent of the 
proposed project sites. Blaney-Urban Land complex covers the rest. These are described in the 82nd Airborne Division 
and Fires Brigade Area (USDA, 2002). 

3.6.1.3 Prime Farmland 

The Wagram loamy sand and Blaney loamy sand are considered farmlands of statewide importance. In addition Gilead 
loamy sand and Norfolk loamy sand are considered prime farmlands. However, soils found within these project areas are 
heavily modified in most cases from operations on the post, and no agricultural use of these lands occurs. Also, the 
commitment of the property within Fort Bragg for military purposes and existing development preclude the classification 
of prime or unique farmland soils (USDA, 2006). 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

To assess the magnitude of impacts to geology, topography, and soils in the area of the project sites, the following 
impact thresholds were used: 

No Effect – Geology, topography, or soils would not be impacted or the impact to these resources would be 
below or at the lower levels of detection, or existing conditions do not exist for impacts to occur. 
No Significant Effect – Impacts to geology, topography, or soils would be detectable.  Impacts to undisturbed 
areas would be small.  Steps would need to be taken in order to minimize adverse impacts and would be 
relatively simple to implement and would likely prevent any impacts to the site.  
Significant Effect – Impacts on geology, topography, or soils would be readily apparent and result in a change 
to the character of the resource over a relatively wide area. Steps would need to be taken in order to minimize 
adverse impacts which may or may not be successful. 

3.6.2.1 No Action Alternative 
Implementation of the no action alternative would not alter the existing utility/infrastructure at the sites being considered 
under the proposed action. There would be no new construction or demolition, and as a result, there would be no impacts 
to geology, topography, or soils. 
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3.6.2.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 

Geologic and Topographic Conditions 
The topography at Fort Bragg ranges from fairly flat or rolling in the cantonment area to hilly with gullies in the range 
and training areas and north of the cantonment area. Generally, slopes that exceed 15 percent may constrain future 
development. If needed for development sites, these areas would require additional provisions for stabilization, 
geotechnical considerations, erosion control, and runoff control. However, most of the sites with slopes greater than 15 
percent are located in the ranges; there are few if any sites in the cantonment area that have slopes that steep. All of the 
sites proposed for construction under the proposed action are primarily flat or gently rolling terrain, and would likely 
require only minor leveling and grading. Increases in the frequency and throughput of training activities will have no 
significant effect on the topographic character of the area. No major alterations of the general topographic character of 
the sites would occur; therefore impacts would not be significant.  

Soils 
Soils found within the footprints of the proposed new construction would likely be affected by minor impacts associated 
with leveling and grading of the site. Vegetative cover would be removed, soils would be compacted, and soil layer 
structure would be disturbed and modified. These effects would not be significant, given that the majority of soils at Fort 
Bragg have been previously disturbed or modified. In addition, the majority of the soils underlying the proposed sites 
have low shrink-swell potential, indicating that there would be low potential for uneven or problematic settling of any 
newly constructed buildings or parking facilities. 

Soil productivity, (i.e. the capacity of the soil to produce vegetative biomass), would decline in disturbed areas and be 
completely eliminated for those areas within the footprint of building structures or parking facilities. Disturbed areas 
outside of the building and parking facility footprints would be reseeded following construction activities, and soil 
productivity on these sites would return. 

New construction would increase the amount of impervious surface on these sites and would also involve land 
disturbance through clearing and grubbing, site grading and other forms of earthwork. However, stormwater 
management BMPs in use at Fort Brag for new construction projects would compensate for any increase in stormwater 
runoff. A National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) General Stormwater Permit No. NCG010000 
would be required to be obtained before construction starts for each site. Through this permit and the adherence to BMP 
protocols, the proposed action would have no significant impacts on these sites related to stormwater runoff.  

Fort Bragg and NCDENR have defined several BMPs that must be followed to prevent erosion, sedimentation, and 
associated damage to streams and wetland areas. These requirements include the development and implementation of a 
Soil Erosion Control Plan for projects exceeding one acre reviewed by the Fort Bragg Water Management Branch and 
approved by NCDENR at the state level. Per the North Carolina Sedimentation Control Pollution Act of 1973, any 
projects smaller than an acre still must have a soil erosion control plan reviewed by the Fort Bragg Water Management 
Branch and in place before beginning construction. Through adherence to installation protocols and permitting 
requirements, the proposed projects would have no significant water resources impacts related to sediment and erosion.   

The North Carolina Sedimentation Control Pollution Act of 1973, decrees that any land disturbing activity more than an 
acre must have approved sediment and erosion control plan before construction begins. Therefore, these projects would 
require the submittal and approval of erosion and sedimentation control plans before any work can take place. Through 
the IDG, Fort Bragg has instituted additional sediment and erosion control requirements for new construction projects. 
Through this installation and permitting requirement, these projects would have no significant impacts related to 
sediment and erosion control.   

In the Range and Training areas, the soil capability and condition must be considered in a somewhat different way. The 
type of land use (i.e., training operations) and intensity places a different load on the soil than in the urbanized 
Cantonment. The training mission imposes an intense, if not sustained, use on the land. Continuous or sustained training 
over an area may result in damage to the vegetation and soil. Eventually this can damage an area so extensively that it 
can no longer be used for military training. Incoming units to Fort Bragg will result in an increased demand for training; 
however an increase in the number of training rotations will accommodate the increased demand. Fort Bragg has a 
comprehensive Integrated Training Area Management program that uses Range and Training Land Analysis techniques 
to inventory and monitor the condition of its training land. As needed, range and training area managers implement land 
rehabilitation and maintenance projects, which are preventative or corrective land rehabilitation and maintenance 
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procedures designed to reduce the long-term impacts of military training. Awareness of soil capability can help prevent 
this and aid in determining rotation of training areas, just as farmers allow fields to lay fallow, which gives areas an 
opportunity to recover. Compliance with existing procedures at Fort Bragg will ensure no significant impacts to soils as a 
result of potential increases in training. 

Several of the proposed sites have soils that have been exposed to hazardous materials. Potential impacts, remediation, 
and management plans associated with impacts to soils on these proposed sites are described in Hazardous and Toxic 
Substances (Section 3.13). 

Although some of the soil types found within the proposed sites contain hydric soils when found within flood plains, 
none of the sites are located within flood plains. Therefore proposed construction will not impact hydric soils. 

Prime Farmland 
Lands suitable for Prime Farm Land consideration were identified within the proposed sites. However, the commitment 
of the property within Fort Bragg for military purposes and existing development precludes the classification of prime or 
unique farmland soils. 

3.6.2.3 Additional Alternatives 

The following discusses impacts of alternatives sites considered for the facilities. Impacts relating to soil disturbance 
may vary slightly with site location; however, only minor impacts would be expected through construction at these 
alternative sites.  Impacts to training areas would be the same as those discussed under the preferred alternative. 

3.6.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Area 8 – Simmons Army Airfield 
No significant impacts would be associated with leveling and grading of the site would affect soils found within the 
footprints of the proposed site. Through construction, vegetative cover would be removed, soils would be compacted, 
and soil layer structure would be disturbed and modified. These effects would not be considered significant, given that 
the majority of soils at this site have been previously disturbed or modified. In addition, the soils underlying the 
proposed site have a low shrink-swell potential indicating that there would be low potential for uneven or problematic 
settling of the proposed structure or parking facilities. Impacts from erosion would be minimized through compliance 
with the proper permitting requirements described in Section 4.6.2.2. 

3.6.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM Facilities and Ball Fields at Area 9 – Pope AFB  
Both of the proposed alternative sites for FORSCOM Headquarters and the ball fields lie on the existing golf course at 
Pope AFB. Impacts due to construction at this site would not be considered significant, given that the majority of soils at 
this site have been previously disturbed or modified. Since the current facility present at this site is a golf course and the 
surface is mainly maintained grass, the soils would probably not be impacted if ball fields were constructed on this site. 
Since soils at this site have a low shrink-swell potential, there would be low potential for uneven or problematic settling 
construction of the FORSCOM headquarters structure and any additional parking facilities. Through compliance with 
proper permitting as described above, impacts from erosion would be minimized. 

3.7 WATER RESOURCES 
 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 
 
The Army’s water resources management program focuses on compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local 
laws and regulations regarding the management of all water resources. The following sections provide descriptions of the 
water resources within the ROI of the proposed actions and the alternative locations.  

3.7.1.1 Surface Water 

Regulatory Framework 
Surface waters in North Carolina are protected by the Federal Clean Water Act, North Carolina State Environmental 
Policy Act of 1971 and the Wetlands Conservation Plan. The Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
(DENR) is the primary state agency responsible for environmental protection programs.  Within DENR are various 
divisions that have programs related to surface water protection, including the Division of Water Quality, the Division of 
Land Resources, and the Division of Coastal Management.  
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Activities that are determined by the US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to disturb wetlands or waters require a 404 
Permit and a 401 Water Quality Certification to be in compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act. The North Carolina 
Stormwater Management Program (15A NCAC 2H.1000) also requires the submittal of an Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan if the area of disturbance is an acre or more (NCDWQ, 2006c).   Under these regulations, a minimum buffer 
of 30 feet is required for all low density development activities along 
all perennial waterways. The required buffer is increased to 100 feet 
for high density development project areas (NCDWQ, 2006d). 

Watersheds 
Surface water resources for the eight project site areas are presented in 
Figure 3-1 through Figure 3-7. Fort Bragg is located in the Upper 
Cape Fear, North Carolina watershed (EPA 8-digit HUC, 03030004). 
Within Fort Bragg, there are 36 smaller drainage areas, each identified 
by a 14-digit HUC. The proposed project sites are located within 9 of 
the 14-digit HUC drainage areas. Eight of the drainage areas are 
contiguous and located in the eastern portion of the Installation, and 
the remaining drainage area is located in the Primary Training Area in 
the western portion of the Installation.  Streams located on or near the 
Installation all eventually join the Cape Fear River and drain into the 
Atlantic Ocean. 

Streams and Rivers 
There are roughly 640 miles of streams and rivers within the 
installation boundaries, excluding Pope AFB. Drainage is diverted into 
a northern and southern basin by a ridgeline that runs west-east and 
cuts through the middle of the Cantonment. The northern drainage is 
part of the Little River basin and the southern drainage is part of the 
Rockfish Creek basin.  

Hydrologic Unit Codes (HUC): 
Watersheds are organized into a system 
that divides and subdivides the United 
States into successively smaller 
watersheds. These levels of subdivision, 
used for organization of hydrologic data, 
are called “hydrologic units”. Hydrologic 
Unit Codes are given to each of these units 
in a manner that preserves watershed 
hierarchy. This is done by adding 
additional digits to a watershed’s HUC to 
designate smaller sub-watersheds within an 
encompassing watershed. As an example, a 
large river watershed may have an 8 digit 
HUC of 02040301. All sub-watersheds to 
this watershed would begin with this 8 
digit number, but would have additional 
digits as their unique identifier 
(02040301102, 02040301103, etc.)  These 
unique identifiers are commonly used by 
federal and state agencies to organize and 
track water quality impairments. 
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FIGURE 3.1:  WATER RESOURCES: AREA 1 – 82ND AIRBORNE DIVISION AND FIRES BRIGADE AREA 
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FIGURE 3.2:  WATER RESOURCES: AREA 2 – MAIN POST 

 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-41 

FIGURE 3.3:  WATER RESOURCES: AREA 3 – SOUTH POST USASOC 
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FIGURE 3.4:  WATER RESOURCES: AREA 4 – SECURITY OPERATIONS TRAINING AREA 
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FIGURE 3.5:  WATER RESOURCES: AREA 5 – FORT BRAGG EAST AND AREA 7 – SIMMONS ARMY AIRFIELD 
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FIGURE 3.6:  WATER RESOURCES: AREA 6 – NORTHWEST POST-OUTLOAD AREAS 
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FIGURE 3.7:  WATER RESOURCES: AREA 8 – POPE AIR FORCE BASE 
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The streams in the Little River basin initially flow north and then east before turning south. The streams in the 
Rockfish Creek basin generally flow south and then east before turning south. All of the waters from the Installation 
eventually join the Cape Fear River, which flows south through the Lower Cape Fear watershed and empties into the 
Atlantic Ocean. 

The NC Division of Water Quality (NCDWQ) assigns primary classifications to all surface waters in North 
Carolina. Supplemental classifications may also be given to provide added protection to waters with special uses or 
values. In some cases, other agencies (such as the NC Division of Parks and Recreation, US Forest Service) may 
also assign additional classifications. Primary classifications, of which there are 12, are based upon intended best 
usage of the water.  The surface waters located within Fort Bragg have been classified by the NCDWQ Class C, 
Class WS-I, Class WS-III, or Class WS-IV. In addition to their assigned classification, all NC surface waters must 
meet the standards for Class C (fishable/swimmable) waters. The following describes the classifications and their 
allowed uses (NCDWQ, 2006): 

• Class C. Waters protected for secondary recreation, fishing, wildlife, fish and aquatic life propagation and 
survival, agriculture and other uses suitable for Class C. Secondary recreation includes wading, boating, and 
other uses involving human body contact with water. There are no restrictions on watershed development or 
types of discharges.  

• Water Supply I (WS-I). Located within natural and undeveloped watersheds in public ownership with no 
permitted point source (wastewater) discharges. Provides maximum protection for waters used as sources of 
water supply for drinking, culinary, or food processing purposes. All WS-I waters are also High Quality 
Waters (HQW) (supplemental classification) by definition. 

• HQW. Intended to protect waters with quality higher than state water quality standards.  

• Water Supply III. Located in low to moderately developed watersheds. Assigned to waters used as sources 
of potable water where WS-I or WS-II classification is not feasible. General discharge permits allowed near 
the water supply intake and domestic and non-process industrial discharges are allowed in the rest of the 
water supply watershed. 

• Water Supply (WS-IV). Located in moderately or highly developed watersheds or Protected Areas. 
Assigned to waters used as sources of potable water where WS-I, WS-II, or WS-III classification is not 
feasible. There are no categorical restrictions on discharges.  

In addition to the 12 primary classifications, NCDWQ has also established 7 supplemental classifications. Some 
waters within the Installation fall under two of the supplemental classifications: HQW (as discussed above) or 
Nutrient Sensitive Waters (NSW), which provides additional nutrient management to waters with excessive 
vegetation growth.  

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires states to develop a list of waters not meeting water quality 
standards or which have impaired uses. Listed waters must be prioritized, and a management strategy or total 
maximum daily load (TMDL) must subsequently be developed for all listed waters. Two flowing water bodies at 
Fort Bragg are listed on the 303d list, Little River and Little Cross Creek.  Little River is impaired for pH violations 
from the Vass water supply intake to Crane Creek (12.6 miles) and from the Fort Bragg lower water supply intake to 
the Cape Fear River (25.6 miles). These impaired stream reaches are within or along the Fort Bragg border for 
approximately 10 miles. Little Cross Creek from its headwaters to and including Bonnie Doone Lake is considered 
biologically impaired.  Approximately 1.5 miles of Little Cross Creek is located on Fort Bragg, and Fort Bragg’s 
storm sewer system is listed as a possible cause of the impairment. 

Wetlands 
There are five primary wetland systems recognized by the USFWS: Marine, Estuarine, Lacustrine, Riverine and 
Palustrine. Wetlands of three of these systems, the Riverine, Lacustrine and Palustrine (Cowardin et al., 1979) are 
present on Fort Bragg.  Based on information from the National Wetlands Inventory (NWI), Fort Bragg contains 
nearly 12,500 acres of potential wetland areas. These areas are largely found along existing perennial stream 
courses, and the majority are considered forested and scrub-shrub wetlands.    
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The general distribution and character of wetlands found on the installation can be evaluated through GIS- based 
datasets developed by the USFWS under the NWI. Though useful for planning purposes, it should be noted that this 
information is largely developed through the interpretation of aerial imagery, and therefore does not provide 
information of suitable detail to make highly accurate assessments of wetland extent and distribution. For larger 
wetlands and wetland complexes, wetland extents are often overestimated by the NWI, while at the same time, many 
smaller wetland areas are often unidentified. At Fort Bragg, smaller wetland features, such as the wetland depression 
ponds and Sandhills seeps, are very common, suggesting the actual wetland acreages and distributions are greater 
than that presented.  

Although the distribution, extent, and character of wetlands as described in this report using the NWI should only be 
considered an approximation of wetland resources, the information is useful for assessing the likelihood of potential 
impacts on wetlands as a result of the proposed actions.  Nevertheless, actual determinations of potential wetland 
impacts would be assessed individually for each site in combination with the Army Corps of Engineers permitting 
process. Procedures for delineating jurisdictional wetlands are addressed in detail in the Corps Wetlands Delineation 
Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987).  

3.7.1.2 Hydrogeology/Groundwater 
Groundwater in North Carolina is protected by the Groundwater Protection Unit of the Aquifer Protection Section 
within the NCDWQ. Protection efforts are accomplished through the implementation of both groundwater and surface 
water pollution prevention strategies (NCDWQ, 2006e) Fort Bragg and all of the potential project site areas are 
underlain by three aquifers:  the saprolite-basement, Cape Fear, and the Middendorf aquifers. A full description of these 
aquifers and their use by Fort Bragg may be found in the Fort Bragg Master Plan – Long Range Component. 

The surficial groundwater table under Fort Bragg’s cantonment varies from 4 to 17 feet. According to the Water 
Resources Management Plan, there are 47 water wells on Fort Bragg. Five wells supply water to irrigate Ryder Golf 
Course and seven wells supply water to irrigate Stryker Golf Course. The remaining wells provide potable water for 
the Range and Training Area. These wells vary in depth from 62 to 600 feet, and yield up to 170 gallons per minute, 
depending on the nature of the aquifer. Proposals for any new wells or well borings must be coordinated through the 
Environmental Compliance Branch and the DENR. The Cantonment obtains all potable water from the surface 
waters of the Little River. 

As of December 2003, no drinking water supply wells were in use within the cantonment. Water from the wells 
within the cantonment is used only to irrigate golf courses. The wells at Smith Lake are not used for any purpose 
because their water contains naturally occurring arsenic.    

3.7.1.3 Floodplains 
 
The hundred-year floodplain is defined as a low, flat area adjoining surface waters that has a one percent chance of 
being flooded each year. None of the proposed projects involve construction within a 100 year floodplain.   
Accordingly, this resource area is not further discussed. 

3.7.1.4 Coastal Zone 
 
According to the Environmental Management Commission (15A NCAC 02H.1002), Fort Bragg is not located in a 
coastal zone (NCDWQ, 2006b).  Accordingly, this resource area is not further discussed.  

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 
 
To assess the magnitude of water quality impacts to water resources in the area of the project sites, the following 
impact thresholds were used: 

No Effect – Current water quality and hydrologic conditions would not be altered or existing conditions do 
not exist for impacts to occur.  

No Significant Effect – Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological effects) would be either not detectable, or 
detectable, but at or below water quality standards or criteria.  Alterations in water quality and hydrologic 
conditions relative to historical baseline may occur, however, only on a localized and short-term basis. 
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Significant Effect – Impacts (chemical, physical, or biological effects) would be detectable and would be 
frequently altered from the historical baseline or desired water quality conditions; and/or chemical, 
physical, or biological water quality standards or criteria would be locally, slightly and singularly, exceeded 
on either a short-term or prolonged basis. 

3.7.2.1 No Action Alternative 
 
Implementation of the no action alternative would not alter the existing water resources at the sites being considered 
under the proposed action. There would be no impacts. 

3.7.2.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 
 
No significant impacts on water resources are anticipated as a result of the construction and operation of the 
proposed facilities. In some cases, minor improvements in water resource conditions may be observed as new 
stormwater control infrastructure is created and existing stormwater infrastructure is improved.  All new 
development is required to control its stormwater runoff so that post-construction runoff does not exceed pre-
development discharge rates, and any stormwater exposed to potential water pollutants, for example stormwater 
flowing into a wash rack drain, is routed through grit chambers and oil/water separators prior to discharge to the 
stormwater system. 

General 
The primary source of potential impacts on water resources as a result of construction and operation of each of the 
proposed projects would be caused by stormwater runoff and its effects on erosion and sediment delivery to streams, 
as well as the potential for stormwater runoff to collect and deliver pollutants from paved surfaces, vehicle 
maintenance shops, or other vehicle storage areas to nearby waters.  

The storm drainage system on the Installation consists of collection and diversion structures such as curb inlets, 
catch basins, stilling wells, storm sewers, and open drainage channels and ditches. All of the collected stormwater 
discharges into natural drainage channels. This system is designed to be completely separate from the sanitary sewer 
system. Stormwater exposed to possible contamination at equipment maintenance shops is routed through grit 
chambers and oil/water separators prior to discharge to sanitary sewers. The storm sewers generally discharge to 
open ditches, channels, or creeks.  

Fort Bragg has a National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Stormwater Permit (NCS000331). 
NCDENR assigns this permit to the Installation as a whole. Thus, it is the Installation's responsibility to ensure 
compliance with this permit for all sites and activities on post, including all construction and operation proposed 
under the preferred alternative. Fort Bragg currently is under Phase I of this permit, giving the Installation 
permission to discharge stormwater from industrial sites, including motor pools. Additionally, each construction site 
on the Installation that is one acre or more in size is issued a temporary stormwater construction permit by the 
NCDENR Division of Water Quality once an erosion control plan has been reviewed and approved by the NCDENR 
Division of Land Resources. 

In April 2007, Phase II of the stormwater permit will become the new stormwater management guideline for the 
Installation. This phase will continue to regulate industrial site discharge but will expand its coverage to regulate 
discharges from additional sites. All new construction one acre or more in size still will be required to obtain a 
temporary construction permit but more sites will be covered under these new guidelines for post construction 
stormwater management. 

The stormwater drainage system at Fort Bragg is generally able to meet the demands of normal rainfall conditions. 
Gradients are adequate, and conduits are generally in good condition and of sufficient size to convey design storms. 
However, the soils are susceptible to erosion, and this is one of the major problems at the Installation related to 
storm drainage. To reduce these impacts, Fort Bragg instituted several BMPs required of all new development. 
These include the use of Low Impact Development (LID) measures to control stormwater in a sustainable way. All 
new development is required to control its stormwater runoff so that post-construction runoff does not exceed pre-
development discharge rates. To calculate these rates, all site pre-development conditions are assumed to be forested 
land use with the existing soils and topography and 100 percent pervious ground cover. All new construction is 
required to develop an erosion control plan to control erosion and runoff during and after construction.  
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Surface Water 
To focus the following evaluation of potential impacts, each project site was evaluated with respect to its proximity 
to nearby surface water resource features (Table 3.17).  Proximity determinations for streams and wetlands were 
based on buffer distances required by the State of North Carolina for these water features; 30 feet and 100 feet for 
areas within low density and high density development areas, respectively. A larger buffer of 300 feet5 was used to 
identify project sites with potential to have direct impacts on 303d listed streams. None of the proposed actions fell 
within this 300 foot buffer zone. None of the proposed projects are located in 100 year flood zone. 

The following table highlights only those sites where water resource impacts can be identified from existing 
planning level data sources. Once detailed site plans are developed, and individual site evaluations are conducted in 
support of the necessary permits and associated planning requirements, additional projects may be identified with 
potential to impact water resources.  This will most likely be the case for sites with wetland depression ponds and 
Sandhills seeps, which are very common and are not well represented in existing planning level data sources.  

TABLE 3.17:  PROPOSED ACTIONS WITH POTENTIAL TO  
DIRECTLY IMPACT WATER RESOURCES 

Project Number Area/Project Name Streams Wetlands
“X” – Denotes portion of project site falls within 30 feet of water resource 
“*” – Denotes portion of project site that falls between >30 and 100 feet  of water resource 
“**” – Wetlands have been identified on or adjacent to project site, but have not been mapped 

82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area  
44968 82nd Division Headquarters     
58708 Health Clinic/4th BCT (Robinson Clinic Addition)     
61035 Chapel  82nd      
64329 Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT   
64340 1st BCT Complex   
64342 3rd BCT Complex    
64446 4th BCT Roundout X X 
64447 2d BCT Complex X  
65204 Fires BDE 4 COF Site   

Main Post  
41176 Blood Donor Center   
54912 Child Care Center      
64244 Consolidated Troop Clinic     
64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  *   
64305b DOIM Cable Yard    
64305e DMWR Warehouse     
64305f FORSCOM Knox St Extension   ** 
64305d FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM Server Farm Facility    
64974 Ball fields     
66655 Gen Officer Quarters     

                                                           

5 300 feet is generally considered the limit of overland sheet flow runoff, beyond which, runoff generally becomes shallow concentrated flow 
(NRCS, 1986).  This distance can be used as a threshold for assessing potential impacts on sensitive water resources since shallow concentrated 
flow under appropriate storm water design is generally entrained in storm water control structures or natural drainage paths. Controlled runoff, 
assuming proper stormwater control measures and associated BMPs would not be anticipated to have major impacts on water resources. 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-50 

Project Number Area/Project Name Streams Wetlands
“X” – Denotes portion of project site falls within 30 feet of water resource 
“*” – Denotes portion of project site that falls between >30 and 100 feet  of water resource 
“**” – Wetlands have been identified on or adjacent to project site, but have not been mapped 

South Post USASOC 
33802 USASOC Physical Fitness Facility X   

61891 SOFLOG   

61891 Son Tay   

61891 USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool  ** 

65558 Special Forces Qualification Barracks (USAJFKSWCS)     
63437 Indoor Baffle Range     

Security Operations Training Area 
64479 SOTF Operational Northwest Addition X X 
64483 SOTF Operational Northeast Addition X X 
SF00007-5P SOTF Forward Aircraft Refueling Point FARP X*  

Fort Bragg East/ Simmons Army Airfield Station 
64969 Surface Distribution Center X   
64305c FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility     
64968 Contingency Warehouse     
20347 Battle Command Training Center (BCTC)     
64305a (ALT) FORSCOM/USARC HQ    

Northwest Post - Outload Areas 
57836 Central Load-out Area Control Center CLACC     
60828 Operational Readiness Training Complex X ** 
64326 Joint Mobilization Pre Deployment Complex Ph I X ** 

Pope Air Force Base 
64305a (ALT) FORSCOM/USARC HQ  X  

 

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
Two of the proposed projects have the potential to directly impact water resources at the 82nd Airborne Division 
and Fire Brigade Area.  These project areas have either water resources within them or within 30 feet of the project 
site’s outer boundary (Table 3.17, and Figure 3.1). All of the proposed actions involve large scale demolition and 
construction activities that would be conducted under an approved sediment and erosion control plan and involve the 
creation of new, and improvement of existing, stormwater control structures.  Any potentially toxic substances in 
areas proposed for demolition will be removed and safely disposed prior to demolition activities. 

Drainage from these sites would have the potential to impact McFayden Pond to the north and Big Branch to the 
south (Figure 3.1). However, the majority of proposed construction would occur on sites that are already developed 
limiting the potential for any major increases in impervious surface. The demolition and construction on these sites 
would allow for rehabilitation and improvements to the existing stormwater control system on these sites. Any 
impacts associated with the proposed action would not be significant due to the developed nature of the sites and 
implementation of new stormwater BMPs. 
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Area 2 – Main Post 
Two projects, the FORSCOM/USARC HQ (PN 64305a) and the FORSCOM Knox St Extension (PN 64305f), have 
the potential to impact a stream or wetland on the main post (Table 3.17, and Figure 3.2).  FORSCOM/USARC HQ 
(PN 64305a) has a drainage channel located southeast of the proposed site that may receive project runoff and the 
FORSCOM Knox St Extension (PN 64305f) has delineated wetlands within close proximity.  Any potential impacts 
on wetlands associated with the proposed projects would generally be prevented by avoiding wetland areas and 
implementation of stormwater management BMPs.  The majority of the proposed actions involve construction 
activities on existing developed lands, and at least one site would require demolition operations. All construction 
would be conducted under an approved sediment and erosion control plan and involve the creation of new, and 
improvement of existing, stormwater control structures.  

Drainage from these sites would have the potential to impact the Beaver Creek drainage to the south (Figure 3.2). 
However, the majority of these sites are currently developed limiting the potential for increases in impervious 
surface cover as a result of the proposed project on this site. Re-development of this site would also likely allow for 
improvements to existing stormwater control systems. Overall, any impacts associated with the proposed action at 
this site would not be significant and could be potentially beneficial over the long term due to implementation of 
new BMP measures designed to limit runoff to pre-developed levels. 

Area 3 – South Post USASOC 
Two of the proposed projects, the USASOC Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) and the USASOC HQ 
Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891), have the potential to impact water resources in this area (Table 3.17, and Figure 
3.3).  The physical fitness site is adjacent to a small tributary feeding into Stewart Creek, and would require the 
clearing of forested land and new construction covering a 462,000 square foot footprint north of Canopy Lane. Any 
impacts associated with this action would not be significant due to the implementation of stormwater controls and 
required implementation of BMPs for new development.  At least one of the PN 61891 sites has delineated wetlands 
within close proximity.  These wetlands are being avoided by reducing the site footprint from what was first 
envisioned and implementing storm water management BMPs. 

Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
Three proposed projects have the potential to impact water resources at the Security Operations Training Area. Two 
of the proposed projects, the SOTF Operational Northwest Addition and SOTF Operational Northeast Addition, 
would require construction within an existing developed area (Table 3.17, and Figure 3.4). Proposed construction on 
these sites would allow for rehabilitation and improvements to the existing stormwater control system on these sites, 
and new parking area would include 19,000 square feet of stormwater bioretention area. No new construction on 
these sites would impact the 100 year flood plain of Cypress Creek which drains to the north or its associated 
wetland complexes. Any impacts associated with the proposed action would not be significant due to the developed 
nature of the sites and implementation of stormwater BMPs.  

In addition to the projects described above, a Forward Area Refueling Point (FARP) will be constructed in the 
currently forested area to the south of McKellars Road. This site will require the creation of approximately 5.5 acres 
of helicopter parking and landing area, and will therefore result in the creation of new impervious surface areas. To 
limit potential impacts associated with runoff from this site, stormwater runoff will be maintained so that post-
construction runoff does not exceed pre-development discharge rates and an erosion control plan will be developed 
prior to implementation to control erosion and runoff during and after construction. Fuel and waste storage at the 
FARP will be above ground and vaulted, and the potential for spills and leaks will be minimized by adherence to 
safety procedures for storage and use fuels and lubricants. 

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East 
Only one of the proposed projects, the Surface Distribution Center (PN  64969), has an identified potential to impact 
water resources in this area (Table 3.17, and Figure 3.5).  This site is currently developed and has an existing 
stormwater control system that would be improved as a result of the proposed demolition and construction 
operations. New construction on the compound would involve preparation of a methane mitigation plan, since 
current groundwater monitoring and methane sampling indicates the occurrence of exceedences of the North 
Carolina standard. Any impacts associated with this action would not be significant due to the implementation of 
new stormwater controls and BMPs for new development, and some minor benefits would be provided as a result of 
the implementation of any identified requirements for BMPs concerning ground water pollutants. 
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Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
Two of the proposed projects, the Joint Mobilization Pre Deployment Complex Ph I (64326) and the Operational 
Readiness Training Complex (60828) were identified as having the potential to directly impact area water resources 
(Table 3.17, and Figure 3.6). Potential wetland areas have been identified at these sites on the portion of the project area 
south of Butner Road adjacent to the Military Police station.  These potential wetland areas would be delineated prior to 
project implementation (DPWESB, 2006) as part of the CWA Section 404 permitting process.  Any potential impacts 
on wetlands associated with the proposed projects would generally be prevented by avoiding wetland areas and 
implementation of stormwater management BMPs. 

Hydrogeology/Groundwater 
No significant effects would be expected. Oil and antifreeze spills, leaks from vehicle maintenance operations, and 
pollutant leaching as a result of demolition activities could pose a threat to ground water sources at Fort Bragg. 
Spills and leaks will be minimized by adherence to safety procedures for vehicle maintenance and the operation of 
equipment, and any potentially toxic substances in areas proposed for demolition will be removed and safely 
disposed prior to demolition. Any construction, demolition, and operation of facilities on the post would continue to 
adhere to existing groundwater protection protocols as required under the Safe Drinking Water Act (1974, with 
amendments 1986) and described in the Guidance for Providing Safe Drinking Water at Army Installations 
(USACHPPM [1995] Technical Guide No. 179). No significant effects would be expected as a result of these 
protocols for the proposed development and operations under the proposed action 

Effects of Potential Increases in Training Intensity 
Potential increases in the intensity of training activities at Fort Bragg will not result in any significant impacts to 
either surface water or hydrogeology and groundwater. Training lands will be used for the same types of units and 
weapons. Impacts are most related to how training is conducted rather than how many units are training. 
Management in accordance with Fort Bragg’s Integrated Training Area Management program will minimize 
impacts. 

3.7.2.3 Additional Alternatives 
3.7.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 

Surface Water 
Locating the FORSCOM Facilities at Simmons AAF would not be anticipated to result in significant impacts to 
water resources. The majority of the proposed site is already developed limiting the potential for increases in 
impervious surface cover as a result of the proposed project on this site (Figure 3.5). Re-development of this site 
would allow for improvements to existing stormwater control systems. Overall, any impacts associated with the 
proposed action at this site would be anticipated to be minor and potentially beneficial over the long term due to 
implementation of new BMP measures designed to limit runoff to pre-developed levels. 

Hydrogeology/Groundwater 
Groundwater protection is accomplished through the implementation of both groundwater and surface water 
pollution prevention strategies that would be implemented under all proposed new construction and subsequent 
facility operations (NCDWQ, 2006e). Therefore, no impacts associated with the proposed actions would be 
anticipated to impact groundwater uses.  

3.7.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base 

Surface Water 
Locating the FORSCOM Facilities at Pope AFB would not be anticipated to result in significant impacts to water 
resources (Figure 3.7). The majority of the proposed site is already developed limiting the potential for increases in 
impervious surface cover as a result of the proposed project on this site. Re-development of this site would allow for 
improvements to existing stormwater control systems. Overall, any impacts associated with the proposed action at 
this site would be anticipated to be minor and potentially beneficial over the long term due to implementation of new 
BMP measures designed to limit runoff to pre-developed levels. 

Hydrogeology/Groundwater 
Groundwater protection is accomplished through the implementation of both groundwater and surface water 
pollution prevention strategies that would be implemented under all proposed new construction and subsequent 
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facility operations (NCDWQ, 2006e). Therefore, no impacts associated with the proposed actions would be 
anticipated to impact groundwater uses. 

3.8 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

3.8.1 Affected Environment 
The following sections provide a summary of the general condition and character of biological resources found at 
Fort Bragg, as well as more specific descriptions of the biological resources in the immediate vicinity of the 
proposed project sites. 

Thirty-one (31) project sites are located within the Fort Bragg Main Cantonment Area (Cantonment), with the 
exception of 3 projects located in the Range and Training Area of the Installation. The Cantonment is the urbanized 
portion of Fort Bragg. Most of the proposed project sites are characterized as developed areas with mowed, 
landscaped, and/or manicured areas. However, some sites have forested areas, mostly longleaf and loblolly (Pinus 
taeda) pines, which are typical to the region. Informal consultations with USFWS were conducted by Fort Bragg to 
satisfy Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) for projects located in the Greenbelt, or in areas that provide 
habitat for threatened and endangered species. The Greenbelt is a crescent-shaped forested area bordering the 
Cantonment to the west and south that is a demographic corridor of RCWs, a federally-listed endangered species, in 
the northeast and western areas of Fort Bragg.  This corridor is considered a special management emphasis area and 
serves to provide a demographic link between the North East Area and the rest of Fort Bragg.  Currently, this 
corridor serves as an occupied corridor and promotes effective RCW dispersal.  The GBA serves multiple functions 
to include but not limited to, providing sufficient forage habitat to support RCW group territories, forest contiguity, 
travel substrate, nesting habitat, as well as provide valuable military training land and linkage (forest contiguity) 
between training areas.  Table 3.18 summarizes proposed actions that could affect biological resources and 
descriptions of the biological resources present in the immediate vicinity of the project sites. The following 
documents were consulted for incorporation of applicable information: 

• Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 2001-2005, Fort Bragg and Camp Mackall (Fort Bragg, 
2001). 

• DD Form 1391 for proposed projects provided by Department of the Army, Fort Bragg, North Carolina 
• Planning charrette reports 
• Informal Section 7, ESA consultation with US Fish and Wildlife Service by Fort Bragg, North Carolina and 

concurrences from USFWS (see Appendices C, D, E, F, G, H and I, Section 7 Consultations and 
concurrences). 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-54 

TABLE 3.18:  DESCRIPTION OF BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES FOR PROPOSED BRAC 05 
REALIGNMENT AND ARMY MODULAR FORCE TRANSFORMATION PROJECTS 

Proposed Project Site 
 

Area/Project 
 

Project 
Number 

(PN) Proposed Action 
Located 
Within 

Greenbelt 

T&E Species 
/Habitat 

Present or 
Nearby 

Status of 
Section 7 
Informal 

Consultation 

Wetland 
Habitat 
on-site 

82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
82nd Division Modular 
Headquarters 44968 no tree removal required X  None required  

Robinson Clinic Addition 58708 tree removal required (Pinus 
teada, P. palustris, P.echinata)  X Letter  

Chapel  82nd Division 61035 tree removal required  
(P. palustris)  X Letter  

Vehicle Maintenance Facility 
4th BCT 64329 tree removal required  

(P. palustris and P. taeda)  X Letter X 

1st BCT Complex 64340 no tree removal required   None required  

3rd BCT Complex 64342 tree removal required (pines)  X Letter X 

4th BCT Roundout 64446 tree removal required  
(P. palustris and P. taeda)   None required X 

2nd BCT Complex 64447 tree removal required (pines)   None required  
Fires Brigade COF 65204 tree removal required (pines)   None required  
Special Forces Qualification 
Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) 65558 tree removal required (pines)   None required  

Main Post 
Child Development Center 54912 no tree removal required   None required  
Consolidated Troop Clinic 64244 no tree removal required   None required  
FORSCOM/USARC HQ       

Preferred Site – Main Post 
Area tree removal required   None required  

Alternative Site 1 – 
Simmons AAF no tree removal required   None required  

Alternative Site 2 – Pope 
AFB 

64305a 

tree removal required   None required  

DOIM Cable Yard 64305b tree removal required  X Letter  

DMWR Warehouse 64305e tree removal required (P. 
teada)  X Letter  

Knox Street extension 
(FORSCOM) 64305f tree removal required  

(P. taeda)  X Letter X 

FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM 
Server Farm Facility 64305d No tree removal required   None required  

FORSCOM Band Facility 64333 Possible tree removal (pines)   None required  
Blood Donor Center 41176 No tree removal required   None required  
Ball Fields      

Preferred Site – Main Post 
Area 

tree removal required 
 (P. taeda)  X Letter  

Alternative Site 1 – Pope 
Air Force Base 

64974 

tree removal required   None required  

General Officer’s Quarters 
 

66655 
 

tree removal required  
(P. taeda) 
 

 X 
 

Letter 
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Proposed Project Site 
 

Area/Project 
 

Project 
Number 

(PN) Proposed Action 
Located 
Within 

Greenbelt 

T&E Species 
/Habitat 

Present or 
Nearby 

Status of 
Section 7 
Informal 

Consultation 

Wetland 
Habitat 
on-site 

South Post USASOC 
USASOC Physical Fitness 
Facility 33802 tree removal required  

(P. taeda) ~ 9.5 acres X X BA  

USASOC HQ Complex/Motor 
Pool 61891 tree removal required  

(P. taeda)~ 29 acres X X BA X 

Indoor Baffle Range 63437 tree removal required  
(P. taeda)~ 0.72 acres X  BA  

Security Operations Training 
Area       

SOTF Operational Northwest 
Addition 64479 tree removal required (pines)  X BA X 

SOTF Operational Northeast 
Addition 64483 tree removal required (pines)  X BA X 

SOTF FARP SF0000
7-5P 

tree removal required  
(P. palustris) ~ 5.5 acres  X BA  

Fort Bragg East 

Surface Distribution Center 64969 possible tree removal  
(P. palustris) X X 

Informal if 
tree removal is 

required 
 

FORSCOM/DOIM Mail 
Screening Facility 64305c tree removal required  

(P. elliotii) ~ 1.54 acres X X BA  

Contingency Warehouse 64968 tree removal required  
(P. palustris and P. taeda)  X Letter  

Battle Command Training 
Center (BCTC) 20347 tree removal required  

(P. taeda)  X Letter  

Northwest Post – Outload Areas 

Central Load-out Area Control 
Center (CLACC) 57836 

Site A: no tree removal Site B: 
tree removal required  
(P. palustris/P. taeda) 

 X Letter  

Operational Readiness Training 
Complex 60828 tree removal required  

(P. palustris)  X Letter X 

Joint Mobilization Pre 
Deployment Complex Ph I 64326 tree removal required  

(P. palustris and P. taeda)  X Letter X 

 

3.8.1.1 Vegetation 

Vegetation is highly important at Fort Bragg because it provides habitat for endemic and endangered flora species, 
prevents soil erosion, and is a critical training asset upon which to accomplish the military mission of the Installation 
(Fort Bragg, 2004). Therefore, management of natural resources on the Installation serves the needs of both 
ecological protection and the installation’s training mission. 

A total of 33 natural plant communities and variants have been identified on Fort Bragg. Narrative descriptions of 
these 33 plant communities and variants are provided in Appendix 6.7.4 of the Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan (INRMP) (Fort Bragg, 2001). 

Sandhills upland communities are the predominant communities throughout the Installation. These communities 
consist of Pine/Scrub Oak Sandhill, Xeric Sandhill Scrub, and Dry Oak/Hickory Forest. Mesic and wetland 
communities, including Coastal Plain Small Stream Swamp and Streamhead Pocosin (evergreen shrub bogs). (Fort 
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Bragg, 2001).  The predominant pine species is longleaf (Pinus palustris), while loblolly pine (P. taeda) is the 
secondary pine species of occurrence. Pond pine (P. serotina) occurs in drainages while some slash pine (P. elliotii) 
plantations occur on uplands. Turkey, blackjack, and bluejack oaks (Quercus laevis, Q. marilandica, and Q. incana), 
are major upland hardwood species. Wire grass (Aristida stricta.), goat’s rue (Tephrosia virginiana), dwarf 
huckleberry (Gaylussacia dumosa) and bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum) occur as predominant upland ground 
cover species. Major tree species found on lowland sites are black gum (Nyssa sylvatica), red maple (Acer rubrum), 
yellow poplar (Liriodendron tulipifera), and some old growth loblolly and pond pine. Cypress (Taxodium spp.) and 
Atlantic white cedar (Chamaecyparis thyoides) occur at intervals in lowlands across the installation; however, they 
are not considered major species. Gallberry (Ilex coriacea), sweet pepper bush (Clethra spp.), fetter bush (Pieris 
spp.), switch cane (Arundinaria gigantea), and wax myrtle (Morella cerifera) are major shrub species in lowland 
sites (Fort Bragg, 2001).   

Only about 2 to 3 percent of the historic Longleaf Pine-Wiregrass ecosystem remains today and Fort Bragg is an 
important area for this endangered ecosystem. According to the Longleaf Alliance, the longleaf pine ecosystem has 
declined from 90 million acres pre-settlement to 3 million acres today due to overexploitation of the species and fire 
suppression, (Longleaf Alliance, 2006).  The range of the longleaf pine forest starts in southwest Virginia and 
stretches southward through nine states, and eventually stops in east Texas (over 140,000 square miles). With 
approximately 80,000 acres of Longleaf Pine-Wiregrass ecosystem, 45 percent of North Carolina’s remaining 
longleaf pine forest resides on Fort Bragg (Fort Bragg, 2005d).  

Old-growth longleaf pine forests differ from the young, neatly planted forests that predominates today's Southern 
landscape. The crowns of these longleaf pines have ceased growing in height and have flattened out (Longleaf 
Alliance, 2002), hence the term “flattop”.  Flattop pines are unusual and rare features that the Installation aims to 
preserve (DPWESB, 2006).  

Longleaf pine communities still remaining are threatened by fire suppression. Without occasional fire disturbance, 
these communities will be succeeded by other community types. On many tracts of land at the Installation, 
prescribed burns are conducted as a means of vegetation management, endangered species habitat improvement, and 
silvicultural restoration. Prescribed growing-season burns are conducted on a three-year cycle with approximately 
55,000 acres of Longleaf Pine-Wiregrass ecosystem scheduled to be burned each year (Fort Bragg, 2001). 
Prescribed burns are a primary management tool aimed at simulating the natural disturbance regime this ecosystem 
is dependant upon. Historically, fire frequently occurred across the landscape through natural events, such as 
random lighting strikes and through anthropogenic American Indian activities. 

Over the past two decades, thousands of acres of longleaf pine have come under intensive management, including 
the use of prescribed burning, to improve or restore habitat for the federally endangered RCW. The result has been a 
marked improvement, at least locally, in plant species diversity, presence of rare species, and composition and 
structure of plant communities (Fort Bragg, 2001).  

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 

This area is located in the western portion of the Cantonment, with the Greenbelt bordering on the west. The area is 
in an urban setting of maintained/landscaped vegetation interspersed with a mix of longleaf, including flattops, and 
loblolly pines.  

Robison Health Clinic Addition/Parking (PN 58708) - The project site does not occur within a managed forage 
stand and exists within the Fort Bragg Cantonment. Approximately 121 pines occur on site including 85 trees 
between 4 and 9.9-in diameter at breast height (dbh), 26 trees between 10 and 13.9-in dbh and 14 trees greater than 
14-in dbh. Approximately 27 pines between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 19 pines between 10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 6 pines at or 
greater than 14-in dbh occur within the optional parking area.  Two flattop trees occur on site.  

82nd Chapel (PN:  61035) - Seven longleaf pines exist on the site; all are 14-in dbh or greater. The proposed project 
does not exist within any managed forest stand. The proposed chapel would be erected within an existing urban 
landscape in the Cantonment.  

Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th Brigade Complex Team (BCT) (PN 64329) - The proposed project would occur 
at two sites within the Cantonment. The first site (site A) lies west of Gruber Road from the intersection with 
Longstreet Road north to the intersection with Butner Road. A total of three loblolly pines occur at site A between 
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10 and 13.9-in dbh. Site B is proposed for the northeast intersection of Gruber and Butner. A mix of longleaf pine 
(including flattops) and loblolly pine exists at site B including 45 pines between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 135 pines between 
10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 98 pines at 14-in dbh or greater. 

3rd Brigade Complex Team (BCT) Complex (PN 64342) - Three Cantonment sites constitute PN 64342:  the 
southeastern intersection of Butner Road and Keerans Street, the northwestern intersection of Spooner and Taylor 
Streets and east of Ardennes Road. Approximately 16 pines at 14-in dbh or greater, including several flattop trees, 
exist on site; construction at the other sites would occur on previously disturbed land. The proposed project occurs 
within an urban setting. The project areas contain no native ground cover.  

Area 2 – Main Post 

This area is located in the central portion of the Cantonment, in an urban setting of maintained/landscaped 
vegetation interspersed with a mix of longleaf and loblolly pines.  

Knox Street Extension (FORSCOM) (PN 64305f) - The project would include extending/upgrading Knox Street 
from Macomb Street to Butner Road as a two lane, two-way highway primary road with a grass median. A Pine 
Scrub Oak Forest natural community type exists on the site, located within the Cantonment. The project would 
impact loblolly pine stand 4091. Stand 4091 is approximately 23 years old, has a site index of 91, total pines per 
acre of 17.1 for pines at or greater than 14-in, pine basal area (ba) for pines 10 to 13.9-in dbh of 17.3, and ba of 26 
for pines 14-in dbh or greater. Approximately 9 pines between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 15 pines between 10 and 13.9-in 
dbh, and 11 pines at or greater than 14-in dbh exists at the proposed site location. The location is fire suppressed and 
contains a thick layer of duff with little to no herbaceous ground cover. 

DMWR Warehouse (PN 64305e) - The proposed project is located at the northwest intersection of Saunders and 
Macomb Streets. A Pine Scrub Oak Forest natural community type exists on site. The proposed project location 
exists within the Cantonment outside of any managed forest stand. The proposed 1.2 acre construction site is 
populated by approximately 25 loblolly pines between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 17 pines between 10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 
17 pines at 14-in dbh or greater.  

DOIM Cable Yard (PN 64305b) - The project area is wedged between Ryder Golf Course and the Marshalling 
Yard. Most of the existing footprint is clear of trees. The surrounding habitat is xeric sandhill scrub consisting of 42-
year old longleaf pine forest. Surrounding stands are fire suppressed and ground cover is very sparse. The project 
lies in the Cantonment Area north of the Green Belt Area. A few pine trees may be removed when installing the 
chain link fence and constructing the entrance road. The rest of the project area is cleared area. 

Ball fields (PN 64974) - The proposed project would occur at the northwest intersection of Souter and Glider Streets 
mainly on disturbed land within the Cantonment. Five loblolly pines exist on site; one pine measures between 10 
and 13.9-in dbh while the remainder occur at 14-in dbh or greater.  Several flattop trees are also present on the site.  
The proposed project does not exist within any managed forest stand; the proposed sports complex would be situated 
within an existing urban landscape in the Cantonment.  

General Office Quarters (PN 66655) - The proposed project would occur on the eastern edge of Ryder Golf 
Course, running from the intersection of Honeycutt and Knox Streets north to Randolph Street within the 
Cantonment. Pine Scrub Oak Forest natural community types exists on site, and within forest stand 4069. Loblolly 
pine stand 4069 is approximately 38 years old, has a site index of 86, with total pines per acre of 21 for pines at or 
greater than 14-in dbh, ba for pines 10-13.9 dbh of 41.1, and ba of 32.2 for pines 14-in dbh or greater. 
Approximately 424 loblolly pines occur within the project footprint; 252 pines exist between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 143 
pines occur between 10 and 13.9 in dbh and 29 pines are at 14-in dbh or greater.  Several flattop trees are also 
present on the site. The location is fire suppressed and contains a thick layer of duff with little to no herbaceous 
ground cover.  

Area 3 – South Post USASOC 

This area is located in the southern portion of the Cantonment, within the Greenbelt. Vegetation in this area is 
typical of the Installation, with forested areas comprised mainly of longleaf and loblolly pines. 
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USASOC Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) – This project involves construction of a physical fitness center for 
United States Army Special Operations Command (USASOC). The facility will be 44,800 sf standard design 
physical fitness center with an enclosed pool, associated parking area, and storm water runoff detention pond. The 
project will be located near the intersection of Canopy Lane and Chicken Road with a portion of Chicken Road 
being removed from service for the FOL interchange. Access to facility would be from Canopy Road.  The project 
site is located within two stands of loblolly pine (Stands 4046 and 4047). Stand 4046 is 34-year old loblolly pine 
with a total pine ba of 48. Stand 4047 is 34-year old loblolly pine with a total pine ba of 62. 

USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891) – The project site is located within Stand 4037, a 31-year old 
loblolly pine stand. 

Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437) – This project involves construction of a 100 ft. X 230 ft. indoor range south of 
Sabo Loop road. The project site is located within stand 4380, a 31-year old loblolly pine stand with 22 ≥ 10 in. dbh 
per acre and ba of 89.  

Area 4 – Security Operations Training Area 

This area is located in the northeastern portion of the Installation. Vegetation in this area is typical of the 
Installation, with forested areas comprised mainly of longleaf and loblolly pines. 

Construct Forward Air Refueling Point (FARP) (PN SF-00007-5P) - The 5.5-acre project is southwest of 
Pioneer Airfield located south of McKellar’s Road. The FARP would clear approximately 4.47 acres of trees within 
longleaf pine stand 9082 and 0.1 acres within longleaf stand 9081. Stand 9081 is approximately 40 years old while 
stand 9082 is approximately 52 years old.  Several flattop trees are also present on the site.  The project location is 
immediately south of Pioneer Airfield. Pre-settlement (c. 1750) plant mapping indicates the site contained 
vegetation typical of Xeric and Dry Mesic Longleaf Pine/ Wiregrass Sandhill communities. 

Northwest Building M Addition, (PN 64483) Northeast Building M Addition, and SOF Northeast Operational 
Addition (PN 64479) - The project would be located in longleaf stand 9164. Stand 9164 is a 65-year-old longleaf 
stand with a site index of 46 and total pine basal area of 26 for pines at or greater than 10-in dbh. Pre-settlement (c. 
1750) plant mapping indicates the site contained vegetation typical of Mesic Longleaf Pine/ Wiregrass Sandhill 
Slope in the northern project tier and Xeric and Dry Mesic Longleaf Pine /Wiregrass Sandhill communities in the 
remaining project footprint.  

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East 

Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) - The total project area is approximately 35 acres. The 
project location is bound by Randolph Street to the north, Murchison Road to the east, and Seay Field to the south 
and Bragg Boulevard to the west. Adjacent to the project site is the main post Fort Bragg military cemetery. The 35-
acre site consists of fire suppressed loblolly pine forest. Evidence of ground cover disturbance is found throughout 
the stand. The native ground cover is in very poor shape due to fire suppression and overstocked stands. The stands 
were prescribed burned in March 2006. The entire project area falls in stand 4088, a 60-year old loblolly pine forest. 
Much of the forest is fragmented by facilities, paved roads and the cemetery. 

Contingency Warehouse (PN 64968) - The proposed project would be constructed at the southeast intersection of 
Quartermaster and Logistics Streets within the Cantonment. A mix of longleaf pine and loblolly pine occurs within 
the proposed project area including 52 pines between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 27 pines between 10 and 13.9-in dbh and 9 
pine at 14-in dbh or greater.  

Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas 

Central Load-out Control Center (CLACC) (PN 57836) - Two sites within the Cantonment would support the 
proposed CLACC. Site A is a previously disturbed location west of McKellar’s Road and Pike Field, exists within 
an ‘open’ forest stand. Pratt Street, DeGlopper Street, Ogden Street, and Dunham Street outline location of the 
proposed second site (Site B). An urban setting of maintained/landscaped plants interspersed with a mix of longleaf 
and loblolly pines characterizes site B. Approximately 2 pines occur between 4 and 9.9-inch (in) diameter at breast 
height (dbh), 18 exist between 10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 45 pines are 14-in dbh or greater. No native ground cover 
exists at either site.  
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Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex Phase I (PN 64326) - The project sites occur outside of any 
managed pine forest stands within the Cantonment. Construction for the joint logistics support area and latrine 
would occur on previously disturbed land; tree removal would not be required for these projects, however, tree 
removal is anticipated for the remaining project components. Approximately 242 trees (mix of longleaf, including a 
number of flattops, and loblolly pine) occur from Lewis Street west to Dunham Street with 5 trees between 4 and 
9.9-in dbh, 46 trees between 10 and 13.9-in dbh and 95 trees at 14-in dbh or greater. Additionally, 80 trees exist 
from Collins Street west to Gorham Street with 13 trees occurring between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 23 at 10-13.9-in dbh, 
and 44 at 14-in dbh or greater. Approximately 365 pines (longleaf and loblolly) exist south of Butner Road 
occupying a site of nearly 4.9 acres. Roughly 213 pines exist between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 75 pines occur between 10 
and 13.9-in dbh and 77 trees remain at 14-in dbh or greater. The project occurs at a fire-suppressed site and site 
containing no native vegetation. 

Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 

This location is an alternative to the preferred site for the FORSCOM/USARC Headquarters (PN 64305a) on the 
Main Post Area. The site is located on Simmons AAF, which is situated on an impervious surface with scattered 
vegetation consisting of species that are tolerant to human disturbances.  Forested areas are located north of the 
project site.  

Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base 

This location is an alternative to the preferred site for the FORSCOM/USARC Headquarters (PN 64305a) on the 
Main Post Area. The site is located on Pope AFB, in an area where vegetation consists primarily of mowed lawns 
and landscape vegetation. 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-60 

3.8.1.2 Wildlife 

Fort Bragg supports a variety of fauna. Various inventories have confirmed the occurrence of 197 birds, 34 
mammals, 50 reptiles, 41 amphibians, and 42 fish species on Fort Bragg (Fort Bragg, 2001). An additional 111 
vertebrate species are suspected to live or migrate through the installation, 51 of which are birds. Table 3.19 
identifies common wildlife species found at Fort Bragg.  

TABLE 3.19:  COMMON WILDLIFE SPECIES FOUND AT FORT BRAGG 

Common Name Scientific Name 
White-tailed Deer Odocoileus virginianus 
Raccoon Procyon lotor 
Eastern Gray Squirrel Sciurus carolinensis 
Eastern Fox Squirrel Sciurus niger 
Eastern Cottontail Sylvilagus floridanus 
Marsh Rabbit Sylvilagus palustris 
Gray Fox Urocyon cinereoargenteus 
Red Fox Vulpes vulpes 
Coyote Canis latrans 
Bobcat Felis rufu 
Eastern Wild Turkey Meleagris gallopavo silvestris 
Northern Bobwhite Quail Colinus virginianus 
American Woodcock Scolopax minor 
Canada Goose Branta canadensis 
Wood Duck Aix sponsa 
Mallard Anas platyrhynchos 
Mourning Dove Zenaida macroura 
Warmouth Lepomis gulosus 
Chain Pickerel Esox niger 
Redbreast Sunfish Lepomis auritus 
Bluegill Lepomis macrochirus 
Largemouth Bass Micropterus salmoides 
Crappie Pomoxis spp. 
Redear Sunfish Lepomis microlophus 

Source: Fort Bragg, 2001 

Fort Bragg is rich with a diversity of wildlife, which occur as a result of long-term, sound forest management. With 
expanses of longleaf pine/forested grassland habitat, Fort Bragg is and will continue to be a major contributor to the 
conservation of these wildlife species that utilize this unique habitat. Interspersed through these forested grasslands 
are scrub oak patches that provide resident and migrating wildlife with mast and cover, streamhead pocosins and 
seeps rich in bird-life and other wildlife use, and land-locked, seasonal vernal pools hosting thousands of breeding 
amphibians (Fort Bragg, 2001). Relatively undisturbed bottomland, cypress/gum swamp, and beaver pond habitats 
provide for a rich diversity of wildlife including many reptiles and mammals and numerous migrating songbirds and 
water birds (Fort Bragg, 2001). Fort Bragg also hosts some uncommon and rare grassland wildlife species due to 
large permanent grassland habitats created and maintained for military training (Fort Bragg, 2001). A complete list 
of fauna known or suspected to occur on Fort Bragg is found in Appendix 6.8 of the INRMP (Fort Bragg, 2001). 

3.8.1.3 Threatened and Endangered Species 

Plants and animals federally classified as endangered or threatened are protected under the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) of 1973, as amended. These are collectively referred to as threatened and endangered (T&E) species. The 
goal of the ESA is to protect and restore populations of protected species, as well as conserve the habitats upon 
which T&E species depend. The intent of the ESA emphasizes recovery of T&E species.  
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If a project can not avoid impacting T&E species habitat and/or the species, then ESA Section 7 consultation is 
required with the USFWS. The type of consultation (informal or formal) will depend on the impact analysis results. 
If project impacts are determined not likely to adversely affect the species or critical habitat then informal 
consultation is required. If project impacts are determined to adversely affect the species a “may affect” 
determination would result in a formal consultation with the Service. Generally, most Section 7 informal 
consultations are handled through a letter or biological assessment (BA) and are given a reply from the USFWS 
within 30 days. All formal consultations require a biological assessment and are given a reply (Biological Opinion 
(BO)) from the USFWS within 135 days. In the BO Reasonable and Prudent Measures (RPMs) and sometimes 
Conservation Recommendations are given to preclude jeopardizing the species. All projects alternatives must 
initially have a preliminary evaluation to determine if T&E species or their suitable habitat is present. This 
evaluation is completed by conducting on-site field surveys (see Appendices B, C, D, and E, Section 7 consultation). 

Descriptions of T&E flora and fauna on Fort Bragg and on the proposed project sites were taken from the 
Installation INRMP (Fort Bragg, 2001), Installation Master Plan (Fort Bragg, 2004), the Recovery Plan for the Red-
cockaded Woodpecker (Picoides borealis), Second Revision (USFWS, 2003) and formal and informal consultation 
with the USFWS conducted by the Department of Army for several BRAC, AMF, and stationing-related actions.  
None of the endangered flora are located in any of the project areas/footprints.  Further, endangered flora will not be 
impacted by the additional training load as the soldiers will train in the same areas where training is currently 
allowed. 

Endangered Flora 
Fort Bragg has populations of three Federally-listed endangered plants: Rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia 
asperulaefolia); Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii); and American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana). The 1997 
Fort Bragg Endangered Species Management Plan (ESMP) provides monitoring and management programs for all 
three species, with the primary emphasis aimed at reaching recovery.  

The three federally listed plant species and their associated habitats were assessed and evaluated using results of two 
comprehensive rare flora surveys conducted in 1991 through 1993 and 1998 through 1999, respectively. GIS 
analysis also determined no rare plant concerns. In addition, in 2004 and 2006, the Fort Bragg botanist surveyed the 
project areas and determined no presence of federally endangered plants (DA, 2005; 2006c), therefore these 
resources are not further discussed. 

Endangered Fauna 
The RCW and the Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly (Neonympha mitchellii francisci) are the only Federally-listed 
animal species known to occur at Fort Bragg. The ESMP provides monitoring and management programs for the 
RCW and Saint Francis’ Satyr, with the primary emphasis aimed at recovery. 

Red-Cockaded Woodpecker - RCW is a federally listed endangered species endemic to open, mature and old growth 
pine ecosystems, particularly longleaf pine,  in the southeastern United States (USFWS, 2003). The RCW was once 
distributed throughout pine forests of the Southeast, from east Texas to peninsular Florida and northward to 
Oklahoma, Missouri, Kentucky, and Maryland. The species’ current range is greatly reduced; populations are 
isolated, small, and in many cases, declining. Due to these factors, the RCW was placed on the federal list of 
endangered species in 1970. In 1973 the species was afforded protection under the ESA. 

RCWs require open pine woodlands and savannahs with large old pines for nesting and roosting habitat (clusters). 
Large old pines are required as cavity trees because the cavities are excavated completely within inactive heartwood, 
so that the cavity interior remains free from resin that can entrap the birds. Also, old pines are preferred as cavity 
trees, because of the higher incidence of the heartwood decay that greatly facilitates cavity excavation. Cavity trees 
must be in open stands with little or no hardwood midstory and few or no overstory hardwoods. Hardwood 
encroachment resulting from fire suppression is a well-known cause of cluster abandonment. RCWs require open 
areas of mature pines 60 years and older for nesting. RCWs also require abundant foraging habitat. Suitable foraging 
habitat consists of mature pines with an open canopy, low densities of small pines, little or no hardwood or pine 
midstory, few or no overstory hardwoods, and abundant native bunchgrass and forb groundcovers. Good quality 
forage must meet the following criteria within ¼ and ½ mile of the cluster epicenter (DA, 2006b).  
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Within ¼ mile of the cluster epicenter: 
• Pine stands must be at least 30 years of age or older.  
• Average basal area of pines ≥ 10-in. dbh should be between 40 and 70 square feet (sf)/ acres (ac).  
• Average basal area of pine, < 10-in. dbh should be < 20 sf/ac.  
• No hardwood midstory exists, or if a hardwood midstory is present, it must be sparse and < 7 ft. in 

height. 
• Total stand basal area, including overstory hardwoods, should be < 80 sf/ac.  
• All land counted as forage should be within 0.25 mi of the cluster and stands counted as forage habitat 

be within 61 meters (200 feet) of another foraging stand or the cluster itself.     
 

Within ½ mile of the cluster epicenter: 
• There should be a minimum of 18 pine stems >14 inches dbh per acre that are ≥60 years of age. The 

minimum ba for these pines should be 20 sq ft/acre. 
• The ba for pines from 10-14 inches dbh should be from 0-40 sq ft/acre. 
• The ba of pines <10 inches dbh should be below 10 sq ft/acre and below 20 stems/acre. 
• The minimum ba for categories 1 and 2 above should be 40 sq ft/acre. 
• Native herbaceous ground cover should total 40 percent or more on the ground. 
• No hardwood midstory exists, or if present, is sparse and less than 7 feet in height. 
• Canopy hardwoods are absent or less than 10 percent of the number of canopy trees in longleaf forests 

and less than 30 percent of the number of canopy trees in loblolly and shortleaf stands. 
• All habitat is within 0.5 mi of the center of the cluster. 
• Foraging habitat is not separated by more than 200 feet of non-foraging habitat 

The RCW occurs throughout Fort Bragg. Fort Bragg sub-populations occur within the North Carolina Sandhills 
physiographic province, identified in the RCW Recovery Plan (USFWS, 2003) as a recovery area. The Sandhills 
population is stable with productivity ranging from 1.19 to 1.74 fledglings per breeding group and clutch size 
averaging 3.23 for the past 14 years. Productivity estimates for the Fort Bragg and Camp Mackall portion of this 
population do not vary significantly from the rest of the population. The Fort Bragg RCW population is a Primary 
Core Recovery Population; Camp Mackall RCWs contribute as a Support Population.  Areas void of regularly-
spaced clusters generally have little pine forest cover, extensive pine plantations, urban/industrial development, 
parachute-drop zones, ordnance impact areas, or bottomland hardwoods. According to 2005 data, Fort Bragg, 
including Camp Mackall and Overhills, supported more than 400 active clusters at a density of one active cluster per 
286 acres of suitable habitat. 

The most critical and immediate (most visible) natural resource program at Fort Bragg is management for the RCW. 
This endangered species serves as an indicator of the health of the Longleaf Pine-Wiregrass ecosystem. Recovery 
efforts for the RCW at Fort Bragg dominate management practices and substantially affect how and where military 
training is conducted. The protection of RCWs and management of their habitat has led to the establishment of 
varying restrictions that apply to land use around RCW sites. Protected areas are as follows: 

Cavity/start trees. Cavity trees are live, pine trees in which a cavity or start has been created either naturally by 
a RCW or artificially by biologists. Cavity/start trees are marked by double bands of white paint and are the 
center of restricted areas. 

Cluster areas. A cluster is an aggregate of cavity and cavity-start trees, which may or may not be occupied by 
RCW.  

Foraging partitions. Foraging partitions are areas surrounding clusters site-designated as RCW foraging. The 
size of the partition depends on the quality of the habitat. Some may be 200 acres or less, and others may be out 
to a half-mile (502 acres). Fort Bragg has the second largest population of RCW in the world and the largest on 
Department of Defense lands. In 1994 there were 433 total cluster areas for which Fort Bragg was directly 
responsible.  

Under a 1990 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biological Jeopardy Opinion, training within RCW 
clusters was restricted to transient foot traffic and transient vehicle traffic on established roads and trails. No 
other military training was permitted. All active clusters were protected equally, whether or not the RCW lived 
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in the site at the time, and all clusters were given forage partitions.   The USFWS required Fort Bragg to 
maintain that 8,490 sq. ft. of pine basal area and 6,350 stems of pine greater than or equal to 10" dbh within 
forage partitions.  Considering overlaps, 9,600 acres of critical maneuver land were restricted due to the 
presence of RCW clusters. In addition, virtually all Fort Bragg training areas, with exception of the Northern 
Training Area, fell into a foraging partition.  

In 1996 the Department of Army and the USFWS agreed on new management guidelines for the RCW 
(Management Guidelines for the Red-Cockaded Woodpecker on Army Installations, Department of the Army, 
1996; aka “1996 Guidelines”). These 1996 Guidelines reduced the number of protected sites and the size of the 
protected area for each cluster, and allowed more training within sites. The new training restrictions became 
effective upon revision of Fort Bragg Range Regulation 350-6 in December 1998, in accordance with the 1996 
Guidelines. The new restrictions, in essence, allowed military activities of a transient (maximum 2-hour) nature, 
including off-road vehicle maneuver and hasty defenses, in cluster sites. In addition, abandoned RCW clusters 
were removed from all restrictions. However, training-restricted clusters were to be added back on the 
landscape each year until reaching a “mission-compatible6” goal of 401 (includes primary and baseline active 
clusters + 86 primary recruitment clusters).  Installation Regional Recovery Goal7 is 482 (includes primary and 
baseline active clusters + 86 primary recruitment clusters8 + 81 supplemental clusters9). Training restrictions 
also were applied only within 200 feet of individual cavity and cavity-start trees in primary recruitment clusters, 
increasing the area for unrestricted training activities.  Individual cavity and cavity-start trees in supplemental 
recruitment clusters do not have the 200-foot buffer restrictions. The total restricted cluster area in the maneuver 
training area was thus reduced in half when the 1996 Guidelines became effective. 

In December 2005, the Sandhills East population exceeded the 350 potential breeding groups (PBG) recovery 
objective due to aggressive management efforts such as midstory hardwood control, thinning, growing season 
burns, and providing artificial cavities.  Other factors included elevating the ratio of PBGs to active clusters 
from 0.85 to 0.90 for population estimates, adding PBG supplemental clusters towards the population estimate 
(28 PBG supplemental clusters existed in 2005), and counting 21 PBGs occurring on adjacent partnership lands 
towards the population estimate (Meyers, 2005). 

Bordering the cantonment to the west and south is the crescent-shaped Greenbelt, a forested area that most 
importantly functions as a demographic connector of birds in the northeast area to birds in the western portion of 
Fort Bragg, as well as provides habitat for the RCW (Fort Bragg, 2004). The Greenbelt is a protected and restricted 
area where further development and training are limited.  The Greenbelt, which includes approximately 6,530 acres 
of RCW habitat, also supports limited military training in Training Areas D, E, F and G. The Greenbelt area is 
maintained in a natural condition, although limited development does exist. Development in the Greenbelt requires 
consultation with the USFWS. 

Saint Francis’ Satyr - Saint Francis’ Satyr is one of the rarest and least known American butterflies.  The Saint 
Francis' Satyr is not located in any of the project areas/footprints.  Field evaluation in 2003, 2004, and 2006 
determined no suitable habitat occurs in these project areas. Habitat suitability was further evaluated using GIS data 
layers.  Analysis of the results confirms no suitable butterfly habitat is present in the project areas (DA, 2005; 
2006c).  Further, the Saint Francis' Satyr will not be impacted by the additional training load as the soldiers will train 
in the same areas where training is currently allowed.  Therefore this resource is not further discussed.  

                                                           

6 The number of training-restricted clusters which the installation identifies as currently compatible with the installation's on-going operations, 
suitable habitat, and missions considering its conservation responsibilities (DA, 1996). 
7 The number of groups which USFWS identifies as the installation's potential contribution toward meeting the recovery population goal. (DA, 
1996) 
8 A cluster site designated and managed for the purpose of attracting a new breeding group to that habitat.  A primary recruitment cluster is a 
recruitment cluster managed for the purpose of attracting the growth of additional RCW groups toward meeting the Installation Mission 
Compatible Goal; generally applicable training restrictions will apply to recruitment clusters. (DA, 1996) 
9 A supplemental recruitment cluster is a recruitment cluster managed for the purpose of attracting the growth of additional RCW groups over and 
above the Mission Compatible Goal needed for the installation to reach the Installation Regional Recovery Goal; training restrictions will never 
apply to supplemental recruitment clusters. (DA, 1996) 
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Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 

This area is located in the western portion of the Cantonment and borders the Greenbelt on the west.  

Robison Health Clinic Addition/Parking (PN 58708) - The project does not occur within a managed forage stand 
and exists within the Fort Bragg Cantonment. However, the proposed project occurs directly adjacent to the eastern 
forage partition boundary of cluster 405 within a mixed pine stand of longleaf, loblolly and shortleaf.   

82nd Chapel (PN 61035) - The proposed project does not exist within any identified RCW forage partition. The 
proposed chapel would be erected 2,100 ft east from the closest forage partition boundary (cluster 229) within an 
existing urban landscape in the Cantonment.  

Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th Brigade Complex Team (BCT) (PN 64329) - The proposed project would occur 
at two sites within the Cantonment. Site A exists directly east of the forage partition boundary for Cluster 405 and 
falls within an ‘open’ forest stand.  

 3rd Brigade Complex Team (BCT) Complex (PN 64342) – The proposed project site would occur on previously 
disturbed land, 1,261 ft from the nearest forage partition boundary (Cluster 405) within an urban setting.  

Area 2 – Main Post 

Knox Street Extension (FORSCOM) (PN 64305f)  - The project does not exist within any designated RCW forage 
partition; however, is located approximately 6,600 ft west of the closest forage partition boundary (cluster 281). The 
location is fire suppressed and contains a thick layer of duff with little to no herbaceous ground cover. 

DMWR Warehouse (PN 64305e) - Forest partition boundary (Cluster 375) occurs approximately 2,700 ft. east of 
the warehouse construction site.  

DOIM Cable Yard (PN 64305)  -  The project lies in the Cantonment Area north of the Green Belt Area and falls 
outside of any RCW forage partition. Cluster 63 is the closest forage partition at a distance of 3,068 ft. On site 
surveys revealed no suitable habitat for the listed federal endangered species on Fort Bragg. 

Ball fields (PN 64974) - The proposed project does not exist within any identified RCW forage partition. The closed 
forage partition boundary is located 3,700 ft to the west (cluster 375).  

General Officer’s Quarters (PN 66655) - The project location would occur 3,600-ft north of the nearest forage 
partition boundary (cluster 63). The location is fire suppressed and contains a thick layer of duff with little to no 
herbaceous ground cover. 

Area 3 – South Post USASOC 

Projects in the South Post USASOC area do contain habitat for RCW, or are located nearby.  These habitats are 
discussed below.   

USASOC Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) - The project site is located on approximately 9.5 acres within 
forage partition for Cluster 97. 

USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891) – The project site is located in the southeastern portion of the 
forage partition for Cluster 96. 

Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437) – The project site is located between the forage partition for Clusters 97 and 280, 
but is outside of any managed forage partition. 

Area 4 – Security Operations Training Area 

Construct Forward Air Refueling Point (FARP) Parking Lot (PN SF-00007-5P) - The project site would occur 
within the designated 0.5-mi partition of RCW cluster 429. The project would occur 1,078 ft northwest of cavity tree 
0558E. 
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Northwest Building M Addition (PN 64479) and Northeast Building M Addition (PN 64483) - The projects 
occur adjacent to one another within cluster 184 in an open forest stand. The proposed project would be constructed 
1,130 ft from the nearest RCW cavity tree. The estimated project footprint is approximately 14.6 acres. The project 
would occur approximately 1,818 ft from the nearest cavity tree (tree number 06403) located within the forage 
partition of cluster 396.  

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East 

Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) - The nearest RCW cavity tree (0777E) to the proposed 
project site is 827 feet away. The project footprint is approximately 164 feet from the forage partition boundary for 
cluster 375. On site surveys found no RCW trees. 

FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility (PN 64305c) – The proposed project is located partially in the forage 
partition for Cluster 205, an inactive cluster.  

Contingency Warehouse (PN 64968) - The proposed project occurs adjacent to the western boundary of the forage 
partition for RCW cluster 165 within an ‘open’ forest stand.  

Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas 

Central Load-out Control Center (CLACC) (PN 57836) - Two sites within the Cantonment would support the 
proposed CLACC; the first location (Site A) occurs directly east of the forage partition for RCW cluster 263. Site A 
lays approximately 1,890-feet (ft) south of the closest cavity tree (tree 1179E). Site A is a previously disturbed 
location west of McKellar’s Road and Pike Field, exists within an ‘open’ forest stand. The second location (Site B) 
lies outside of any forage partition, however, is located immediately south of the forage partition boundary of cluster 
263. Site B sits approximately 2,995-ft. southeast of the closest cavity tree (tree 1179E) within cluster 263. No 
native ground cover exists at either site.  

Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex Phase I (PN 64326) - The project sites occur outside of any 
designated RCW  partition or managed pine forest stands within the Cantonment. The Fort Bragg Endangered 
Species Branch conducted an onsite survey for threatened/rare/endangered plants on May 11, 2006. The project 
occurs at a fire suppressed site and site containing no native vegetation. 

3.8.2 Environmental Consequences 

The following thresholds were used to determine the magnitude of effects on wildlife and wildlife habitat and 
vegetation, with separate criteria being used to evaluate impacts to threatened and endangered species: 

No Effect – No impacts to native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them would 
occur, or such conditions do not exist for impacts to occur. 
No Significant Effect – Impacts would be detectable, but would not be expected to be outside the natural 
range of variability.  Occasional responses to disturbance by some individuals could be expected, but 
without interference to feeding, reproduction, or other factors affecting population levels.  Sufficient habitat 
would remain functional to maintain viability of all species 
Significant Effect – Impacts on native species, their habitats, or the natural processes sustaining them 
would be detectable, and they would be expected to be outside the natural range of variability for long 
periods of time or be permanent.  Population numbers, population structure, genetic variability, and other 
demographic factors for species might have large, short-term declines, with long-term population numbers 
significantly depressed.  Frequent responses to disturbance by some individuals would be expected, with 
negative impacts to feeding, reproduction, or other factors resulting in a long-term decrease in population 
levels.  Loss of habitat might affect the viability of at least some native species. 

Impacts to threatened and endangered species were classified using the following terminology, as defined under the ESA: 
No effect – The proposed action would not affect a listed species or designated critical habitat OR listed species 

or designated critical habitat are not present. 
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May affect / not likely to adversely affect – Effects on special status species are discountable (i.e., extremely 
unlikely to occur and not able to be meaningfully measured, detected, or evaluated) or completely 
beneficial. 

May affect / likely to adversely affect – When an adverse effect to a listed species may occur as a direct or 
indirect result of proposed actions and the effect is either not discountable or completely beneficial. 

Likely to jeopardize proposed species/adversely modify proposed critical habitat – The appropriate conclusion 
when Fort Bragg identifies situations in which actions could jeopardize the continued existence of a 
proposed species or adversely modify critical habitat to a species within and/or outside Fort Bragg 
boundaries.  

3.8.2.1 No Action Alternative 

No effects would be expected. Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed new BRAC and AMF facilities would 
not be constructed on the proposed sites and no adverse impacts to biological resources would occur. 

3.8.2.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 

Vegetation 
No significant adverse effects would be expected at the project sites within the Cantonment - the 82nd Airborne 
Division and Fires Brigade Area, Main Post Area, South Post USASOC, and Northwest Post – Outload Areas. 
Project sites within the Cantonment are located primarily on lands that have been altered by human activities 
consisting of highly disturbed habitats. The few areas that have natural plant communities have rather low vegetative 
diversity.  

Removal of trees on project sites located in the Security Operations Training Areas would not have significant 
impact on the existing sandhill upland vegetative communities present at the sites. Implementation of these projects 
would only remove small areas of vegetation (approximately 5 acres of pines total). Loss of this habitat would not 
pose significant adverse impacts to the overall longleaf-wiregrass ecosystem on Fort Bragg.  

Construction and operation of the proposed facilities and the additional training load could disturb the existing plant 
ecology in the immediate areas. These impacts would not likely be significant and could be mitigated by adherence 
to BMPs.  

Trees with economic value, if existent on-site, would be cleared during development of proposed facilities in 
accordance with the installation’s Forest Management Program (Fort Bragg, 2001), with the funds reinvested in 
installation forestry management programs. The remaining trees, limbs and shrubs would be mulched and used for 
erosion control and landscaping on the installation (Fort Bragg, 2001). 

Potential increases in the intensity of training activities at Fort Bragg are not expected to result in a significant 
increase in impacts to vegetation. Training lands will be used for the same types of units and weapons. Impacts are 
most related to how training is conducted rather than how many units are training. Management in accordance with 
Fort Bragg’s Integrated Training Area Management program will minimize impacts. 

Wildlife 
No significant adverse effects would be expected at the project sites within the Cantonment - the 82nd Airborne 
Division and Fires Brigade Area, Main Post Area, South Post USASOC, Fort Bragg East, and Northwest Post – 
Outload Areas. Impacts to wildlife populations are expected but would not be significant because wildlife habitats 
within the Cantonment have been highly disturbed due to human activities. Implementation of this project would 
only remove small areas of wildlife habitats, and construction and operation of the proposed facilities could disturb 
wildlife in the immediate vicinity. Some wildlife would be temporarily discouraged from the area through 
destruction of habitat, noise, and/or dust. However, wildlife species that utilize these areas have adapted to living 
conditions in habitats altered by humans.  

Loss of forested habitats in the Security Operations Training Areas would not have significant impacts on wildlife 
that require large tracts of pine/forested grassland habitat since only a small amount of habitat would be removed for 
this action.  The removal of approximately 5 acres of pine forest in this area is discussed in Section 3.14, Cumulative 
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Effects.  The development proposed facilities in these two areas would not have significant impact though it would 
likely include permanent displacement of small and large mammals, birds, and other wildlife to surrounding areas. 

In the training areas, land will continue to be used for the same purposes as in the past and wildlife that has adjusted 
to troop presence or departed would be expected to continue as before. No significant increase in impacts would be 
expected. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
The Proposed Action would implement construction in the locations as outlined in Section 2.0. Project locations 
were sited to facilitate Installation mission and facilitate unit training requirements while attempting to minimize 
impacts to T&E species. Tree removal and impacts to endangered species habitat is anticipated, however, the loss of 
habitat has been determined to not likely adversely affect T&E species or its habitat.  Informal Section 7 
consultations with the USFWS were conducted for BRAC, AMF, and other stationing-related actions, as appropriate 
(see Table 3.18). The determinations for these actions are summarized below and complete Biological Assessments 
(BAs), and informal consultation letters are shown in Appendices B, C, D, and E.   

Potential increases in the intensity of training activities at Fort Bragg are not expected to result in a significant 
increase in impacts to T&E species. Training lands will be used for the same types of units and weapons. Impacts 
are most related to how training is conducted rather than how many units are training. If modifications to existing 
Training and Range lands are necessary, consultation with USFWS would be initiated where needed to ensure no 
adverse impacts to RCW or other T&E species resulting from habitat loss.   

According to the letter for USFWS prepared by the Installation for facilities and infrastructural changes proposed for 
Fort Bragg associated with BRAC 05 realignment actions (DA, 2006a) and the Biological Assessments (BA) for the 
Security Operations Training Area, Biological Assessment for the Security Operations training Facility (SOTF) 
Structural Development and Additions, Fort Brag Military Installation, North Carolina (DA, 2006c) and BRAC 05 
Realignment (DA, 2006b), the proposed projects would “would not likely to adversely affect the RCW and will have 
‘no effect’ on the Saint Francis’ satyr, and four listed plant species, (Lysimachia asperulifolia, Rhus michauxii, 
Lindera melissifolia, and Schwalbea americana). USFWS review of the information provided in the letters and BAs 
resulted in a concurrence with the determination that the proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the RCW 
or any other federally-listed species on Fort Bragg and that requirements of Section 7 (a)(2) of the ESA have been 
satisfied (see Appendices D, F, and I ) 

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 

According to an informal consultation letter from the Installation to the USFWS prepared for the proposed BRAC, 
AMF, and other stationing projects, that included assessment of sites in the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires 
Brigade Area (DA, 2006a), these proposed projects would “not occur within any identified endangered species 
habitat (e.g. forage partitions, endangered plant sites, and Saint Francis’ Satyr sites) and will require removal of 
trees.” As a result, development in these sites “would not likely to adversely affect RCW management or recovery 
and suitable habitat is not present for rough-leaved loosestrife, American chaffseed, Michaux’s sumac, or Saint 
Francis’ Satyr.”  

Robison Health Clinic Addition/Parking (PN 58708)  - The project does not occur within a managed RCW forage 
stand, therefore no adverse impact to RCW management or recovery is anticipated based on Section 7 requirements. 
However, the proposed project occurs directly adjacent to the eastern forage partition boundary of cluster 405 within 
a mixed pine stand of longleaf, loblolly, and shortleaf. Tree removal would be required as part of the proposed 
action, however, RCW are not likely to be adversely affected.  

82nd Chapel (PN 61035) - The proposed project does not exist within any identified RCW forage partition; 
therefore, project implementation is not anticipated to affect RCW management or recovery.  

Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th Brigade Complex Team (BCT) (PN 64329) - Site A exists directly east of the 
forage partition boundary for cluster 405 and Site B occurs outside of any designated forage partition. Project 
implementation is not likely to adversely affect RCW management or recovery.  
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3rd Brigade Complex Team (BCT) Complex (PN 64342) - The proposed project occurs 1,261 ft from the nearest 
forage partition boundary (cluster 405) within an urban setting. Project implementation is not likely to adversely 
affect RCW management or recovery.  

Area 2 – Main Post 

According to an informal consultation letter from the Installation to the USFWS prepared for the proposed BRAC 
projects, that included assessment of sites in the Main Post Area (DA, 2006a), these proposed projects would “not 
occur within any identified endangered species habitat (e.g. forage partitions, endangered plant sites, and Saint 
Francis’ Satyr sites) and will require removal of trees.” As a result, development in these sites “would not likely to 
adversely affect RCW management or recovery and suitable habitat is not present for rough-leaved loosestrife, 
American chaffseed, Michaux’s sumac, or Saint Francis’ Satyr.”  

Area 3 – South Post USASOC 

There are no known populations of federally endangered rough-leaved loosestrife, American chaffseed, or 
Michaux's sumac in the project area.  Additionally, no known populations of Saint Francis' satyr are found in the 
project area.  Therefore these species would not be adversely affected. 

Some projects do have impacts to RCW habitat areas.  Those projects are discussed below.   

USASOC Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) – No significant adverse effect to RCW management or recovery 
would occur. Implementation of the proposed project would impact approximately 9.5 acres of habitat in Cluster 
97’s forage partition. However, there will be no incidental take for the impacted clusters (DA, 2005). The impacted 
cluster would likely remain viable based on sufficient manageable habitat acreages remaining post-project (DA, 
2005).  

USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891) – Implementation of the proposed project would impact 
approximately 29 acres of habitat in Cluster 96’s forage partition. No direct impacts would occur with the cluster’s 
cavity and start trees (DA, 2006b). The impacted cluster would likely remain viable based on sufficient manageable 
habitat acreages remaining post-project (DA, 2006b). 

Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437) – The project is located outside of any managed RCW forage partition. Project 
implementation is not anticipated to adversely affect RCW management or recovery. 

Area 4 – Security Operations Training Area 

According to Biological Assessment prepared for the Security Operations Training Area(DA, 2006c), these 
proposed projects would “would not likely to adversely affect the RCW and will have ‘no effect’ on the Saint 
Francis’ satyr, and four listed plant species, (Lysimachia asperulifolia, Rhus michauxii, Lindera melissifolia, and 
Schwalbea americana).  

Construct Forward Air Refueling Point Parking Lot (FARP) (PN SF-00007-5P) - The project would occur 1078 
ft northwest of cavity tree 0558E. Removal of pine trees is required for implementation of the project. However, the 
loss of habitat is projected to not likely adversely affect RCW management or recovery.  

Northwest Building M Addition (PN 64479) and Northeast Building M Addition (PN 64483) - The projects 
occur adjacent to one another within RCW forage partition for Cluster 184. The proposed parking area is sited 
outside of any RCW forage partition to minimize adverse endangered species impacts. The estimated project 
footprint is approximately 14.6 acres; of which 10.4 acres involves removing trees from longleaf stand 9164. Trees 
proposed for removal are located approximately 85 feet south of designated 0.5 mile partition for Cluster 184.  The 
project would occur approximately 1,818 ft from the nearest cavity tree (tree number 06403) located within the 
forage partition of cluster 396. Implementation of the proposed project would not likely adversely affect the RCW.  

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East 
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There are no known populations of federally endangered rough-leaved loosestrife, American chaffseed, or 
Michaux's sumac in the project area.  Additionally, no known populations of Saint Francis' satyr are found in the 
project area.  Therefore these species would not be adversely affected. 

Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) - On site surveys found no RCW trees in the proposed 
project area. Implementation of the project would not likely adversely affect the RCW. 

FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility (PN 64305c) – The project site is situated within the forage partition 
for Cluster 205. The project would remove approximately 1.54 of slash pine within the habitat. This cluster is 
inactive. The loss of habitat is not likely to deter the potential for cluster reactivation because the area will remain a 
surplus of potential RCW habitat. 

Contingency Warehouse (PN 64968) - The proposed project occurs adjacent to the western boundary of the forage 
partition for RCW Cluster 165 within an ‘open’ forest stand of longleaf and loblolly pine. Tree removal is required 
(longleaf and loblolly pines) but project implementation is not anticipated to affect RCW management or recovery 
based on Section 7 requirements. The project is in an area of concern previously identified, due to the limited 
dispersal movements within the Green Belt.    

Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas 

According to an informal consultation letter from the Installation to the USFWS prepared for the proposed BRAC 
projects, that included assessment of sites in the Northwest Post – Outload Areas (DA, 2006a), these proposed 
projects would “not occur within any identified endangered species habitat (e.g. forage partitions, endangered plant 
sites, and Saint Francis’ satyr sites) and will require removal of trees.” As a result, development in these sites 
“would not likely to adversely affect RCW management or recovery and suitable habitat is not present for rough-
leaved loosestrife, American chaffseed, Michaux’s sumac, or Saint Francis’ satyr.”  

Central Load-out Control Center (CLACC) (PN 57836) - Two sites within the Cantonment would support the 
proposed CLACC; the first location (Site A) occurs directly east of the forage partition for RCW cluster 263. Site A 
is located approximately 1,890 feet south of the closest cavity tree (tree 1179E). The second location (Site B) is 
located outside of any forage partition, however, immediately south of the forage partition boundary of cluster 263. 
The site sits approximately 2,995-ft. southeast of the closest cavity tree (tree 1179E) within cluster 263. No adverse 
impact to RCW management or recovery would occur. 

Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex Phase I (PN 64326) - The project site occurs outside of any 
designated RCW partition; therefore, no adverse impacts to RCW management or recovery is anticipated.  

Wetland Habitat 
No wetland habitats exist on the proposed projects sites located within Fort Bragg East. Therefore, no effects to 
wetland habitats in this area are expected.   

In the 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area, wetlands exist on the proposed site for the 4th BCT Roundout 
(PN 64446).  In the Main Post Area, wetland habitat exists at the Knox Street Extension (PN 64305f).  In the South 
Post USASOC area, wetland habitat exists at the USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool site.  In the Northwest Outload 
Area, wetlands exist on the proposed site for the Operation Readiness Training Complex (60828) and Joint 
Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex (PN 64326).  In the case of the Operation Readiness Training Complex, 
Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex and the Knox Street Extension, and USASOC HQ Complex/Motor 
Pool, potential wetlands exiting on-site would require delineation prior to project implementation to avoid adverse 
affects to wetland habitat. Wetland habitat is located on NW corner of proposed sites for the SOTF Operational 
Northwest and Northeast Additions (PN 64479 and PN 64483).  

Prior to project implementation, all potential areas of wetlands would be surveyed and delineated. To prevent 
impacts from occurring to wetland habitat, wetland areas would be avoided or will obtain all necessary permits from 
USACE prior to construction. To avoid direct impacts to wetlands as a result of construction of impervious surfaces 
at the proposed sites, Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be used, such as  the establishment and 
maintenance of surface water and erosion control measures to ensure that post-development run-off from potential 
construction sites does not exceed pre-development run-off (see Section 4.7, Water Resources). 
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3.8.2.3 Additional Alternatives 

3.8.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Area 8 – Simmons Army Airfield 

Vegetation 
No significant effects would be expected at site for the FORSCOM-USARC Headquarters. The proposed site has 
already been highly altered by human activities. No vegetation is expected to be removed as this site is already 
located on an impervious surface. 

Wildlife 
No significant adverse effects would be expected at the project site because wildlife habitats within the vicinity have 
been highly disturbed due to human activities. Construction and operation of the proposed facilities could disturb 
wildlife in the immediate vicinity. Some wildlife, particularly birds, would be temporarily discouraged from the area 
through destruction of habitat, noise, and/or dust. However, wildlife species that utilize these areas have adapted to 
living conditions in habitats altered by humans. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
The project site is located within managed forage partition for Cluster 264. However, tree removal would not be 
required for project implementation. Therefore, RCW would not be adversely affected. 

Native herbaceous vegetation is not present within the project areas and suitable habitat for the endangered rough-
leaved loosestrife, American chaffseed, or Michaux’s sumac or the Saint Francis satyr is not found in the project 
area; therefore, these species would not be adversely affected.  

Wetland Habitat 
No wetland habitat exist at the proposed site, therefore no effects to wetland habitat would be expected.  

3.8.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Area 9 – Pope Air Force Base 

Vegetation 
No significant adverse effects would be expected at the project site since it is located primarily on lands that have 
been altered by human activities consisting of highly disturbed habitats with little natural plant communities and low 
vegetative diversity.  

Wildlife 
No significant adverse effects would be expected at the project site for the FORSCOM/USARC Headquarters 
because wildlife habitats within the vicinity have been highly disturbed due to human activities. Construction an 
operation of the proposed facilities could disturb wildlife in the immediate vicinity. Some wildlife would be 
temporarily discouraged from the area through destruction of habitat, noise, and/or dust. However, wildlife species 
that utilize these areas have adapted to living conditions in habitats altered by humans. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 
The project site is not located within any managed RCW forage partition. Project implementation is not anticipated 
to adversely affect RCW management or recovery. 

Native herbaceous vegetation is not present within the project areas and suitable habitat for the endangered rough-
leaved loosestrife, American chaffseed, or Michaux’s sumac or the Saint Francis satyr is not found in the project 
area; therefore, these species would not be adversely affected.  

Wetland Habitat 
No wetland habitat exist at the proposed site, therefore no effects to wetland habitat would be expected.  

3.8.2.3.3 Locating Ball Fields at Area 9 – Pope Air Force Base 

Vegetation 
No significant adverse effects would be expected at the project site since it is located primarily on lands that have 
been altered by human activities consisting of highly disturbed habitats with little natural plant communities and low 
vegetative diversity.  
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Wildlife 
No significant adverse effects would be expected at the project site for the Ball Field because wildlife habitats 
within the vicinity have been highly disturbed due to human activities. Construction an operation of the proposed 
facilities could disturb wildlife in the immediate vicinity. Some wildlife would be temporarily discouraged from the 
area through destruction of habitat, noise, and/or dust. However, wildlife species that utilize these areas have 
adapted to living conditions in habitats altered by humans. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

The project site is not located within any managed RCW forage partition. Project implementation is not anticipated 
to adversely affect RCW management or recovery. 

Native herbaceous vegetation is not present within the project areas and suitable habitat for the endangered rough-
leaved loosestrife, American chaffseed, or Michaux’s sumac or the Saint Francis satyr is not found in the project 
area; therefore, these species would not be adversely affected.   

3.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

This section assesses impacts on buildings, sites, structures, districts, and objects eligible for or included in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP); cultural items as defined in the Native American Graves Protection 
and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA) of 1990; American Indian sacred sites for which access is protected under the 
American Indian Religious Freedom Act (AIRFA) of 1978; archaeological resources as defined by the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979; and archaeological artifact collections and associated records as 
defined by 36 CFR Part 79. 

The information below has been excerpted from the 2001 Fort Bragg Installation Cultural Resources Management 
Plan (ICRMP) and summaries provided by the installation’s Cultural Resources Program (Fort Bragg, 2001a). 

3.9.1  Affected Environment 

3.9.1.1 Pre-Contact and Historic Background 
Most archaeological sites at Fort Bragg represent pre-contact habitation or activity, small hunting camps or tool 
making workshops used by hunters and gatherers from the Paleo-Indian through the Archaic periods (ca. 12,000 to 
1,000 B.C.E.) and are marked by the presence of spear and dart points. In the following Woodland period (ca. 1,000 
B.C.E. to European Contact or 1650 C.E.) pre-contact ceramics are found in the sites. Upland camps are more 
common than permanent settlements. 

By 1720, the few resident Cape Fear Indians who had been reduced by strife with other tribes, relocated to South 
Carolina. During the latter half of the 18th century the upper Cape Fear River was the main transportation artery for 
European settlers, often Scots. The land that would eventually become Fort Bragg was not prime farmland. 
However, the sap of the longleaf pine forests in the region was a valuable source of tar, pitch, and turpentine, which, 
among other uses, was a mainstay of the shipbuilding industry. Therefore, many sawmills were built along river 
courses. The town of Cross Creek, later renamed Fayetteville in honor of the Revolutionary War hero, the Marquis 
de Lafayette, became the late 18th century economic focus.  

The development of the Sandhills region in the pre Civil War era was somewhat retarded by poor roads, the absence 
of railroad transport and the concentration on a monoculture of slowly declining sustainability. The use of log homes 
appears to have been succeeded by plank-on-frame houses at a later timeline than elsewhere in the settled parts of 
the state. Population increases, while significant, did not result in a densely settled area. In 1850, Cumberland 
County encompassing Fayetteville, prior to its division into two counties, recorded 7,196 whites, 1,976 slaves, and 
946 free blacks. Presbyterian churches, a legacy of the Scots origin of much of the population, were prominent in the 
region, and preserved the use of Gaelic as well as English into the early 19th century. 

Although North Carolina did not formally secede from the Union until a month later, the governor ordered the 
preemptive seizure of the Federal arsenal in Fayetteville in April, 1861. The Sandhills’ most notable Civil War battle 
took place at Monroe’s Crossroads. Three Confederate divisions attacked an encampment of a part of Union General 
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William Sherman’s Army. Devastation caused by last ditch Confederate resistance and Sherman’s pillaging in the 
last year of the war led many refugees from the Sandhills to flee on foot to Union occupied Wilmington. 

Much infrastructure, including the just recently constructed railroad lines, was destroyed during the war. However, 
in the period of 1870 to 1910, the population of Cumberland County doubled from 17,000 to 35,000 as the naval 
stores (pine sap), cotton mill, and agriculture (now based on tenant sharecropping) economic activities revived. 
Important permanent rail connections to neighboring cities were established in this period. Lumber mills supplied 
railroad ties which also needed creosote made of coal and wood tar as preservative. Their number peaked at the turn 
of the 20th century, but then went into sharp decline as the local pine forests were decimated.  

In 1918 the U.S. Army arrived with the purchase of 127,000 acres of sand hill and pine tree country for use as a field 
artillery site. It was named Camp Bragg after the Confederate General Braxton Bragg, a North Carolina artillery 
officer (Fort Bragg, 2001a).  

3.9.1.2 Status of Cultural Resource Inventories and Section 106 Consultations 

Fort Bragg’s Cultural Resources Program (CRP) has achieved substantial compliance with the mandate of Section 
110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) to survey, inventory and evaluate NRHP eligibility for all 
cultural resources under its control. This has been accomplished through a series of cultural resources surveys 
carried out by professionally qualified consultants, whose conclusions, once endorsed by the installation, have been 
reviewed and confirmed by North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (NC SHPO). The likely presence of 
unexploded ordinance in certain areas of Fort Bragg prohibits fieldwork in these locations and has required flexible 
strategies of compliance.  Within the cantonment area, which covers 6,849 acres, the CRP manages only historic 
properties and the remaining undisturbed land. The CRP does not manage the four impact or live fire areas, which 
cover 33,039 acres. The CRP has procedures in place to screen training exercises and provide “immediate 
responses” to assess effects on cultural resources of exercises which take place on land for which cultural resource 
surveys have not been done (Fort Bragg, 2001a). 

Section 106 of NHPA, as set out in the procedures of 36 CFR Part 800, requires that Federal Agencies such as the 
Army/Fort Bragg take into account the effect of any undertaking upon NRHP eligible resources and allow the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment upon the adequacy of that 
consideration. With recent revisions to ACHP’s procedures, this consultation process has become, more than ever, a 
dialogue delegated to the cognizant SHPO and the public, except in exceptional circumstances of national 
significance or the setting of new precedents. As with NEPA, the obligation of the Federal agency under NHPA is 
one of taking into account and incorporating into its project planning certain external values. However, the agency 
retains the final decision. Fort Bragg has well established protocols and lines of communication with the NC SHPO 
to facilitate Section 106 compliance, especially as necessitated by its training mission and operation of ranges. 

3.9.1.3 Built Environment  
A total of 511 historic buildings, structures and landscapes, and 27 historic cemeteries have been identified at Fort 
Bragg. Of these historic resources, 362 historic architectural resources are listed or considered eligible for listing in 
the NRHP. Fort Bragg contains three NRHP-eligible districts (the Old Post Historic District, the John F. Kennedy 
Special Warfare College Historic District, and the Overhills Historic District), nine NRHP-eligible individual 
historic resources, and one NRHP listed historic resource, the Long Street Presbyterian Church and Cemetery. A 
brief description of these resources is provided below.  

Old Post Historic District. The Fort Bragg Old Post Historic District has been determined eligible for listing in the 
NRHP under Criterion A for its role in military history as one of the major field artillery training camps in the US 
from the 1918 through World War II and under Criterion C for its architecture. (Fort Bragg, 2001a). 

The Quartermaster Corps, in consultation with Camp Commander Albert J. Bowley and George B. Ford, in 1926, 
designed the post plan for Fort Bragg. The post is one of the best examples of the Beaux Arts campus layout 
executed by the Army and incorporates extensive open spaces, landscape design, and impressive architectural 
groupings. Various styles are evident at Bragg, including the Spanish Colonial Revival and Georgian revival styles 
(Fort Bragg, 2001a). This cantonment (constructed 1928-1939) provided a complete Army post of permanent 
buildings including barracks, chapel, officer’s houses, NCO houses, a Bachelors’ Officers Quarters, officers club, 
post hospital, bakery, commissary, warehouses, mule barns, and stables. There are 298 contributing elements within 
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the district boundaries including buildings, structures, a golf course, the Parade Ground, and the Polo Field (Fort 
Bragg, 2001a). 

John F. Kennedy Special Warfare College Historic District. The JFKSWC Historic District has been determined 
eligible for listing in the NRHP and is significant under Criterion A and Criteria Consideration G for its association 
with the Cold War under the Army’s theme of Command and Control as well as the Army School System. The 
JFKSWC Historic District contains two contributing buildings, Kennedy Hall (D-3004) and Bryant Hall (D-3206) 
(Fort Bragg, 2005a).   

Overhills Historic District. The Overhills Historic District has been determined eligible for listing in the NRHP and 
is significant under Criterion A for its social history, entertainment/recreation, and horticulture and under Criterion 
C for architecture (DA, 2000). The Croatan Club of Manchester acquired more than 20,000 acres of land in ca. 1906 
and began executing improvements to the land for what would eventually become an exclusive hunt preserve and 
retreat for wealthy clientele. Overhills became a winter retreat and offered fox hunting, polo, golf, game hunting, 
horseback riding, and swimming. It was eventually transferred into a private retreat for the Rockefeller family in the 
late 1930s. In addition, the J. Van Lindley Nursery Company controlled approximately 650 acres of land along 
Jumping Run Creek for additional nursery fields. The boundaries of the historic district do not incorporate the entire 
Overhills complex; it is roughly bounded by Vass Road to the south, to the west and north by current property lines, 
and to the east by N.C. 87 and Jumping Run Creek (DA, 2000).  The Overhills Historic District is comprised of 57 
contributing resources, which include buildings and overall landscape and horticultural features (DA, 2000).  The 
tenant farms, including Frazier Farm south of Manchester Road, are not included within the boundaries and have 
been deemed not eligible for listing in the NRHP (Fort Bragg, 2001a).  

Barber Steamship Company Hunting Lodge No. 2. The Hunting Lodge, located on Camp Mackall, is one of two 
extant buildings on this property that predate World War II. The lodge, constructed in 1923-1924, is considered 
eligible for NRHP listing as an example of the Craftsman style hunting lodges that were built by northern 
industrialists in resort areas of North Carolina during the early decades of the 20th century (Criteria A and C) (Fort 
Bragg, 2001a). 

Ft Bragg Water Filtration Plant. The three water treatment plant buildings and dam were constructed in 1918 and are 
one of the few extant, permanent World War I buildings that remain on Fort Bragg. The plant is eligible for NRHP 
listing as an early example of water filtration (Criterion A) and for its architecture and engineering (Criterion C) 
(Fort Bragg, 2001a). 

Bus Station #13151. The ca. 1950 bus station, located near the corner of Randolph and Knox Streets, is a one-story, 
rectangular stucco building with a dentil cornice and gable on hip roof that extends to form an engaged porch. The 
porch is supported by paired Doric posts at the porch. The station is eligible for the NRHP for signaling the 
transition from rail to bus transportation for soldiers at Fort Bragg (Criterion A) and for its distinctive architecture 
(Criterion C) (Fort Bragg, 2001a). 

CMTC Mess Hall # 27502. The Citizen’s Military Training Camp Mess Hall, located on the east side of Reilly 
Street adjacent to the Pope AFB gate, is a one-story, T-shaped, concrete block building with wooden eaves and 
exposed rafter ends. The building, constructed in 1936, is the only substantially intact building remaining on Fort 
Bragg associated with the CMTC. It is eligible for the NRHP for its association with the CMTC program (Criterion 
A) (NC SHPO, 2004). 

Ranger Station # 2 #O9007. Ranger Station # 2 is located at the intersection of Morganton Road and Manchester 
Road on the western edge of the installation. The frame house was constructed in 1938 is the only remaining 
example of three ranger stations built during the 1930s. It is eligible for NRHP listing for its association with the 
ranger program at Fort Bragg. The program was created to ensure the safety of the soldiers and their families as well 
as the protection of the installation’s natural resources (Criterion A). (NC SHPO, 2006). 

Stryker Golf Course. The Stryker Golf Course, located on the west side of Bragg Boulevard, is an eighteen-hole 
course. The golf course is determined eligible for the NRHP listing for its entertainment and recreation associations 
with the development of an Army sports program during the expansion of the Army in the 1940s (Criterion A) (Fort 
Bragg, 2005c). 
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John F. Kennedy Chapel #D3116. The JFK Chapel was constructed in 1966 and is built from standardized Army 
plans for Chapels. The building’s significance is found in its seven stained glass windows. The windows depict 
themes common to the Special Forces. The building is eligible for the NRHP for its artistic merit and its Cold War 
significance (Criterion A) and has met significance in the past fifty years (Criterion Consideration G) (Fort Bragg, 
2005a.) 

Sandy Grove Presbyterian Church and Cemetery. The 1854 Greek Revival style church and its associated cemetery 
are eligible for the NRHP for being a representative example of one of the antebellum churches established by the 
Highland Scottish settlers in the Upper Cape Fear. The church and cemetery are considered eligible under Criterion 
A for presenting a lasting legacy to their distinctive culture and as an example of their architectural and sculptural 
traditions (Criterion C) (Fort Bragg, 2001a). 

Long Street Presbyterian Church and Cemetery. The Long Street Presbyterian Church, executed in the Greek 
Revival style, was constructed in ca. 1850. The associated cemetery contains significant gravestones dating from the 
late 18th to early 20th century. The property incorporates approximately six acres. The Long Street Presbyterian 
Church and Cemetery is listed in the NRHP. (Fort Bragg, 2001a).  

3.9.1.4 Cemeteries 

Historic Cemeteries. Twenty-seven historic cemeteries have been identified within the boundaries of Fort Bragg. 
The Long Street Presbyterian Church Cemetery is listed in the NRHP and the Sandy Grove Presbyterian Church 
Cemetery is eligible for NHRP listing. The remaining cemeteries may be considered historic resources (i.e., older 
than 50 years), but they are not ordinarily considered NRHP-eligible (NPS, 2002). The Newton Cemetery, located 
on the immediate north side of Yadkin Road (340’ contour), appears to be within the boundary of the proposed 
Alternative area for the Division Area site.  The McIntyre Cemetery, located west of Stewart’s Creek (250’ contour) 
and just east of the patrol road on the NE corner of the post ammunition supply point, appears to be within the 
boundary of the proposed Alternative area for the Vacated ASP site.  These two cemeteries have not been 
determined eligible for the NRHP. Some cemeteries may be considered NRHP-eligible as a result of their unique 
gravestone or mausoleum architecture, or as contributing elements to a National Register District. Unless specified, 
most of the cemeteries identified within the boundaries of Fort Bragg represent small local or family cemeteries that 
are not likely to be considered NRHP-eligible.  Nonetheless, all historic cemeteries are afforded special status and 
preserved and potential impacts are to be avoided.  Two cemeteries are NRHP eligible in connection with their 
churches, Long Street and Sandy Grove. 

3.9.1.5 Archaeological Resources 

 Fort Bragg has completed archaeological inventory of approximately 70 percent of its undisturbed areas. Previously 
developed portions of the cantonment and permanent impact areas no longer contain intact archaeological deposits 
and survey is not required in those areas.  More than 54 cultural resources investigations have been conducted at 
Fort Bragg (Fort Bragg, 2001a); the majority of which have been conducted since 1996. 

A total of 4,289 archaeological sites have been identified at Fort Bragg. The 3,162 pre-contact sites include 
Paleoindian and Archaic period temporary hunting camps and stone tool-making workshops, Woodland period 
temporary upland camps, and general habitation and activity sites. The 428 historic sites represent American Indian, 
European-American, African-American, and non-military industrial occupations (Fort Bragg, 2001a).  

More than 297 archaeological evaluations to determine NRHP eligibility have been conducted and 74 archaeological 
sites area considered eligible for listing on the NRHP. Another 280 archaeological sites are presently protected 
pending evaluation for NRHP eligibility. (Fort Bragg, 2006e) 

Beyond the obligation to comply with NHPA for NRHP eligible archaeological resources, there are other 
substantive laws relating to the treatment of archaeological sites and collections. In the event of an issue of this 
nature, particularly an unanticipated discovery, the current Fort Bragg ICRMP contains complete guidance. 

3.9.1.6 American Indian Resources 
 Recent laws require consultation with federally recognized American Indian tribes and respectful treatment and 
disposition of American Indian artifacts, traditional sites, and graves based upon a nation to nation relationship. 
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Issues of this nature may arise even when the American Indian tribe no longer occupies the territory. Fort Bragg 
CRP has entered into discussions with ten tribes which are deemed to have a potential affiliation with the territory of 
Fort Bragg. The discussions have not yet established that any sacred sites exist on the installation. The current Fort 
Bragg ICRMP contains a complete list of laws and procedures relating to American Indian consultation and 
patrimony which would be implemented in the event of an unanticipated issue.  

3.9.2 Environmental Consequences 

No effect – This equates to no effect for Section 106. 
No Significant Effect – An impact that alters or has the potential to alter the historic characteristics or setting of 

an NRHP property but does not diminish its integrity.  This equates to no adverse effect for Section 106. 
Significant Effect – An impact that diminishes or destroys the integrity of an NRHP property.  This equates to 

adverse effect for Section 106.   

In the practice of Section 106 consultation, adverse effects can often, but not always, be mitigated when the loss of 
integrity of the NRHP resource is justified, balanced against other competing interests.  The results of the consultation 
process are usually memorialized in a Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement containing mitigation stipulations that 
prevent impacts that would necessitate an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  Neither the initial identification of a 
significant impact to cultural resources or a determination of adverse effect under Section 106 necessarily precludes a 
FNSI under NEPA.  

3.9.2.1 No Action Alternative 

No effects would be expected. Implementation of the No Action Alternative would not alter any existing cultural 
resources at the sites being considered under the proposed action. 

3.9.2.2 Proposed Action 
Implementation of the Proposed Action has been reviewed against the baseline knowledge of National Register of 
Historic Places eligible resources present for each of the seven BRAC. AMF,, and stationing-related project areas 
identified. Only those project areas and specific projects with cultural resources concerns are discussed further. 
Training, which will be conducted as in the past using the same lands for the same purposes with the same types of 
weapons and units, would avoid cultural resources, as is currently required at Fort Bragg. 

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne and Fires Brigade Area – No Significant Effect 
Built Environment – None of the projects identified in the Proposed Action for this area have the potential to 
affect NRHP eligible buildings, structures, monuments, viewsheds, or designed landscapes except the following: 

• PN 44968, PN 61035. The CRP is currently updating the Architectural and Historic Resource Survey 
to evaluate all buildings constructed between 1951 and 1956, the early Cold War Period in connection 
with the 2006 ICRMP update. It appears that some of these resources may fall within the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE) of the projects. If the relevant buildings are determined NRHP eligible, the CRP 
will initiate consultation under 36 CFR 800 on the effects (Fort Bragg, 2005c). 

•  PN 64340 and PN 64447. Per consultation with NC SHPO, the CRP is documenting the Hammerhead 
Barracks (which are proposed for demolition by these projects) with black and white 35mm and digital 
photography. Upon acceptance of the documentation, any potential adverse effects under 36CFR800 
will be mitigated (Fort Bragg Cultural Resources, 2006). 

Area 2 – Main Post – No Significant Effect 
 
Built Environment – All of the projects identified in the Proposed Action for this area are within or adjacent to 
the Old Post Historic District, which has been officially determined NRHP eligible. (See below, table 3.20.)  
Because the Old Post Historic District’s significance lies in its architectural and Beaux Arts style site planning 
qualities, the design and siting of new buildings as well as the effect on views will be of concern to the NC 
SHPO. Fort Bragg will consult with the NC SHPO in accordance with 36CFR800 on these projects to ensure 
that impacts are not significant. 
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TABLE 3.20: MAIN POST PROJECTS 

Project Name PN 
Child Development Center 54912 
Consolidated Troop Clinic 64244 
FORSCOM/USARC HQ  64305a 
DOIM Cable Yard 64305b 
DMWR Warehouse 64305e 
Knox Street extension (FORSCOM) 64305f 
FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM Server Farm Facility 64305d 
FORSCOM Band Facility 64333 
Blood Donor Center 41176 
Ball Fields 64974 
General Officer’s Quarters 66655 

 
Archaeology – Per cultural resources survey, there is no potential for affecting NRHP eligible sites. 

 
Area 3 – South Post USASOC – No Significant Effect 

 

Built Environment – None of the projects identified in the Proposed Action for this area have the potential to 
affect NRHP eligible buildings, structures, monuments, viewsheds, or designed landscapes except the following: 

Project PN 65558 may affect the setting of the John F. Kennedy Special Warfare College Historic District, 
determined eligible for the NRHP for its Cold War significance. If so, consultation with NC SHPO under 36 
CFR 800 would assure that impacts are not significant. 

Archaeology – Per cultural resources survey, there is no potential for affecting NRHP eligible sites. 

Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area – No Effect 
 

Built Environment – The project identified in the Proposed Action for this area has no potential to affect 
NRHP eligible buildings, structures, monuments, viewsheds, or designed landscapes. 

Archaeology – Per cultural resources survey, there is no potential for affecting NRHP eligible sites. 

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East – No Significant Effect 
Built Environment – The project identified in the Proposed Action for this area has no potential to affect 
NRHP eligible buildings, structures, monuments, viewsheds, or designed landscapes.  
 

Archaeology – Per cultural resources survey and an evaluation of site 31CD1491 to be NRHP ineligible, there 
is no potential for affecting NRHP eligible sites. 

Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas – No effect. 
Built Environment – The project identified in the Proposed Action for this area has no potential to affect 
NRHP eligible buildings, structures, monuments, viewsheds, or designed landscapes. 
Archaeology – Per cultural resources survey, there is no potential for affecting NRHP eligible sites. 

 

3.9.2.3 Additional Alternatives 

3.9.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM/USARC HQ at Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield Alternative 
Simmons AAF is an alternative site for PN 64305a, FORSCOM/USARC HQ. – No Impact 
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Built Environment – The Simmons AAF Alternative has no potential to affect NRHP eligible buildings, 
structures, monuments, viewsheds, or designed landscapes.  Although a Simmons Historic District has been 
documented, the master plan for the development of Simmons already envisions the demolition of most of its 
eligible resources. In April 2005, a Memorandum of Agreement under 36 CFR 800, was signed which allows 
the implementation of the master plan and effectively mitigates the loss of the historic district through 
documentation. (Fort Bragg, 2006e) 

Archaeology – Per cultural resources survey, there is no potential for affecting NRHP eligible sites. 

3.9.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM/USARC HQ and Ball Fields at Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base Alternative 
There would no significant effect. Pope AFB is an alternative location for two projects: PN 64305a, 
FORSCOM/USARC HQ and PN 64947, Ball Fields. As indicated above, there are two sites at the Pope AFB Golf 
Course and one site at an existing Pope AFB housing development, the last requiring demolition which could 
accommodate PN 64305a. There is one site at the Pope AFB Golf Course that could accommodate PN 64947.   

 

Built Environment – There are no NRHP eligible structures on or within the vicinity of the Golf Course. 
However, units of housing present at the above referenced housing development have not yet been fully 
evaluated.  It appears that they may be classifiable as Capehart housing in which case they would fall under the 
Program Comment published by the ACHP allowing their demolition with no further Sec. 106 consultation, as 
their loss has already been mitigated.  If the housing units are not determined to be Capehart, demolition may 
proceed with no effect.  (ACHP, 2005) 

Archaeology – Per cultural resources survey, there is no potential for affecting NRHP eligible sites 

3.10 SOCIOECONOMICS  

3.10.1 Affected Environment 

Introduction 
The economic ROI for Fort Bragg encompasses the following 5 counties: Lee, Moore, Harnett, Hoke, and 
Cumberland Counties. These counties constitute the area where the predominant socioeconomic effects of the 
Proposed Action would take place. The geographical extent of the ROI is based on residential distribution of the 
installation’s military, civilian, and contracting personnel and the location of businesses that provide goods and 
services to the installation and its employees.  

Fort Bragg is just more than 7 miles from Fayetteville, North Carolina, a small city with a population of more than 
120,000. Raleigh, North Carolina and the renowned Research Triangle are only 50 miles away. Cumberland County 
historically was a riverfront distribution center and is now a commercial area offering many services to its residents 
and the residents of the surrounding counties. Lee and Hoke Counties are the smallest in the ROI, and no part of Fort 
Bragg lies within Lee County’s borders. Hoke County’s agricultural base has shifted over the last 30 years and now, 
major industrial firms such as Unilever USA-HPC and Burlington Industries operate in the county, employing a 
large number of local residents. Moore County is perhaps best known for its numerous world-class golf courses and 
is a major golf vacation destination.  

The baseline year for the socioeconomic analysis is 2005, although much of the economic and demographic data for 
the ROI are available only through the year 2005. Wherever possible, the most recent data available are presented so 
that the affected environment descriptions are reflective of current conditions in the ROI. 

3.10.1.1 Economic Development 

Regional Economic Activity 
The government, health care, manufacturing, retail, and construction sectors are the major sources of employment in 
the ROI. Together, these five sectors generated approximately 62 percent of the ROI’s jobs in 2004 (USBEA, 
2004a). Employment associated with mining, management, and utilities is negligible within the ROI. As seen in 
Table 3.21 below, those sectors related to tourism, such as retail trade and accommodations, healthcare, and 
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construction are moderate drivers of private sector employment in all counties. The information technology and 
recreation sectors contribute little to the overall employment status of the ROI. Interestingly, manufacturing 
continues to be an important contributor to economic growth in the region. This is contrary to recent economic 
trends elsewhere in the United States where domestic manufacturing jobs have declined over time with the 
emergence of a more service oriented economy, and the increasing tendency to outsource these jobs to countries 
with low-cost labor. 

TABLE 3.21:  FORT BRAGG ROI EMPLOYMENT BY SECTOR 

 Cumberland Harnett Hoke Lee Moore 
Industry      
Agricultural Services 0.58% 4.63% 5.31% 2.6% 4.07% 
Mining D D D 0.2% D 
Construction 4.08% 11.33% 8.85% 6.0% 7.51% 
Utilities 0.18% D D 0.6% 0.27% 
Manufacturing 4.96% 7.64% 21.47% 31% 6.16% 
Wholesale Trade 1.56% D 3.93% 3.6% 1.44% 
Retail Trade 9.96% 4.38% 6.49% 10% 12.10% 
Transportation and Warehousing 2.6% 3.42% D 1.2% 1.63% 
Information 1.23% 1.47% D 0.8% 0.93% 
Finance and Insurance 2.03% 2.9% 1.41% 2% 2.83% 
Real Estate 2.23% 4.38% 2.47% 2.5% 4.03% 
Professional Technical Services 2.94% 4.54% 1.99% 2.3% 4.76% 
Management of Companies 0.28% 0.48% 0.12% 1.3% D 
Administrative and Waste Services 5.31% 5.34% 3.99% 6.5% D 
Educational Services 0.99% D 0.67% 0.6% 1.4% 
Health Care 6.30% D 10.31% 21.2% 17.3% 
Arts and Recreation 0.92% 1.25% 0.89% 1.2% 4.6% 
Accommodations and Food Services 6.49% 5.48% 2.53% 5.1% 10.53% 
Other Services 5.02% 7.22% 8.35% 4.6% 6.03% 
Government 42.43% 13.61% 19.29% 9.8% 11.26% 
Source: USBEA, 2004a 
D=Not shown to avoid disclosure of confidential information, but the estimates for this item are included in the totals. 

 
The unemployment rate for the ROI averaged 5.5 percent in 2005 (USBLS 2005), compared to 5.2 percent for the 
State of North Carolina and the national unemployment rate of 4.7 percent. During the last 4 years, the ROI 
unemployment rate has dropped from a high of 6 percent in 2001 with improving economic conditions during the 
past four years. The ROI per capita personal income (PCPI) was $26,361, significantly lower than the U.S. PCPI of 
$35,050, and lower than for the State of North Carolina which was $29,322 in 2004 (USBEA, 2004b).  

Installation Contribution to the Local Economy  
Fort Bragg employs a total of 47,849 military personnel, 4,619 civilian DoD employees and 3,523 contractor 
workers (Fort Bragg Garrison, 2006c), and the majority of active duty military personnel live in Cumberland 
County. The installation workforce accounts for about 18 percent of all ROI employment, making its contribution to 
the regional economy quite substantial. Installation expenditures in the ROI totaled $650,562,527 during 2005. 
Payroll expenditures reached $2,279,973,587 in 2005. The average annual salary for civilian workers at Fort Bragg 
is $38,188. Salaries for permanent military personnel at Fort Bragg averaged $41,151 in 2005 (US Census Bureau, 
2000b). The distribution of military personnel by rank is shown in Table 3.22 below. 

TABLE 3.22:  FORT BRAGG EMPLOYMENT 

Rank Number 
Officers 4,661 
Warranted Officers 1,193 
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Enlisted 36,685 
Active AR and NG 5310 

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000b 

3.10.1.2 Demographics 

The most recent Census Bureau estimates indicate that the ROI’s population has reached 587,617 inhabitants and 
has grown 42 percent since 1980. With a population of more than 304,000, Cumberland County is the largest county 
in the ROI, and the majority of Fort Bragg lies within it. Whereas the population of Cumberland County increased 
by only 23 percent during the period 1980 to 2000, Hoke County’s population has more than doubled and was 
among the top 100 fastest growing counties in the US from 2000-2005. Meanwhile, the population growth of the 
state of North Carolina was 42 percent during this period compared to more than 30 percent for the US over this 
same period (Stats Indiana, 2006a). With this data it can be concluded that on average, the ROI has experienced a 
significantly faster population growth rate than both the US and the state of North Carolina. Table 3.23 below shows 
population data for the ROI in comparison to state and the United States. 

TABLE 3.23:  ROI POPULATION GROWTH 1980 - 2005 

Location 1980 1990 2000 2005 
Lee County 36,718 41,370 49,040 55,704 
Moore County 50,505 59,000 74,769 81,685 
Harnett County 59,570 67,833 91,025 103,692 
Hoke County 20,383 22,856 33,646 41,016 
Cumberland County 247,160 274,713 302,963 305,520 
ROI 414,336 465,772 551,443 587,617 
State 5,880,096 6,632,448 8,049,313 8,683,242 
United States 226,545,805 248,709,873 281,421,906 296,410,404 

 Source: Stats Indiana, 2006a. 

3.10.1.3 Housing 

Characteristics of the ROI housing stock is summarized in Table 3.24, which identifies both owner-occupied and 
renter-occupied homes, along with median home values, for each county in the ROI. The housing units identified in 
Table 3.24 include all structure types (e.g., single-family homes, apartments, and mobile homes).  

TABLE 3.24:  HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS FOR ROI COUNTIES 

 Lee  
County 

Moore  
County 

Harnett 
County 

Hoke  
County 

Cumberland 
County 

ROI  
Totals 

Total Housing Units 19,909 35,151 38,605 12,518 118,425 224,608 
Occupied Housing Units 18,466 30,713 33,800 11,373 107,358 207,710 
    Owner-occupied 13,236 24,143 23,753 8,531 63,748 133,411 
    Renter-occupied 5,230 6,570 10,047 2,842 43,610 68,299 
Vacant Housing Units 1,443 4,438 4,805 1,145 11,067 16,898 
Median Home Value 
(Owner-occupied) 

$89,500 $111,900 $80,600 $70,700 $84,900 $87,52010 

Source: Stats Indiana, 2006b, and US Census Bureau, 2000. 

The ROI’s housing market could be characterized as growing significantly, with an estimated 16,700 units added 
between 2000 and 2004, an increase of more than 7 percent. This is consistent with the trend in the state of North 
Carolina, which has seen a 9 percent increase in its housing stock over the same time period (Stats Indiana, 2006b). 
                                                           

10Average home value for the ROI as a whole. 
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With an average value of $87,520, ROI homes cost significantly less than the national median value of owner-
occupied homes which was $119,600 in 2000 (U.S. Census Bureau, 2000). Even Moore County, the most expensive 
county for housing in the ROI, safely falls under the US median. The ROI’s housing market should be able to easily 
absorb the demand presented by the current 66% of military personnel that live off-post, and any incoming 
personnel that must live off-post. 

3.10.1.4 Quality of Life 

Quality of Life refers to those amenities available to the installation’s military personnel, their dependents, and 
civilian employees, and which contribute to their well being. The relative importance of these amenities to a 
person’s well-being is subjective (e.g., some individuals consider educational opportunities essential to their well-
being, others may place a high value on the availability of health care services, and still others may hold public 
safety as their primary quality-of-life concern). BRAC quality-of-life analyses typically address issues relating to 
potential impacts of the proposed action on the availability of public services and leisure activities that contribute to 
quality of life of the affected installation’s workforce and their dependents. For purposes of this study, the affected 
environment for quality of life includes military housing, schools for DoD dependents, family support services, 
medical facilities, shops and services, and recreational opportunities. 

Installation Housing 
In 2005, there were 4,746 family units on Fort Bragg. Of the 47,849 military personnel working at Fort Bragg, 34 
percent live on-post and the remaining 66 percent live off post. Table 3.25 shows the break down of military housing 
at Fort Bragg. 

TABLE 3.25:  DISTRIBUTION OF FORT BRAGG HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE 

Housing Unit Type11 Number of Units Vacancy Rate 
Officer Family Units 4,746 8% 
Barracks 15,950 26% 
Other housing 647 12% 

Source: Kurt Ehlers, 2006a and IBO, 2000. 

As seen in the table, all types of housing units have current vacancies. However, there are waiting lists for certain 
types of housing for new incoming military personnel. The waiting time depends on the type of housing desired, the 
rank of the person requesting on-base housing, and whether or not the requester is already living on base or is 
requesting on-base housing for the first time. There are a total of 29 waiting lists, varying from 1 month to two 
years. There is expected to be 215 new housing units added per year up to a total of 1,500 units (Shelly, Housing 
Office, 2006). 

Health Care Facilities:    
Active military personnel and their dependents at Fort Bragg can use the Womack Army Hospital. There are at least 
7 other hospitals/emergency care facilities within the ROI. 

Educational Services for DoD Dependents 
The U.S. Department of Education provides federal impact aid to school districts that have federal lands within their 
jurisdiction. This federal impact aid is authorized under Public Law 103-282 as payment in lieu of taxes that would 
have been paid if the land were not held by the federal government. School districts receive federal impact aid for 
each federally connected student whose parent or parents live on or work on federal property. The amount of federal 
impact aid a school receives is dependent on the number of “federal” students the district supports in relation to the 
total district student population. Schools received more federal impact aid for those students whose parents both live 
and work on federal property. Total federal impact aid varies year by year according to congressional appropriations 
for the program, but in general federal impact aid has ranged from $250 to $2,000 per student. 

                                                           

11 Officer family units consist of 2-4 bedroom units.  Barracks consist of 1-4 man rooms.  Other housing may 
include (but may not be limited to guest housing). 
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Fort Bragg has nine schools on base: eight elementary schools and one middle school. In addition, a new elementary 
school is proposed to be built and it will accommodate up to 550 pre-kindergarten through 9th grade students.  There 
are more than 97,000 students enrolled in more than 150 schools of the ROI (NCES, 2003-2004). The ROI has six 
school districts: one each for all of the counties and one in Fort Bragg itself. Table 3.26 lists each district and its 
enrollment by school category.  

TABLE 3.26:   2003-2004 SCHOOL YEAR PUBLIC EDUCATION STATISTICS 

School District School Type Enrollment 

Total District 
Enrollment  

Student/ 
Teacher 
Ratio 

Operating Capacity 

Ft Bragg Elementary (6) 3080
Ft. Bragg Middle (2) 1171
Ft Bragg High (0) N/A
Ft. Bragg Other (0) N/A

4,000 N/A To accommodate additional students on-
base, the installation plans to build a new 
PK-9th grade school that will be able to 
accommodate up to 550 students. 

Cumberland Elementary (51) 24,830
Cumberland Middle (14) 11,105
Cumberland High (9) 15,548
Cumberland Private/Other (4) 1404

53,000 16.3 Cumberland County schools are operating 
at near capacity and they plan to build 
temporary units to accommodate 
additional students. 

Moore Elementary (13) 4595
Moore Middle (4) 2519
Moore High (3) 3490
Moore Private/Other (1) 728

11,500 15.1 Elementary Schools in Moore county are 
operating at 91% capacity, middle schools 
at 93% capacity, and high schools are 
operating at 12% above capacity.  Note 
that these are averages.  There are 
individual elementary and middle schools 
that are operating above capacity. 

Hoke  Elementary (7) 3436
Hoke  Middle (2) 1546
Hoke  High (1) 1526
Hoke  Private/Other (1) 60

6,500 16.6 Hoke county schools are operating at full 
capacity. There are also plans to bring in 
modular units to meet the demand of 
additional students. 

Harnett Elementary (16) 7232
Harnett Middle (5) 4231
Harnett High (4) 5219
Harnett Private/Other (1) 35

17,000 15.9 Harnett County schools are at above 
capacity.  There are only a few seats 
available in the high schools, but the 
elementary and middle schools are 
completely full.  The county has built 
modular spaces for elementary and middle 
schools, and a new elementary school is 
being built to absorb some of the 
additional demand caused by BRAC. 

Lee Elementary (8) 4312
Lee Middle (2) 2161
Lee High (1) 2522
Lee Private/Other (3) 169

9,000 16.0 Lee County Schools are operating at close 
to full capacity (96%) at the elementary 
school level. One elementary school is 
above capacity.  High schools in the 
county are operating under capacity. 

Total /Average  101000 16.0
Data Source: National Center for Education Statistics, 2003-2004 

Family Support Services 
Fort Bragg offers 4 child development centers and a family child care center on post. In addition, the family care service 
offers hourly child care at different times of the day, five days a week, and serves more than 135 homes. The Armed 
Services Fort Bragg YMCA also provides before and after school services at some of the local elementary schools. 

Shops, Services, and Recreation 
The installation also has several gasoline stations and car repair services. Located on-post there is the commissary 
which offers groceries and household goods as well as the post exchange which contains a barber shop, a beauty 
shop, a pharmacy, food court, and other convenient shops. There are also several major shopping malls within a 
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radius of 2 miles from Fort Bragg. Fort Bragg offers numerous recreational opportunities both on post and in the 
surrounding area. There are a variety of organized activities year round. Almost every type of recreation and 
athletics is available and there are 183 recreational facilities on post. Golf courses, pools, lakes, bowling lanes, 
hunting fields, and craft shops are all on or near the base. Additional fishing, and deer and bird hunting is available 
within 25-100 miles of the base. 

3.10.1.5 Public Services 

Law Enforcement and Fire Protection 
The Harnett County, Hoke County, Cumberland County, Moore County, and Lee County Sheriff offices all provide 
law enforcement services in the ROI. There are several fire districts serving the ROI. Among them are the 
Cumberland County Fire Marshall Offices, with 26 squads, and the Fort Bragg Fire and Emergency Services with 5 
squads. In addition, there are fire departments in Hoke County and in Fayetteville City.  

3.10.1.6 Environmental Justice 

On February 11, 1994, President Clinton issued Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority and Low-Income Populations. The EO was designed to focus the attention of federal agencies on the 
human health and environmental conditions in minority communities and low-income communities. Environmental 
justice analyses are performed to identify potential disproportionately high and adverse impacts from proposed actions and 
to identify alternatives that might mitigate these impacts. Data from the U.S. Department of Commerce 2000 Census of 
Population and Housing were used for this environmental justice analysis. Minority populations included in the census are 
identified as Black or African American, American Indian and Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian and other Pacific 
Islander, Hispanic, of two or more races, and other. Poverty status, used in this EA to define low-income status, is reported 
as the number of persons with income below poverty level. The 2005 Census defines the poverty level as $9,570 of annual 
income, or less, for an individual, and $19,350 of annual income, or less, for a family of four. 

The ROI has a lower percentage of minority residents than the state of North Carolina and the United States, as shown in 
Table 3.27. In 2005, 64 percent of the ROI population was white and 29 percent was black. All other racial groups 
combined totaled approximately 10 percent of the population, while 7 percent were of Hispanic origin. In North Carolina, 
74 percent of the population was white, 22 percent was black, 2.8 percent was of another minority racial group, and 6 
percent was of Hispanic origin. For the United States, 75.1 percent of the population was white, 12.3 percent was black, 
and 12.6 percent was of other minority racial groups. Approximately 12.5 percent of the U.S. population was Hispanic 
(Stats Indiana, 2006a). The Census Bureau bases the poverty status of families and individuals on 48 threshold variables, 
including income, family size, number of family members under the age of 18 and over the age of 65, and amount spent 
on food. In 2003 approximately 14.7 percent of the ROI residents were classified as living in poverty (Stats Indiana, 
2000c). As seen in the table below, this is slightly higher than the poverty rate for both the state of North Carolina and the 
United States as a whole.  

TABLE 3.27:  RACE, ETHNICITY, AND POVERTY STATUS 

 ROI STATE 
White 373,320 6,332,037 
Black or African American 172,378 1,861,416 
American Indian and Alaskan Native 11,180 110,198 
Asian 8,438 148,299 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 
Islander 

1,325 5,784 

Two or more Races 11,840 83,487 
Hispanic or Latino 41,328 517,617 
Medium Household Income $37,259 $39,438 
Percent Living Below Poverty 14.7 13.4 
Source: Stats Indiana, 2006a and Stats Indiana 2006c  
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3.10.1.7 Protection of Children 

On April 21, 1997, the President issued EO 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks. This Executive Order directs each federal agency to ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards 
address disproportionate risks to children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks. EO 13045 recognizes 
that a growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may suffer disproportionately from environmental 
health risks and safety risks. These risks arise because children’s neurological, immunological, digestive, and other bodily 
systems are still developing; children eat more food, drink more fluids, and breathe more air in proportion to their body 
weight than adults; children’s size and weight may diminish their protection from standard safety features; and children’s 
behavior patterns make them more susceptible to accidents because they are less able to protect themselves. Therefore, to 
the extent permitted by law and appropriate, and consistent with the agency’s mission, the President has directed each 
federal agency to (1) make it a high priority to identify and assess environmental health risks and safety risks that may 
disproportionately affect children, and (2) ensure that the agency’s policies, programs, and standards address 
disproportionate health risks to children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks. Examples of risks to 
children include increased traffic volumes and industrial or production-oriented activities that would generate substances 
or pollutants which children may come into contact with or ingest. Actions or alternatives indicating potential 
disproportionate risks to children will be identified and addressed in Section 4.10.2 of this EA.  

3.10.2 Socioeconomic Consequences 

Introduction 
EIFS Model Methodology. The economic effects of implementing the proposed action are estimated using the 
Economic Impact Forecast System (EIFS) model, a computer-based economic tool that calculates multipliers to 
estimate the direct and indirect effects resulting from a given action. Changes in spending and employment 
associated with the renovation of housing represent the direct effects of the action. Based on the input data and 
calculated multipliers, the model estimates changes in sales volume, income, employment, and population in the 
ROI, accounting for the direct and indirect effects of the action. 

For purposes of this analysis, a change is considered significant if it falls outside the historical range of ROI economic 
variation. To determine the historical range of economic variation, the EIFS model calculates a rational threshold value 
(RTV) profile for the ROI. This analytical process uses historical data for the ROI and calculates fluctuations in sales 
volume, income, employment, and population patterns. The historical extremes for the ROI become the thresholds of 
significance (i.e., the RTVs) for social and economic change. If the estimated effect of an action falls above the positive 
RTV or below the negative RTV, the effect is considered to be significant. Appendix J discusses this methodology in 
more detail and presents the model input and output tables developed for this analysis. 

Impacts to socioeconomics were identified using the following criteria: 
No Effects – No change to socioeconomic conditions. 
No Significant Effect – A change that does not fall outside the historic range of ROI economic variation. 
Significant Effect – A change is considered significant if it falls outside the historical range of ROI economic 
variation. 

3.10.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Economic Development 
No direct or indirect effects would be expected. Under the No Action Alternative, the installation working 
population and installation expenditures would remain unchanged from baseline levels. No new construction would 
take place. Therefore, economic activity levels would be the same as under the baseline conditions.  
 
Demographics 
No direct or indirect effects would be expected. Under the No Action Alternative, the installation working 
population would remain unchanged from baseline levels and no new construction would take place. Therefore, the 
ROI population growth would be the same as under baseline conditions.  
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Housing 
No direct or indirect effects would be expected. Under the No Action Alternative, the installation working 
population would remain unchanged from baseline levels. Therefore, the demand for housing units would be the 
same as under baseline conditions.  

Quality of Life and Public Services 
No effects would be expected.  Under the No Action Alternative, the installation working population would remain 
unchanged from baseline levels. Therefore, there would be no effects for any public services. 

Environmental Justice 
No effects would be expected.  Under the No Action Alternative, the installation working population would remain 
unchanged from baseline levels. Therefore, there would be no change in any impacts to any demographic group 
residing or working in the economic ROI. 

3.10.2.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 

Economic Development 
Proposed action. No significant effects would be expected. Under the proposed action a total of approximately 2300 
military personnel, 1,500 civilian personnel and 350 contractor employees would be added to the Fort workforce 
(Fort Bragg Garrison, 2006a). For the EIFS model, the total added workforce excluding the personnel associated 
with Pope AFB and USASOC since these two entities are already within the ROI was used.  It should be noted that a 
peak year was chosen for the analysis in order to highlight the maximum change in any given year that could 
potentially be caused by proposed actions. The peak year for migration of personnel is 2006 and the peak year for 
construction spending is 2009.  Therefore in the peak year, 2700 military and 70 civilian and contractor personnel 
will be added to the installation workforce (incoming personnel from POPE AFB are not included in this analysis)12. 
The proposed action would generate a total net gain of 3117 indirect and 4482 direct jobs in the Fort Bragg 
economic ROI, for a total of 7599 jobs. This increase in employment would represent a 2.63 percent increase in the 
region’s employment levels and would fall short of the positive RTV Value of 6.39 percent.  

The proposed action would also generate positive changes in the other economic indicators estimated by the EIFS 
model, including a 6.86 percent increase in sales volume, a 2.32 percent increase in regional personal income, and a 
1.31 percent increase in the ROI population. 

Construction will be a substantial contribution to the overall economic changes generated by BRAC-, AMF-, and 
stationing-related actions. During the peak year of 2009, $400,206,400 will be spent on construction projects (Fort 
Bragg, 2006c). A large percentage of the expected economic affects would be directly attributed to construction. For 
example, of the jobs created, 4066 of the 7599 jobs, or 54 percent, would be a direct result of construction activity. 
Additionally, almost 84 percent of the increase in sales volume and 51 percent of the increase in personal income 
generated is attributed to construction activity. Note that these increases directly attributed to construction activity 
are of a short term nature only. 

                                                           

12 The total number of incoming personnel from Pope is 1,873 in the peak year 2010, but they are not included in the 
analysis for socioeconomics because they are not coming from outside of the ROI.  In other words, they are not an 
addition to the population that would cause any economic effects. Also, for purposes of running the EIFS model, we 
selected a peak year for incoming personnel (since historical data used to determine economic impact thresholds are 
presented on a year by year basis).  The peak year for incoming personnel is 2006, not 2010 (which is Pope's peak  
year)  Pope figures, as well as personnel figures can be found in the referenced Migration Chart (Fort Bragg 
Garrison, 2006a). For incoming military, in 2006: 2482+218=2700 (although the 218 represents USASOC 
transformation and a loss of personnel, this number was not subtracted out from the total because it is not occurring 
outside the ROI and therefore does not represent a change to the ROI population.  For incoming civilians in 2006: 
62+3+1+4=70.  Again, USASAOC (71) was not included. 
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Demographics 
No significant effects would be expected. Under the proposed action, incoming military and civilian personnel and 
their dependents would increase the ROI population by 5510, or by about 1 percent. This percentage is within both 
the negative and positive RTV values so no significant effects would be expected. 
 
Housing 
No significant effects would be expected. Under the proposed action, there would be a minor increase in the demand for 
housing. Available housing on the base is relatively scarce as most of it is occupied. Additionally, waiting lists for the 
existing vacant units (about 4603 of them) may be as long as 2 years. However, the increase in demand for on-base 
housing would at least be partially absorbed by the planned 1,500 additional units to be added over the life of BRAC 
actions, but it is unlikely that current and future base facilities will be able to accommodate all new incoming military staff 
at any given point over the next several years. Off-post housing would need to be available for 4611 people as indicated by 
the EIFS report. This amounts to approximately 1,852 households (assuming a national average of 2.49 persons for 
military household, the factor used by the EIFS model) which is almost 11 percent of the current existing vacant housing 
stock of 16,898. In addition, as mentioned above, the ROI’s housing stock has been growing at the rate of 7 percent over a 
recent 4 year period which is faster than the rate of population increase caused by the proposed actions. Therefore, there 
would be no significant strain put on the ROI housing market or housing prices by incoming military personnel and their 
families that will live off-post. In sum, the increase in demand could result in minor increases in housing costs off-post, 
and could lengthen waiting times for available housing on-post. 

Quality of Life and Public Services 
No significant effects would be expected. During the peak year for incoming military and civilian personnel (2006) 
approximately 1,476 school age children would accompany the incoming military and civilian personnel (Fort Bragg 
Garrison, 2006b). At an expected 886 new students, elementary schools would be the most affected. The ROI’s 100 
elementary schools, as well as the proposed school in the NTA area would have to absorb many of these additional 
students. From a county point of view, since the majority of Fort Bragg military and civilian personnel live in 
Cumberland County, this county will have the most new entrants in its schools. No effects would be expected for 
any other of the public services including health, fire, and law enforcement given the relative small size of the 
incoming population relative to the size of the ROI. 

Environmental Justice 
No effects would be expected. The proposed action would not result in significant adverse impacts to any 
demographic group residing or working in the economic ROI. Therefore, there would be no disproportionately high 
and adverse impacts to minority populations or low income populations. Hence, the proposed action for Fort Bragg 
would not result in any environmental justice impacts. 

3.10.2.3 Additional Alternatives 
The movement of any projects within Fort Bragg, the movement of FORSCOM/USARC HQ to either Simmons 
AAF or Pope AFB, or the movement of the ball fields to Pope AFB would not move any projects out of the ROI, 
therefore any socioeconomic impacts would be the same as those discussed above. 

3.11 TRANSPORTATION 

This section describes the general traffic conditions within the affected environment in terms of access and 
circulation, and assesses any impacts related to these issues. 

3.11.1 Affected Environment 

3.11.1.1 Description of Roadways and Traffic 
Fort Bragg is located in Fayetteville, North Carolina, approximately 50 miles southwest of the Durham-Raleigh 
metropolitan area. Currently Fort Bragg is not directly accessible through interstate and U.S. highways. Interstate 95 
is the closest interstate, 12 miles southeast of the post, and is accessible through local arterial roads. The interstate 
highway system was originally constructed to support national defense and to transport military personnel and 
equipment efficiently through the country, making this is an important deficiency. This deficiency is currently being 
addressed through the planning, design and construction of the Fayetteville Outer Loop (I-295) that will connect 
Fort Bragg with I-95 through a limited access highway. The expected completion of this project is 2012. 
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Off Post Roadways 
The Installation is accessed through the surrounding street network. There are access points in all directions of the 
post, but most of the activity is concentrated to the north, south, and east of the Cantonment, where Fayetteville and 
Spring Lake are located. The main roads that provide access to Fort Bragg are All American Freeway (US 401), 
Bragg Boulevard, Murchison Road, and Owen Drive. 

All American Freeway is a four-lane, divided, limited access primary arterial that runs north-south serving both 
regional and local commuter traffic in the Cantonment and Fayetteville. The main Access Control Point (ACP) is 
located on this road. All visitors must use this gate to access the post. 

Bragg Boulevard is a four-lane divided highway that runs in a north-south direction and is part of the regional road 
network that connects the Post with Fayetteville, Spring Lake and points beyond. The North Carolina Department of 
Transportation (NCDOT), the City of Fayetteville and Fort Bragg have identified the section of Bragg Boulevard 
that runs through the post for closure to off-post traffic in the near future. The through traffic that currently uses this 
road would be diverted to Murchison Road. NCDOT is already planning to expand the section of Murchison Road 
parallel to the section of Bragg Blvd. that will be closed to six lanes to accommodate the extra traffic. 

Owen Drive was recently upgraded to a six-lane divided arterial that runs in an east-west direction connecting I-95 
with the All American Freeway entrance to Fort Bragg. 

Access Control Points (ACP) 
There are sixteen ACPs or gates that control entry into Fort Bragg. Most of these gates were first constructed soon 
after Congress approved their funding in 1999. These gates are located throughout the perimeter of the Cantonment 
area (see Figure 3.8 and Table 3.28). At each manned location, security guards check identification cards and inspect 
vehicles before allowing access into the Installation. There are gates that operate different hours per day and on 
different days of the week; the range of possible hours of operation are as follows: 24-hours, 7 days a week; 5am – 
9pm Monday to Friday only; 5am – 9pm Monday to Friday, 9am – 5pm Weekends/Holidays. The gates can allow 
access to all vehicles, decals only and commercial vehicles. 
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FIGURE 3.8:  FORT BRAGG GATES 
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The All American Access Control Plaza was recently upgraded (2004) and is the designated access for visitors to 
Fort Bragg. It is located at the south end of the Gruber Road interchange and has nine entry lanes (eight for 
military/civilian personnel access and one for visitors) with a raised island separating each lane. It has search areas 
for 30 vehicles, a turn around lane for rejected vehicles, guard booths, and an active barrier system.  

The Knox Street Truck Plaza is located at the intersection of Knox Street and Bragg Boulevard. It is dedicated to 
truck inspections only with three lanes, a turn around lane for rejected vehicles, and a search area with X-ray 
capabilities. 

TABLE 3.28:  GATE LOCATION AND OPERATING CHARACTERISTICS. 

Location ACP Hours/Days Open Who Can Access 
All American Freeway, 
Gruber Exit Northbound 
(Into Post) 

ACP 7 5 a.m. - 9 p.m. Mon-Fri;  
Closed weekends/holidays 

Decal/temp pass holders only.  
No commercial size vehicles 

All American Freeway, 
Gruber Exit Southbound 
(Out of Post) 

NA CLOSED N/A 

All American Freeway 
Reilly Road Exit ACP 6 5 a.m. - 9 p.m. Mon-Fri;  

Closed weekends/holidays 
Decal/temp pass holders only.  
No commercial size vehicles 

All American Freeway 
Zabitosky Exit ACP 5 24 hours a day, 7 days a wk All vehicles except commercial  

size vehicles 
Bragg Boulevard at Butner 
Road ACP 12 5 a.m. - 9 p.m. Mon-Fri;  

9 a.m. - 5 p.m. Weekends/Holidays 
Decal/temp pass holders only.  
No commercial size vehicles 

Bragg Boulevard at Gruber ACP 9a 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 
Crossover Main Post to COSCOM 

Decal/temp pass holders only.  
No commercial size vehicles 

Bragg Boulevard at 
Honeycutt Road ACP 15 

Used only as crossover between 
COSCOM and Main Post;  
no access from Bragg Blvd. 

All vehicles, including commercial  
size vehicles for crossover 

Bragg Boulevard at Knox – 
East (Materiel Maintenance 
entrance) 

ACP 8a 5 a.m. - 9 p.m. Mon-Fri 
All vehicles, including commercial  
size vehicles; vehicles without decal/ 
pass must first clear above ACP 

Bragg Boulevard at Knox – 
Main ACP 8  24 hours a day, 7 days a wk All vehicles, including commercial size  

vehicles; trucks directed to Truck Plaza. 
Bragg Boulevard at 
Randolph ACP 11 24 hours a day, 7 days a wk All vehicles except commercial  

size vehicles 

Chicken Road at McRidge ACP 2 5 a.m. - 9 p.m. Mon-Fri;  
Closed weekends/holidays 

Decal/temp pass holders only.  
No commercial size vehicles 

Honeycutt at Murchison Rd ACP 10 24 hours a day, 7 days a wk Decal/temp pass holders only.  
No commercial size vehicles 

Longstreet near Gruber ACP 1 24 hours a day, 7 days a wk All vehicles, including commercial  
size vehicles 

Reilly Road Entrance at 
Canopy Lane ACP 3 24 hours a day, 7 days a wk Decal/temp pass holders only.  

No commercial size vehicles 

Simmons Army Airfield ACP 13 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.  
Airfield entrance only 

All vehicles, including commercial  
size vehicles 

Yadkin Road Gate  ACP  24 hours a day, 7 days a wk  All vehicles except commercial  
size vehicles  

Truck Plaza  ACP 16  5 p.m. - 9 a.m. Mon-Fri,  
5 p.m. - 1 a.m. Weekends  Commercial size vehicles 

  

Gates to the following roads onto Fort Bragg will be open permanently 24 hours a day, 7 days a week: 
Plank Road at King Road (on the extreme west side of post), Wayside  Road entrance to Plank Road (on the south 
border of post), Morrison Bridge Road (on the north side of post). The gates will be unmanned, but motorists will 
need to subsequently go through a checkpoint to get to the Cantonment area. 
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On Post Roadways 
The Fort Bragg road network is comprised of primary, secondary, and tertiary roads. The primary roads are Gruber 
Road, Butner Road, Bragg Boulevard, Reilly Street, Knox Street, Zabitosky Road, All American Freeway, 
Longstreet Road, Randolph Street and Honeycutt Street.  Refer to Figure 3.9 for a map of the on-post roadways. 

There is a perimeter loop around the Cantonment formed by Gruber Road (four-lane road to the west and south), 
Butner Road (four-lane road to the north), and Bragg Boulevard (four-lane divided road to the east) that provides a 
major route for collecting traffic post-wide and distributing it to the primary access points. There are several north-
south four-lane radial arterials that cross through the Cantonment such as Reilly Street (to the center of the 
Cantonment), Knox Street (to the east), Zabitosky Road (southbound arterial that forms a couplet with Reilly Street 
in the center of the Cantonment) and the All American Freeway (divided limited access road). There are also east-
west four lane radial arterials that cross through the Cantonment: Longstreet Road (on the west side of the 
Cantonment), Randolph Street (on the east side) and Honeycutt Street (also on the east). There is no east-west 
arterial that crosses the Cantonment, other that Butner Road and Gruber Road to the north and the south of the 
Cantonment. 

Fort Bragg’s reservation (outside the Cantonment) is served by a loop road system consisting of Chicken, Plank, 
King, and Manchester roads. Other roads that also serve as access for troops and equipment from the Cantonment to 
the Range and Training areas include Longstreet, Morganton, Lamont, and MacRidge among others. 

The posted speed limit at the post is 25 miles per hour. There are several types of traffic controls at Fort Bragg; the 
most relevant are signals, STOP and YIELD signs, striping, and occasional direction by security personnel. 

Parking 
There are two distinct areas at Fort Bragg where the existing parking availability presents different conditions.  
While the Womack Army Medical Center, the PX and the Commissary were observed to have sufficient parking 
spaces to accommodate their customers, in sections of the Historic District demand for parking far exceed the 
number of curbside parking spaces that are available. This makes illegal parking an ongoing occurrence in the area.  
Drivers are not willing to walk any considerable distance from a designated parking area to their destinations. 

Campus-style master planning (evident in the design of the newly opened 82nd Aviation Brigade Barracks) will have 
the required parking spaces for its needs and provides the inclusion of sidewalks to connect the parking lots to the 
buildings and facilities they serve. 

There are no bicycle facilities provided on any of the primary roadways. 

3.11.1.2 Existing Installation Transportation 
There is an internal shuttle free of charge for everybody that runs every half an hour and travels around the 
cantonment.  The shuttle’s route serves places such as the NCO Club, the Soldier Support Center, the Library, and 
the Mini Mall.  The shuttle connects with the Fayetteville city bus at the Butner ACP. 

3.11.1.3 Existing Public Transportation 
Fort Bragg is accessible by public transportation through the FAST city bus Route 40 that stops at the Butner ACP. 
Route 40 provides hourly service from the Cross Creek Mall in Fayetteville to the Spring Lake Town Hall.  
Additionally, there is a Saturday Express shuttle from Fort Bragg to Cross Creek Mall. 

3.11.1.4 Intersection Level of Service Analysis 
In order to estimate how well the existing infrastructure accommodates the current and future traffic demand, 
USACE determined that a traffic study was needed to support the transportation section of the EA. As part of the 
analysis that supports the transportation study, it was determined to use a simulation model that represents the 
prevailing traffic conditions and the characteristics of the transportation system at the intersections, such as number 
of lanes per approach, striping, lane width, number of pedestrians crossing, signal phases and timing. The software 
used is called Synchro and it follows the procedures set forth by the Transportation Research Board in their 
Highway Capacity Manual to estimate the level of service (LOS) at intersections, signalized and unsignalized. The 
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Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000) also defines the levels of service to represent 
reasonable ranges in control delays as described below: 

LOS A describes operations with low control delay, up to 10 seconds/vehicle. This LOS occurs when progression is 
extremely favorable and most vehicles arrive during the green phase. Many vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle 
lengths may tend to contribute to low delay values. 

LOS B describes operations with control delay greater than 10 and up to 20 seconds/vehicle. This level generally 
occurs with good progression, short cycle lengths, or both. More vehicles stop than with LOS A, causing higher 
levels of delay. Cycle failure occurs when a given green phase does not serve queued vehicles, and overflows occur. 

LOS C describes operations with control delay greater than 20 and up to 35 seconds/vehicle. These higher delays 
may result from only fair progression, longer cycle lengths, or both. Individual cycle failures may begin to appear at 
this level. Cycle failure occurs when a given green phase does not serve queued vehicles, and overflows occur. The 
number of vehicles stopping is considerable at this level, though many still pass through the intersection without 
stopping. 

LOS D describes operations with control delay greater than 35 and up to 55 seconds/vehicle. At LOS D, the 
influence of congestion becomes more noticeable. Longer delays may result from some combination of unfavorable 
progression, long cycle lengths, and high vehicle per cycle (v/c) ratios. Many vehicles stop, and the proportion of 
vehicles not stopping declines. Individual cycle failures are noticeable. 

LOS E describes operations with control delay greater than 55 and up to 80 seconds/vehicle. These high delay 
values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high v/c ratios. Individual cycle failures are 
frequent.  

LOS F describes operations with control delay in excess of 80 seconds/vehicle. This level, considered unacceptable 
to most drivers, often occurs with over saturation, that is, when arrival flow rates exceed the capacity of lane groups. 
It may also occur at high v/c ratios with many individual cycle failures. Poor progression and long cycle lengths may 
also contribute significantly to high delay levels. 

For the purposes of this analysis, it is said that an intersection has reached capacity when it has a LOS D.  If an 
intersection reaches LOS E or F, then it is considered that the intersection has failed.  At that point, the level of 
congestion is considerable with drivers waiting several signal cycles to cross an intersection and further increases in 
traffic volumes compound the problem even further.  
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FIGURE 3.9:  FORT BRAGG ROAD NETWORK 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-92 

FIGURE 3.10:  ROAD NETWORK INTERSECTIONS AT FORT BRAGG 
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3.11.1.5 Existing Conditions  
Traffic counts that were collected as part of the 2005 Fort Bragg Transportation Study by Arcadis were used for the 
analysis. These traffic counts were taken in 2003 and 2004. In order to update these traffic counts so they reflect 
current (year 2006) conditions, it is necessary to increase them by a rate that reflects the historical traffic growth at 
Fort Bragg between 2003 and 2006. 

Between 1998 and 2004, the average annual traffic growth rate at Fort Bragg was 1.2%, whereas outside the post, 
traffic grew at a higher rate of 2.4%. There are many factors that indicate that this rate should be higher than 1.2%. 
In 2004, for instance, about 30% of the troops were deployed to Iraq or Afghanistan. There was also a higher than 
usual level of construction and completion of large projects such as the modular buildings for the Aviation Brigade 
that will provide all the barracks, brigade, battalion, and company headquarters, and dining facility for over 1,700 
officers and soldiers that started operations in 2005. Also, using the most recent traffic counts available (April 2006) 
the combined traffic growth rate inside and outside Fort Bragg is 2.4% for the period between 1998 and 2006. 

In terms of population growth, Fort Bragg has grown at 1.8% per year between 1998 and 2006. The three county 
region formed by Cumberland, Harnett and Hoke counties grew at 1.6% per year between 1990 and 2000 (from the 
Census). Considering that traffic normally grows at a faster rate than population, these results also indicate the need 
to consider a higher growth rate to update the 2003 and 2004 traffic counts. 

Finally, considering all the points above and taking a conservative approach in terms of the study goals, the most 
appropriate annual growth rate to use is the 2.4% that reflects the combined growth traffic inside and outside Fort 
Bragg between 1998 and 2006. 

Given the quantity of the projects, a traffic study involving detailed analysis was required to assess the impact of 
these projects on the Installation transportation network. Similarly to the analysis presented in other sections, the 
impact of the projects is summarized by each of the general areas identified by which the projects are grouped. The 
results from the level of service analysis for the intersections are also presented in Figures 3.11 and 3.12. 

Existing LOS Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
The main roads in this area are Gruber Road and Ardennes Street in the north-south direction, and Butner Road and 
Longstreet Road in the east-west direction. The results from the LOS analysis for the existing conditions (2006) in 
this area are summarized in Table 3.29. As can be seen, there are only three intersections where the LOS drops to D 
or worst during the PM peak hour. These intersections are: Ardennes Road at Zabitosky Road (LOS F), Gruber 
Road at Zabitosky Road (LOS F), and Butner Road at Reilly Street (LOS E).   

TABLE 3.29:  EXISTING LOS FOR AREA 1 

Number Road A Road B Area AM Peak PM Peak
1 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C F 
2 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C F 
3 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B A 
4 Gruber Rd Motor pool 1 82nd Brigade A A 
5 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A 
6 Gruber Rd Motor pool 2 82nd Brigade A A 
7 Gruber Rd Motor pool 3 82nd Brigade A A 
8 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C B 
9 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C E 

10 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade C C 
11 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade C B 
12 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B 
13 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B 

Source: LBG with input from the Fort Bragg Transportation Study - 60 Percent Submittal (Arcadis, 2005) 
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Existing LOS Area 2 –Main Post 
The main roads in this area are Reilly Road, Knox Street, and Bragg Blvd in the north-south direction, and Butner 
Road, Randolph Street and Macomb Street on the east-west direction. The results from the LOS analysis for the 
existing conditions (2006) in this area are summarized in Table 3.30. As can be seen, there are five intersections 
where the LOS drops to D or worse during the AM and PM peak hours. These intersections are: All American 
Freeway at Zabitosky (PM peak hour LOS E), All American Freeway at Normandy Drive (PM peak hour LOS D), 
Reilly Street at Normandy Drive (PM peak hour LOS D), Honeycutt Road at Knox Street (PM peak hour LOS D), 
and Bragg Boulevard at Butner Road (LOS E and F, for AM and PM peak hours). The reason for which most of the 
intersections fail is that signal timing is not optimal; once that is improved they operate with acceptable delays. The 
problem with the intersection of Bragg Boulevard and Butner Road is considerable left turn volumes and in general 
high volumes on both directions on Bragg Boulevard that exceed the intersection’s capacity. 

TABLE 3.30:  EXISTING LOS FOR AREA 2 

Number Road A Road B Area 
AM 
Peak PM Peak

1 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B E 
2 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C D 
3 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post B D 
4 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A 
5 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post A B 
6 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B B 
7 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B 
8 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post B B 
9 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B D 

10 Randolph St Knox St Main Post B B 
11 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B A 
12 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A 
13 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B C 
14 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post C B 
15 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A 
16 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post D F 

Source: LBG with input from the Fort Bragg Transportation Study - 60 Percent Submittal (Arcadis, 2005) 

Existing LOS Area 3 –South Post USASOC 
The main roads in this area are Gruber Road, Ardennes Street, and Reilly Road. The results from the LOS analysis 
for the existing conditions (2006) in this area are summarized in Table 3.31. As can be seen, there are six 
intersections where the LOS drops to D or worse during the AM and PM peak hours. These intersections are: Reilly 
Street at Yadkin Road (LOS D and F, for AM and PM peak hours), Canopy Lane at Commissary Entrance (LOS D 
in PM peak hour), Reilly Street at Canopy Lane (LOS F in PM peak hour), Ardennes Road at Reilly Street (LOS E 
in PM peak hour), Reilly Street at Bastogne Drive (LOS D in PM peak hour), and Zabitosky Road at Bastogne Drive 
(LOS F in PM peak hour). 
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TABLE 3.31:  EXISTING LOS FOR AREA 3 

Number Road A Road B Area 
AM 
Peak PM Peak

1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B B 
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post A B 
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post D F 
4 Canopy Lane Commissary  South Post B D 
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post B F 
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C 
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B 
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B 
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A C 

10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post B C 
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post B E 
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post B D 
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A 
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post C C 
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B B 
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B F 
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A 

Source: LBG with input from the Fort Bragg Transportation Study - 60 Percent Submittal (Arcadis, 2005) 

Existing LOS Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
There are no intersections in this area in the traffic model used to estimate the impact on the operating LOS. However, the 
impact of the additional traffic generated by this site is considered in the analysis of other areas in the Cantonment.  

Existing LOS Area 5 –Fort Bragg East 
The results from the LOS analysis for the existing conditions (2006) in this area are summarized in Table 3.32. As 
can be seen, there are two intersections where the LOS drops to D or worse during the PM peak hour. These 
intersections are:  Bragg Boulevard at Knox Street (LOS F) and Honeycutt Road at Bragg Boulevard (LOS D). 

TABLE 3.32:  EXISTING LOS FOR AREA 5 

Number Road A Road B Area 
AM 
Peak PM Peak

1 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C F 
2 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East B B 
3 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C 
4 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C D 
5 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East B A 
6 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B 
7 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East B B 

Source: LBG with input from the Fort Bragg Transportation Study - 60 Percent Submittal (Arcadis, 2005) 

Existing LOS Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
There are no intersections in this area in the traffic model used to estimate the impact on the operating LOS. 
However, the impact of the additional traffic generated by this site is considered in the analysis of other areas in the 
Cantonment.  

Existing LOS Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 
The results from the LOS analysis for the existing conditions (2006) in this area are summarized in Table 3.33. As 
can be seen, there is only one intersection where the LOS drops to D or worst during the PM peak hour. This 
intersection is:  Honeycutt Road at Route 10 (LOS D). 
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TABLE 3.33:  EXISTING LOS FOR AREA 7 

Number Road A Road B Area 
AM 
Peak PM Peak

38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C E 
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons A B 
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B A 

Source: LBG with input from the Fort Bragg Transportation Study - 60 Percent Submittal (Arcadis, 2005) 

Existing LOS Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base 
There are no intersections from this area in the traffic model used to estimate the impact on the operating LOS. 
However, the impact of the additional traffic generated in this area is considered in the analysis of other areas in the 
Cantonment.  
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FIGURE 3.11:  EXISTING LEVELS OF SERVICE, MORNING PEAK 
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FIGURE 3.12:  EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE, EVENING PEAK 
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3.11.2 Environmental Consequences 

The traffic consequences of the implementation of the no-action, the Preferred Alternative or any other alternative 
are described in the following sections. 

The following criteria have been developed to assess the transportation impacts for each of the alternatives: 

No Effect – No alterations of traffic patterns and trends would result from the action. 

No Significant Impact – Short or long term changes to the traffic patterns and level of service that would 
not cause an intersection to fail, as a result of implementing that action, beyond what is expected under the 
No-Action alternative. An intersection is said to have failed when it reaches LOS E or worse. 

Significant Impact – For the purposes of this EA, an impact would be considered to be significant if: 
• an intersection that had not failed in existing conditions fails under the no action alternative.  
• an intersection that had not failed under the no action alternative fails under any other alternative.   

3.11.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Implementation of the no action alternative would not alter the existing transportation infrastructure at the sites 
being considered under the proposed action. There would be no significant impacts. Considering that the BRAC 
mandated projects must be completed by 2011, this year was chosen as the horizon year for the analysis of the future 
conditions.  

• Under this scenario, traffic is assumed to grow at a constant annual growth rate of 2.2 percent, which 
reflects the historic growth observed in the area. This presumes future growth would be similar to past 
growth in the No Action Alternative, (defined as background growth). Additionally, the impact of the 
closure of Bragg Boulevard to civilian through traffic is also included as part of the No Action Alternative. 
NCDOT is scheduled to add a third lane in both directions of Murchison Road (Routes 210 and 87) to 
accommodate the diverted traffic from Bragg Boulevard. The procedure used for analysis is as follows. 

• The analysis of the turning volumes at the intersections along Bragg Boulevard were used to estimate 
through traffic in the AM and PM peak hours.  

• It was also assumed that there will be a redistribution of traffic from other routes to take advantage of the 
extra capacity left by the diverted traffic.  

• This redistribution of traffic was assumed to be equal to 20 percent of the diverted traffic. Considering that 
the exact redistribution is not possible to determine in advance, and taking a conservative approach, it was 
decided not to subtract any traffic from the other intersections to account for the 20 percent of the diverted 
traffic that was assumed to have moved into Bragg Boulevard.  

• Finally, the southbound traffic that currently turns left at the intersection of Butner Road and Bragg 
Boulevard is assumed to have made that movement at the future interchange (or improved intersection) 
between Bragg Boulevard and Murchison Road (Routes 210 and 87). 

The following present a summary of the projects included as part of the No-Action Alternative: 

• Northern Training Development – Housing (accounted for other projects as well in the background growth 
rate) 

• Three Fort Bragg road improvements (Widen Gruber Road intersection at Zabitosky, widen Gruber Road 
intersection at Reilly Road and widen/resurface Vass Road to Morrison Bridge)  

• Closing of Bragg Boulevard to civilian through trips. Requires the reassignment of through trips to 
Murchison Road. 

• Murchison Road Expansion. Increases the number of through lanes to three in each direction, improvement 
to intersections and better connection with Bragg Boulevard in Spring Lake. It takes the diverted traffic 
from Bragg Boulevard. 

• Randolph Street Expansion. Trips patterns were modified to include the additional access to Fort Bragg 
along Randolph Street. It was assumed that each of the entrances to Fort Bragg on Murchison Road would 
take approximately one third of the future volume expected as a result of this project. 
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The volumes estimated following the procedure described above were entered into the simulation model and 
resulted in the LOS for the no action alternative shown next for the 8 areas. Figures 3.13 and 3.14 show the effects 
on LOS of the no action alternative.   

No Action LOS Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
The results from the LOS analysis for the No Action conditions (2011) in this area are summarized in Table 3.34. As 
can be seen, there is only one intersection where the LOS drops to D or worse during the PM peak hour. This 
intersection is: Ardennes Road at Zabitosky Road (LOS F), which has a failing LOS under the existing conditions. 

TABLE 3.34:  NO ACTION LOS FOR AREA 1 

Number Road A Road B Zone AM Peak PM Peak 
1 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C F 
2 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C 
3 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B 
4 Gruber Rd Motor pool 1 82nd Brigade A A 
5 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A 
6 Gruber Rd Motor pool 2 82nd Brigade A A 
7 Gruber Rd Motor pool 3 82nd Brigade A A 
8 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade B C 
9 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C C 

10 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade B C 
11 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade B B 
12 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B 
13 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B 

Source: LBG 

No Action LOS Area 2 –Main Post 
The results from the LOS analysis for the No Action conditions (2011) in this area are summarized in Table 3.35. As 
can be seen, there are no intersections where the LOS drops to D or worse during the AM and PM peak hours.  

TABLE 3.35:  NO ACTION LOS FOR AREA 2 

Number Road A Road B Zone AM Peak PM Peak 
1 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B C 
2 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C 
3 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post C C 
4 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A 
5 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post B C 
6 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B C 
7 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B 
8 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C 
9 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B C 

10 Randolph St Knox St Main Post C C 
11 Knox St Woodruff Main Post C B 
12 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A 
13 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post C C 
14 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post C C 
15 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A 
16 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post C C 

Source: LBG 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-101 

No Action LOS Area 3 –South Post USASOC 
The results from the LOS analysis for the No Action conditions (2011) in this area are summarized in Table 3.36. As 
can be seen, there are only two intersections where the LOS drops to D or worse during the AM and PM peak hours. 
These intersections are: Reilly Street at Yadkin Road (LOS E in PM peak hour), and Zabitosky Road at Bastogne 
Drive (LOS E in PM peak hour).  Both intersections were determined to be failing in the existing conditions 
analysis. 

TABLE 3.36:  NO ACTION LOS FOR AREA 3 

Number Road A Road B Zone AM Peak PM Peak 
1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B C 
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post B B 
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post C E 
4 Canopy Lane Commissary South Post B C 
5 Reilly St Canopy Ln South Post B B 
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C 
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B 
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B 
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A 

10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post C B 
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post A C 
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C 
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A 
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post B B 
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B C 
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B E 
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A 

Source: LBG 

No Action LOS Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
There are no intersections in this area in the traffic model used to estimate the impact on the operating LOS. 
However, the impact of the additional traffic generated by this site is considered in the analysis of other areas in the 
Cantonment.  

No Action LOS Area 5 –Fort Bragg East 
The results from the LOS analysis for the No Action conditions (2011) in this area are summarized in Table 3.37. As 
can be seen, there are no intersections where the LOS drops to D or worse during the PM peak hour.  

TABLE 3.37:  NO ACTION LOS FOR AREA 5 

Number Road A Road B Area AM Peak PM Peak 
1 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C 
2 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East C C 
3 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C 
4 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C 
5 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East C B 
6 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B C 
7 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East C B 

Source: LBG 
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No Action LOS Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
There are no intersections in this area in the traffic model used to estimate the impact on the operating LOS. 
However, the impact of the additional traffic generated by this site is considered in the analysis of other areas in the 
Cantonment.  

No Action LOS Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 
The results from the LOS analysis for the No Action conditions (2011) in this area are summarized in Table 3.38. As 
can be seen, there are no intersections where the LOS drops to D or worse during the AM and PM peak hours.  

TABLE 3.38:  NO ACTION LOS FOR AREA 7 

Number Road A Road B Area AM Peak PM Peak 
1 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C C 
2 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B C 
3 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B A 

Source: LBG 

No Action LOS Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base 
There are no intersections in this area in the traffic model used to estimate the impact on the operating LOS. 
However, the impact of the additional traffic generated by this site is considered in the analysis of other areas in the 
Cantonment. 

When making an overall comparison between the existing conditions and the no action alternative, there are more 
intersections failing in the existing conditions than under the no action.  In the existing conditions there are 12 
intersections (AM and PM) that fail, whereas in the no action alternative, there are only three (see Table 3.39). 
 These three intersections were already failing in the existing conditions; therefore, there is no significant impact, 
according to the established significance criteria.   
 

TABLE 3.39 OVERALL LOS COMPARISON 

AM and PM Peak Intersection 
LOS Existing No Action 
Failed 12 3 
C or D 34 44 

 
This improvement in LOS is the combination of signal optimization and an increase in system capacity caused by 
the highway projects included in the no action alternative.  This is not to say that traffic problems are not present at 
the installation.  However, future growth that is anticipated to occur is intended to be accommodated by future 
transportation projects.  These projects are planned to occur irrespective of the projects analyzed as part of the 
proposed action in this EA, and therefore are considered to part of the no action alternative.  There is an increase in 
traffic that is bringing the roadway system closer to capacity.  The roadway system is better managed in the no 
action alternative; nonetheless the overall congestion level is greater.  Table 3.39 shows that there are 44 
intersections at LOS C or D in the no action alternative, as compared to 34 intersections in the existing conditions. 

Installation Transportation and Public Transportation – No significant impacts would be expected from the no 
action alternative. 
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FIGURE 3.13:  LOS RESULTING FROM NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE: MORNING PEAK 
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FIGURE 3.14: LOS RESULTING FROM THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE: EVENING PEAK 
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3.11.2.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 
Roadways and Traffic - No significant effects would be expected. There are 34 projects identified as part of the 
BRAC -related, AMF, and other stationing actions being evaluated in association with the proposed action of this 
EA. The impact that these new projects would have on the transportation infrastructure is given by the number of 
trips that they will generate in addition to the current volumes.  

Traffic impacts in the training area from the increased number of soldiers and vehicles at Fort Bragg are not 
analyzed in detail, but are not expected to be significant. Traffic there can be managed by convoy routings and 
departure times and would be under Range Control. 

Estimates of the trips generated were prepared using the procedure established by the Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE) in its Trip Generation Handbook (2nd Edition) and its associated Trip Generation rates (7th Edition). 
Based on a survey of developments with different Land Uses, the trips generated in each of them were associated to 
an independent variable (square footage and, number of residents/employees) and time period of analysis (AM and 
PM peak on Weekdays; Peak hour in Saturday and Sunday) through a regression analysis.  

Using the trip generation procedure outlined by the ITE, the trips generated by each of the projects were estimated. 
These trips are presented in Table 3.40, organized by the general areas identified for analysis. These trips reflect the net 
increase in activity as the result of the implementation of each project and it considers the impact of internal capture 
(trips from the barracks to the cafeteria located in the premises), demolition of existing buildings used for the same 
purposes (trips which were already accounted for in the traffic counts), and the trips made using the existing shuttle 
service. As the table shows, the projects that would have the greatest potential impact on neighboring transportation 
infrastructure are the FORSCOM/USARC HQ, the Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex Ph I, and the 
USASOC Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool. The FORSCOM/USARC HQ would receive 857 trips in the AM peak 
and generate 773 trips in the PM peak, the Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex Ph I would receive 495 trips in 
the AM peak and generate 447 trips in the PM peak while the USASOC Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool would 
receive 151 trips in the AM peak and generate 130 trips in the PM peak. 
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TABLE 3.40:  TRIPS GENERATED BY EACH ADDITIONAL PROJECT,  
BY PEAK HOUR AND DIRECTION OF FLOW 

AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour No. Group Project Description 
In Out Total In Out Total 

44968 82nd Air 82nd Division Modular Headquarters 74 9 83 12 68 80 

58708 82nd Air Robinson Clinic Addition 52 52 104 86 86 172 

61035 82nd Air Chapel  82nd Division (600 people) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

64329 82nd Air Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT 110 51 161 99 84 183 

64340 82nd Air 1st BCT Complex 0 0 0 0 0 0 
64342 82nd Air 3rd BCT Complex 50 9 59 14 46 60 
64446 82nd Air 4th BCT Roundout 118 24 142 24 110 134 
64447 82nd Air 2d BCT Complex 21 14 35 10 22 32 
65204 82nd Air Fires BDE 4 COF Sites 81 11 92 16 72 88 
65558 82nd Air Special Forces Qualification Barracks 27 18 45 14 28 42 
20347 Bragg E Battle Command Training Center BCTC 46 6 52 7 42 49 

64305c Bragg E 
FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening 
Facility 10 1 11 2 9 11 

64968 Bragg E Contingency Warehouse 90 21 111 132 95 227 
64969 Bragg E Surface Distribution Center 0 0 0 0 0 0 
41176 Main P Blood Donor Center 17 2 19 3 16 19 

54912 Main P Child Care Center  49 40 89 27 33 60 

64244 Main P Consolidated Troop Clinic 49 49 98 81 81 162 

64305a Main P FORSCOM/USARC HQ  857 118 975 167 773 940 

64305b Main P DOIM Cable Yard storage 34 7 41 32 11 43 

64305e Main P DMWR Warehouse 5 1 6 5 2 7 

64305f Main P Knox Street extension (FORSCOM) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

64305d Main P 
FORSCOM/USARC/DOIM Server Farm 
Facility 38 5 43 6 35 41 

64974 Main P Ball fields (three soccer/football fields) 2 2 4 18 41 59 
66655 Main P Gen Officer Quarters 2 6 8 4 7 11 
57836 NW Post Central Load-out Area Control Center  0 0 0 0 0 0 

60828 NW Post Operational Readiness Training Complex 85 34 119 36 83 119 

64326 NW Post Joint Mob. Pre-Deployment Complex Ph I 495 180 675 217 447 664 

33802 S Post USASOC Physical Fitness Facility 0 0 0 0 0 0 

61891 S Post USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool 151 52 203 77 130 207 

63437 S Post Special Operations Forces Indoor Range 51 18 69 25 34 59 

64479 SOTF SOTF Operational Northwest Addition 72 9 81 12 66 78 
64483 SOTF SOTF Operational Northeast Addition 92 11 103 15 85 100 

SF0000
7-5P SOTF SOTF FARP 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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The resulting volumes under this scenario are the sum of the background traffic (existing volumes plus historic 
growth) calculated in the analysis of the no-action alternative plus the above traffic volumes that result from the 
implementation of the preferred alternative.  

Before adding the traffic volumes generated by the new projects, these volumes must be distributed through the 
transportation network. The first step in the distribution process is to determine the directions from which the traffic 
is entering or leaving the project. This step was done considering the findings from the Origin-Destination survey 
described in the Appendix to the 2005 Fort Bragg Transportation Study that indicates that most of the traffic 
entering and leaving the post (more than 70 percent) is going in the general direction of Fayetteville. The second 
step is to distribute the traffic as it flows through the different intersections according to the peak hour turning 
movements observed in each intersection.   

Considering that the FORSCOM project will produce a considerable number of additional trips, it is necessary to 
consider during its analysis that the exits would be located away from the principal arterials in an effort to decrease 
its impact (using Scott Street for example). The traffic generated would then use internal circulation to access the 
principal arterials such as Randolph Street and Knox Street. As a result of this internal circulation, it is expected that 
a significant amount of traffic would use the intersection of Randolph Street and Sixth Street instead of Randolph 
Street and Knox Street among other streets.  A more detailed traffic impact study may be warranted as part of the 
final design phase of this project, and its recommendations included as part of the project in order to minimize the 
impact of this project. 

These distributed trips are added to the background traffic and then entered into the simulation model. The results 
from this analysis are presented next. Figures 3.15 and 3.16 show the effects on LOS of the Preferred Alternative. 

Considering that the traffic moves across the area boundaries, the impact of all the projects in the preferred 
alternative over the entire street network in the Cantonment area are presented first, then results by area are 
presented. As mentioned in the existing and no action analysis, an intersection will be considered to have failed if 
the intersection LOS is E or worse.   

For the purposes of this EA, a significant impact would be considered when an intersection that had not failed under 
the no-action alternative fails under the preferred alternative. However, if the intersection had already failed under 
the no-action alternative and continues to fail under the preferred alternative, then it can be said that the preferred 
alternative is not causing a negative adverse effect beyond what was already occurring. 

Preferred Alternative LOS Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
Impacts would not be expected to be significant. The results from the LOS analysis for the preferred alternative and 
for the no action (No Build) in this area are summarized in Table 3.41.  There is one intersection where the LOS is D 
or worse during the PM peak hour; its LOS worsened compared to the no action alternative.  Nevertheless, the 
intersection was already failing under the no action alternative as well as in existing conditions.  This intersection is 
Ardennes Road at Zabitosky Road. 
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TABLE 3.41:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE LOS FOR AREA 1 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Number Road A Road B Zone 

Build 
No 

Build Build 
No 

Build 
18 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C C F E 
19 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C C C 
20 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B B A 
21 Gruber Rd Motor pool 1 82nd Brigade A A A A 
22 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A A A 
23 Gruber Rd Motor pool 2 82nd Brigade A A A A 
24 Gruber Rd Motor pool 3 82nd Brigade A A A A 
25 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade B B C C 
26 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C C C C 
27 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade B B C C 
28 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade B B B B 
29 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B B B 
30 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B B B 

Source: LBG 

Preferred Alternative LOS Area 2 –Main Post 
Impacts would not be expected to be significant. The results from the LOS analysis for the preferred alternative and 
for the no action (No Build) in this area are summarized in Table 3.42. There is one intersection where the LOS is D 
or worse during the PM peak hour and in the same intersection the LOS worsened compared to the no action 
alternative. However, this intersection has not failed (has not reached LOS E) and therefore there is not significant 
impact. This intersection is Knox Street at Randolph Street (LOS D in the PM peak – worsen from LOS C in the No 
Action Alternative). 

TABLE 3.42:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE LOS FOR AREA 2 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Number Road A Road B Zone 

Build 
No 

Build Build 
No 

Build 
41 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B B C C 
42 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C 
43 Zabitosky Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C 
44 Zabitosky S Dupont Pl Main Post A A A A 
45 Zabitosky Hospital Entrance Main Post B B C C 
46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B B C C 
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B B B 
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C C C 
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B B B B 
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post C C D C 
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B B B 
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A A A 
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post C C B B 
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post C C C C 
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A A A 
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post C C C C 

Source: LBG 
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The southbound left turning volumes at the intersection of Bragg Boulevard and Butner Road are assumed to have 
shifted to the intersection of Bragg Boulevard and Murchison Road (Route 10) as part of the upgrade of this last 
intersection (included as part of the no-action alternative).  

Preferred Alternative LOS Area 3 –South Post USASOC 
Impacts would not be expected to be significant.  The results from the LOS analysis for the preferred alternative and 
for the no action (No Build) in this area are summarized in Table 3.43. As can be seen, there are two intersections 
where the LOS drops to D or worse during the PM peak hour, and one intersection where the LOS has worsened 
compared to the No Action alternative. These intersections are:  

• Reilly Street at Yadkin Road (LOS E in the PM peak hour – same as in the no action alternative), 
• Zabitosky Road at Bastogne Drive (LOS D in the PM peak hour – same as in the no action alternative), 
• and Canopy Lane at Commissary Entrance (LOS C in the AM and PM peak hours – compared to LOS B in 

the AM and PM peak hours in the no action alternative), 
 

TABLE 3.43:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE LOS FOR AREA 3 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Number Road A Road B Zone 

Build 
No 

Build Build 
No 

Build 
1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B B C C 
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post B B B B 
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post C C E E 
4 Canopy Lane Commissary  South Post B B C C 
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post C B C B 
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C C C 
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B B B 
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B B B 
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A A A 

10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post C C B B 
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post A A C C 
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C C C 
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A A A 
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post B B B B 
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B B C C 
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B B E E 
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A A A 

Source: LBG 

Preferred Alternative LOS Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
There are no intersections in this area in the traffic model used to estimate the impact on the operating LOS. 
However, the impact of the additional traffic generated by this site is considered in the analysis of other areas in the 
Cantonment.  

Preferred Alternative LOS Area 5 –Fort Bragg East 
Impacts would not be expected to be significant. The results from the LOS analysis for the preferred alternative and 
for the no action (No Build) in this area are summarized in Table 3.44. As can be seen, there are no intersections 
where the LOS drops to D or worse during the AM and PM peak hours, and in one intersection the LOS has 
worsened compared to the no action alternative. This intersection is Bragg Boulevard at Randolph Street (LOS C in 
the PM peak – worsen from LOS B in the No Action Alternative). 
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TABLE 3.44:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE LOS FOR AREA 5 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Number Road A Road B Zone 

Build 
No 

Build Build 
No 

Build 
31 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C C C 
32 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East C C C C 
33 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C C C 
34 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C C C 
35 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East C C C B 
36 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B C C 
37 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East C C B B 

Source: LBG 

Preferred Alternative LOS Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
There are no intersections in this area in the traffic model used to estimate the impact on the operating LOS. 
However, the impact of the additional traffic generated by this site is considered in the analysis of other areas in the 
Cantonment.  

Preferred Alternative LOS Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 
Impacts would not be expected to be significant.  The results from the LOS analysis for the preferred alternative and 
for the no action (No Build) in this area are summarized in Table 3.45. As can be seen, there is only one intersection 
where the LOS is D or worse during the PM peak hour, and there is no intersection where the LOS has worsened 
compared to the No Action alternative. The intersection of Honeycutt Road and Route 10 (Murchison Road) is 
assumed to have been upgraded as part of the Murchison Road expansion included as part of the no-action 
alternative.  

TABLE 3.45:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE LOS FOR AREA 7 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Number Road A Road B Zone 

Build 
No 

Build Build 
No 

Build 
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C C C C 
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B B B B 
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B B A A 

Source: LBG 

Preferred Alternative LOS Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base 
There are no intersections in this area in the traffic model used to estimate the impact on the operating LOS. 
However, the impact of the additional traffic generated by this site is considered in the analysis of other areas in the 
Cantonment.   

When making an overall comparison between the no action alternative and the preferred alternative, the same 
intersections are failing as in the previous comparison.  In both alternatives there are 3 intersections (PM) that fail 
(see Table 3.46).  According to the established significance criteria, there is no significant impact.   
 

TABLE 3.46: OVERALL LOS COMPARISON 

AM and PM Peak Intersection 
LOS Build No Action 
Failed 3 3 
C or D 47 44 
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The fact that no significant impact was found does not mean that there are no problems at the installation.  There is 
an increase in traffic that is bringing the roadway system closer to capacity with higher congestion levels.  Table 
3.46 shows that there are 44 intersections at LOS C or D in the no action alternative compared to 47 intersections in 
the preferred alternative.  Additionally, the intersections with LOS C or D under the preferred alternative are closer 
to the limits in each category, which would take the intersections to the next worst LOS with relatively small traffic 
increases.  It is for that reason that an installation wide transportation study as well as traffic impact studies may be 
warranted as part of a comprehensive approach to maintaining an adequate transportation system. 
 

Installation Transportation and Public Transportation – No significant impacts would be expected from the 
implementation of the preferred alternative on Installation Transportation (shuttle) and public transportation.  
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FIGURE 3.15: LOS RESULTING FROM THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: MORNING PEAK 
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FIGURE 3.16: LOS RESULTING FROM THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE: EVENING PEAK 
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3.11.2.3 Additional Alternatives 
3.11.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Simmons Army Airfield 
Impacts would not be expected to be significant. The results from the LOS analysis for the FORSCOM at Simmons 
AAF (Simmons) and for the No-Action alternative in this area are summarized in Table 3.47. As can be seen, there 
is one intersection where the LOS drops to D or worse during the PM peak hour and there is one intersection where 
the LOS has worsened compared to the No-Action alternative. These intersections are:   

• Honeycutt Road at Route 10 (LOS D in the PM peak hour – worsen from LOS C in the No-Action 
Alternative), and 

• Honeycutt Road at Parham Boulevard (LOS C in the PM peak hour – worsen from LOS B in the No-Action 
Alternative). 

• Boulevard (LOS C in the PM peak hour – worsen from LOS B in the Preferred Alternative). 

TABLE 3.47:  SIMMONS FORSCOM ALTERNATIVE LOS FOR AREA 7 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Number Road A Road B Zone 

Simmons 
No-

Action Simmons 
No-

Action 
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C C D C 
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B B C B 
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B B A A 

Source: LBG 

3.11.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Pope Air Force Base 
Impacts would be expected to be significant. The results from the LOS analysis for the FORSCOM at Pope AFB 
(Pope) and for the No-Action alternative in this area are summarized in Table 3.48. As can be seen, there are two 
intersections where the LOS drops to D or worse during the AM and PM peak hours, for the same two intersections 
the LOS has worsened compared to the No-Action alternative, and there is one intersection where the LOS has 
improved compared to the No-Action Alternative. The traffic impacts are expected to be significant considering that 
there is an intersection that operates at LOS F in the PM peak hour and three other s that operate at LOS D.  The 
impacted intersections are:   

• Butner Road at Armistead Street (LOS D in the AM peak hour – worsen from LOS B in the No-Action 
alternative, and LOS F in the PM peak hour – worsen from LOS B in the No-Action Alternative),  

• Bragg Boulevard at Butner Road (LOS D in the AM peak hour – worsen from LOS C in the No-Action 
alternative) and, 

• Randolph Street and Souter Pl (LOS B in the AM and PM peak hours – improvement from LOS C in the 
No-Action alternative)  

 
If the preferred alternative is selected, then the impacts would not be significant; however, under this alternative, the 
impacts would be expected to be significant if the gate on Manchester Road at Pope AFB were not opened.  It is 
assumed that opening this ACP would accommodate approximately 30 percent of the FORSCOM trips and 
subsequently reduce pressure at the failing intersection (if the gate is not opened, the results would be as shown).  It 
is believed that this reduction would be enough to bring the LOS at that intersection to an acceptable level at the gate 
on Butner Road (see cumulative effects, section 3.14). 
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TABLE 3.48:  PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE LOS FOR AREA 9 

AM Peak PM Peak 
Number Road A Road B Zone 

Pope 
No-

Action Pope 
No-

Action 
41 Zabitosky All American Main Post B B C C 
42 All American Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C 
43 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C 
44 Zabitosky S Dupont Pl Main Post A A A A 

45 Zabitosky 
Hospital 
Entrance Main Post B B C C 

46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B B C C 
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post D B F B 
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C C C 
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B B B B 
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post C C C C 
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B B B 
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A A A 
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B B B B 
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post B C B C 
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A A A 
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post D C C C 

Source: LBG with input from the Fort Bragg Transportation Study - 60 Percent Submittal (Arcadis, 2005) 

3.12 UTILITIES 

This section assesses potable water supply, wastewater systems, stormwater systems, energy sources, 
communications, and solid waste service.  

3.12.1 Affected Environment 

3.12.1.1 Potable Water Supply 

General 
Fort Bragg currently owns, operates, and maintains the potable water system serving Fort Bragg and Pope AFB. It 
includes a water treatment plant (WTP), distribution lines, and storage. Plans are underway for the system to be 
privatized in FY 2007. Source water for the cantonment area and Pope AFB is withdrawn from the Little River, 
which is part of the Cape Fear River Basin system, while the training area is supplied as needed by groundwater 
wells. The minimum flow in the Little River at the two Fort Bragg intakes is approximately 20 million gallons per 
day (mgd), which is available to Fort Bragg under any condition. Additional water is available from two 
impoundments, McKellars Lake and McArthur Lake, which have 37,500 acre-feet of combined storage. Water 
would be released from these two impoundments to the Little River with supply withdrawn at the existing intake 
structures under emergency conditions. Their use as sources of water supply has never been necessary.   

The high service pumps that supply raw water to the WTP from two intakes on the Little River have a reliable 
capacity of 29.2 mgd. An additional standby water supply of up to 3.0 mgd is available from the City of Fayetteville 
through a connection to the city’s water main at Gruber Road and Murchison Road.  

The WTP, located on the bank of the Little River, has a capacity of 10.6 mgd, but can treat up to a hydraulic 
capacity of 16.0 mgd for short periods (cannot be sustained over an entire day). Calculated on a monthly basis from 
January 2002 to December 2002, the WTP’s average daily production varied from a low of 3.34 mgd during the 
winter to a high as 13.27 mgd during the summer. The peak daily production during the period was 13.7 mgd. With 
the emergency supply from the City of Fayetteville of 3.0 mgd, the total treated water available to the cantonment 
(including Pope AFB and Simmons AAF) is 19.0 mgd. When the water supply and treatment requirement for the 
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current effective population supplied by the Fort Bragg potable water system is calculated using the criteria of TM 
5-813-1, the system requirement is 18.23 mgd and is therefore just adequate (Fort Bragg, 2004).  

The distribution system is divided into two zones: a high-pressure zone serving the new division portion of the 82nd 
Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area, and a low pressure zone serving the remainder of the cantonment area, 
Pope AFB, and Simmons AAF. As reported in the Fort Bragg Master Plan, with a few exceptions, Fort Bragg 
generally complies with TM 5-813-5 in its ability to deliver both peak domestic flows and fire flows. Some locations 
with sprinkler systems have pressures below those recommended by TM 5-813-5; however, the sprinkler systems at 
Fort Bragg are individually designed and operate successfully at the lower pressures. Therefore, the 
recommendations in TM 5-813-5 are not applicable.  

There are isolated areas of low pressure and limited fire flow in the distribution system that could limit development 
and building of new structures. Low pressure has been observed in some locations where projects are proposed 
under evaluation in this EA that will be discussed in the area sections below.  

The Cantonment’s water storage system consists of six elevated storage tanks, one standpipe and two ground storage 
tanks. The total storage volume of potable water is approximately 3,650,000 gallons, with an additional 575,000 
gallons reserved for fire protection at Simmons AAF. Using the method that storage must be equal to 50 percent of 
daily domestic consumption plus industrial requirements, currently 3,184,000 gallons, storage is adequate for the 
current population (Fort Bragg, 2004). In general, the placement of the water storage facilities is adequate unless 
new development occurs in the area of Gruber Road between Reilly Street and Bragg Boulevard. Should this occur, 
small-to-moderately sized, elevated storage may be required. With the exception of the Tank Hill reservoir, the 
water storage tanks are in good to excellent condition (Fort Bragg, 2004). 

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
General system characteristics previously noted apply to this area. Water mains 10-inch or greater in size run along 
Gruber Road and Ardennes Street in the north-south direction, and north and south of Butner Road in the east-west 
direction, assuring distribution proximity to all projects in this area. The area includes both high pressure and low 
pressure zones, and the Old Division, New Division, and SOCOM elevated water storage tanks. A location that 
experiences low pressure during both peak domestic flow and fire flow is along Merrill Street between Gruber Road 
and Ardennes Road. The distribution system is not completely looped, which could affect future development in the 
extreme southern portion of the post. Public works personnel also report low pressures during peak domestic flows 
along Gruber Road between Butner Road and Longstreet Road (Fort Bragg, 2004). The low pressure being 
experienced could reflect an inadequate design for the growth that is occurring. 

Area 2 –Main Post 
General system characteristics previously noted apply to this area. Water mains 10-inch or greater in size run along 
Randolph, Woodruff, and Letterman Streets to provide water distribution to the project sites. The area is within the 
low pressure zone and the Main Post elevated Storage Tank is in the Main Post Area. Low pressure and inability to 
deliver required fire flow has been experienced along Knox Street in the area of Randolph Street and Macomb 
Street. This is probably due to the small main sizes and long distances to the trunk mains (Fort Bragg, 2004). The 
low pressure being experienced could reflect an inadequate design for the growth that is occurring. 

Area 3 –South Post USASOC 
General system characteristics previously noted apply to this area. Water mains 10-inch or greater in size run along 
Yadkin road and south of Yadkin road to provide water distribution to the project sites. The low pressure being 
experienced could reflect an inadequate design for the growth that is occurring. 

Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
General system characteristics previously noted apply to this area. Extensions to water system distribution would be 
required. The low pressure being experienced could reflect an inadequate design for the growth that is occurring. 

Area 5 –Fort Bragg East 
General system characteristics previously noted apply to this area. In addition, the Fire Department has reported low 
pressure or inadequate flows near the area bounded by Gruber Road, Bragg Boulevard, Honeycutt Road, and 
Murchison Road (Fort Bragg, 2004). The low pressure being experienced could reflect an inadequate design for the 
growth that is occurring. Development in the area of Gruber Road between Reilly Street and Bragg Boulevard could 
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require small-to-moderately sized, elevated storage. Water mains 10-inch or greater in size run along Bragg 
Boulevard and Murchison Road to provide water distribution near the project sites. The COSCOM Water Tank is on 
the eastern border of this area. The low pressure being experienced could reflect an inadequate design for the growth 
that is occurring. 

Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
General system characteristics previously noted apply to this area. Water mains 10-inch or greater in size provide 
water distribution near the project sites. The low pressure being experienced could reflect an inadequate design for 
the growth that is occurring. 

Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 
General system characteristics previously noted apply to this area. Numerous water mains 10-inch or greater cross 
Simmons AAF and the COSCOM Elevated Storage Tank and Simmons AAF Reservoir (fire flow only) serve this 
area. The low pressure being experienced could reflect an inadequate design for the growth that is occurring. 

Area 8 – Pope Air Force Base 
General system characteristics previously noted apply to this area. Water mains 10-inch or greater cross through the 
area and the water treatment plant is north of the runway. 

3.12.1.2 Wastewater System 

Fort Bragg operates its own wastewater system composed of a wastewater treatment plant, sewers, and lift station, 
and plans to privatize the system in FY 2007. Portable toilets and individual septic tanks serve firing ranges, drop 
zones, bivouac grounds, outlying permanent structures and other outlying areas. Portable toilets are located as 
needed to serve training requirements (Fort Bragg, 2004).  

The wastewater treatment plant was constructed in 1941, but since has been upgraded and was rebuilt in 1991. The 
plant has a design capacity of 8 mgd with a maximum hydraulic capacity of 13 mgd. Approximately 3 mgd of flow 
has been documented during dry weather; however, wet weather flows approaching 12 mgd have been recorded. 
These high, wet weather flows likely are short duration or instantaneous flow rates. The treatment plant has been 
able to meet effluent discharge requirements even at these higher flows.  In 2002, Yearly Average Daily Flow was 
4.67 mgd for an effective population of 50,937, yielding a daily per capita flow of 93 gallons. A more recent 
assessment indicated an average daily domestic flow of 5.5 mgd (Fort Bragg, 2005d). 

Problems with the collection system have caused numerous sewage spills and floods. In some areas, 25-inch pipes 
empty into 14-inch pipes, causing failure under high pressure and flow. Overall, however, the sanitary sewer 
collection system reportedly provides adequate service, but public works personnel believe rain-induced infiltration 
at manholes is a major problem. On one occasion, a wastewater flow of 13.2 mgd was recorded during a rainfall of 
3.25 inches (Fort Bragg, 2004). 

Large sewer mains (gravity and/or force mains) run through all of the areas under evaluation, however the age and 
condition of the sanitary collection system generally suggests that existing sewers will need to be carefully evaluated 
at each site and that new sewers and extensions are likely to be needed to support new development. 

3.12.1.3 Stormwater System 

The storm drainage system is designed to be completely separate from the sanitary sewer system and consists of 
collection and diversion structures and open drainage channels and ditches. The storm sewers typically discharge to 
open ditches, channels, or creeks, flowing either northerly or in a southerly direction. The stormwater drainage 
system is characterized by gradients that are generally adequate, and conduits are generally in good condition and of 
sufficient size to convey design storms. However, the presence of soils that are susceptible to erosion has led to 
mandatory policies to reduce erosion.  

At Fort Bragg, all projects regardless of size must submit a soil erosion and sediment control plan to Fort Bragg’s 
Water Management Branch for approval. Further, after approval by Fort Bragg Water Management Branch, all projects 
disturbing one acre or more must then be submitted to the state for approval. Fort Bragg’s Water Management Branch 
must approve the erosion control and stormwater management plan prior to being submitted to the State and will 
enforce zero tolerance for turbid material leaving construction sites and entering the storm drain systems. 
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All new development is required to control its stormwater runoff so that post-construction runoff does not exceed 
pre-development discharge rates. To calculate these rates, all site pre-development conditions are assumed to be 
forested land use with the existing soils and topography and 100-percent pervious ground cover. All sediment basins 
must be baffled and use a skimmer. Stormwater control must be designed for a 25-year, 24-hour storm with a two-
year, 24-hour storm discharge rate.  

3.12.1.4 Energy Sources 

Progress Energy provides electric power to Fort Bragg via a 230-kilovolt (kV) line into a 50,000 kilovolt-amperes 
(kVA) main substation in Main Post Area. From this point, power is reduced in voltage to 12.5 kV for distribution 
into the surrounding area. High voltage power (230 kV) is transmitted via overhead lines along Honeycutt Road to 
the main substation. From this substation, the 230 kV lines continue south to the “B” switching station, located near 
the intersection of Knox Street and Bragg Boulevard, and then west to the “A” switching station along Longstreet 
Road on the western boundary of Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area. 

 Pope AFB receives its power from the Fort Bragg system. Power lines are aerial and installed with telephone and 
cable distribution systems on common poles. Sandhills Utility Services, LLC, operates and maintains the conductor, 
poles, transformers and streetlights. Most of the power poles, wire and conductor are between 35 and 50 years old. 
All overhead electrical distribution line systems are planned to be replaced by underground lines and pad-mounted 
transformers. Power demand has reportedly increased steadily; however, Progress Energy has been able to meet this 
load growth. Future decreases in energy consumption and cost are projected as a result of greater energy efficiency 
and real-time pricing task orders (Fort Bragg, 2004). 

Fort Bragg has nine medium to large, central heating systems, which include a variety of field-erected and packaged 
equipment units. There are also six central cooling systems and numerous individual cooling systems on Fort Bragg. 
Many operational buildings and virtually all family housing units are heated by self-contained, decentralized units. 
Natural gas-fired central boilers and circulating hot water systems serve major building complexes. Either oil- or 
gas-fired, hot air furnaces or heat pumps serve smaller buildings, duplexes and single family units. The decentralized 
units are operated unmanned, and maintenance is performed on an as-needed basis. Decentralized units are sized for 
the application, and there is no noticeable lack of capability (Fort Bragg, 2004). 

Natural gas is supplied by pipeline from Piedmont Natural Gas. All the central heating plants receive natural gas on 
an interruptible basis in accordance with rates published in the North Carolina Utility Commission Tariff. Gas can 
be curtailed under this service for any reason with three hours advance notice. Due to deregulation, Fort Bragg 
purchases its natural gas through the open market and has a fallout contract in place with Piedmont Natural Gas 
Company (Fort Bragg, 2004). The ability of the natural gas supplier to meet an increase in future demands, if 
necessary, is unknown. The ability of the distribution system to meet increases in demand also is unclear due to 
insufficient data. No study of the capability of the gas supplier to meet any increases in future load requirements has 
been performed. Current capabilities appear to be adequate based on operating experience of public works personnel 
(Fort Bragg, 2004). 

3.12.1.5 Communications 

The post is currently served with a network of shielded copper cables and fiber optic cables. This system is installed 
underground in manholes and a duct system with major cables running under all the major streets on the base. The 
system is believed to meet the current base demands and the available manhole and duct system can be expanded to 
accommodate increasing demands.  

3.12.1.6 Solid Waste 

Fort Bragg does not have an active municipal solid waste landfill. Currently, all municipal solid waste is transported 
to the Waste Transfer Station, Permit Number 26-06T, located at the Fort Bragg Lamont Landfill Facility off 
Lamont Road. From there, municipal solid waste is transported to the Uwharrie Regional Landfill located State 
Route 1137, south of Troy in Montgomery County.  Its estimated useful life is roughly 30 years.  

Waste generated by new construction or demolition is disposed of on post at the construction and demolition (C&D) 
landfill located on Lamont Road. Asbestos is buried in a separate area within the permitted landfill area. The C&D 
landfill, which is located next to the waste transfer station, receives 100,000 to 250,000 tons per year. Land clearing 
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debris is disposed of on post at the land clearing and inert debris (LCID) landfill located beside the C&D landfill on 
Lamont Road. The LCID landfill receives an average of 100,000 tons per year.  The two landfills have been 
combined to extend their combined useful life. Fort Bragg also operates two incinerators that incinerate classified 
and pathological waste respectively (Fort Bragg, 2004). 

In general, solid waste management is a major challenge with the cost of solid waste disposal rising as landfill 
capacity is consumed. 

3.12.2 Environmental Consequences 

To assess whether impacts to utilities were potentially significant, the following impact thresholds were used to 
define significance for each utility: 

No Effect – The proposed action does not impact the human or natural environment 
No Significant Effect – An impact to the human and/or natural environment would occur, but it is less than 
thresholds indicated below for “significant effect.” 
Significant Effect – thresholds for significance are defined below: 
General Utility Construction – Impacts from construction of utilities would be considered potentially 
significant if expected to cause human health and safety issues considerably above industry norms, or if 
disruptions to Fort Bragg operations or mission were expected to exceed what was acceptable by the Army 
and there were no practical ways to mitigate the disruptions. 
Potable Water Supply – Impacts would be considered potentially significant if the proposed action or 
alternatives would require more potable water than could be reliably provided by the combination of 
available potable water sources, leading to shortages, or if regulatory limitations on withdrawals or the 
treatment plant would potentially be exceeded. Major systemic distribution constraints could also be 
potentially significant; however, the fact that major investments would be required to provide potable water 
reliably would not necessarily constitute a significant impact if the investments were reasonable for the 
overall magnitude of proposed construction, or to provide needed restoration or modernization, and would 
prevent shortages or harm to the environment.  
Wastewater System – Impacts would be considered potentially significant if the proposed action or 
alternatives would require more wastewater treatment capacity than could be reliably provided by the 
wastewater treatment system, potentially leading to the discharge of effluents in excess of standards, or if 
regulatory limitations on the wastewater treatment plant would potentially be exceeded. Major shortfalls in 
collection capacity could also be potentially significant; however, the fact that major investments would be 
required to collect wastewater reliably would not necessarily constitute a significant impact if the 
investments were reasonable for the overall magnitude of proposed construction, or to provide needed 
restoration or modernization, and would prevent overflows or harm to the environment. 
Stormwater System – Impacts would be considered potentially significant if the proposed action or 
alternatives would not comply with State or Federal laws governing stormwater discharges.  
Energy Sources – Impacts would be considered potentially significant if the proposed action or alternatives 
would require energy in quantities that would exceed local and/or regional capacities for supply, leading to 
potentially unreliable service or shortfalls of power or other energy that could affect Fort Bragg’s mission. 
Major systemic distribution constraints could also be potentially significant; however, the fact that major 
investments would be required to provide energy reliably would not necessarily constitute a significant 
impact if the investments were reasonable for the overall magnitude of proposed construction, or to provide 
needed restoration or modernization, and would prevent shortages that could affect Fort Bragg’s mission. 
Communications – Impacts would be considered potentially significant if the proposed action or 
alternatives would require communication systems to meet mission requirements that could not be provided 
without major modifications to the existing Installation systems. 
Municipal Solid Waste – Impacts would be considered potentially significant if the proposed action or 
alternatives would require collection and/or disposal that could not be provided in a reliable manner, which 
could cause waste to accumulate or be disposed of in a manner that could adversely affect human health or 
the environment. 

3.12.2.1  No Action Alternative 

No effects would be expected. Implementation of the no action alternative would not alter the existing 
utility/infrastructure at the sites being considered under the proposed action.  
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3.12.2.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 

Impacts to utilities from construction and operation of the proposed projects are not expected to be significant. 
Utility extensions would generally be required to provide service to each of the proposed projects. These would 
result in short-term adverse impacts caused by trenching and burial along and potentially in/across roadways. Utility 
loads added by the projects are estimated to be either within the existing capacities of utility providers and facilities 
or can be addressed by suitable capital investment that is commensurate with the scale of the facility investment 
being made. The increase in soldiers and vehicles would not be expected to affect utilities in the training areas. 

3.12.2.2.1 Potable Water Supply  
Adverse short-term effects during construction would be those normal for construction and not expected to be 
significant. The current treatment system has sufficient capacity to meet the needs of Fort Bragg’s expansion of 
facilities through 2011; however, hydraulic studies of the distribution system should be conducted to either verify 
that capacities are adequate at each location experiencing new construction, or corrective action taken. The studies 
and corrective action would be consistent with good engineering principles; however, failure to correct a distribution 
problem would not be likely to reach the threshold for a significant impact.   

General 
To determine water requirements for Army and Air Force installations, TM 5-813-1 specifies a daily requirement of 
150 gallons per day (gpd) for residents and 50 gpd for non-residents that work on the base. TM 5-813-1 also 
recommends that peak domestic water demand be the greater of either maximum day demand (i.e., 2.5 times the 
required daily demand); or fire flow plus 50 percent of the required daily demand. In 2004, fire flow demand was 
estimated at 4.32 mgd.  

There are existing water mains near all proposed project sites; therefore, bringing potable water to each proposed 
facility should not pose problems. As noted in Section 3.12.1.1, however, there are isolated areas of low pressure 
and limited fire flow in the distribution system that could limit development and building of new structures, which 
will likely need to be corrected. This will probably require some construction of replacement mains. Water pressure 
would need to be tested for adequacy to meet fire suppression requirements; however, if pressure is inadequate, 
there are a number of remedies. 

Table 3.49 estimates an effective population using TM 5-813-1 procedures and provides the projected 2011 water 
requirement based upon TM 5-813-1 criteria of 150 gpd for the effective population.  
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TABLE 3.49:  FORT BRAGG WATER SYSTEM REQUIREMENTS IN 2011 

Family Housing Units Persons/ 
Unit Factor  1 Effective 

Population 
On-Post Family Housing     
    RCI Future Inventory 2   5578    
    Minus NTA IV Housing (uses county water system) 2 - 1538    
    Pope AFB Housing 627    
    New General Officers Quarters 3        11    
    Total Family Housing   4678 4 1.0 18,712 
     

Single On-Post Housing      
    Existing 2 16,874    
     Additional 4 2371    
         1 BCT (280)    
         2 BCT (288)    
         4 BCT (236)    
         Special Forces Qualification Barracks (720)    
         Operational Readiness Training Complex (370)    
         Multi-Functional Aviation Brigade (536)    
Total Future Single On-Post Housing 19,245 1 1.0 19,245 
     

Total Off-Post Personnel Working On Post 5 28,526 1 .33 9414 
     

Effective Population    47,371 
       Other:  Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex 6 2,240 1 1 2,240 
Total Effective Population     49,611 
     

Capacity Adjustment (Population x 1.005 per TM 5-813-1)    49,859 
Water Demand: (150 gpd x 49,969)    7.48 mgd 

1. Per TM 5-813-1, effective population represents the population served by utility systems during a 24-hour period. Residents 
use the utility systems at home and at work (24 hours), while non-resident workers are served only at work (8 hours). 
Therefore, non-residents are only present during 1/3 of the 24-hour period.  

2. Source: Fort Bragg Housing (15,950), PAFB Housing (924)from ARSTAFF briefing  
3. Source: DD 1391 for PN 66655 
4. Calculated from space listed for new barracks in DD 1391s, assuming 388 sf per soldier. 
5. Total Off-Post Personnel Working On Post in 2011 = (Total Military + Civilians + Contractors) – (On-Post Units) = (40170 + 

8,185 + 4,094) – (4,678+19,245) = 28,526. Source for total future Military, Civilians, and Contractors is: (Fort Bragg Garrison, 
2006c).  

6.  Assumes full utilization of space listed for new barracks in DD 1391s, assuming 388 sf per soldier. 
 
The maximum daily demand is 7.48 mgd (7.26 mgd if the Pre-Deployment Complex is neglected, for which future 
occupancy is uncertain) based upon the recommended factors from TM 5-813-1. The peak daily demand based upon 
the TM 5-813-1 factors is the larger of fire flow plus 50 percent of daily demand (50 % of 7.48 mgd + 4.32 mgd = 8.06 
mgd), or a maximum day demand 2.5 times daily demand or 18.7 mgd (i.e., 2.5 x 7.48 mgd). The 18.7 mgd governs. 

Since the current hydraulic capacity of the water treatment plant is 16 mgd, and the available capacity from the City 
of Fayetteville is 3.0 mgd for a total of 19.0 mgd, water supply and treatment facilities are able to meet the capacity 
recommended by TM 5-813-1. The average daily demand of up to 7.46 mgd is also well below the WTP rated 
capacity of 10.6 mgd and the hydraulic capacity of 16.0 mgd.    

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
Water distribution mains are near all project sites; however, secondary distribution to the actual facilities will require 
water line extensions, resulting in short-term minor adverse impacts caused by trenching and burial along and 
potentially in/across roadways.  The location that experiences low pressure during both peak domestic flow and fire 
flow along Merrill Street between Gruber Road and Ardennes Road potentially affects the Special Forces 
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Qualification Barracks, which are proposed as 6-story buildings. The distribution system, which is not completely 
looped, is a situation that should be corrected. Low pressures during peak domestic flows along Gruber Road 
between Butner Road and Longstreet Road could affect the 3rd BCT Complex, which also has 6-story buildings. The 
low pressure problems are symptomatic of a distribution system that may not be adequately sized for the growth 
being experienced. Hydraulic studies should be undertaken to verify needed corrective actions for the distribution 
system. Replacement mains may be needed to correct the problems, and pumps to assure proper functioning of 
sprinkler systems could be provided. 

Area 2 –Main Post 
Low pressure and inability to deliver required fire flow, which has been experienced along Knox Street in the area 
of Randolph Street and Macomb Street, could affect the FORSCOM projects. Replacement of the small mains that 
are a long distance to the trunk mains is one potential solution, resulting in short-term adverse impacts, less than 
significant, caused by trenching and burial along and potentially in/across roadways. The low pressure problems are 
symptomatic of a distribution system that may not be adequately sized for the growth being experienced. Hydraulic 
studies should be undertaken to verify needed corrective actions for the distribution system. 

Area 3 –South Post USASOC 
Water distribution mains are near all project sites; however, secondary distribution to the actual facilities will require 
water line extensions, resulting in short-term adverse impacts caused by trenching and burial along and potentially 
in/across roadways that are not significant. The low pressure problems are symptomatic of a distribution system that 
may not be adequately sized for the growth being experienced. Hydraulic studies should be undertaken to verify 
needed corrective actions for the distribution system.   

Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
Water distribution mains are near all project sites in this area; however, secondary distribution to the actual facilities 
will require water line extensions, resulting in short-term adverse impacts, not significant, caused by trenching and 
burial along and potentially in/across roadways. The low pressure problems are symptomatic of a distribution 
system that may not be adequately sized for the growth being experienced. Hydraulic studies should be undertaken 
to verify needed corrective actions for the distribution system. 

Area 5 –Fort Bragg East 
Low pressure or inadequate flows near the area bounded by Gruber Road, Bragg Boulevard, Honeycutt Road, and 
Murchison Road (Fort Bragg, 2004) could affect the Contingency Warehouse. Development in the area of Gruber 
Road between Reilly Street and Bragg Boulevard could require small-to-moderately sized, elevated storage.  Water 
demand for the FORSCOM/DOIM Mail Screening Facility and Surface Distribution Center, proposed for this area, 
should be checked to assure the storage is adequate. Water distribution mains are near all project sites; however, 
secondary distribution to the actual facilities will require water line extensions, resulting in short-term adverse 
impacts, not significant, caused by trenching and burial along and potentially in/across roadways. The low pressure 
problems are symptomatic of a distribution system that may not be adequately sized for the growth being 
experienced. Hydraulic studies should be undertaken to verify needed corrective actions for the distribution system. 

Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
Water distribution mains are near all project sites; however, secondary distribution to the actual facilities will require 
water line extensions, resulting in short-term adverse impacts, not significant, caused by trenching and burial along 
and potentially in/across roadways. The low pressure problems are symptomatic of a distribution system that may 
not be adequately sized for the growth being experienced. Hydraulic studies should be undertaken to verify needed 
corrective actions for the distribution system. 

3.12.2.2.2 Wastewater System  
Adverse short-term effects during construction would be those normal for construction and not expected to be 
significant. The current wastewater treatment system has sufficient capacity to meet the needs of Fort Bragg’s 
expansion of facilities through 2011; however, hydraulic studies of the conveyance system should be conducted to 
either verify that capacities are adequate at each location experiencing new construction, or corrective action taken.   

The large sewer mains (gravity and/or force mains) that run through all of the areas under evaluation except the 
Range Area would need to be extended, resulting in short-term adverse impacts caused by trenching and burial 
along and potentially in/across roadways. However, at all of the project sites, the age and condition of the sanitary 
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collection system generally suggests that existing sewers will need to be carefully evaluated at each site and that 
new sewers as well as extensions are likely to be needed to support new development. The conveyance system may 
not be adequately sized for the growth being experienced. Hydraulic studies should be undertaken to verify needed 
corrective actions for the conveyance system. 

The wastewater treatment plant, which has a design capacity of 8 mgd, with a maximum hydraulic capacity of 13 
mgd, is adequate for the proposed new facilities being evaluated. Sanitary flows overall are designed to be a percent 
of the water demand; therefore, they should be less than the 7.48 mgd water demand calculated above. Given that 
approximately 3 mgd of flow was documented for an effective population of 50,937 in 2002 during dry weather 
(Fort Bragg, 2004), while wet weather flows approaching 12 mgd were recorded, the conclusion is that the capacity 
of the wastewater treatment plant is predominantly affected by infiltration rather than the sanitary flows from the 
facilities.  In 2002, yearly average daily flow was 4.67 mgd for a higher effective population; more recently it was 
5.5 mgd.  Consequently, the treatment plant’s capacity of 8 mgd should be adequate.  

3.12.2.2.3 Stormwater System 
Impacts would not be expected to be significant. All projects would be required to comply with Fort Bragg and 
North Carolina stormwater guidelines; resulting measures implemented during both construction and operation 
would ensure that impacts would not be significant. 

3.12.2.2.4 Energy Sources 
Adverse short-term effects during construction would be those normal for construction and not expected to be 
significant. Power exists in the area of each site, but each project would require secondary distribution to the facility 
5-foot line, and would potentially require transformers as well. Any project determined to need emergency backup 
would need to provide its own generators.  A load analysis and coordination study for each project should assure 
that electrical components are either adequate or upgraded as needed. Given that modern energy-efficient buildings 
are replacing older energy-inefficient buildings for a large percent of the projects, impacts to the power grid to 
provide necessary power are not expected to be significant.  

Designers for each project have a choice between using central heating and cooling plants or decentralized oil or 
gas-fired units. Natural gas is distributed to each of the project areas. However, each site using natural gas would 
likely require secondary distribution to the facility 5-foot line. Given the various choices for building energy 
sources, impacts are not expected to be significant. 

3.12.2.2.5 Communications 
Adverse short-term effects during construction would be those normal for construction and not expected to be 
significant. Adverse effects to the communications system are not expected; generally modern telecommunications 
fiber optics and cabling are being provided to the newer more modern facilities and one reason for the replacement 
of older facilities is to update the electronics connections.   

3.12.2.2.6 Solid Waste 
Effects for the collection and disposal of C&D solid waste are not expected to be significant. Effects for collection 
of municipal and other solid waste are expected, commensurate with the overall increase of 24,000 new occupants to 
the area. The C&D and LCID combined landfills have limited capacity remaining and the major construction and 
demolition to support the proposed projects would be expected to consume much of that remaining space.; therefore, 
additional landfillspace would be needed either on- or off-post in the future. 

There appears to be a reasonable period of time to find additional disposal options for municipal solid waste 
generated by operations, given the 30-year life of the landfill currently being used.  Fort Bragg has a program that 
encourages recycling and waste reduction appropriately for a resource area that is increasingly more expensive as 
available landfill space decreases.   

3.12.2.3 Additional Alternatives 

3.12.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Simmons Army Airfield 

Potable Water Supply 
Locating the FORSCOM Facilities at Simmons AAF would not increase water demand, but would potentially place 
the new facility further from an elevated storage tower that could support it, potentially leading to greater water 
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infrastructure storage requirements. Impacts would not be expected to be significant; however, hydraulic studies of 
the distribution system should be conducted to either verify that capacities are adequate at each location 
experiencing new construction, or corrective action taken.    

Wastewater System 
Consequences would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative. Adverse short-term 
effects during construction would be those normal for construction and not expected to be significant. The current 
wastewater treatment system has sufficient capacity to meet the needs of Fort Bragg’s expansion of facilities 
through 2011; however, hydraulic studies of the conveyance system should be conducted to either verify that 
capacities are adequate at each location experiencing new construction, or corrective action taken. The studies and 
corrective action would be consistent with good engineering principles; however, failure to correct a conveyance 
problem would not be likely to reach the threshold for a significant impact.   

Stormwater System 
Impacts would not be expected to be significant. All projects would be required to comply with Fort Bragg and 
North Carolina stormwater guidelines; resulting measures implemented during both construction and operation 
would ensure that impacts would not be significant. 

Energy Sources 
Consequences would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative. Adverse short-term 
effects during construction would be those normal for construction and not expected to be significant. Power exists 
in the area of each site. A load analysis and coordination study for each project should assure that electrical 
components are either adequate or upgraded as needed. 

Communications 
Consequences would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative and not significant. 

Solid Waste 
Consequences would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative and not significant. 

3.12.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM Facilities at Pope Air Force Base 

Potable Water Supply 
Locating the FORSCOM Facilities at Pope AFB would not increase water demand, but would potentially place the 
facility further from an elevated storage tower that could support it, potentially leading to greater water 
infrastructure requirements. Large water mains are in the vicinity of alternative sites at Pope AFB. Consequences 
would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative and not significant. 

Wastewater System 
Consequences would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative and not significant. 

Stormwater System 
Consequences would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative and not significant. 
All projects would be required to comply with Fort Bragg and North Carolina stormwater guidelines.  

Energy Sources 
Consequences would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative and not significant. 

Communications 
Consequences would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative and not significant. 

Solid Waste 
Consequences would be expected to be similar to those discussed for the preferred alternative and not significant. 

3.13 HAZARDOUS AND TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

This section addresses the use, handling, and storage of hazardous and toxic substances at the proposed BRAC, 
AMF, and other stationing-related facilities; the generation and disposal of hazardous wastes (including hazardous 
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medical wastes) associated with the proposed operations; and potential site contamination issues, including the 
potential presence of hazardous or toxic substances such as asbestos and lead-based paint in structures to be 
demolished.  

3.13.1 Affected Environment 

3.13.1.1 Hazardous Materials Use, Handling, and Storage 

Hazardous materials are used in most facilities at Fort Bragg, ranging from small quantities of cleaners and printing 
supplies to larger quantities of fuels, oils, and chemicals. The Fort Bragg Hazardous Waste Management Plan FB 200-2 
states that it is the Army’s goal to continuously reduce hazardous waste generation by seeking non-hazardous 
substitution of hazardous materials, finding and developing markets for waste as a recyclable material, and promoting 
the total use of hazardous materials (Fort Bragg, 2002). The following describes hazardous materials (hazardous or 
toxic substances) expected to be used, handled, and/or stored at the various BRAC, AMF, and other stationing-related 
facilities assessed in this EA, based on interviews with Fort Bragg personnel and the description of the facilities 
provided. 

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
This area includes a wide variety of proposed facilities with varying hazardous materials needs and uses. There IS 
minimal hazardous materials use, handling, or storage in the82d Division Modular Headquarters, the chapel, in the 
administrative areas of all of the facilities, and in housing, dining, or classroom areas. Typical uses include materials 
such as janitorial and cleaning products, printing supplies, and paints. The headquarters includes a mechanical room, 
where small amounts of materials such as lubricants, cleaners, adhesives, and paints may be used. The Robinson 
Clinic requires the use of a large number of various hazardous chemicals, particularly medical and pharmaceutical 
supplies, but generally in small quantities. In all cases, all hazardous materials are handled and stored in accordance 
with applicable regulations and label precautions.  

Several of the proposed facilities in this area include vehicle maintenance operations: a 2-bay shop in the Training 
Complex, a shop in the Joint Mobilization Pre Deployment Complex, and a large 8-bay facility for the Vehicle 
Maintenance Facility 4th BCT. Vehicle maintenance activities require the use of several types of hazardous 
materials. Typical products used include antifreeze; various petroleum products, oils, and lubricants (POL); brake 
fluid, hydraulic fluid, cleaners, degreasers, solvents, paints, fuels (gasoline and diesel), and batteries. The 4th BCT 
Vehicle Maintenance Facility includes 6 POL storage buildings. Clarus ® parts washers that use a Type II 
petroleum-based solvent would likely be used. Currently, spent solvents and used filters from these parts washers 
are collected and sent off-site as hazardous waste. However, Fort Bragg is in the process of installing a distillation 
unit that will allow on-site recycling of spent solvents. After this is operable, spent solvents will be recycled on-site, 
substantially reducing hazardous waste from this source. No bulk fuel storage will occur at this location, since 
refueling stations are available elsewhere on the post. All hazardous materials are handled and stored in appropriate 
Hazardous Materials (HAZMAT) cabinets or containers in accordance with applicable regulations and label 
precautions.  

Weapons cleaning occurs in several of the proposed facilities in this area, including the BCT Complexes and 
Roundout, the Fires Brigade, and the Barracks. Very small quantities of weapons cleaners and lubricants are 
therefore present in these facilities. 

Herbicides and pesticides are used in and around the barracks areas and especially on the grounds of the community green 
spaces and recreational areas for the BCT Complexes. Materials used include weed killers, fertilizers, and various 
insecticides. Some materials are obtained in small commercially available packages and used in small quantities on an as-
needed basis. For larger areas (recreational grounds and landscaping) and for more severe pest problems, the installation’s 
Pest Management Manager receives a service order and arranges for a contractor to apply EPA-approved and registered 
products in accordance with all applicable regulations and label directions (DA, 1999). No bulk storage of any pesticides 
or herbicides occurs on-site at the facilities. 

Area 2 –Main Post 
This area also includes a wide variety of proposed facilities with varying hazardous materials needs and uses. 
Similar to Area 1, there is minimal hazardous materials use, handling, or storage in any of the office, administrative, 
training, or band facility areas, as well as in the CDC and all housing areas (General Officer’s Quarters). Typical 
uses include materials such as janitorial products, printing supplies, household cleaners, and paints. The CDC and 
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Blood Donor Center include mechanical rooms, where small amounts of materials such as lubricants, cleaners, and 
paints may be used. The Pope Clinic Replacement would requires the use of a large number of various hazardous 
chemicals, particularly medical and pharmaceutical supplies, but generally in small quantities. The Blood Donor 
Center would also use small amounts of medical and pharmaceutical supplies and has a 75 KW back-up generator to 
ensure that blood refrigeration and freezer units continue to operate during power outages. The generator 
specifications are not finalized, but it will likely include a base-mounted fuel tank with secondary containment that 
would likely hold several hundred gallons of diesel fuel. The FORSCOM warehouse generally stores larger 
quantities of a variety of materials considered hazardous, although the exact quantities and types are not known at 
this time. Weapons cleaning occurs in some of the FORSCOM facilities, which would involve very small quantities 
of cleaners, oils, and lubricants. In all cases, all hazardous materials are handled and stored in accordance with 
applicable regulations and label precautions.  

Herbicides and possibly some pesticides are used in and around the proposed ball fields, on the grounds of the 
Officer’s Quarters, and possibly around the grounds of other facilities. Materials used include weed killers, 
fertilizers, and various insecticides. In housing, these materials are obtained in small commercially available 
packages and used in small quantities on an as-needed basis. In larger areas (ball fields) and for more severe pest 
problems, EPA-approved and registered products are applied as previously described under Area 1, above.  

Area 3 –South Post USASOC 
This area includes a proposed physical fitness center, headquarters’ complex and motor pool, and indoor baffle 
range. There is little need for any hazardous material use, except for minor amounts of cleaners and possibly 
printing supplies, in the administrative areas of these facilities. The fitness center includes a pool, which would 
require storage and handling of chlorine, and a mechanical room, where small amounts of materials such as 
lubricants, cleaners, and paints may be used. The indoor baffle range has weapons cleaning supplies (cleaners, oils, 
and lubricants), and a parts washer, similar to those used in the vehicle maintenance shops previously described 
under Area 1. No ammunition is stored there. In all these facilities, any hazardous materials are  handled and stored 
in accordance with applicable regulations and label precautions. 

The motor pool includes a vehicle maintenance shop with an oil storage building. Typical products used and stored 
are as described for the vehicle maintenance facility under Area 1, above. All fuel storage is in above-ground storage 
tanks (ASTs) and does not exceed 12,000 gallons at any time, and no fueling of ground vehicles (other than track 
vehicles) is allowed except for emergency situations, since there are other fuel stations available elsewhere on the 
installation (Fort Bragg, 2000). All hazardous materials are handled and stored in appropriate HAZMAT cabinets or 
containers in accordance with applicable regulations and label precautions. 

Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
This area includes two SOF operational additions that consist mostly of administrative and training space, and an 
aircraft refueling point. The administrative areas of the additions include minimal hazardous materials use, handling, 
or storage of such items as janitorial products and printing supplies. However, there is parts cleaning and a proposed 
850 KW back-up generator for the Northwest Addition, and oil-fired boilers are the assumed heat source for both 
additions (Fort Bragg, 2006c). The generator specifications are not finalized ,but it would likely have an attached 70 
to 100 gallon storage tank for fuel, with secondary containment (USACE – Savannah, 2006).  Two 25,000 gallon 
aboveground fuel oil tanks are also be located in the cooling tower yard. Each tank is double-walled and comes with 
leak detection and monitoring (USACE – Savannah, 2006).   

The aircraft refueling point includes several ASTS containing various fuels (no underground storage tanks [USTs] 
are permitted); however, the exact number, type, and contents have not yet been documented. All tanks are on a 
hardstand and with secondary containment to cover 110 percent of the total capacity of the tank. Clarus parts 
washers that use a Type II petroleum-based solvent are used.  All hazardous materials used at the facility are 
handled and stored in appropriate HAZMAT cabinets or containers in accordance with applicable regulations and 
label precautions.  

Area 5 –Fort Bragg East 
This area includes a proposed surface distribution center and contingency warehouse, with mostly administrative and 
storage space, a mail screening facility, and a BCTC that is a virtual digital warrior school with classrooms and 
computer equipment. In the office, retail, and administrative service areas, as well as in the digital training center, there 
is minimal use of hazardous materials, such as janitorial products and printing supplies. The warehouse is a central 
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issue location for battle gear and is not be used for storage of hazardous materials. The training center has a proposed 
external emergency generator, most likely a 1250 KW unit with an attached AST for fuel storage, with secondary 
containment (Fort Bragg, 2006c). Any hazardous materials in all of these facilities are handled and stored in 
accordance with applicable regulations and label precautions.  

Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
This area consists of one proposed facility, the Central Loadout Area Control Center, which includes a vehicle 
maintenance and assembly operation and a scale house. Vehicle maintenance and assembly activities require the use 
of several types of hazardous materials, as described for the vehicle maintenance facility under Area 1, above. No 
bulk fuel storage will occur at this location, since refueling stations are available elsewhere on the post. All 
hazardous materials are handled and stored in appropriate HAZMAT cabinets or containers in accordance with 
applicable regulations and label precautions. 

3.13.1.2 Hazardous Waste Generation, Storage, and Disposal 

Hazardous wastes are generated at Fort Bragg from various operations and facilities. The installation generates more 
than 1,000 kilograms (2,200 pounds) of hazardous waste per month and maintains a large quantity generator status 
under RCRA. Currently Fort Bragg operates under a RCRA Part B Hazardous Waste Storage permit, EPA Permit ID 
Number NC 8210020121 (200-2), which authorizes storage of hazardous waste for a period of one year in 
containers in Building J-1737. This storage facility is operated by the DRMO, which also coordinates the transport 
and disposal of the waste. In addition to the permitted storage facility, there are two 90-day storage facilities on Fort 
Bragg, located at the Womack Army Medical Center (Building 4-2817) and the PWBC waste storage yard (Facility 
3-1240). However, on October 3, 2006, a closure process of this facility was initiated.  After the closure, this facility 
will be operated by the Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office as a 90-day (DRMO) accumulation site. The 
estimated time for this to happen is March 2007.  

There are more than 550 Satellite Accumulation Sites (SASs) throughout the installation at the sites where 
hazardous waste is first generated. Waste is accumulated at these SASs in quantities up to 55 gallons.  Once full, it 
must be transferred to a storage area within three days. Each hazardous waste generated must be fully identified and 
classified, and is handled and stored in accordance with applicable federal and state hazardous waste regulations. All 
hazardous waste is transported offsite for disposal or recycling by a licensed hazardous waste contractor. 

Typical wastes routinely generated by on-going operations at Fort Bragg include universal waste, hazardous medical 
waste, weapons cleaning materials, chemical identification kits and mask filters, paint and paint-related products, 
pesticides, adhesives and sealants, solvents, battery acid, photographic developer and fixer solutions, fuel filters, 
contaminated fuel, and spent parts washer filters (Fort Bragg, 2004). A large amount of waste solvent is generated 
by leased part washers and government-owned part washers. The waste solvent generated by the leased machines is 
taken off site for recycling. The waste solvent from the government-owned machines are collected in drums, taken 
to the DPW-ECB 90 day accumulation site for DRMO to pick up for disposal through a Treatment Storage and 
Treatment Facility. In 2005, Fort Bragg generated 158.6 tons of hazardous waste, of which 63 tons was spent 
solvents from parts washers (Fort Bragg HWRO, 2006).  

In addition to hazardous waste, some regulated medical waste is generated through activities at the medical center, 
clinics, and field training exercises. This waste is collected in disposable red biohazard bags which are then placed 
in lined boxes. Medical waste is managed by contractors who take the waste off-site for incineration (Fort Bragg, 
2004). Some medical waste may be radioactive (e.g., byproducts of therapy/treatments and diagnostic medical 
imaging). The procedures and practices for handling of radioactive medical waste are licensed under the Nuclear 
Regulatory Commission and the Department of the Army Radioactive Materials Authorization. Waste with a short 
half-life is stored in a secure locker at the Womack Army Medical Center, and waste with a long half-life is stored in 
the Preventive Medicine Bunker. All radioactive wastes are stored for ten half-lives and then disposed of by an 
approved contractor (Fort Bragg 2004). 

The following describes the types of hazardous and medical wastes generated and managed at the various BRAC, 
AMF, and other stationing-related facilities assessed in this EA.  
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Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
Hazardous wastes from all administrative areas, the chapel, and living quarters will consist of small amounts of 
items such as discarded cleaners, paints, and lubricants. Based on their characteristics and applicable regulations, if 
these are not able to be disposed of in the regular solid waste stream, then they are collected and stored on site in 
accordance with applicable hazardous waste regulations, and taken to a hazardous waste storage area for off-site 
disposal by a licensed hazardous waste contractor. 

Medical waste generated at the clinics includes small amounts of hazardous waste, such as waste epinephrine, and 
regulated medical waste including such items as pathological wastes, cultures, syringes, and sharps. As described 
above, regulated medical waste is collected in approved waterproof, tear-resistant bags or containers, and disposed 
of off site by an approved contractor. Radioactive medical waste may also be generated at the clinic, since 
radiological isotopes are used as tracers in biological testing. 

Maintenance shops generate relatively small amounts of hazardous wastes regularly, such as discarded chemicals, 
spill residues, and rags and absorbents contaminated with hazardous waste, as well as larger quantities of spent 
solvents, antifreeze, and used oil. Until the installation’s solvent distillation unit is operable, spent solvents and used 
filters from parts washers will be collected at the shops in drums, taken to a 90-day storage facility, and taken off 
site for recycling or disposal. Used antifreeze is considered a controlled material when recycled; it is collected in 
ASTs (double walled) and/or in 55 gallons containers with secondary containment and later picked up for off-site 
recycling. Used oil (including engine and transmission oils, hydraulic and brake fluids) is also be handled separately 
as a controlled material. It is stored in a 1,000-gallon AST with secondary containment (double-walled) and 
collected once full at the facility by a recycling contractor within three days. Other wastes are generally stored in a 
satellite accumulation area in containers or 55 –gallon drums and with labels as required by applicable regulations, 
and taken to a hazardous waste storage area within the allotted time frame for disposal or recycling. Any spills or 
releases of hazardous wastes are handled according to the Fort Bragg Installation Spill Contingency Plan (ISCP) 
(2003). 

Weapons cleaning patches used at the BCT Complexes, the Fires Brigade, and the barracks become contaminated 
with lead, as well as weapons cleaning solvents and lubricants. These are also disposed of as hazardous waste. 

No wastes are typically generated on-site from pesticide and herbicide applications. Any excess product or 
contaminated materials is taken off site by the contractors hired for this service. 

Area 2 –Main Post 
In all of the administrative areas, the CDC, the band facility, and the housing areas, hazardous waste generation and 
disposal is minimal and similar to that described for the 82nd Airborne Division, above. Medical waste generation 
and disposal is similar to that described for the Robinson Clinic addition. No herbicide or pesticide waste would be 
generated at the ball field, since any excess product or contaminated materials is taken off site by the contractors 
hired for this service. Small amounts of hazardous waste could be generated at the warehouse from spills or leaks of 
hazardous substances stored there. Any spills or releases of hazardous wastes are handled according to the Fort 
Bragg ISCP. 

Area 3 – South Post USASOC 
Waste generation at the physical fitness facility is minimal, and possibly includes small amounts of spent cleaners, 
lubricants, and possibly paints. Based on their characteristics and applicable regulations, if these are not able to be 
disposed of in the regular solid waste stream, then they are collected and stored on site in accordance with applicable 
hazardous waste regulations, and taken to a hazardous waste storage area for eventual off-site disposal, through the 
Defense Reutilization and Marketing Office, by a licensed hazardous waste contractor.  

The motor pool includes a vehicle maintenance facility and oil storage building. Waste generation and disposal is 
similar to that described for the vehicle maintenance facility under Area 1, above.  Any spills or releases of 
hazardous wastes are handled according to the Fort Bragg ISCP. 

The indoor baffle range generates hazardous weapons cleaning patches, but also hazardous waste air filters that 
become contaminated with cadmium and lead. The facility also includes a parts washer, and disposal of spent 
solvents is similar to that described above for the vehicle maintenance shops.  
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Area 4 – Security Operations Training Area 
In this area, large amounts of hazardous materials are present, but relatively little hazardous waste would be 
generated, since most of the materials that are present are fuels that are consumed by on-site generators or by the 
aircraft serviced at the refueling point. Minimal waste including used cleaners, lubricants, and paints, may be 
generated similar to that described for administrative facilities and mechanical rooms. Other hazardous waste would 
includes any parts cleaning operations spent solvents, which are taken off site for recycling or disposal.  

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East 
Hazardous waste generation and disposal is minimal, consisting of such items as used cleaners, lubricants, and 
paints, since the facilities in this area support mainly administrative, training, and computer-related functions.  

Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
The Central Load-out Area Control Center includes a vehicle maintenance and assembly area that generates and 
disposes of waste similar to the other vehicle maintenance shops described above. Any spills or releases of 
hazardous wastes are handled according to the Fort Bragg ISCP. The maintenance shops in the Operational 
Readiness Training Complex and the Joint Mobilization Pre Deployment Complex generate relatively small 
amounts of hazardous wastes regularly, such as discarded chemicals, spill residues, and rags and absorbents 
contaminated with hazardous waste, as well as larger quantities of spent solvents, antifreeze, and used oil. Until the 
installation’s solvent distillation unit is operable, spent solvents and used filters from parts washers will be collected 
at the shops in drums, taken to a 90-day storage facility, and taken off site for recycling or disposal. Waste solvents 
from leased parts washers will be taken off site for recycling. Used antifreeze is considered a controlled material 
when recycled; it is collected in ASTs (double walled) and/or in 55 gallons containers with secondary containment 
and later picked up for off-site recycling. Used oil (including engine and transmission oils, hydraulic and brake 
fluids) is also handled separately as a controlled material. It is stored in a 1,000-gallon AST with secondary 
containment (double-walled) and collected once full at the facility by a recycling contractor within three days. 

3.13.1.3 Site Contamination Issues 

There are 111 sites on Fort Bragg that were evaluated either as potential solid waste management units (SWMUs) or 
areas of concern (AOCs) because of potential soil and groundwater contamination. Known contaminated sites have 
been identified through IRP efforts and other investigations, and SWMUs and AOCs are depicted in the Fort Bragg 
Master Plan (Fort Bragg, 2004). Projects that have potential issues relating to site contamination were identified by 
their proximity to SWMus or other areas of concern. Table 3-50, below, lists all project locations and their potential 
contamination issues. 
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TABLE 3.50:  PROJECT LOCATIONS AND THEIR POTENIAL CONTAMINATION ISSUES 

 

Proposed Project Site 

 
Area/Project 

 

Project 
Number 

(PN) 
Known Site 

Contamination
? 

Acreage of 
Currently Known 

Contaminated 
Area Within 
Project Site 

(percent of total 
project site) 

Site Restrictions Cleanup 
Phase 

Source of 
Funding 

82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
82nd Division Modular 
Headquarters 44968 No     

Robinson Clinic 
Addition 58708 No     

Chapel  82nd Division 61035 No     

Vehicle Maintenance 
Facility 4th BCT 64329 

Yes- SWMU 
73; old 

DISCOM Fuel 
station ; A2302 
OWS/washrack 

2.55 ac 
(8.5% of project 
site - 29.91 ac)  

SWMU 73- no restrictions 
DISCOM Fuel Station – no digging, intrusive activities, or 

construction 
A2302 washrack– no digging or construction/ removal 

triggers sampling and investigation 
 

PA/SI for 
fuel station 

and A2302 –
investigation 

not yet 
complete 

SWMU 73 – 
ENV; DISCOM 
Fuel and A2302 - 

CC 

1st BCT Complex 64340 No     

3rd BCT Complex 64342 No     

4th BCT Roundout 64446 No     
2nd BCT Complex 64447 No     
Fires Brigade COF 65204 No     
Special Forces 
Qualification Barracks 
(USAJFKSWCS) 

65558 No     

Main Post 
Child Development 
Center 54912 No     

Consolidated Troop 
Clinic 64244 No     

FORSCOM/USARC HQ  64305a      
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Proposed Project Site 

 
Area/Project 

 

Project 
Number 

(PN) 
Known Site 

Contamination
? 

Acreage of 
Currently Known 

Contaminated 
Area Within 
Project Site 

(percent of total 
project site) 

Site Restrictions Cleanup 
Phase 

Source of 
Funding 

Preferred Site – Main 
Post Area 

Yes- POL Point 
2; Scott St Site; 

Buffer of 
SWMU 
92,93,94 

1.64 ac 
(6.12% of project 

site – 26.76 ac) 

POL Point2 – no digging, intrusive activities, or 
construction- 14 wells present 

Scott St Site – no digging (chemical agent) 
SWMU buffer – digging allowed; protect GW wells  

 

POL Point2 
– PA/SI 

Scott St Site 
– CS 

SWMU 
buffer-CMS  

GW 
investigation 

POLPoint 2- CC 
Scott St Site – 

ENV 
SWMU buffer – 

ER,A 

Alternative Site 1 – 
Simmons AAF No     

Alternative Site 2 – 
Pope AFB No     

DOIM Cable Yard 64305b Nearby – 
SWMU 5 See text    

DMWR Warehouse 64305e No     
Knox Street extension 
(FORSCOM) 64305f Nearby None – see text    

FORSCOM/USARC/DO
IM Server Farm Facility 64305d No     

FORSCOM Band 
Facility 64333 No     

Blood Donor Center 41176 No     
Ball Fields      

Preferred Site – Main 
Post Area Yes Monitoring wells 

located on site Avoid wells/do not disturb wells NFA N/A 

Alternative Site 1 – 
Pope Air Force Base 

64974 

No     

General Officer’s 
Quarters 
 

66655 
 No     

South Post USASOC 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-132 

Proposed Project Site 

 
Area/Project 

 

Project 
Number 

(PN) 
Known Site 

Contamination
? 

Acreage of 
Currently Known 

Contaminated 
Area Within 
Project Site 

(percent of total 
project site) 

Site Restrictions Cleanup 
Phase 

Source of 
Funding 

USASOC Physical 
Fitness Facility 33802 No     

USASOC HQ 
Complex/Motor Pool 61891 No     

Indoor Baffle Range 63437 No     
Security Operations Training Area 
SOTF Operational 
Northwest Addition 64479 No     

SOTF Operational 
Northeast Addition 64483 No     

SOTF FARP SF0000
7-5P No     

Fort Bragg East 

Surface Distribution 
Center 64969 

Yes 
SWMU 2, 14A, 

14B (old 
landfill); 

SWMU 101 
DRMO storage 

areas 

7.77 ac 
(18.99% of project 

site – 35.87 ac) 

Old landfill site SWMU 14 A/B – no digging, intrusive 
activities, or construction 

SWMU 2 – no restrictions; notify ECB if contamination found; 
protect wells 

DRMO storage areas – no digging 

SWMU 2 – 
NFA; SWMU 
14A – RA/C; 
LTM; SWMU 
14B- RA/C; 
LTM;RIP; - 
long term 
methane 

monitoring   

For landfills – ER, 
A; for DRMO - 

ENV 

FORSCOM/DOIM Mail 
Screening Facility 64305c No     

Contingency Warehouse 64968 No     
Battle Command 
Training Center (BCTC) 20347 No     

Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
Central Load-out Area 
Control Center 
(CLACC) 

57836 No     
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Proposed Project Site 

 
Area/Project 

 

Project 
Number 

(PN) 
Known Site 

Contamination
? 

Acreage of 
Currently Known 

Contaminated 
Area Within 
Project Site 

(percent of total 
project site) 

Site Restrictions Cleanup 
Phase 

Source of 
Funding 

Operational Readiness 
Training Complex 60828 No     

Joint Mobilization Pre 
Deployment Complex 
Ph I 

64326 No     
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The projects that could be affected by the presence of SWMUs or other areas of contamination concern are 
discussed in more detail by functional area, below. If a facility is not discussed in relation to contamination 
issues, then its proposed location is on uncontaminated property, with no SWMUs or remediation sites within 
100 feet of the proposed project area. Please also see Figures 3.17 through 3.23 for an overview of existing site 
contamination issues by functional area, as well as Figures 3.24 through 3.26 for a closer look at sites specifically 
discussed more thoroughly in this analysis.  Regarding alternative sites, it is assumed that any alternative site 
selected for any project within its designated general area would not contain an IRP SWMU or AOC. Information 
about site contamination issues for alternative sites located in Simmons AAF and Pope AFB are discussed at the end 
of this section. 

All PCB transformers and capacitors have been replaced or removed from the installation (Fort Bragg, 2004), and no 
PCB contamination is known or expected at any of the sites, although there may be capacitors or light ballasts that 
contain small amounts of PCBs still present in buildings to be demolished. Likewise, radon is not expected to be an 
issue at any site, since Fort Bragg is not located in an area of high radon levels. According to the EPA, the counties 
containing Fort Bragg are in low potential radon areas, with levels expected to be below 2 pCi/L (the suggested 
action level is 4 pCi/L )(USEPA, 2006b). In addition, a previous survey done at the installation indicated that radon 
was not a problem at Fort Bragg or in the region (Fort Bragg, 2004). 
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FIGURE 3.17: AREA 1: 82D AIRBORNE DIVISION AND FIRES BRIGADE IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION 
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FIGURE 3.18: AREA 2: MAIN POST IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION 
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FIGURE 3.19: AREA 3: SOUTH POST/USASOC IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION 
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FIGURE 3.20: AREA 4: SECURITY OPERATIONS TRAINING IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION 
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FIGURE 3.21: AREA 5: FORT BRAGG EAST AND AREA 7: SIMMONS AAF IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION 
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FIGURE 3.22: AREA 6: NORTHWEST POST OUTLOAD AREAS IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION 
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FIGURE 3.23: AREA 8: POPE AFB IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION 
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FIGURE 3.24: AREAS OF IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION AT PROJECT 64305 
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FIGURE 3.25: AREAS OF IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION AT PROJECT 64329 
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FIGURE 3.26: AREAS OF IDENTIFIED SITE CONTAMINATION AT PROJECT 64329 
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Most of the proposed actions involve the demolition of buildings, many of which were constructed prior to the early 
1980s, and which therefore could contain asbestos or lead-based paint. For all of the projects, buildings will undergo 
an asbestos survey prior to demolition and any asbestos-containing material (ACM) discovered will be removed and 
disposed of by contractors in accordance with all applicable regulations. The Fort Bragg construction and debris 
landfill has a permitted cell that accepts ACM. In addition, materials with lead-based paint will be identified and 
removed during demolition. These materials will be segregated and encapsulated for proper disposal in accordance 
with Army and EPA regulations (Fort Bragg, 2004). 

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area 
The only facility location in this area with contamination issues is the proposed site for the Vehicle Maintenance 
Facility 4th BCT, Project 64329. The preferred alternative for this facility is a Category III (i.e., contaminated) site 
with several areas of known contamination from an underground storage tank (UST) release from a former gasoline 
distribution center. Several oil/water separators and wash racks are present; these sites are listed within the F006 
Fort Bragg RCRA Part "B" permit as SWMUs. Building A-2302 and the DISCOM station site are both in the 
Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation Stage, and site cleanup measures are to be funded under Compliance-
Related Cleanup (Fort Bragg, 2005b). No USTs have been located on this site, and any new tank installation is 
required to be aboveground or vaulted.   

Nearly all of the proposed facilities in this area would require demolition of existing buildings. In all cases, these are 
older structures (predating early 1980s) that may contain asbestos in such things as old walls, tile, ceiling material, 
partitions, and thermal insulation on older heating, ventilation, and air conditioning systems. Lead based paint and/or 
PCB-containing light ballasts or capacitors may also be present. The number of buildings requiring demolition for 
each project in this area, as described in the DD 1391s for these projects and by installation personnel, are 
summarized below:  

TABLE 3.51:  FORT BRAGG DEMOLITION ESTIMATES 

PROJECT (AREA 1) NUMBER OF BUILDINGS 
TO BE DEMOLISHED 

SQUARE FOOTAGE (SF)  
and/or  COMMENTS 

Division Headquarters 1 35,500 SF 
Robinson Clinic addition Unknown 1:1 demolition –  

Specific buildings to be determined 
Operational Readiness Training Complex 38 152,000 SF 
Chapel 8 34,000 SF 
Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment 
Complex 

32 World War II era buildings 

Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT 27 100,000 SF 
1st BCT Complex 17 397,144 SF 
2nd BCT Complex Unknown Specific buildings to be determined 
3rd BCT Complex Unknown Specific buildings to be determined 
4th BCT Roundout 50 200,000 SF 
Fires Brigade facility From Other Posts From Other Posts 
Security Forces Barracks 3 125,000 SF 
 

Area 2 – Main Post 
Several facilities in this area have contamination issues, please see Figure 3.18 for an area overview, and Figure 3.24 
A for a closer look at 64305a, FORSCOM/USARC HQ. The proposed FORSCOM/USARC HQ site (Project 64305) 
is potentially contaminated (Category II), with some areas of known contamination (Category III).  The site, located 
at the corner Knox and Scott streets, identified as CCFTBR0016 and also known as POL Point #2, is associated with 
a fuel farm that contained 13 tanks.  Seven underground storage tanks were removed in July 1993 and six 
underground storage tanks were removed in September 1993.  The closure reports for the underground storage tanks 
states that the analytical results for soil samples taken during removal exceeded North Carolina action levels for 
Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH).  This prompted a request for a Limited Site Assessment (LSA), with the final 
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report dated December 2003.  The LSA confirmed releases to soil and groundwater above NCDENR standards.  
NCDENR is requiring a Comprehensive Site Assessment (CSA).   
 
Based on currently available information the assumption is that a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) will be required.  A 
summary of future proposed cleanup actions, which are based on risk and funding availability include:   

• Investigation (INV) to begin FY09 – includes CSA 
• Corrective Action Plan (CAP) to begin FY10 - will include best alternatives for remediation 
• Implementation (Construction) (IMP(C)) to begin FY11 - will include possible soil removal and in-situ 

remediation (injection of treatment material into groundwater), and the first round of groundwater 
monitoring  

• Implementation (Operations) (IMP(O)) to begin FY12 - will include at least 4 more rounds of groundwater 
monitoring and continue until the contaminant concentrations in the groundwater meet NC groundwater 
standards 

 
Current land use controls are aimed at preventing exposure to contaminated soil and groundwater.  The area is 
partially paved, thus limiting exposure to contaminated soil and there are 14 monitoring wells currently in use there.  
Mapping data were not available for the monitoring wells.  Future redevelopment plans should provide a mechanism 
to ensure that the soil remains capped and not introduce/allow exposure to contaminated soil.  Due to the levels of 
contamination, HAZWOPR certification is required of all personnel working in the contaminated area.   
 
 
The proposed DOIM Cable Yard, also part of Project 64305, is located near an active monitoring well for SWMU 5, 
located to the east of the Earth Terminal Complex (not depicted on maps). Groundwater at the site is Category III. 
No USTs have been located on this site, and any new tank installation is required to be aboveground or vaulted (Fort 
Bragg 2006).  

The proposed location for the ball fields (Project 64974) is located within an area of known contamination (Category 
III) due to releases from old USTS (heating oil and petroleum hydrocarbons). There are numerous monitoring wells 
on the site; however mapping data for these monitoring wells are not available at this time. 

Many of the specifics regarding buildings to be demolished are currently unknown for this area. Once building 
numbers are known, appropriate surveys will be required. The ball fields would require demolition of about 60,000 
square feet of pavement.  

In addition to the facilities discussed above, there is a SWMU that parallels Knox Street, in the vicinity of the Knox 
Street extension (64305f), shown in Figure 3.18.  The site located west of Knox Street between Letterman and 
Woodruff Streets is an area where buried medical waste was discovered.  All found wastes in the immediate area of 
the discovery have been properly disposed.  The extent and nature of any additional wastes which might be found is 
unknown.  There are no pending cleanup actions.  Identification of this site is a reporting of historical findings and 
to disclose that the potential for finding additional contamination is a possibility. 

On 30 March 2005, CAIS (chemical agent identification set) Vials were unearthed at a construction site north of 
Scott Street on Fort Bragg.  This site, called the Scott Street Site, is located in the north east section of the 
cantonment. The site was being excavated for the foundation of a new warehouse along Scott Street and parallel to 
an old railroad.  US Army Technical Escort teams responded and identified 30 intact ampoules as well as broken 
glass and burn litter.  Under contract with Fort Bragg, Tech Escort undertook further investigation (and removal) in 
April-June 2006. This investigation was limited to the foundation and utility areas for the proposed warehouse.  It 
was a surgical excavation only to clear for that construction project.  No further investigation has been done. 
Specifically, there are no known or identified limits to this historical burial site (Fort Bragg, 2006a).    
 
If intrusive (digging) operations are planned for this area, one of two courses of action must be pursued.  Either the 
construction contract must have contingencies (in time and money) to allow for significant delays in the event that 
further items are found (1-2 years) or require further investigations on the site and surrounding areas prior to any 
construction award.  Investigations are not currently planned or funded at the installation-level.  This is not currently 
an IRP site. In addition, since a Preliminary Assessment has not been conducted, it is not listed as a Compliance 
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Cleanup site either (DA, 2003a).  No USTs have been located on this site, and any new tank installation is required 
to be aboveground or vaulted. 

Area 3 – South Post USASOC 
No contamination issues exist in this area. Regarding demolition, none would be required on Fort Bragg for the 
motor pool, and 8 buildings (60,000 SF) would be demolished for construction of the Physical Fitness Center. 
Details regarding demolition are not known for the indoor baffle range.  

Area 4 – Security Operations Training Area  
No contamination issues exist in this area. Regarding demolition, the specifics regarding buildings to be demolished 
are currently unknown for this area. Once building numbers are known, appropriate surveys will be required.  

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East 
The only facility in this area with contamination issues is the proposed location for the Surface Distribution Center, 
Project 64969, shown in detail in Figure 3.24 C. The proposed location for this facility is located in a Category III 
area. The present building on the site required a methane monitoring system to be installed due to the large amount 
of methane gas being generated by SWMU 14, located north of the complex. SWMU 14, an abandoned landfill, is 
undergoing remedial action and long term maintenance of nine groundwater wells on site as the result of a 
Corrective Measure Study and a Decision Document, both completed in FY03.  The wells are sampled for 
pesticides, PCBs, VOCs, SVOCs, and RCRA metals every nine months.  Four consecutive sampling events with no 
exceedances of NCDENR groundwater standards will be required before a request for No Further Action may be 
made; the first round of sampling, conducted in June 2005, showed exceedances (Fort Bragg, 2006b).  No USTS 
have been located on this site, and any new tank installation will be vaulted or above ground. 

Proposed building demolition requirements in this area include 13 buildings (285,000 SF) for the Surface 
Distribution Center, 9 buildings (40,000 SF) for the warehouse, an unknown number of structures for the mail 
screening facility, and an unknown number of WWII buildings at the training center site.  

Area 6 – Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
The proposed location for the Central Load-out Area Control Center contains no SWMUs or remediation sites. 
Seventy-six (76) buildings would be demolished on this site.  

Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 
Simmons AAF is being considered as an alternative for the FORSCOM Headquarters building. There are no site 
contamination issues on the Simmons AAF location. 

Area 8 – Pope AFB 
Pope AFB is being considered as an alternative site for FORSCOM Headquarters and the ball fields. Currently there 
are two sites on Pope AFB under consideration, one located on the northern portion of the Pope golf course, and 
another in a current family housing area, along Skytrain Drive. The Pope AFB golf course indicates the need for pre-
construction investigation and possible sampling for contamination related to pest control and fuel use. However, no 
other contamination issues are in evidence. 

3.13.2 Environmental Consequences 

Impact levels 
For the purposes of assessing the significance of impacts related to hazardous and toxic substances, the following 
impact thresholds were developed: 

No Significant Impact - All hazardous or toxic materials and/or wastes could be safely and adequately 
managed in accordance with all applicable regulations and policies, with limited exposures or risks.  

Significant impact – Action would result in a substantial net increase (more than 100%) in the amount of 
materials or waste to be handled, stored, used, or disposed of, and this could not be safely or adequately 
handled or managed by the proposed staffing, resulting in unacceptable risk, exceedence of available waste 
disposal capacity, or probable regulatory violation.  Site contamination conditions would preclude 
development of the site for the proposed use.   
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3.13.2.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative, the proposed new BRAC, AMF, and other stationing-related facilities would not be 
constructed on the proposed sites, and no additional impacts related to hazardous and toxic substances would occur 
at any of the sites.  

3.13.2.2 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 

Implementing the proposed action would not cause any significant impacts related to hazardous or toxic substances, 
with most impacts being minor. Impacts specific to the areas addressed in this EA are addressed below. 

Area 1 – 82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area. 
Long-term adverse effects would be expected, with short-term impacts during construction, due to site 
contamination issues at the Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT and the relatively large number of older buildings 
to be demolished that may contain asbestos, lead-based paint, or PCB-containing items.  None of these effects would 
be significant. The majority of the facilities in this area would not require the use, handling, or storage of a large 
quantity of hazardous materials. Those facilities with larger amounts of POL stored and used (the vehicle 
maintenance facilities) would store those materials in ASTs, with secondary containment, and in accordance with all 
applicable regulations, thus reducing the potential of leaks or releases to the environment. There would be pesticides 
and herbicides applied on community green spaces and recreational areas, but no storage would occur on the 
installation. Overall, adverse impacts relating to hazardous material use are considered long-term and not significant 
for this area.  

Waste generation would also be relatively small in most of the facilities in Area 1. The vehicle maintenance shops 
would generate the larger amounts of hazardous waste, but much of the wastes produced by these operations (e.g. 
used antifreeze, used oil, batteries) are recycled and therefore do not enter the hazardous waste stream. Solvents that 
are currently shipped off-site as hazardous waste comprised about 40 percent of the installation’s 2005 total 
hazardous waste stream; however, these will eventually be recycled in an on-site distillation unit, reducing that 
component of the hazardous waste stream considerably. The additional amount of hazardous waste that would be 
generated by the proposed facilities in Area 1 is not known at this time; however, it is likely that this amount would 
be a minor increment to the total amount of hazardous waste currently generated on the installation (158.6 tons in 
2005), especially taking into account advances made in waste minimization and the planned future recycling of 
solvents. The small amount of waste from medical use or from weapons cleaning or administrative areas at various 
facilities would not add more than a minimal amount to the hazardous waste generation on an annual basis. All 
hazardous waste will be taken off-site for disposal, through DRMO, by a licensed hazardous waste contractor. 
Therefore, adverse impacts from hazardous waste generation and disposal are considered long-term and not 
significant for Area 1. 

Regulated medical wastes would be generated by both of the clinics that are part of this area’s proposed facilities. 
Again, exact amounts of waste that would be produced are not known, but it is not expected that regulated medical 
waste would exceed minor amounts from either clinic. Since this waste is collected and taken off-site for disposal, 
there would be no adverse impact to any on-site disposal facilities.  

Site contamination issues exist in Area 1 because of the proposed location of the Vehicle Maintenance Facility on a 
former gasoline distribution center. Soil borings would be done prior to construction to identify potentially 
contaminated areas, and any contaminated areas would be avoided in the placement and design of the proposed 
facility on this site. The site Health and Safety Plan would include provisions for the event that unknown 
contamination is encountered during construction. Per the Draft FRB Policy #3 (Nicholson 2000), soil excavated 
during construction may be placed back into the excavation, even if it is contaminated, so long as direct exposure to 
any contaminated soil is prevented. The top 12 inches of the excavation must be backfilled with uncontaminated fill 
material, concrete, or asphalt. Any excess contaminated soil must be treated as contaminated soil and disposed of in 
accordance with contaminated soil disposal procedures.  All workers would be trained in HAZMAT procedures, and 
the site Health and Safety Plan would outline the necessary precautions to be taken to protect workers from exposure 
to contaminated media. If dewatering is needed for subsurface construction, this would incorporate procedures for 
the detection of any contaminated water and its disposal in accordance with applicable regulations. Because the 
current area of contamination is only 2.55 acres out of a total project site of 29.91 acres, site contamination issues 
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would not preclude the use of the site.  However, the handling of these issues in design, siting, and construction 
would result in short-term adverse effects, but these impacts would not be significant. 

Short-term adverse impacts could occur from dealing with the demolition of the older buildings on the sites in Area 
1, but these impacts would not be significant. At least 176 structures would be demolished, and there is a good 
possibility that these older structures would contain asbestos, lead-based paint, and/or possible PCB-containing light 
ballasts. Any hazards related to these concerns would be addressed and minimized through proper pre-demolition 
surveys, as well as proper waste management and disposal during demolition and site preparation for the new 
facility. All demolition would be performed in accordance with applicable regulations, including regulations for 
identification and handling of asbestos, lead-based paint contamination, or other hazardous wastes. Asbestos-
containing materials would represent a minor portion of the total demolition debris, and would be segregated from 
debris that can be reused or reclaimed, such as asphalt and concrete. Any asbestos-contaminated debris would be 
taken to the installation’s C & D landfill, which accepts asbestos in designated areas. This additional waste may 
decrease the life of the landfill, but not significantly. The landfill has capacity for this waste and can increase its 
asbestos disposal capacity as new phases are approved (NCDENR, 2002). Other identified wastes or any hazardous 
waste generated during construction will be disposed of off-site by a qualified contractor, in accordance with all 
applicable regulations.  

Area 2 –Main Post 
Long-term adverse effects would be expected, with short-term impacts during construction, because of the site 
contamination issues at three of the facilities in this area; none of these impacts would be significant. In addition, 
there may be a number of older buildings to be demolished that may contain asbestos or lead-based paint. The 
majority of the facilities in this area would not require the use, handling, or storage of a large quantity of hazardous 
materials. The warehouse may handle and store larger amounts of materials considered hazardous, but these would 
be in their original containers and stored in accordance with applicable codes and regulations. Any spills would be 
handled promptly in accordance with the installation’s ISCP. A large number of hazardous material, but in small 
quantities, would be expected in the clinic, but again, stored and used in accordance with all applicable rules and in 
approved containers and cabinets. There would be pesticides and herbicides applied at the ball fields, but no storage 
at the site. The remaining facilities would not require the use, handling, or storage of a large quantity of hazardous 
materials.  Therefore, adverse impacts relating to hazardous material use are considered long-term and not 
significant for this area.  

Waste generation would also be relatively small in most of the facilities in Area 2. Small amounts of hazardous 
waste would be expected in the form of used lubricants, cleaners, and paints in all of the areas. The small amount of 
waste from weapons cleaning or from other uses in this area would not add more than a minimal amount to the 
hazardous waste generation on an annual basis. All hazardous wastes will be taken off-site for disposal by a licensed 
hazardous waste contractor. Any medical wastes generated at the Blood Donor Center will be collected and taken 
off-site for disposal in accordance with medical waste disposal regulations. Therefore, adverse impacts from 
hazardous waste generation and disposal are considered long-term and not significant for Area 2. 

Several site contamination issues exist in Area 2 because of the proposed location of the FORSCOM Headquarters, 
the DOIM Cable Yard, and the ball fields. Any development in these areas would be done so as to avoid 
contaminated areas (which encompass only 6.12% of the total project site area) or to provide for the isolation and 
containment of contaminated soils, as described previously per the Draft FRB Policy #3 (Nicholson 2000).  For the 
FORSCOM Headquarters, all known contaminated areas, including the POL Point 2 and Scott Street sites  
(northeast and northwest corners) would be avoided during the design and placement of the proposed facilities.  If 
necessary, additional investigation would be done in the northwest corner and may also be done in the area of 
medical waste burial prior to construction. In locations that currently have monitoring wells, any remaining wells 
would be avoided or protected from damage to allow monitoring to continue. For all sites, the site Health and Safety 
Plan would include provisions for the event that unknown contamination is encountered during construction. All 
workers would be trained in HAZMAT procedures, and the site Health and Safety Plan would outline the necessary 
precautions to be taken to protect workers from exposure to contaminated media. If dewatering is needed for 
subsurface construction, this would incorporate procedures for the detection of any contaminated water and its 
disposal in accordance with applicable regulations. Since the contaminated areas occupy a relatively small amount 
of the overall site, site contamination issues would not preclude the use of the sites in Area 2. However, the handling 
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of these issues in design, siting, and construction would result in short-term adverse effects, but these impacts would 
not be significant.  

The extent of building demolition is unknown in this area. Short-term adverse impacts could occur from dealing 
with the demolition of the older buildings on the sites in Area 2, but these impacts would not be significant. Older 
structures could contain asbestos, lead-based paint, and/or possible PCB-containing light ballasts. Any hazards 
related to these concerns would be addressed and minimized as previously described under Area 1, and the amount 
of waste generated would not severely impact landfill capacity.  Other identified wastes or any hazardous waste 
generated during construction will be disposed of off-site by a qualified contractor, in accordance with all applicable 
regulations.  

Area 3 – South Post USASOC 
Long-term adverse effects would be expected, with short-term impacts during construction, because of the 
demolition of buildings during construction; none of these impacts would be significant. The physical fitness center 
and indoor baffle range would have minimal hazardous materials use and storage, and the motor pool would use, 
handle, and store materials similar to the vehicle maintenance shops described above under Area 1, mostly 
lubricants, cleaners, solvents in parts washers, and paints. Any spills would be handled promptly in accordance with 
the installation’s ISCP. The remaining activities in this area would not require the use, handling, or storage of a large 
quantity of hazardous materials. Therefore, adverse impacts relating to hazardous material use are considered long-
term and not significant for this area.  

Hazardous waste generation would be minimal except at the motor pool, where small quantities would be generated 
on a regular basis. A parts washer would be located in the indoor baffle range, and spent solvents would be 
generated regularly from that source, as well as weapons cleaning patches and filters. Again, much of the waste 
produced by operations at the vehicle maintenance shop at the motor pool would be recycled or handled as 
controlled materials (e.g. antifreeze, batteries, used oil) and therefore would not enter the hazardous waste stream. 
Solvents that are currently shipped off-site as hazardous waste will eventually be recycled in an on-site distillation 
unit, reducing that component of the hazardous waste stream considerably. The additional amount of hazardous 
waste generated by the proposed facilities in Area 3 is not known at this time; however, it is likely that this amount 
would be a minor increment to the total amount of hazardous waste currently generated on the installation, 
especially taking into account advances made in waste minimization and the planned future recycling of solvents. 
The small amount of waste from weapons cleaning or from administrative areas at various facilities would not add 
more than a minimal amount to the hazardous waste generation on an annual basis. All hazardous waste will be 
taken off-site for disposal by a licensed hazardous waste contractor. Therefore, adverse impacts from hazardous 
waste generation and disposal are considered long-term and not significant for Area 3. 

No contamination issues exist in Area 3, so no impacts would be expected during construction. A few buildings 
would be demolished for the physical fitness center and for the baffle range, but no demolition is needed on Fort 
Bragg for the construction of the motor pool. Surveys for asbestos and lead-based paint will be conducted prior to 
demolition, and these materials will be handled in accordance with all applicable regulations. Given the relatively 
small number of buildings affected, short-term adverse impacts would be expected from the demolition of the older 
buildings on the sites in Area 3, but these impacts would not be significant 

Area 4 –Security Operations Training Area 
Long-term adverse effects would be expected, with short-term impacts during construction, because of the 
demolition of several buildings during construction; none of these impacts would be significant. The SOF 
operational additions would have minimal hazardous materials use and storage. The refueling point would store 
considerable amounts of fuel, but in ASTs with secondary containment. Any spills or releases that escape 
containment would be handled promptly in accordance with the installation’s ISCP. Therefore, adverse impacts 
relating to hazardous material use are considered long-term and not significant for this area.  

Although relatively large amounts of hazardous materials would be stored at the refueling point, a relatively small 
amount of hazardous waste would be generated in this area. Minimal waste from this facility and the operational 
additions would be handled in accordance with all applicable regulations and disposed of off-site. Adverse impacts 
relating to hazardous waste would be long-term and not significant. 
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No contamination issues exist in Area 4, so no impacts would be expected during construction. An unknown number 
of buildings would be demolished for construction of the facilities. Surveys for asbestos and lead-based paint will be 
conducted prior to demolition, and these materials will be handled in accordance with all applicable regulations, as 
described above. Given the relatively low number of buildings likely to be affected in just three locations, short-term 
adverse impacts would be expected from the demolition of any older buildings on the sites in Area 4, but these 
impacts would not be significant.   

Area 5 – Fort Bragg East 
Long-term adverse effects would be expected, with short-term impacts during construction, and long-term impacts 
because of the site contamination issues at the Surface Distribution Center; none of these impacts would be 
significant.  In addition, there are a number of older buildings to be demolished, which likely contain asbestos and/or 
lead-based paint. The majority of the facilities in this area would not require the use, handling, or storage of a large 
quantity of hazardous materials. The warehouse would handle mostly equipment and retail issue items, and the 
administrative and training areas in the facilities would not require the use, handling, or storage of a large quantity of 
hazardous materials. Therefore, adverse impacts relating to hazardous material use are considered long-term and not 
significant for this area.  

Waste generation would also be relatively small in most of the facilities in Area 5. Small amounts of hazardous 
waste would be expected in the form of used lubricants, cleaners, and paints in all of the areas. The small amount of 
waste from operations in this area would not add more than a minimal amount to the hazardous waste generation on 
an annual basis. All hazardous waste will be taken off-site for disposal by a licensed hazardous waste contractor. 
Therefore, adverse impacts from hazardous waste generation and disposal are considered long-term and not 
significant for Area 5. 

Site contamination issues exist in Area 5 because of the proposed location of the Surface Distribution Center. Any 
development in this area will require design review and approval, and design and siting of facilities would be done 
so as to avoid methane vents and monitoring wells. A methane monitoring plan would be prepared prior to any 
construction at the site. Monitoring wells and vents would be protected from damage, and facilities would be 
designed around wells to allow monitoring to continue. The known contaminated area occupies only about 19% of 
the total project site area, so it should be possible to avoid these areas. Dewatering may require special waste 
handling. Dealing with site contamination issues would result in short- and long-term adverse impacts, but none of 
these impacts would reach the level of significance. 

Short-term adverse impacts could occur from dealing with the demolition of the older buildings on the sites in Area 
5, but these impacts would not be significant. At least 22 structures would be demolished, and there is a good 
possibility that these older structures would contain asbestos, lead-based paint, and/or possible PCB-containing light 
ballasts. Several World War II era buildings are present on the site of the proposed training center, and they likely 
contain these materials. Any hazards related to these concerns would be addressed and minimized as previously 
described under area 1, above, and the amount of waste generated would not severely impact landfill capacity. Other 
identified wastes would be disposed of off-site by a qualified contractor, in accordance with all applicable 
regulations.  

Area 6 –Northwest Post – Outload Areas 
Long-term adverse effects would be expected, with impacts during construction, because of the demolition of 
numerous buildings during construction; none of these impacts would be significant. The Central Load-out Area 
Control Center includes a vehicle maintenance and assembly operation, which would use, handle, and store 
materials similar to the vehicle maintenance shops described above, mostly lubricants, cleaners, solvents in parts 
washers, and paints. Any spills would be handled promptly in accordance with the installation’s ISCP. The 
remaining activities in this area would not require the use, handling, or storage of a large quantity of hazardous 
materials. Therefore, adverse impacts relating to hazardous material use are considered long-term and not significant 
for this area.  

Hazardous waste generation would be minimal except at the vehicle maintenance and assembly area, where small 
quantities would be generated on a regular basis. Again, much of the waste produced by these operations would be 
recycled or handled as controlled materials (e.g. antifreeze, batteries, used oil) and therefore would not enter the 
hazardous waste stream. Solvents that are currently shipped off-site as hazardous waste will eventually be recycled 
in an on-site distillation unit, reducing that component of the hazardous waste stream considerably. The additional 
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amount of hazardous waste generated by the proposed facilities in Area 6 is not known at this time; however, it is 
likely that this amount would be a minor increment to the total amount of hazardous waste currently generated on 
the installation, especially taking into account advances made in waste minimization and the planned future 
recycling of solvents. All hazardous waste will be taken off-site for disposal by a licensed hazardous waste 
contractor. Therefore, adverse impacts from hazardous waste generation and disposal are considered long-term and 
not significant for Area 6. 

No contamination issues exist in Area 6, so no impacts would be expected during construction. However, 76 
buildings would be demolished. Surveys for asbestos and lead-based paint will be conducted prior to demolition, 
and these materials will be handled in accordance with all applicable regulations, as described above. Given the 
number of buildings affected, short-term adverse impacts would be expected from the demolition of older buildings 
on the sites in Area 6; however, with adherence to the required disposal requirements and procedures, these impacts 
would not be significant. 

3.13.2.3 Additional Alternatives 

The following discusses impacts of alternatives sites considered for the facilities. Impacts relating to site 
contamination (contamination or demolition issues) may vary with site location, depending on past and current site 
use and presence of structures. However, the other impacts discussed earlier that relate to hazardous and toxics 
materials use/handling/storage, and the generation of hazardous waste at the facilities, would remain the same for all 
facilities and areas. 

3.13.2.3.1 Locating FORSCOM Headquarters at Area 7 – Simmons Army Airfield 
There are no site contamination issues with this location; therefore, there would be no adverse impacts relating to 
contamination issues or former site use. Impacts relating to building demolition are not known, but any hazards 
related to concerns about asbestos or lead-based paint would be addressed and minimized through proper pre-
demolition surveys, as well as proper waste management and disposal during demolition and site preparation for the 
new facility. All demolition would be performed in accordance with applicable regulations, including regulations for 
identification and handling of asbestos, lead-based paint contamination, or other hazardous wastes. 

3.13.2.3.2 Locating FORSCOM Headquarters and Ball Fields at Area 8 – Pope AFB  
Both of the proposed alternative sites for FORSCOM Headquarters and the ball fields lie on the existing golf course 
at Pope AFB. Because of the typical heavy use of herbicides and pesticides on golf courses, a site investigation 
would be necessary prior to construction. Adverse impacts relating to this past site use could occur, depending on 
the outcome of the investigation and sampling, but impacts would not be considered significant since any 
contamination issues can be addressed during design and construction.  Impacts relating to building demolition are 
not known, but any hazards related to concerns about asbestos or lead-based paint would be addressed and 
minimized through proper pre-demolition surveys, as well as proper waste management and disposal during 
demolition and site preparation for the new facility. All demolition would be performed in accordance with 
applicable regulations, including regulations for identification and handling of asbestos, lead-based paint 
contamination, or other hazardous wastes. 

3.14 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY 

A cumulative impact is defined as “the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (federal 
or non-federal) or person undertakes such other action” (40 CFR 1508.7). The section goes on to note that “such 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.”  
Cumulative impacts associated with implementation of the Realignment (Preferred) Alternative are the incremental 
impacts of the Realignment actions when added to the actions of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable future 
actions. 

3.14.1 Past and Present Actions 

Past and present actions at Fort Bragg include those that were completed prior to and those that were in progress as 
of April 2006, the baseline date for this EA.  These include past actions at Fort Bragg as well as past actions in the 
Fort Bragg ROI.  These actions include, but are not limited to: 

• Training activities conducted at Fort Bragg and Pope AFB 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-153 

• Construction, alteration, repair, rehabilitation and maintenance of buildings, structures, site improvements, 
and utility systems as required ensuring that assets are capable of meeting the facility requirements of 
changing training standards, mission requirements, educational initiatives and programs, administrative 
organizations, and weapons systems.  Construction activities included in the consideration of past and 
present actions include the existing facilities at Fort Bragg, construction projects currently in progress, and 
those funded for construction; 

• Grounds maintenance at Fort Bragg as necessary to ensure the long–term viability of plant growth, reduce 
pest and insect infestations, reduce the potential for inadvertent power outages caused by trees and tree 
limbs falling onto power lines, and to maintain a professional, military appearance; 

• Natural and cultural resources management programs including the continued adherence to Fort Bragg’s 
management plans that have been designed to protect the existing diverse fish, wildlife and plant habitats 
present on the Installation.  The Installation would continue coordination with the SHPO and the ACHP 
concerning management of cultural resources.  Natural and cultural resources management policies and 
actions at Fort Bragg include the continuation of programs to reduce and eliminate damage to the 
environment such as the INRMP, ESMP, and ICRMP, as well as ESA Section 7 Consultation with the 
USFWS when applicable;  

• Continued MWR activities at Fort Bragg; 
• Operation of Pope Air Force Base proximate to Fort Bragg, including airfield operations, other military 

missions, and the maintenance, repair and operation of facilities and infrastructure; and 
• Past development and land use patterns within the Fort Bragg region that comprise the affected 

environment as described in this EA and are considered as part of the environmental baseline conditions.  
Land use adjacent to Fort Bragg is characterized primarily as rural residential with urban encroachment 
occurring in the eastern area. 

• Current mission activities and operations at Fort Bragg; 
• Funded construction projects at Fort Bragg; 
• Current resource management programs, land use activities and development projects that are being 

implemented by other governmental agencies and the private sector (where they can be identified) within 
the cumulative impact analysis areas 

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 

3.14.2 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

There are a number of reasonably foreseeable projects that may occur simultaneously with construction activities for 
the Proposed Action. The projects included in the proposed action are those BRAC, BRAC Discretionary and other 
Transformation projects considered ripe for development at the time this EA was prepared.  Other BRAC, BRAC 
Discretionary and other Transformation projects not ripe for analysis were considered under the cumulative impacts 
analysis, along with other past, present and reasonably foreseeable projects.  These projects, which will help Fort 
Bragg continue to fulfill its mission requirements, include both those occurring off-post and those occurring on-post.  
A sample list of reasonably foreseeable projects to be undertaken at Fort Bragg as well as in the region includes: 

• PN 53555, Barracks Complex Third BCT, Phase III  
• PN 54911, Child Development Center, Northern Training Area (NTA) 
• PN 55121, Digital Multipurpose Range Complex 
• PN 57317, Barracks Complex Third BCT, Phase IV 
• PN 57791, Engineer Assault Course 
• PN 58489, Whole Barracks Renewal/Butner Road, Phase V 
• PN 58491, Whole Barracks Renewal, Phase V  
• PN 59616, Whole Barracks Renewal/DIVARTY 
• PN 62467, Ammunition Supply Point 
• PN64379, Pope Air Force Base Fire Station/Control Tower  
• PN 64426, Multifunctional Aviation Brigade Complex 
• PN 64914, 1st BCT Vehicle Maintenance Facility  
• PN 64915, 2nd BCT Vehicle Maintenance Facility 
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• Relocate the 440th Airlift Wing’s operations and maintenance Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) 
manpower from General Mitchell Air Reserve Station (ARS), Wisconsin to Pope AFB (BRAC Action) 

• Relocate eight C-130H aircraft from 911th Airlift Wing (AFRC) at Pittsburgh International Airport (IAP) 
Air Reserve Station (ARS), Pennsylvania to Pope AFB, NC (BRAC Action) 

• Relocate eight C-130H aircraft from Yeager Airport Air Guard Station (AGS) to Pope AFB, NC (BRAC 
Action) 

• Relocate the HQ FORSCOM VIP Explosive Ordnance Support from Fort Gillem, GA, to Pope AFB, NC 
(BRAC Action) 

• Clear 5 acres of pine forest in the SOTF area, north of the FARP 
• Realign Pope AFB, NC and transfer real property accountability to the Army at Fort Bragg, NC (BRAC 

Action) 
o Utilize and expand current Fort Bragg ammunition supply point  
o Ammunition Supply Point at Pope AFB   

• Northern Training Area – Housing  
• Three Fort Bragg road improvements (Widen Gruber Road intersection at Zabitosky, widen Gruber Road 

intersection at Reilly Road and widen/resurface Vass Road to Morrison Bridge)  
• Closure of Bragg Blvd to civilian through trips.  
• Murchison Road Expansion.  

o Preliminary design of intersections and/or potential interchange ramps is not complete yet.  
However, the design needs to include traffic increase due to the implementation of the action (and 
cumulative effects) and the placement of the ACPs to Fort Bragg.  Need to check queuing at 
ACPs, intersections and highway ramps. 

• Randolph Street Expansion.  
• Opening of the Manchester Road ACP to Pope AFB. 
• Projects from the 2004-2010 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). Includes the 

construction of the Fayetteville Outer Loop (I-295). 
• Widen I-95 from county line to county line, total 12 lanes (FAMPO Highway Plan). 
• Continued development pressure around the Fort Bragg/Pope AFB perimeter, particularly in Cumberland, 

Harnett, Moore, and Hoke Counties 

A complete list of on-post projects may be found in Appendix L.  Additional projects at Fort Bragg will add an 
estimated additional building space of approximately 1.7 million sf, while demolishing buildings estimated to 
contain approximately 1.1 million sf. This compares to the estimated square footage of new buildings being 
evaluated by this EA of approximately 4.85 million sf, with building being demolished for EA projects estimated as 
approximately 1.6 million sf at Fort Bragg.   

3.14.3 No Action Alternative 

Under the no action alternative, Fort Bragg would not implement the proposed action. Organizations presently 
assigned to Fort Bragg would continue to train at and operate from the post. No units would relocate from overseas 
locations. No new units would be established. Fort Bragg would use its current inventory of facilities, though routine 
replacement or renovations actions could occur, through normal military maintenance and construction procedures, 
as circumstances independently warrant. Development would continue along the Fort Bragg perimeter; facilitated by 
projects such as the I-295 construction, and if not coordinated with installation through an entity such as the RLUS, 
incompatible land uses may result.  Air emissions would increase proportional to the increase in population and 
vehicles in the area.  Increases in traffic impacts may also be expected in proportion with population growth.  More 
information on potential traffic impacts associated with the No Action Alternative will be discussed below.   

3.14.4 Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 

The discussions of impacts to training lands caused by an increase of approximately 5,200 soldiers and 2,500 tactical 
wheeled vehicles at Fort Bragg in the preceding sections of Chapter 3.0, as well as the conclusions in Chapter 4.0, 
have used total changes in 2011 from the 2005 baseline. The assessment notes that the largest and most challenging 
aspect of the increases will likely accrue to managing the training for the BCT brigades, which are activating or 
transforming as an element of the proposed action addressed by this EA. However the discussions also use the net 
increases of personnel and vehicles at Fort Bragg for the assessment of impacts, which encompass all of the units 
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that are changing, effectively accounting for cumulative impacts as well as direct or indirect effects of the proposed 
action. The conclusion is that direct and cumulative effects to the training lands from the proposed action are not 
expected to be significant for any resource area.  

This rests on the premise that a significant increase in impacts would not occur for an increase of the number of 
soldiers related to the proposed action at Fort Bragg, which has more than 40,000 soldiers overall. Although there 
may be some increase in intensity, it would not be significant. It also considers that impacts are also related to 
whether types of units and weapons or the use of the existing training areas or ranges would change, which they will 
not. The reality of more soldiers and wheeled vehicles may pose a scheduling challenge, but impacts to the training 
area are both reflective of how each unit uses the areas and their adherence to existing management plans, and to the 
fact that the incremental increase in units or soldiers and vehicles that are assigned to units that will train at Fort 
Bragg does not represent a significant increase.       

3.14.4.1 Land Use 

Cumulative impacts to land use would not be significant, since the proposed projects under the EA and these 
additional projects would not significantly alter existing and planned land use patterns for the post. Any projects 
undertaken would take reasonable measures to avoid creating conflicting land uses and encroachment on the 
Greenbelt. If encroachment is unavoidable, consultation will be initiated with USFWS to ensure no adverse effects 
on RCW.  

The real property transfer of Pope AFB to Fort Bragg will result in the transfer of approximately 2.3 million sf of 
space.  Pope will retain approximately 1.1 million sf for use for a variety of functions, such as MWR, co-location 
and expansion of its ammunition supply point, garrison staff elements, and as-yet-unidentified discretionary moves.  
This transfer will not result in significant impacts to land use at Fort Bragg.   

Barracks and administrative facilities, and industrial, maintenance, and supply facilities for which a site design has 
been developed are sited in accordance with the Fort Bragg Master Plan, and therefore would not generate any 
significant impacts to land use.  Range projects will involve redesign of existing ranges, but the purpose for which 
the site will be used will remain the same, therefore there will be no significant impacts to land use.   

3.14.4.2 Visual Resources 

Any proposed projects that would fall within the Old Post Historic District or its viewshed would require 
consultation with the SHPO upon completion of design to ensure the proposed projects have no significant impacts 
on the viewsheds towards the Old Post Historic District structures and landmarks. The cumulative impacts would be 
expected to be compatible with the architectural character and scale of similar adjacent buildings evaluated under 
the EA per the Installation Design Guidelines for a Sustainable Fort Bragg (IDG, 2003), and compliant with any 
decision issued by the SHPO. Any projects to be sited in or near the Historic District would be subject to Section 
106 consultation prior to the initiation of construction.  Any resulting design criteria, such as building materials, 
landscaping, and siting will be adhered to, in order to preserve the character of the Historic District. 

3.14.4.3 Air Quality 
Impacts to air quality from those evaluated under the EA would add cumulatively to past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions at Fort Bragg. They would include those associated with construction of the proposed 
projects. Increase in annual emissions from the construction and demolition activities from the proposed actions and 
additional projects would be short-term and with construction spread over several years, are not expected to be 
significant at each point in time. Increases in annual emissions based on the operation of the proposed facilities 
under the EA and the additional projects are both offset to some extent by the demolition of inefficient buildings and 
facilities, and are also not expected to be significant.  Further study would be required to determine the exact net 
increase in emissions once designs have been finalized for all proposed facilities. 

3.14.4.4 Noise   

No significant short-term direct noise effects would be expected during the construction and demolition phases of 
each of the proposed projects covered in this EA. This noise would be in addition to any simultaneous noise 
associated with the construction and demolition of the projects considered in this cumulative impacts section and 
occurring at the same time. Overall, the noise impacts would not be significant, and would be short-term.  
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There would be no significant adverse long-term noise generated from vehicles associated with the facilities 
considered under this EA, including organizational vehicles used for training and operations, government and 
private delivery vehicles, commuter shuttles or buses, and personal vehicles. Noise emanating from the facilities 
themselves would not be significant and would be related primarily to HVAC equipment. This noise, when coupled 
with the operational noise from vehicle use for the projects considered in this cumulative impacts section, would not 
be significant, and any effects would not be long-term.  

The Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex (PN 55121) project, located in the center of the Fort Bragg range 
complex, would likely alter existing range noise contours and noise zones. Noise would be created by aviator live 
fire engagements against a wide variety of targetry. Training would include hover and high angle, live fire convoy, 
door gunnery engagements, and aviation urban operations. A noise study may be necessary to quantify any on- and 
off-range changes in noise resulting from the project. 

The Engineer Assault Course (PN 57791) project considered under cumulative impacts may have an effect on the 
size and shape of the higher noise contours and zones associated with the ranges at Fort Bragg. This would be in 
addition to any changes caused by the Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex (PN 55121) project, located in the 
center of the Fort Bragg range complex. However, the distance separating these projects make the likelihood that 
one will add cumulatively to the other an unlikely outcome. 

3.14.4.5 Soils and Geology 

Cumulative impacts to soils and geology would be associated with the construction of the proposed facilities and 
additional training load. Through construction, vegetative cover would be removed, soils would be compacted, and 
soil layer structure would be disturbed and modified. These projects would require the submittal and approval of 
erosion and sedimentation control plans before any work can take place. Through this installation and permitting 
requirement, these construction projects would have no significant impacts related to sediment and erosion control.  

With respect to the potential cumulative impacts resulting from the additional training load, it is recommended that 
the Range and Training Land Analysis techniques found in the Integrated Training Area Management program used 
to inventory and monitor the condition of its training land be implemented. As needed, range and training area 
managers may implement land rehabilitation and maintenance projects, which are preventative or corrective land 
rehabilitation and maintenance procedures designed to reduce the long-term impacts of military training  

3.14.4.6 Water Resources 
All construction, re-construction, and demolition projects by the nature of the action have the potential to have 
impacts on water resources through soil disturbance, sediment production, and alterations in storm water flows.  
However, Fort Bragg and the State of North Carolina have very defined building codes, permitting requirements, 
storm water planning requirements, and BMPs designed to minimize these impacts, as noted in the foregoing 
discussions.   

The protocols, permits, and design measures required for these projects are specifically intended to minimize both 
direct impacts associated with these actions, as well as limit the potential for cumulative effects to impact water 
resources through the implementation of similar activities across an entire watershed or basin. For example, the new 
requirement for all proposed development to control its stormwater runoff so that post-construction runoff does not 
exceed pre-development (assuming 100 percent forested cover) discharge rates would result in an overall reduction 
in stormwater production on many sites and minimize the potential for similar impacts from other projects to interact 
cumulatively and degrade area water resources.  

The maintenance and monitoring requirements under Fort Bragg’s MS4 Permit (NPDES Storm Water Permit, 
NCS000331) ensures that it is the Installation's responsibility to ensure compliance with this permit for all sites and 
activities on post, including all construction and operation proposed under the proposed actions in this EA as well as 
any future construction actions. In April 2007, Phase II of the storm water permit will become the new storm water 
management guideline for the Installation. This phase will continue to regulate industrial site discharge but will 
expand its coverage to regulate discharges from additional sites. As a result of this, it will be the responsibility of 
Fort Bragg, under the regulatory authority of the State of North Carolina to ensure that its storm water system is 
compliant with all water quality criteria. By following the required permitting processes, hazardous material 
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protocols, implementing sustainable design measures, and following Fort Bragg’s strict requirements for storm 
water control and planning, impacts to water resources whether direct, indirect, or cumulative would be minor.  

3.14.4.7 Biological Resources 
Cumulative impacts associated with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future US Army actions at Fort Bragg 
for biological resources include forest fragmentation, noise, and hindrance of management activities (e.g. prescribed 
burning and silvicultural thinning), which may affect or interfere with normal RCW behavior that may disrupt 
demographic processes (particularly dispersal ) (DA, 2005). Increased forest fragmentation and habitat degradation 
may result in increased potential cavity competitors (kleptoparasites) and predators, such as European starlings and 
southern flying squirrels (DA, 2005). Additional noise may stem from new development resulting in higher traffic 
volumes within several hundred feet of cavity trees. There is concern regarding how this disturbance may affect 
RCWs present, however, some noise studies have indicated RCWs seem to be able to handle certain noise levels 
without adverse impacts (DA, 2005).  

The state project for the proposed Fayetteville Outer Loop (FOL, or I-295) would further fragment parts of the 
Greenbelt (DA, 2006b). The FOL footprint would remove large amounts of RCW habitat and further restrict the 
width of the Greenbelt, and may cause the incidental take of Cluster 65 (DA, 2006b).  Cumulative adverse impacts 
would stem mainly from the FOL project, which would impact large amounts of RCW forage and travel substrate, 
further compromising the integrity of the Greenbelt (DA, 2006b).   

Small amounts of RCW forage would be removed as a result of the proposed BRAC projects, however cumulative 
impacts from these projects not significant, per the results of USFWS consultation.  The biological assessment 
process, conducted in full partnership between Fort Bragg and the USFWS, ensures that all of the projects are 
reviewed as a whole with the objective of preserving the integrity of the RCW groups and Greenbelt. This process 
ensures that cumulative impacts from the proposed BRAC projects do not become significant.  

3.14.4.8 Cultural Resources 
The NRHP eligibility of the existing ammunition storage buildings, such as PN 62467, the Ammunition Supply 
Point, has been decided; they were determined to be eligible. Furthermore, mitigation was accomplished through a 
Program Comment published in Volume 71, Number 70 of the Federal Register, published April 12, 2006. 
Therefore, this project will not have a cumulative effect on built and architectural resources. Also, the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE) of the project includes at least one NRHP eligible archaeological site, although further 
project development may avoid its disturbance. To the extent that all cultural resources at Fort Bragg and Pope AFB 
are considered a combined resource, effects for the projects proposed under the EA can be considered to add 
cumulatively. Consultation with the NC SHPO under 36 CFR 800 may be needed over these potential effects; 
however, if needed and conducted, will ensure that cumulative effects are not significant  

3.14.4.9 Socioeconomics 
Socioeconomic effects were calculated using the top-line population numbers, or the combined numbers of all in- 
and out-migration at Fort Bragg until 2011, including the migration of Pope AFB personnel to Fort Bragg, therefore 
the cumulative effects of the transfer have already been accounted for in the analysis presented in 3.10.  For 
cumulative socioeconomic effects the addition of the Child Development Center in the Northern Training Area will 
enhance the quality of life for incoming personnel with young children who seek child care. The Barracks Renewal 
of the 1st – 4th BCTs would increase the number of available units for military personnel to reside on base by more 
than 500 units. This would also relieve some of the waiting times on waiting lists for on-base housing.  

All cumulative impacts are likely to have additional positive economic benefits for the region. As seen from the 
results of the EIFS model, construction activity contributes to notable increases in sales volume (although, these 
increases lie within the RTV extremes). Additional construction activity related to all cumulative projects would 
also contribute to an increased sales volume. It is worthwhile to note that the impact of the proposed projects would 
contribute to an increase of 6.62 percent in sales volume within the ROI. If these cumulative projects increase sales 
volume by more than an additional 2.48 percent, the economic impact on the ROI would exceed the positive RTV 
value for sales volume, and would have a greater positive economic impact on the ROI than the region has seen in 
its history. This would change the impact from not significant to significant direct and indirect beneficial effects. 
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3.14.4.10 Transportation 

There are two primary types of cumulative impacts: On-post and Off-post. They are related to upgrades of existing 
facilities and construction of new buildings, which cause increases in traffic on existing roads that could require new 
roads or upgrades.  Urban encroachment on the post presents another type of impact, where traffic increases could 
cause the local and/or regional transportation network to exceed its capacity. 

Some of the projects that have indirect or cumulative effects are listed below.  Some of these projects were already 
analyzed as part of the No-Action alternative, since they are scheduled to happen regardless of whether or not the 
Proposed Action is implemented. Furthermore, it was considered important to quantify their impacts along with the 
Alternatives to estimate the cumulative impacts at the same time. 

Projects with Indirect Effects 
Definition of Indirect Effects: Indirect effects refer to those effects that are caused by the action and are later in time 
or farther removed in distance, but are still foreseeable.  The following effects are a result of the implementation of 
the action, which creates additional need for housing and services that in turn increase the number of trips and 
associated congestion increases. 

• Private Housing serving Fort Bragg Personnel 
• Increased Economic Activity 

Projects with Cumulative Effects 
The projects that have been identified as having cumulative transportation effects are: 

• Northern Training Development – Housing  
o Included in the No-Action alternative (accounted for among other projects in the background 

growth rate) and other alternatives. 
• Three Fort Bragg road improvements (Widen Gruber Road intersection at Zabitosky, widen Gruber Road 

intersection at Reilly Road and widen/resurface Vass Road to Morrison Bridge)  
o Included in the No-Action and other alternatives. Increase in number of approach lanes. 

• Close of Bragg Blvd to civilian through trips.  
o Included in the No-Action and other alternatives. Reassignment of through trips to Murchison 

Road. 
• Murchison Road Expansion.  

o Included in the No-Action and other alternatives.  It takes the diverted traffic from Bragg 
Boulevard. 

o Preliminary design of intersections and/or potential interchange ramps is not complete yet.  
However, the design needs to include traffic increase due to the implementation of the action (and 
cumulative effects) and the placement of the ACPs to Fort Bragg.  Need to check queuing at 
ACPs, intersections and highway ramps. 

• Randolph Street Expansion.  
o Included in the No-Action and other alternatives.  Trips patterns were modified to include the 

additional access and ACP to Fort Bragg along Randolph Street. 
• Opening of the Manchester Road ACP to Pope AFB. 

o Reduce traffic on Butner Road, its ACP, and intersections south of Manchester Road.  No change 
to intersections north of Manchester Road.  Expected improved LOS (delay reduction) at 
intersections on Butner Road and roads feeding traffic to this arterial. 

• Projects from the 2004-2010 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). Includes the 
construction of the Fayetteville Outer Loop (I-295). 

o Increased reliability and reduced access time to I-95. 
o Potential changes to traffic patterns for vehicles traveling from the east, concentrating the traffic 

on the ring road and away from the arterials. 
• Widen I-95 from county line to county line, total 12 lanes (FAMPO Highway Plan). 

o Increased reliability and reduced access time to Fort Bragg from points north and south along I-95.  
No specific timeline defined. 
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The Metropolitan Area 
The Fayetteville Metropolitan area has been growing at an average annual rate of 2% in the last 10 years.  The main 
employer is Fort Bragg/Pope AFB, with over 52,000 military and civilian employees. When considering their 
dependents, reserve personnel and retirees, this figure grows to about 195,000 people.  Considering the total 
population in the three counties in 2000 was 428,000, Fort Bragg and its associated population represents 45% of the 
total three-county area (Cumberland, Harnett and Hoke counties). 
 
Transportation Network 
Fayetteville is connected to the region through Interstate 95, several national routes such as US-13, US 301 and US-
401, and state routes including SR-24, SR-59, SR-87 and SR-210.   

Fort Bragg is connected to the regional highway network through several highways.  SR-24/87 connects Fort Bragg 
to I-95.  Another alternative is SR-87, which connects Fort Bragg to US-1.  A new project, the I-295 Ring Road, will 
connect Fort Bragg to I-95 through a limited access highway that will improve the reliability and travel time of the 
connection. 

Fayetteville’s road network operates through a series of radial arterial roads traveling outward from its downtown 
area and cross-town roads that connect the radial roads. The most significant radial arterials in the northwest 
quadrant of Fayetteville are Raeford Road, Morganton Road, Bragg Boulevard (SR-24/87), Murchison Road (SR-
210) and Ramsey Street.  In the northwest quadrant, the cross-town arterials are Skibo Road, All American 
Freeway/Owen Drive and to a lesser degree, Shaw Road. 

Significance Criteria 
Impacts would be considered significant if any of the transportation elements reaches capacity, creating heavy 
congestion (long delays) and unsafe stopping or queuing conditions that could create the circumstances for accidents 
beyond what is already present in the No-Action Alternative.  The critical elements (or weakest links) in the 
transportation infrastructure around the installation are the ACPs and any ramps or intersections leading to them.  
For those elements where it is possible to make a quantitative estimate of their level of service (LOS), the 
methodology set forth by the Transportation Research Board in their Highway Capacity Manual will be followed.  
The threshold to determine if there is a significant impact would be if the LOS is E or F. 

Overall Impacts 
The implementation of the Action and cumulative projects will certainly increase the congestion level on post and 
outside the post.  Within the post the analysis shows that even though the impact is not significant, the congestion 
would increase to a point closer to the road network’s capacity.  For that reason, it is recommended that a systematic 
approach be implemented in the future planning efforts of transportation and other aspects of the post. 

A post-wide thoroughfare plan needs to be developed to identify those arterials that need to be improved through 
capacity expansion or through better connections with other arterials.  For example, Knox Street and Butner Road 
need a better connection to improve the circulation in the cantonment area.  At the same time, as the final design 
stage of major projects approaches, it would be useful to consider the thoroughfare plan and to require a traffic 
impact study to identify potential impacts in the nearby intersections and arterials and allocate funding to conduct 
projects that reduce the expected impacts according to an overall, long-range transportation plan for the installation. 

Outside the post, the impacts of the Action will also be felt.  The additional troops will increase the level of activity 
at Fort Bragg.  This activity, for example, would include increased commuter trips to new housing outside the post 
and shopping trips coming into the post as well as going to the many shopping areas outside the post. 

The most significant projects that would have cumulative impacts and are closest to Fort Bragg were already studied 
in the No-Action alternative and carried forward in the analysis of the alternatives.  These projects were mentioned 
in the list above.  For the Murchison Road expansion, there is no preliminary or final design.  It is for that reason 
that no comment was made on specific designs.  However, there are impacts that could occur and for which 
suggestions are made.  These are listed next: 
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Specific Impacts 

Murchison Road Widening Project 
At the moment, the plans for the Murchison Road preliminary design are not final.  There are two design concepts 
that have been proposed: a highway design with grade separation and the current design with intersections at grade 
(increasing the number of through lanes). 

The potential impacts of the forecasted traffic volumes on both of these design concepts were analyzed. 

Grade Separation.  Assuming a one lane off- and on-ramp that would connect to an intersection on either side of the 
highway, it was estimated that the ramps would operate at LOS B or C and their associated intersections (signalized 
and unsignalized) would operate at LOS A, B or C.  At the intersection of Murchison Road and Honeycutt, the 
southbound off-ramp would require a storage lane of 250 feet. 

At-Grade Intersections.  Assuming that the current intersections remain the same with the addition of an extra lane 
in each direction along Murchison Road and the same forecasted traffic, it was estimated that the intersections 
would operate at LOS B or C. 

Access Control Points (ACP).  The critical time at the access points is the AM peak hour when traffic entering the 
post is heaviest.  Considering that the gate security need to inspect the vehicles before entering, this would be the 
critical direction.  The traffic forecast prepared for the Preferred Alternative (including the Randolph Street 
extension project) shows that the highest volume entering Fort Bragg at any of the three Murchison Road ACPs in 
the AM peak hour is 350 vehicles.  To process these vehicles, it would be required to have 2 security personnel per 
lane and two lanes at each of the gates, considering an estimated processing rate of 780 vehicles per hour (390 
vehicles/hr/lane) for a mix of 70% decaled and 30% non-decaled vehicles, and a medium processing rate13.  
Additionally the ACP design and its location would need to be such that there is enough room for vehicle storage in 
case some unexpected queuing occurs at the gate.  This is particularly true in areas close to intersections or highway 
ramps. 

Off-Post Commuting  
From the migration chart, it can be seen that there is an increase of approximately 1,876 military personnel, 1,430 
civilians and 351 contractors coming to the installation.  Through the different projects being implemented at the 
post, there will be 2,371 additional barrack spaces available for military personnel.  Assuming that all the incoming 
military personnel is unaccompanied and that they will use the barracks spaces, then there would be 495 extra 
barrack spaces available for military personnel (1,876 – 2,371= - 495).  If these spaces are used by military 
personnel currently working on post, then the number of military commuter trips into the post would be reduced by 
495. 

Using the assumption that both civilians and contractors will live off-post, the total number of additional commuter 
trips during the AM and PM peak hours would be 1,286 vehicle trips (1,430+351-495 = 1,286).  This is assuming no 
carpooling.  There are currently about 27,000 employees commuting from off-post, the additional commuters are 
equivalent to a 4.7% increase. 

Considering that the private sector would certainly provide alternative housing locations to the Northern Training 
Area, where there are plans to construct off-post housing, these trips would be spread around the region.  If these 
new people follow the same patterns as current commuters, in the AM peak hour 80% would come from the south, 
17% from the north and 3% from the east.  Considering the people commuting from the south would use 1,000 
vehicles, and assuming that they use 5 ACPs to access the post, the average increase per ACP would be 200 
vehicles.  In the case of the Murchison Road gates, the new volumes at the ACPs would be 550 vehicles, which are 
still below the processing rate of 780 vehicles per hour. 
                                                           

13 Taking into consideration processing rates estimated by the Military Traffic Management Command (MTMC) for 
100% DOD-decaled vehicles and an estimate made by STV Incorporated (STV, 2003) for 100% Non-decaled 
vehicles at Fort Detrick, MD for a specific number of security personnel and three processing scenarios (i.e., low, 
medium and high). 
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3.14.4.11 Utilities 
The incremental effects of the proposed action must consider the demand added by the additional projects on 
utilities and waste management. The potable water and wastewater assessment for the EA projects, however, used 
the totals of personnel that will be added to Fort Bragg and considered new on-post residents for barracks proposed 
for these projects as well, so no additional incremental effects would be expected. For stormwater, energy, 
communications and solid wastes, the additional projects would increase utility requirements; however, the overall 
increases are not of a magnitude to cause the incremental effect of the proposed action to result in significant 
consequences. The additional construction and demolition (C&D) debris wastes will also add to the need for new 
landfill capacity for this type of waste, but this requirement exists with or without the additional projects. It is 
expected to be manageable and not result in a cumulatively significant impact from the proposed action. To 
summarize, cumulative impacts to utilities would not be significant. 

3.14.4.12 Hazardous and Toxic Substances 

Cumulative impacts related to hazardous and toxic substances would not be significant for hazardous material 
use/handling/storage; not significant for hazardous waste management; and not significant for site contamination 
issues. 

Operation of the proposed facilities, especially the larger vehicle maintenance facilities and the refueling point, 
would add to the amount of hazardous materials used and stored on the installation. The cumulative effect of this 
additional usage will be somewhat offset by the loss of some facilities that use hazardous materials in their daily 
operations and minimized by adherence to the policies and regulations in place to ensure safe storage and minimal 
environmental effects, such as requirements for secondary containment.  

Similarly, hazardous waste volumes and volumes of regulated materials such as antifreeze and used oil, would 
increase, and the additional projects occurring over the next years include three vehicle maintenance facilities, two 
of which are relatively large 8-bay operations. The expected increase in waste generation will be offset substantially 
by the pending operation of the solvents distillation unit, which will divert a large amount of spent solvents from the 
hazardous waste stream, and the installation’s continued efforts in waste minimization. The net additional generation 
of wastes should be well within the existing and planned capacities of the installation’s hazardous waste storage 
areas and management system. 

Regarding site contamination issues, two projects planned for the installation have IRP issues that may require 
remediation, and there would be at least 163 additional buildings to be demolished, most of which are located in the 
82nd Airborne Division and Fires Brigade Area (Area 1). These will require surveying and proper handling and 
disposal of demolition debris containing asbestos and lead-based paint. Adherence to rules and policies regarding 
these wastes will minimize adverse environmental impacts, but the volume to be managed and the IRP issues will 
require a substantial amount of management and resources; therefore, cumulative impacts would not be significant.  

3.15 MITIGATION SUMMARY 

As part of the proposed action, Fort Bragg would follow all Federal, state and local regulations. In addition to these 
requirements, Fort Bragg has also identified a number of Best Management Practices, and reasonable and prudent 
measures that would be implemented in association with the proposed action, regardless of the implementation 
alternative selected, and which represent established procedures at Fort Bragg. These measures are designed to 
protect, maintain, restore or enhance environmental conditions.  Since there are no significant impacts associated 
with the Proposed Action, mitigation is not required.  Impacts analyzed in this EA will not be significant, regardless 
of whether or not these Best Management Practices are implemented, however implementation will minimize any 
impacts that cannot be avoided as a result of the Proposed Action.  These Best Management Practices include 
features designed to reduce or eliminate potential adverse impacts.  

The following Best Management Practices, reasonable and prudent measures, and mitigation measures would be 
incorporated into the design of each project. 
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Air Quality 
• Techniques to minimize fugitive dust would be employed, as appropriate, to minimize construction emissions. 

All controls on fugitive dust would conform to established regulations. 
 
Noise 
• Noise impacts during the construction and demolition phases would be mitigated using a variety of best 

management practices. The practices could, among others, include limiting activity at project sites to daytime 
hours (i.e., 0700-2200 hours); limiting truck traffic ingress/egress at the gates to daytime hours; promoting 
awareness that producing prominent discrete tones and periodic noises (e.g., excessive dump truck gate 
banging) should be avoided as much as possible; requiring that work crews seek pre-approval from 
Installation Command for any weekend activities, or activities outside of daytime hours; and employing noise-
controlled construction equipment to the maximum extent possible.  

 
Geology and Soils  
• Vegetation and structural erosion control practices would be employed and maintained according to standards 

and specifications of the State of North Carolina, and/or the USEPA document entitled Storm Water 
Management for Construction Activities. The more stringent of the state or the USEPA standards would be 
employed. Stormwater permits required for new construction would be obtained. 

• Clearing and grubbing would be sequenced with construction to minimize the exposure time of cleared 
surfaces. These activities would not be conducted during periods of wet weather. Grubbed areas that require 
replanting will use native seed specifications and exclude invasive species. Building structural erosion control 
structures during dry periods and implementing proper construction BMPs can minimize possible impacts to 
water quality. Erosion and sediment control structures (e.g., silt fence) would be in place and functional before 
earth moving operations begin and would remain intact throughout the project duration. 

• Standard practice suggests weekly inspections and maintenance of the structural and non-structural erosion 
control methods to be conducted. Should weekly inspections and maintenance not be sufficient, then the 
frequency of the inspections and maintenance would be increased to ensure the effective operation of these 
structures. 

• All borrow/fill and landscape materials would be free of invasive seed sources and species. 
• Upon completion of any project, standard practice suggests that the borrow area to be closed by dressing the 

area with topsoil to a depth of 6 inches and seeding the area with approved mixtures to provide adequate 
groundcover throughout the entire year. Positive drainage would be maintained. Vehicle ruts, rills, and gullies 
from erosion would be leveled and the area would be seeded. 

 
Water Resources 
• Construction activities would be staged to allow for the stabilization of disturbed soils. Erosion and sediment 

control measures would be maintained during the construction effort, and until vegetation has recovered in a 
manner to ensure compliance with Clean Water regulations. Fort Bragg would implement erosion control 
measures in coordination with normal construction practices required by the USACE for all construction 
project elements (including those accomplished by civilian contractors and government personnel). 

• Construction would follow the State of North Carolina Clean Water regulation requirements for construction 
activities. Provisions for surface water control, including the construction of drainage swales, and both 
temporary and permanent surface water control ponds, would be provided where required by implementation 
of the stormwater control plan. 

• Construction activities include surface water control features that will ensure no net increase in surface water 
runoff following construction. 

• Coordination with the USACE would be conducted by the project proponent regarding stream crossings, 
jurisdictional wetlands, and navigable waters in the project study area. The project proponent would apply for 
all necessary permits for any stream or wetland impacts and use the completed Final EA to serve as supporting 
documentation to satisfy Section 404(b) (1) of the Clean Water Act. Section 401(a) water quality certification 
would be in conjunction with the Section 404 permit. 

• Restoration of potential wetlands to mitigate for impacts would consider the nature and extent of those impacts 
and would be based on an assessment of actual projected loss of wetland area and wetland function.  

• Landscape planting would be accomplished in support of ecosystem management programs at Fort Bragg, in 
order to maximize the synergistic benefits offered by these potential plantings. The exact location and design 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Affected Environment and Consequences 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 3-163 

of the area or areas to be planted would be selected as part of the overall design effort for the project. Once 
planted, the proponent would maintain the plantings for a period of five years to ensure that the plants survive. 

 
Biological Resources 
• Federal T&E Species Surveys are required prior to any site clearing. Consequently, potential Red Cockaded 

Woodpeckers (RCW) trees would be identified prior to any site clearing activity.  Once site design is finalized 
for an individual project, site clearing needs and, therefore, T&E survey needs, may be assessed.   

• RCW forage habitat within managed forage partitions will be minimized and avoided to the maximum extent 
practicable and in accordance with Section 7 requirements.  If avoidance is not possible, consultation will be 
initiated with USFWS. 

• Native landscape plantings would be maintained through a combination of prescribed burns and mechanical mowing. 
• Vegetation and structural erosion control practices would be employed and maintained according to standards 

and specifications of the State of North Carolina, and/or the USEPA document entitled Storm Water 
Management for Construction Activities. The more stringent of the state or the USEPA standards would be 
employed. Stormwater permits required for new construction would be obtained. 

Cultural Resources 
• The installation will follow procedures already established by the Cultural Resources office.  Some of these 

include the following: 
o The installation would endeavor to avoid impacts to sites that are potentially eligible for listing on the 

National Register, as well as any additional potentially eligible sites identified during future 
investigations. Avoidance may be accomplished through redesign of the proposed construction, utility 
corridors, construction staging areas and borrow pit excavations. Avoidance preserves the integrity of 
archaeological sites and protects its research potential (i.e., NRHP eligibility). Avoidance also avoids 
costs and potential construction delays associated with data recovery. 

o If projects are expected to occur in areas that have not been surveyed to current standards, the 
installation would evaluate each area on a case-by-case basis in order to determine if there is a need for 
resurvey. The new surveys would be completed in accordance with current standards between the 
installation and the State of North Carolina SHPO. 

o The installation would ensure that construction contractors mark known archaeological sites, including the 
cemeteries, with construction tape, fencing, or barriers prior to the start of construction. Personnel involved 
in the construction activities would be informed that they should not traverse over the marked areas, nor use 
the marked areas for equipment, materials or vehicle staging. 

o Should unanticipated archaeological resources be identified, personnel are required to stop activities in the 
area and notify the CRM. Subsequent activities are required to follow the procedures outlined in the 
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan (ICRMP). The CRM would also notify the SHPO within 
48 hours if significant damage to an archaeological site has occurred. 

o If it could be anticipated that American Indian remains could be discovered, the CRM would be 
notified and would immediately notify the installation commander. Further activity would be directed 
by standard operating procedures as indicated in the Fort Bragg ICRMP. 

o Traditionally, data recovery of archaeological sites through professional techniques such as surface 
collection, mapping, photography, subsurface excavation, technical report preparation and 
dissemination, has been the standard mitigation measure. However, data recovery is labor intensive 
(i.e. costly) but may be necessary if NRHP-eligible sites cannot be avoided. Data recovery of 
archaeological information is now considered, in and of itself, an adverse effect under the revised 
Section 106 regulations (36 CFR800.5(a)(2)(i)). If NRHP-eligible site 31CD1008 cannot be avoided, 
data recovery investigations should be designed in consultation with the North Carolina SHPO and 
implemented prior to construction. 

o Mitigation treatments for architectural resources adversely affected by the preferred 
FORSCOM/USARC HQ location on Main Post may include avoidance or mitigation through measures 
which will be determined through consultation with the NC SHPO IAW 36CFR800.  

o The preferred alternative for PN 20347 is located east of Bragg Boulevard south of the Post Cemetery. 
Archaeological resources have been identified on this site and require further investigation to 
determine if the site is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places. If determined 
eligible consultation would be initiated with the North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office in 
accordance with 36CFR800.  
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o The Cultural Resources Management Program is currently updating the Fort Bragg Architectural and 
Historic Resource Survey. This update includes evaluating all buildings constructed on Fort Bragg 
between 1951 and 1956. If any buildings within the proposed footprints of these projects are 
determined to be eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places the Cultural Resources 
Management Program will initiate consultation with the North Carolina SHPO in accordance with 
36CFR800. The following projects fall under this category:  44968, 53555, 57317, 58489, 58491, 
61035, 64329, 64914, and 64915. 

 
Transportation 
• For the preferred alternative location for FORSCOM/USARC HQ, mitigating measures may be required to 

accommodate the new facility.  These measures may include adding a westbound left turn lane to the 
intersection of Reilly Street and Butner Street, and adding a southbound left turn lane and convert a 
southbound through lane into a second left turn lane to the intersection of Randolph Street and Knox Street.  
Once site design is finalized, any recommended measures will be identified at that time.   

• For the Simmons AAF location of FORSCOM/USARC HQ, three mitigation measures may be needed to 
accommodate the facility.  These projects would add a westbound right turn lane, add two westbound left turn 
lanes, and a second southbound left turn lane to the intersection of Honeycutt Street and Route 10. Once site 
design is finalized, any recommended measures will be identified at that time.   

• For the Pope AFB location of FORSCOM/USARC HQ, three mitigation measures may be needed to 
accommodate the facility.  These projects would add a westbound right turn lane, add two southbound left turn 
lanes to the intersection of Armistead Street and Butner Road, and convert a southbound left turn lane into a 
southbound through lane at the intersection of Butner Road and Bragg Boulevard. Once site design is 
finalized, any recommended measures will be identified at that time.  
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4.0 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

4.1 FINDINGS 

None of the predicted effects of the proposed action would result in significant impacts.  Therefore, the preferred 
alternative has been selected, and the results of the analyses warrant issuance of a FNSI. 

4.1.1 Consequences of No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed new BRAC and AMF facilities would not be constructed, no new 
personnel would be relocated to Fort Bragg, and no additional environmental impacts would occur. 

4.1.2 Consequences of Realignment (Preferred) Alternative 

The proposed action would not have any significant adverse effects on any of the environmental or related resource 
areas at Fort Bragg or to areas surrounding the post. A summary of impacts by resource area for the no action 
alternative and the Realignment (Preferred) Axlternative, which are detailed by location in Chapter 3 and largely 
involve the construction and operation of the required facilities, is provided in Table 4.1 

In addition to a requirement for construction to house and support the activating and transforming units, the proposed 
action would increase Army personnel on-post by approximately 5,200 soldiers and add approximately 2,500 tactical 
wheeled vehicles. These increases are greatest among the brigades of the 82d Airborne Division, as well as in 
USASOC and the air defense and aviation brigades (Tables 2.1 and 2.2). Overall installation training land use would 
not be expected to change to accommodate the additional personnel, however, and the types of weapons fired on ranges 
at Fort Bragg would not change. Tracked vehicles would not be introduced at Fort Bragg. The three BCT maneuver 
brigades of the 82d would increase to four brigades, and an ADA brigade would also be added to annual training 
requirements, potentially resulting in a greater number of training cycles for the units that practice maneuver and unit 
tactics most intensively. The additional brigades would add to the challenge of scheduling scarce training lands. The 
status quo is somewhat maintained, however, by the recent decision (Fort Bragg, 2006d) to allow up to brigade-
sized units to train on 10,580 acres in the Overhills property, where training was previously limited to company-
sized units. The integration of the Overhills property more fully into the training program absorbs additional training 
load/throughput and adds to recovery time from brigade-sized exercises as additional brigades are added.     

 Although there may be some increase in the intensity of use of both the existing training land and ranges at the 
installation, any additional impacts are not expected to be significant. The training lands are already used intensely 
and the additional soldiers and vehicles will use them in the same way as they have been used in the past. Impacts 
are largely related to how the ranges and lands are used (with care to preserve trees, etc.). Light infantry maneuvers 
on foot, vehicles carry troops and materials to areas where exercises take place or weapons are fired, and convoy 
procedures are largely practiced on roads or cleared areas. Traffic congestion is managed by convoy timing. Ranges 
have impact zones or targets designed for ensuing impacts, and firing points where safety and order are paramount; 
the increase in soldiers and vehicles will not affect impacts on ranges. The conclusion is that the increased number 
of soldiers and vehicles will not significantly increase impacts over those currently experienced. 
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TABLE 4.1:  SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY RESOURCE AREA 

Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Land Use     
Regional Geographic 
Setting and Location 

No effect No effect No effect No effect 

Installation Land No effect No significant effect; generally 
complies with master plan and 
existing land uses 

No significant effect; will be 
compatible with uses assigned 
to AAF. 

No significant effect; will be 
compatible with existing land 
uses. 

Surrounding Land No effect No effect No effect No effect 

Current and Future 
Development in the Region 
of Influence 

No effect No significant effect; Off-post 
land use would be expected to 
follow existing trends. 

No significant effect; Off-post 
land use would be expected to 
follow existing trends. 

No significant effect; Off-post 
land use would be expected to 
follow existing trends. 

Aesthetic and Visual 
Resources 

No effect No significant effects; projects 
in historic viewsheds would be 
compatible. 

No effect No effect 

Air Quality     
Ambient Air Quality 
Conditions 

No effect No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect 

Air Pollutant Emissions at 
Installation 

No effect No significant effect during 
construction and no long-term 
significant effects during 
operation 

No significant effect during 
construction and no long-term 
significant effects during 
operation 

No significant effect during 
construction and no long-term 
significant effects during 
operation 

Regional Air Pollutant 
Emissions Summary 

No effect No significant effect No significant effect No significant effect 

Noise No effect No significant effects during 
construction. No significant 
effects during facility operations 
due to increased public and 
private vehicle use. 

No significant effects during 
construction. No significant 
effects during facility operations 
due to increased public and 
private vehicle use. 

No significant effects during 
construction. No significant 
effects during facility operations 
due to increased public and 
private vehicle use. 
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Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Geology and Soils     
Geologic and Topographic 
Conditions 

No effect No significant effects from 
leveling and grading 

No significant effects from 
leveling and grading 

No significant effects from 
leveling and grading 

Soils No effect No significant effects from 
removal of vegetative cover, 
leveling, and grading 

No significant effects from 
removal of vegetative cover, 
leveling, and grading 

No significant effects from 
removal of vegetative cover, 
leveling, and grading 

Prime Farmland No effect No effect No effect No effect 

Water Resources     
Surface Water/Wetlands No effect Impacts are not significant. 

None of the proposed actions 
fell within the 300 ft buffer zone 
around 303(d) listed water 
bodies.  Through 
implementation of the required 
permits and planning 
requirements, impacts would be 
minimized to water bodies, 
wetland depression spots and 
seeps.  

Impacts are not considered 
significant and potentially 
beneficial.  Since the majority of 
this site is currently developed, 
re-development of the site 
would allow for improvements 
to existing stormwater control 
systems.  

Impacts are not considered 
significant and potentially 
beneficial.  Since the majority of 
this site is currently developed, 
re-development of the site 
would allow for improvements 
to existing stormwater control 
systems. 

Hydrogeology/ 
Groundwater 

No effect Impacts are not significant. 
Groundwater would be 
protected by implementation of 
groundwater and surface water 
protection strategies. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Groundwater would be 
protected by implementation of 
groundwater and surface water 
protection strategies. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Groundwater would be 
protected by implementation of 
groundwater and surface water 
protection strategies. 

Floodplains No effect No effect; no floodplain 
development.  

No effect; no floodplain 
development. 

No effect; no floodplain 
development. 

Coastal Zone Does not apply Does not apply. Does not apply. Does not apply. 

Biological Resources     
Vegetation No effect No significant effects; minimal 

removal of vegetation  
No significant effects; minimal 
removal of vegetation 

No significant effects; minimal 
removal of vegetation 
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Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Wildlife No effect No significant effects; minimal 
removal of quality habitat  

No significant effects; area 
disturbed primarily developed 

No significant effects; area 
disturbed primarily developed 

Threatened & Endangered  
Species 

No effect Biological Assessments and 
coordination with USFWS 
conducted to ensure no 
significant effects to RCW and 
its habitat.  

Biological Assessments and 
coordination with USFWS 
conducted to ensure no 
significant effects to RCW and 
its habitat. 

Biological Assessments and 
coordination with USFWS 
conducted to ensure no 
significant effects to RCW and 
its habitat. 

Wetland Habitat No effect No significant effect; wetland 
impacts minimized. 

No effect; no wetlands No effect; no wetlands 

Cultural Resources     
Built Environment No effect No significant effects  No effect No significant effects 
Archaeology No effect No significant effects  No effect No effect 
American Indian Resources No effect No effect No effect No effect 

Socioeconomics     
Economic Development No effect No significant direct and 

indirect beneficial effects would 
be expected. There will be no 
significant short-term effects 
especially attributed to 
construction spending. 

No significant direct and 
indirect beneficial effects would 
be expected. There will be no 
significant short-term effects 
especially attributed to 
construction spending. 

No significant direct and 
indirect beneficial effects would 
be expected. There will be no 
significant short-term effects 
especially attributed to 
construction spending. 

Demographics No effect No significant direct and 
indirect effects would be 
expected. ROI population would 
slightly increase. 

No significant direct and 
indirect effects would be 
expected. ROI population would 
slightly increase. 

No significant direct and 
indirect effects would be 
expected. ROI population would 
slightly increase. 

Housing No effect No significant adverse direct 
and indirect effects would be 
expected. A minor increase in 
demand for both on-post and 
off-post housing would be 
expected. 

No significant adverse direct 
and indirect effects would be 
expected. A minor increase in 
demand for both on-post and 
off-post housing would be 
expected. 

No significant adverse direct 
and indirect effects would be 
expected. A minor increase in 
demand for both on-post and 
off-post housing would be 
expected. 
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Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Quality of Life and Public 
Services 

No effect No significant adverse direct 
effects would be expected. A 
minor increase in demand for 
school services would occur, 
especially in Cumberland 
County. 

No significant adverse direct 
effects would be expected. A 
minor increase in demand for 
school services would occur, 
especially in Cumberland 
County. 

No significant adverse direct 
effects would be expected. A 
minor increase in demand for 
school services would occur, 
especially in Cumberland 
County. 

Environmental Justice No effect No significant effects No significant effects No significant effects 
Protection of Children No effect No effects. No effects. No effects  

 

Transportation     
Roadways and Traffic No significant effects 

caused by diversion of 
through traffic from 
Bragg Boulevard to 
Murchison Road once 
closure of Bragg 
Boulevard to civilian 
traffic is completed.  
Traffic redistribution 
at parallel routes to 
Bragg Boulevard will 
take place to use the 
additional capacity 
available.  

Short-term effects during 
construction and effects during 
operation are not significant. 
The current system has 
sufficient capacity to meet the 
needs of Fort Bragg’s expansion 
of facilities by 2011. A few 
improvements could be 
implemented to provide 
satisfactory levels of service. 

Short-term effects during 
construction and effects during 
operation are not significant. 
The current system has 
sufficient capacity to meet the 
needs of Fort Bragg’s expansion 
of facilities by 2011. A few 
improvements could be 
implemented to provide 
satisfactory levels of service. 

Short-term effects during 
construction and effects during 
operation are not significant. 
The current system has 
sufficient capacity to meet the 
needs of Fort Bragg’s expansion 
of facilities by 2011. A few 
improvements could be 
implemented to provide 
satisfactory levels of service. 

Installation Transportation Impacts not 
significant. Shuttle 
connection to FAST 
city bus Route 40 
would have to be 
moved to Murchison 
Road. 

Impacts not significant. Shuttle 
connection to FAST city bus 
Route 40 would have to be 
moved to Murchison Road. 

Impacts not significant. Shuttle 
connection to FAST city bus 
Route 40 would have to be 
moved to Murchison Road. 

Impacts not significant. Shuttle 
connection to FAST city bus 
Route 40 would have to be 
moved to Murchison Road. 
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Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Public Transportation FAST city bus Route 
40 would have to be 
re-routed onto 
Murchison Road 
(Routes 210 and 87). 
Shuttle connection 
would have to move 
to new location. 

FAST city bus Route 40 would 
have to be re-routed onto 
Murchison Road (Routes 210 
and 87). Shuttle connection 
would have to move to new 
location. 

FAST city bus Route 40 would 
have to be re-routed onto 
Murchison Road (Routes 210 
and 87). Shuttle connection 
would have to move to new 
location. 

FAST city bus Route 40 
would have to be re-routed 
onto Murchison Road (Routes 
210 and 87). Shuttle 
connection would have to 
move to new location. 

Utilities     
Potable Water Supply No effect Impacts are not significant. 

Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; distribution should be 
studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; distribution should be 
studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; distribution should be 
studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Wastewater System No effect Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; conveyance should 
be studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; conveyance should 
be studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Impacts are not significant. 
Normal short-term impacts from 
utility extensions are expected; 
current treatment capacity is 
sufficient; conveyance should 
be studied and corrected to meet 
growth where needed. 

Stormwater System No effect Short-term disturbance during 
construction; system would 
adhere to guidelines, ensuring 
impacts are not significant. 

Short-term disturbance during 
construction; system would 
adhere to guidelines, ensuring 
impacts are not significant. 

Short-term disturbance during 
construction; system would 
adhere to guidelines, ensuring 
impacts are not significant. 

Energy Sources No effect Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; demand would not 
cause system overloads or 
shortages; impacts are not 
significant. 

Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; demand would not 
cause system overloads or 
shortages; impacts are not 
significant. 

Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; demand would not 
cause system overloads or 
shortages; impacts are not 
significant. 
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Resource No Action 
Alternative 

Realignment (Preferred) 
Alternative 

Simmons Army Airfield 
Alternative Site 

Pope Air Force Base 
Alternative Sites 

Communications No effect Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; communication 
needs can be provided; impacts 
are not significant. 

Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; communication 
needs can be provided; impacts 
are not significant. 

Requires normal short-term 
disruptions from utility 
extensions; communication 
needs can be provided; impacts 
are not significant. 

Solid Waste No effect Impacts are not significant; 
required C&D landfill space can 
be provided and adherence to 
approved solid waste handling 
procedures prevents adverse 
effects during operations. 

Impacts are not significant; 
required C&D landfill space can 
be provided and adherence to 
approved solid waste handling 
procedures prevents adverse 
effects during operations. 

Impacts are not significant; 
required C&D landfill space can 
be provided and adherence to 
approved solid waste handling 
procedures prevents adverse 
effects during operations. 

Hazardous and Toxic 
Substances 

    

Use/Storage/Handling of 
Hazardous Materials 

No effect No significant effects No significant effects No significant effects 

Hazardous Waste Disposal No effect No significant effects No significant effects No significant effects 

Site Contamination and 
Cleanup, including Special 
Hazards 

No effect No significant effects No significant effects No significant effects 
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5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

Fort Bragg, North Carolina 
Numerous Fort Bragg staff contributed to this EA, including Emile Gillen and Shana Marchetti with the Fort Bragg 
Directorate of Public Works. Mr. Gillen and Ms. Marchetti served as the primary Installation-POCs for this effort. 
 

TABLE 5.1:  PREPARERS – U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Name Title Education/Responsibility Experience 
Cynthia Savoy Environmental 

Engineer, BRAC NEPA 
Support Team 

B.S. Chemical Engineering. 
Responsible for the overall project 
management of the BRAC NEPA 
document preparation. 

22 

 
TABLE 5.2:  PREPARERS – THE LOUIS BERGER GROUP, INC. 

Name Title Education/Responsibility Experience 
Erin Andersen Production Specialist B.A. Sociology 7 years 
Najja Bracey Economist M.A. International Relations and 

Economics. Responsible for 
Socioeconomics. 

4 years 

Andrew Burke GIS Analyst B.S. Geography/GIS and 
Environmental Science and 
Policy/Land use. Responsible for 
GIS analysis and mapping 

2 years 

Rebecca Byron Environmental Scientist B.S. Environmental Science and 
Policy. Responsible for Air Quality 
and Administrative Record. 

1 year 

Timothy Canan, AICP 
 

Manager and Senior 
Planner 

M.U.R.P. Urban and Regional 
Planning. Responsible for project 
management and all sections 
prepared by Louis Berger staff.  

17 years 

Jill Cavanaugh, AIA 
Associate 
 

Architect/Planner 
 

B.A. Architecture, M.S. 
Architecture & Urban Design. 
Responsible for Aesthetics and 
Visual Resources 

6 years  
 

Jess Commerford, AICP Senior Vice President B.G.S. Political Science, M.S. 
Urban and Regional Planning. 
Responsible for all sections 
prepared by Louis Berger staff.  

17 years 

Laura Dickinson Environmental Scientist B.S., Biology. Responsible for 
Geology and Soils 

3 years 

Gregory Dorn, AICP Senior Planner/GIS 
Specialist 

B.S. Environmental Science, M.S. 
Geography. Responsible for Noise. 

7 years 

Lawrence P. Earle, AICP 
 

Senior Planner 
 

B.A. Government, M.A. Planning. 
Responsible for Cultural Resources. 

31 years 
 

Carlos Espindola Senior Transportation 
Engineer 

M.S. Civil Engineering / 
Transportation. Responsible for 
Transportation. 

10 years 
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Name Title Education/Responsibility Experience 
Tim Gaul Senior Environmental 

Scientist/GIS Specialist 
B.S. Environmental and Forest 
Biology, M.S. Biology. Responsible 
for Water Resources. 

7 years 

Amanda Goebel 
 

Urban and Regional 
Planner 

B.A. Environmental Science and 
Biology, M.S. Urban and Regional 
Planning. Responsible for daily task 
management, Land Use, and Air 
Quality. 

6 years 

Joel Gorder Planner/Environmental 
Scientist 

M.U.R.P. Responsible for Geology 
and Soils. 

11 years 

Alan Karnovitz 
 

Senior Economist 
 

B.S. Natural Resource Science, 
M.P.P. Public Policy. Responsible 
for Socioeconomics and all sections 
prepared by Louis Berger staff. 

24 years 

Frank Skidmore, P.E. 
 

Senior Project Manager 
 

M.S. Civil Engineering. 
Responsible for Utilities. 

38 years 
 

Nancy Van Dyke, CHHM 
 

Senior Associate 
 

B.A. Biology and Geography, M.S. 
Environmental Science. 
Responsible for Hazardous and 
Toxic Substances. 

25 years 

Julia Yuan 
 

Environmental Scientist 
 

B.S. Environmental and Forest 
Biology/Forest Resources 
Management, M.P.S Forest and 
Natural Resources Management. 
Responsible for Biological 
Resources.  

3 years 
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6.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST 

This section identifies local, state and federal agencies that will receive a copy of the EA or a letter of intent. In 
addition, a copy of the Draft EA was sent to persons who participated in the project scoping meeting, and others 
who formally requested to be added to the EA mailing distribution list. Other agencies, groups and individuals were 
informed of availability through the public notice 

Federal Officials and Agencies 

U.S. Senators 
The Honorable Richard Burr 
Suite 217 
Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC  20510 

 
The Honorable Elizabeth Dole 
Suite 555 
Dirksen Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC  20510 

 
U.S. Representatives 
 The Honorable Howard Coble 
 2468 Rayburn Office Bldg  

 Washington, DC 20515 
 
 The Honorable Bob Etheridge 

1533 Longworth House Office Building  
Washington, D.C. 20515 

 
The Honorable Robin Hayes 
130 Cannon House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 
 
The Honorable Mike McIntyre 
2437 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

 
Federal Agencies 

United States Environmental Protection 
Agency 
Region 4 
ATTN: J. I. Palmer, Jr., Regional 
Administrator 
Sam Nunn Atlanta Federal Center 
61 Forsyth Street, SW  
Atlanta, GA 30303-8960 

 

State Officials and Agencies 

Governor’s Office 
The Honorable Mike Easley 
Office of the Governor 
20301 Mail Service Center 
Raleigh, NC 27699-0301 

 
State Senate 

The Honorable Marc Basnight 
President Pro Tem 
North Carolina Senate, District 1 
2007 Legislative Office Bldg. 
Raleigh, NC 27601-5925 

 
State House of Representatives 

The Honorable James B.Black 
Speaker of the House 
North Carolina House of Representatives 
House District 100 
2304 Legislative Office Bldg. 
Raleigh, NC 27601-5925 

 
State Clearinghouse  

Mrs. Chrys Baggett, Director 
State Clearinghouse 
NC Dept. of Administration 
116 W. Jones St., Suite 5106 
Raleigh, NC  27603 (FED-EX address) 
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Local Government Officials and Agencies 
The Honorable Mayor Anthony G. 
Chavonne 
City of Fayetteville 
433 Hay St 
Fayetteville, NC 28301 

 
Mayor 
Town of Hope Mills 
Hope Mills Town Hall 
5770 Rockfish Rd 
Hope Mills, NC 28348 

 
The Honorable Mayor Cornelia Olive 
City of Sanford 
225 East Weatherspoon St 
PO Box 3729 
Sanford, NC 27330 

 
The Honorable Mayor Ethel Clark 
Town of Spring Lake 
1425 Milton Street 
PO Box 617 
Spring Lake, NC 28390 
 
Cumberland County Board of 
Commissioners 
County Courthouse 
117 Dick Street, Room 554 
Fayetteville, NC 28301 

 
Hoke County Commission 
PO Box 210 
County Courthouse 
Raeford, NC 28376-0210 

 
Lee County Board of Commissioners 
Lee County Government Center 
Sanford, NC 27330 

 
Moore County Board of Commissioners 
1 Courthouse Square 
PO Box 905 
Carthage, NC 28327 

 
Sampson County Board of Commissioners 
435 Rowan Rd 
Clinton, NC 28328 

 
Land Use Advisory Commission 
James Dougherty 
Executive Director 
3813 Clearwater Drive  
Fayetteville, North Carolina 28311 
 

Organizations 
Cumberland County Business Council 
201 Hay St 
PO Box 9 
Fayetteville, NC 28302 

 
Raeford-Hoke Chamber of Commerce 
101 N. Main Street 
Raeford, NC 28376 

 
Hope Mills Area Chamber of Commerce 
PO Box 451 
5546 Trade St 
Hope Mills, NC 28348 

 
Sandhills NC Area Chamber of Commerce 
10677 Hwy 15-501 
PO Box 458 
Southern Pines, NC 28387 

 
Pinehurst NC Chamber of Commerce 
1480 Hwy 15-501N 
PO Box 458 
Southern Pines, NC 28388 

 
Sanford Area Chamber of Commerce 
PO Box 519 
143 Charlotte Ave., Suite 101 
Sanford, NC 27330 

 
Laurinburg/Scotland County Area NC 
Chamber of Commerce 
606 Atkinson Street 
PO Box 1025 
Laurinburg, NC 28353 
 
Spring Lake NC Chamber of Commerce 
PO Box 333 
Spring Lake, NC 2839 
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Libraries 
Cumberland County Public Library & 
Information Center  
Local & State History 
300 Maiden Lane 
Fayetteville, NC 28301-5000 

 
John L. Throckmorton Library & Command 
Reference Center  
ATTN:  AFZA-CAS-EL 
Bldg. 1-3346, Randolph St. 
Fort Bragg, NC 28310-5000 

 
Harnett County Public Library  
601 North Main Street 
PO Box 1149 
Lillington, NC 27546 

 
Hoke County Public Library  
334 N. Main Street 
Raeford, NC 28376 

 
Lee County Library System  
107 Hawkins Ave 
Sanford, NC 27330 

 
Moore County Public Library  
101 Saunders St 
PO Box 400 
Carthage, NC 28327 
 
Southern Pines Public Library  
170 W. Connecticut Ave. 
Southern Pines, NC 28387 

 
Spring Lake Branch Library  
101 Laketree Blvd 
Spring Lake, NC 28390-3189 

 

Media 
Fayetteville Observer (press release) 
Ms. Iris Mitchell 
Classified Ads Dept. 
458 Whitfield Street 
Fayetteville, NC 28302 

 
Fayetteville Observer (press release) 
Mr. Henry Cuningham 
Military Affairs Dept. 
458 Whitfield Street 
Fayetteville, NC 28302 

 
Paraglide (press release) 
Mr. Ryan Smith 
News / Editorial Office 
Public Affairs Office, Bldg. 1-1326 
XVIII Airborne Corps Headquarters 
Fort Bragg, NC 28310-5000 
 
The Sanford Herald (press release) 
Ms. Jamie Stamm 
Community Editor 
208 St. Clair Court 
PO Box 100 
Sanford, NC 27331-0100 

 
The Sanford Herald (press release) 
Mr. Dan Fields, Editor 
208 St. Clair Court 
PO Box 100 
Sanford, NC 27331-0100 

 
The Pilot (press release) 
Mr. David Sinclair, Managing Editor 
Editorial / News Department 
145 W. Pennsylvania Ave 
PO Box 58 
Southern Pines, NC 28388 

 
The Pilot (press release) 
Classified Ad / Legal Notices Department 
145 W. Pennsylvania Ave 
PO Box 58 
Southern Pines, NC 28388 
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7.0 ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS 

AAF  Army Airfield 
ACHP  Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
ACM  Asbestos Containing Material 
ACP  Access Control Point 
AD  Active Duty 
ADFM  Active Duty Family Members 
A/DACG Arrival/Departure Area Control Group 
ADNL  A-weighted DNL 
AFB  Air Force Base 
AFRC  Air Force Reserve Command 
AGS  Air Guard Station 
AIRFA  American Indian Religious Freedom Act 
AMF  Army Modular Force 
amsl  above mean sea level 
AOC  Areas of Concentration 
APE  Area of Potential Effect 
AQI  Air Quality Index 
AR   Army Regulation 
ARPA  Archaeological Resource Protection Act 
AST  Above-ground Storage Tank 
AT/FP  Anti-Terrorism/Force Protection 
BA  Biological Assessment 
ba  basal area 
BCE  Before Christian Era 
BCT  Brigade Combat Team 
BCTC  Battle Command Training Center 
BMPs   Best Management Practices 
BRAC  Base Realignment and Closure 
BSL   Bio Safety Level 
CAA   Clean Air Act 
CAAA  Clean Air Act Amendment 
CDC  Child Development Center 
CDNL  C-weighted DNL 
CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 
CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
CFR   Code of Federal Regulations 
CLACC  Central Load-Out Area Control Center 
CO   carbon monoxide 
COF  Company Operations Facility 
CMA  Corps Marshalling Area 
CRP  Cultural Resources Program 
CWA  Clean Water Act 
DA  Department of the Army 
DBA   decibels on an A-weighted scale 
dbh  diameter at breast height 
DHS   Department of Homeland Security 
DIVARTY Division Artillery 
DNL  Day-Night Level 
DoD   Department of Defense 
DOIM  Directorate of Information Management 
DMPRC  Digital Multipurpose Range Complex 
DMWR  Directorate of Morale, Welfare, and Recreation 
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DRMO  Defense Reutilization Marketing Office 
EA   Environmental Assessment 
EAC  Early Action Compact 
ECS  Expeditionary Combat Support 
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
EIFS  Economic Impact Forecast System 
ENMP  Environmental Noise Management Program 
EO  Executive Order 
ESA  Endangered Species Act 
ESMP  Endangered Species Management Plan 
EUL   Enhanced Use Leasing 
°F   degrees Fahrenheit 
FARP  Forward Aircraft Refueling Point 
FCA   Forest Conservation Act 
FCP   Forest Conservation Plan 
FDA  Food and Drug Administration 
FNSI  Finding of No Significant Impact 
FORSCOM U.S. Army Forces Command 
FWPA  Federal Water Pollution Act 
ft.   foot/feet 
ft2   sf/feet 
FY   fiscal year 
GIS  Geographic Information Systems 
gpm  gallons per minute 
HAZMAT Hazardous materials 
HBO  Home Based Other 
HBW  Home Based Work 
HMMO  Hazardous Material Management Office 
HP  Horse Power 
HQ  Headquarters 
HQW  High Quality Waters 
HUC  Hydrologic Unit Codes 
HVAC  Heating, ventilating and air-conditioning 
ICP  Integrated Contingency Plan 
ICRMP  Integrated Cultural Resource Management Plan 
IDG  Installation Design Guide 
GDPR   Global Defense Posture Re-alignment 
INRMP  Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 
IRP  Installation Restoration Program 
ISCP  Installation Spill Contingency Plan 
ITE  Institute of Transportation Engineers 
JLUS  Joint Land Use Study 
kV   kilovolt 
kVA  kilovolt-ampere 
kWh   kilowatt hours 
LID  Low Impact Development 
LOS  Level of Service 
M  Meter 
MCL  Maximum Contaminant Level 
mgd  Million Gallons per Day 
MILCON Military Construction 
MMBtu  Million British Thermal Unit 
mya  million years ago 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NAGPRA Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act 
NC  North Carolina 



 

 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Acronymns and Abbreviations 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 7-3 

NCDAQ  North Carolina Department of Air Quality 
NCDENR North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
NCDOT  North Carolina Department of Transportation  
NCDWQ North Carolina Department of Water Quality  
NCNHP  North Carolina Natural Heritage Program 
NCSCP   North Carolina Sandhills Conservation Partnership 
NCO  Noncommissioned Officer 
NCWRC  North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission  
NEPA   National Environmental Policy Act 
NHB  Non-home Based 
NHPA   National Historic Preservation Act 
NO2   nitrogen dioxide 
NOx   nitrogen oxides 
NPDES   National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
NRC  Nuclear Regulatory Commission  
NRHP   National Register of Historic Places 
NSR   New Source Review 
NTA  Northern Training Area 
NWI  National Wetlands Inventory 
O3   ozone 
OSHA   Occupational Safety & Health Act 
Pb   lead 
PCB   Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
PL  Public Law 
PM2.5   particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to a nominal 2.5 micrometers 
PM10   particulate matter with a diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers 
PN  Project Number 
POL  Petroleum products, Oils and Lubricants 
POV  Privately Owned Vehicle 
ppm   parts per million 
PSD   Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
PX  Post Exchange 
RCI  Residential Communities Initiative 
RCRA  Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RCW  Red-Cockaded Woodpecker 
RDA  Research, Development, and Acquisition 
RDTE   Research, Development, Testing, and Evaluation 
RLUAC  Regional Land Use Advisory Commission 
ROI  Region of Influence 
RTV  Rational Threshold Value 
SCIF  Sensitive Compartmented Information Facility 
SDWA   Safe Drinking Water Act 
SFG  Special Forces Group 
SHPO  State Historic Preservation Office 
SIP   State Implementation Plan 
SO2   sulfur dioxide 
SOP  Standard Operating Procedures 
SOTF  Security Operations Training Facility 
SWMU  Solid Waste Management Unit 
T&E  Threatened and Endangered 
TAZ  Traffic Analysis Zones 
TCE   trichloroethylene 
TMDL  Total Maximum Daily Load 
TNC  The Nature Conservancy 
tpy   tons per year 
TSCA  Toxic Substance Control Act 
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UE  Unit of Employment 
USACE   U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
USAEC  U.S. Army Environmental Center 
USAG   U.S. Army Garrison 
USAJFKSWCS U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School 
USARC  U.S. Army Reserve Command 
USASOC U.S. Army Special Operations Command 
USC   U.S. Code 
USDA   U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USEPA   U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
USFWS  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
USGS   U.S. Geological Survey 
UST  Underground Storage Tanks 
UXO  Unexploded Ordnance 
VOC   volatile organic compound 
WTP   Water Treatment Plant 
WWTP   Waste Water Treatment Plant 
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APPENDIX A 
LAND USE CLASSIFICATIONS 

Classification Description 

Academic Training  These are activities which provide military training for personnel including 
classroom and field vocational areas. 

Airfield Operations  These are activities in support of, and facilities used for, aviation-related 
operations. This includes squadron operations and flight training, aircraft hangar 
and maintenance, runways, taxiways and airfield operations. 

Administrative and Operational These activities have a primary responsibility for providing administrative 
services for the installation as a whole. These are facilities which are primarily 
used for administration, including post headquarters and general office 
functions. 

Barracks  All non-family housing facilities including those for junior enlisted personnel 
and noncommissioned officers, along with service, administrative supply and 
other incidental facilities related to troop housing. 

Community Facilities  These are services provided on a commercial basis such as the commissary, Post 
Exchange (PX), banks, gas station, etc. These include activities which provide 
personnel services such as the chapel, library, day care center, schools and post 
museum. 

Family Housing  This is all facilities which house military personnel and their dependents along 
with any incidental facilities which would serve only a specific housing area.  

Greenbelt  This area is reserved for predominately wildlife habitat and activities compatible 
with the maintenance of that habitat in an undisturbed condition, such as some 
types of recreation and training. These areas are generally restricted from 
permanent habitable structures and other types of facilities, such as roads, 
parking, etc. 

Old Post Historic District  This is the area of Fort Bragg which contains buildings and site design 
representative of military planning in the first half of the 20th century. This 
includes residences, administrative buildings and operations facilities. 

Hospital and Medical  These are areas used primarily for diagnosis and treatment of patients and 
supporting functions. 

Industrial, Maintenance, & Supply These are areas either open or with structures, which are used to provide utilities 
including water or sewage treatment facilities, heating and power generating 
plants, and major distribution and storage facilities.  These areas are involved in 
the conduct of research or testing of material and processes in their primary use; 
these activities are general in scope rather than limited to the direct support of 
another activity at the installation.  These areas and activities involve the 
provision or storage of materials and equipment including food, clothing, 
medical supplies, and fuel. Supply/storage land uses include general 
warehousing areas, exterior open storage areas, and specialized warehouses. 
These areas require level sites with adequate space for circulation and access for 
service vehicles. This category includes three specific designations: covered, 
open, and special (which addresses controlled environments, and hazardous and 
flammable materials, etc.).These activities involve the repair and servicing of 
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operational equipment, vehicles, buildings and grounds, and other uses 
associated with such activities. 

Open Space & Passive Recreation These facilities are open or with structures, are used for organized or 
unorganized recreational activities, or provide open areas for parades and 
review. They are reserved and intended to be retained in a generally 
undeveloped/unbuilt condition. This includes bodies of water, cemeteries, and 
some landscaped areas developed as open space.  These areas are restricted from 
permanent habitable structures because of natural physical constraints, 
operational restrictions, or aesthetic requirements.   

Open Space (Restricted)  This open space classification is intended as a hybrid of land use on Fort Bragg. 
It serves as open space that is planned to remain predominantly undeveloped, 
but it is not precluded from development as is the Greenbelt. This area is 
planned for road extension and as secondary habitat for the RCW. 

Range and Training  These activities and facilities are used to provide military training for personnel 
including maneuver areas, outdoor firing ranges, and firing points. 

Redevelopment/Holding  These are areas of open land containing temporary or otherwise expendable 
buildings and facilities, which are intended for future development, but for 
which a specific future land use has not been identified. 

Source: Fort Bragg, 2004
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APPENDIX B 

AIR QUALITY APPLICABILITY ANALYSIS 
This air quality applicability analysis was conducted to identify potential increases or decreases in criteria air 
pollutant emissions associated with the proposed construction at Fort Bragg, North Carolina.  The project will occur 
within a U.S. EPA designated attainment zone for all criteria pollutants.  Cumberland County, NC, the area of the 
proposed action, also operates under an Early Action Compact (EAC) for ozone.  Cumberland County is not subject 
to the federal conformity requirements.  The purpose of the analysis is to apply the Federal General Conformity Rule 
established in 40 CFR, Part 93 entitled: Determining Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal 
Implementation Plans to the action in order to determine any effect on air quality.  

The federal conformity rules were established to ensure that federal activities do not hamper local efforts to control 
air pollution.  In particular, Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA) prohibits federal agencies, departments or 
instrumentalities from engaging in, supporting, licensing, or approving any action, in an area that is in non-
attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which does not conform to an approved state 
or federal implementation plan.  Therefore, the agency must determine whether or not the project would interfere 
with the clean air goals in the State Implementation Plan (SIP). 

Project Description 
The proposed action is to implement the proposed BRAC actions at Fort Bragg. Implementation of the actions 
would entail a combination of demolition, renovation and new construction projects as further discussed in Chapter 
2 of this EA.  The number of personnel and staff would increase by approximately 9,200. 

Meteorology/Climate 
Temperature is a parameter used in calculations of emissions for air quality applicability. Climate at Fort Bragg can 
be characterized as a humid, coastal climate, influenced by proximity to both the Atlantic Ocean and the Piedmont 
Plateau. Fort Bragg experiences long hot summers with a mean high temperature of 91°F in July. Winters are short 
and mild with a mean low temperature of 30°F in January.  Average precipitation in the region is approximately 47 
inches (City-Data, 2004). 

Current Ambient Air Quality Conditions 
The EPA has classified the Fayetteville, NC area is in attainment for all criteria pollutants.  The county, however, is 
classified as a Subpart I Early Action Compact area for ozone. Under agreement with the EPA, Early Action 
Compact areas (EACs) must come into attainment for ozone no later than December 31, 2007. If the standards are 
not met, the area will be designated in non-attainment as of April 15, 2008 and will trigger CAA requirements for 
the reduction of ground-level ozone. Participation in an EAC is voluntary by the state, but the region must have met 
the eligibility requirements of being in attainment for the previously enforced 1-hour standard and that all state and 
local officials agreed to participate. Cumberland County met these requirements and has therefore participated in the 
compact to meet ozone standards at an earlier date than the CAA would require, therefore classifying the area as in 
attainment until the review date in 2007.  Fort Bragg will continue to operate in a manner conducive to meeting the 
established goals and milestones set in the EAC. 

Air Quality Regulatory Requirements 
The EPA defines ambient air in 40 CFR Part 50 as “that portion of the atmosphere, external to buildings, to which 
the general public has access.”  In compliance with the 1970 Clean Air Act (CAA) and the 1977 and 1990 Clean Air 
Act Amendments (CAAA), the EPA has promulgated NAAQS.  The NAAQS were enacted for the protection of the 
public health and welfare, allowing for an adequate margin of safety. To date, the EPA has issued NAAQS for six 
criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), particles with a diameter less than or equal to a 
nominal 10 micrometers (PM10), ozone (O3), nitrogen oxides (NOX), and lead (Pb).  USEPA promulgated a standard 
for fine particulates (PM2.5) in April 2005; however, PM2.5 de minimis thresholds are not yet finalized.  Areas that do 
not meet NAAQS are called non-attainment areas.   
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The EPA has classified the area of the proposed action, Cumberland County, North Carolina, as in attainment for all 
criteria pollutants.  The NAAQS for all criteria pollutants are in Table B-1.   

Table B-1: National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Primary Secondary 
Carbon Monoxide (CO)   
1-hour Average 35 ppm -- 
8-hour Average 9 ppm -- 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)   
3-hour Average -- 1300 µg/m3 
24-hour Average 365 µg/m3 -- 
Annual Arithmetic Mean 80 µg/m3 -- 
Particulates (PM10)   
24-hour 150 µg/m3 -- 
Annual Geometric Mean 50 µg/m3 50 µg/m3 
Particulates (PM2.5)*   
24-hour 65 µg/m3 -- 
Annual Geometric Mean 15 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 
Ozone (O3)   
1-hour Average 0.12 ppm 0.12 ppm 
8-hour Average** 0.08 ppm 0.08 ppm 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)   
Annual Arithmetic Mean 100 µg/m3 100 µg/m3 
Lead (Pb)   
Quarterly Average 1.5 µg/m3 1.5 µg/m3 

  Notes: 
ppm = parts per million 
µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter 
Annual Standards never to be exceeded; short-standards not to be exceeded more than once a year. 
*: Standards attained when the highest 99th percentile of 24-hour concentration over 3 years is below 65 µg/m3 
**: Standards attained when the 3-year average of 4th-highest maximum 8-hour concentration is below 0.08 ppm 
Source: 40 CFR 50, July 1991, revised July 1997 and march 26, 2002 EPA Announcement, Ambient Air Quality Standards. 

 
To regulate the emission levels resulting from a project, federal actions located in non-attainment areas are required 
to demonstrate compliance with the general conformity guidelines established in 40 CFR Part 93 Determining 
Conformity of Federal Actions to State or Federal Implementation Plans (the Rule).  The project area is located 
within a non-attainment area; therefore, a General Conformity Rule applicability analysis is not legally required, but 
has been performed to determine what, if any, impacts there may be to air quality. 

Section 93.153 of the Rule sets applicability requirements for projects subject to the Rule through establishment of 
de minimis levels for annual criteria pollutant emissions. These de minimis levels are set according to criteria 
pollutant non-attainment area designations.  Projects below the de minimis levels are not subject to the Rule.  Those 
at or above the levels are required to perform a conformity analysis as established in the Rule.  The de minimis 
levels apply to direct and indirect sources of emissions that can occur during the construction and operational phases 
of the action. 

Direct emissions are those caused by, or initiated by, the federal action that occur at the same time and place as the 
action.  Indirect emissions are those caused by the action, but which occur later in time and/or at a distance removed 
from the action itself, yet are reasonably foreseeable and the federal agency responsible for the action can maintain 
control as part of the actions program responsibility.  Emissions are estimated for the ozone precursor pollutants 
nitrogen oxides (NOx) and volatile organic compounds (VOC).  Annual emissions for these compounds were 
estimated for the project to determine if it would be below or above the de minimis levels established in the Rule, 
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even though the Rule is not applicable to the proposed action.  The de minimis for moderate ozone areas is 100 tons 
per year (TPY) for VOCs and NOx. 

In addition to evaluation of air emissions against de minimis levels, emissions are also evaluated for regional 
significance.  A federal action that does not exceed the threshold emission rates of criteria pollutants may still be 
subject to a general conformity determination if the direct and indirect emissions from the action exceed ten percent 
of the total emissions inventory for a particular criteria pollutant in a non-attainment or maintenance area.  If the 
emissions exceed this ten percent threshold, the federal action is considered to be a “regionally significant” activity, 
and thus, the general conformity rules apply. 

Conformity Applicability Analysis 
This project construction- and operations-related General Conformity analysis was performed for the proposed 
construction at Fort Bragg. This conformity analysis and air emissions evaluation will follow the criteria regulated in 
40 CFR Parts 6, 51, and 93, Determining Conformity of General Federal Actions to State or Federal 
Implementation Plans; Final Rule (November 30, 1993).  

Since construction for this project is slated to occur over an eight-year time period, the year with the greatest 
emissions is used for the conformity analysis.  Emissions are estimated based on square footage for construction and 
operation.  The annual estimated square footages based on the proposed schedule are presented in Table B-2.   
Square footage estimations per year are based on the proposed start date of any given facility.  The year with the 
most construction and demolition will also be the year with the greatest emissions.   

Table B-2: Annual Construction/Demolition Square Footage 

Fiscal Year Construction SF Demolition SF Total SF 

2007 453,900 453,900 2,416,900 
2008 3,139,000 382,000 3,521,000 
2009 2,173,000 0 2,173,000 
2010 365,000 173,000 538,000 
2011 133,000 0 133,000 
2012 605,000 0 605,000 
2013 243,000 60,000 303,000 
2014 33,000 34,000 67,000 

 

The year with the greatest emissions will be 2008 and, therefore, construction data from that year is used for the 
conformity analysis below.   

Construction Phase Emissions 
Construction emissions would result from the operation of heavy equipment, the commuter vehicle traffic from the 
construction crew, and the painting of parking spaces.  The project would utilize a mix of heavy equipment for 
demolition and construction, mainly associated with preparing the site for the building and utility relocation.     

Emissions from Heavy Equipment 

Annual emissions were calculated for various types of diesel construction vehicles using EPA’s document Exhaust 
Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling—Compression-Ignition (Report No. NR-009A, 1998).  Truck 
emission levels were calculated using EPA’s MOBILE6 model for an average temperature of 60 degrees (F).  The 
total annual emissions, in tons per year, were determined for each vehicle based on the number of vehicles used and 
the number of operating hours per year. It was assumed that construction activities for the building would last 
approximately seven years, from FY 2007 through FY 2013. Construction personnel were assumed to commute an 
average of 60 miles per day over the construction period.  Emissions factors used for construction vehicles, under all 
alternatives, are shown in Table B-3.   
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Table B-3: Emissions Factors for Construction Vehicles 

Emissions Factors lbs/hr-vehicle  
Construction Vehicle Type 

NOx VOC 
Grader 1.53 0.116 
Concrete Truck 2.94 0.225 
Front End Loader 3.45 0.198 
Paver  1.30 0.100 
Vibratory Roller 1.49 0.112 
Pneumatic Tire Roller 0.94 0.097 
Steel Wheel Roller 0.94 0.097 
Concrete Pumper Truck 2.94 0.225 
Backhoe 1.52 0.245 
Crane 1.17 0.112 
Pick-up Truck* 1.12 1.29 
Dump Truck * 7.70 0.575 
Excavator  3.154 0.155 
Scraper 5.258 0.276 
Delivery Truck (Medium Duty)* 1.35 1.04 

Delivery Truck (Heavy Duty)* 4.36 0.327 
      *units are in grams/mile/vehicle (lb/mi/vehicle) 

It was assumed that delivery trucks would travel 20 miles per trip, making three trips a day, for a total of 60 miles a 
day.  The pick-up truck would also travel 20 miles per trip, making five trips a day, for a total of 100 miles a day.  
During trenching activities, dump trucks would accumulate a total of 85 miles a day, and 34 a day during regular 
construction.  During demolition, six dump trucks would travel 30 miles a day.   

Calculations for Construction Emissions  

Using the emissions factors in Table B-3, annual construction emissions were calculated for the proposed 
construction at Fort Bragg.  Using the assumptions described above, the annual emissions in tons per year of NOx 
and VOC for construction emissions were calculated for each vehicle type using the appropriate equations displayed 
in Table B-4.   

Table B-4: Equations for Construction Emissions Calculations 

 

Emission 
Source Equation Sample Calculation 

Heavy 
Equipment 
Emissions, 
On-Site 
Activities 

(# of vehicle type) (Emission factor) 
(Total # of days in operation) (percent 
usage) (hours/day) (1 ton/2000 lbs) = 
TPY of air emissions 
 

(1 grader) (1.53 lbs/hr/vehicle) (13 days in 
operation) (100% usage) (8 hours/day) (1 
ton/2000 lbs) = 0.09 TPY  of NOx emissions  
 

Construction 
Crew, 
Commuting 

(# of vehicles) (#miles/day) (#days) 
(emissions factor grams/mile) (1 
lb/453.59 grams) (1ton/2000 lb) = TPY 
of Vehicle Emissions 

(85 vehicles) (80 miles/day) (240 days) (0.706 
grams/mile/vehicle) (1 lb/453.59 grams) 
(1ton/2000 lb) =  1.27 TPY NOx of Vehicle 
Emissions 
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Table B-5 summarizes the annual emissions for the heavy equipment used during construction for the year 2008 
based upon hours of usage, for each alternative.  According to the current construction timeline, the greatest amount 
of construction will occur from March 2008 through March 2009; therefore, that time period is the year with the 
most emissions.  This table accounts for demolition, construction, and paving.  

Table B-5: Total Emissions from peak year 2008 On-Site Construction Activity –  
Proposed Action Alternative 

Total Peak Annual Emissions –TPY  Construction Vehicle 
Type 

Number of 
Vehicles 

Length of 
Operation 

(days) NOx VOC 

Grader 1 186 1.14 0.084 
Concrete Truck 1 311 3.66 0.28 
Front End Loader 1 105 0.78 0.049 
Paver  1 29 0.15 0.012 
Vibratory Roller 2 344 2.04 0.152 
Pneumatic Tire Roller 1 29 0.11 0.011 
Steel Wheel Roller 2 58 0.43 0.023 
Concrete Pumper 
Truck 1 1252 14.73 1.13 

Backhoe 2 2506 15.20 2.45 
Crane 1 937 4.39 0.42 
Pick-up Truck 5 3296 2.035 2.34 
Dump Truck 9 261 0.225 0.01 
Dozer 1 183 2.28 0.120 
Excavator  1 81 1.03 0.046 
Scraper 6 826 17.38 0.91 
Delivery Truck 
(Medium) 1 97 0.009 0.01 

Delivery Truck 
(Heavy) 1 473 0.136 0.01 

Total Emissions 65.59 8.45 
 

Emissions from Construction Crew Workers 

Emissions from construction personnel traffic were calculated using the EPA’s MOBILE6.  It is assumed that the 
construction crew would consist of approximately 85 workers over a one year (240 days) time period.  For a 
conservative analysis, it was assumed each person will drive to the site.  It is assumed that the average number of 
workers (85) will drive approximately 60 miles each day.  Based on MOBILE6, the emission factor for NOx is 0.875 
grams/mile/vehicle and VOC is 1.23 grams/mile/vehicle for the average fleet in Cumberland County, North 
Carolina.  It was found that the annual emissions associated with the commuter vehicles from the construction crew 
are approximately 1.18 TPY of NOx and 1.66 TPY of VOC. 

Emissions from Painting Activities 
When calculating VOC emissions from painting building structures and parking spaces, it was assumed that water-
based latex paint would be used with a VOC content of one pound per gallon and one gallon of paint covers 
approximately 300 square feet.  Three coats of paint will be applied (one primer and two finish) to approximately 
1,205,840 square feet of interior surfaces.  Based on these assumptions approximately 12,058 gallons of paint are 
needed.  Total interior painting for buildings constructed in 2008 will create approximate VOC emissions of 6.03 tons.   
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Emissions from painting parking spaces were based on four-inch wide stripes.  It was assumed that the average 
parking space is 9 feet wide by 19 feet long and every two parking spaces share a common line.  Approximately 20 
square feet would be painted for every two parking spaces.  For parking spaces, it was assumed that alkyd paint 
would be used with a VOC content of three pounds per gallon and one gallon of paint covers approximately 200 
square feet.  One coat of paint would be applied to the parking surfaces.  Based on the construction of 3,218 parking 
spaces at the facility during 2008, the amount of area to be painted, gallons required, and approximate VOC 
emission for painting parking spaces would be 0.24 TPY.   

Summary of Construction Emissions 

After emissions analysis was performed for all aspects of construction, the totals were added to determine the 
combined construction emissions.  Table E-6 displays a summary of the findings compared to the de minimis values. 

Table B-6: Total Emissions from Construction Related Activities –Proposed Action Alternative 

Total Emissions (TPY) De minimis values –TPY   
Construction Activity 

NOx VOC NOx VOC 
Use of Heavy Equipment  
(on –site construction) 65.59 8.45 

Construction Crew Workers 1.18 1.66 
Painting NA 6.27 
Total Emissions from 
Construction  66.77 16.38 

100 100 

Operational Emissions: Heating Source Emissions  
The new buildings to be constructed at Fort Bragg during 2008 will be heated by pre-existing boilers.  It is assumed 
that the four buildings to be constructed in this year (USASOC Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool, Indoor Baffle 
Range, Joint Pre-Deployment Mobilization Site Phase I, and the Security Forces Qualification Barracks) will be 
heated by the larger, natural gas boilers on the base.  The estimate generated for the combined natural gas usage for 
boilers and water heaters was approximately 55 standard cubic feet (SCF) of natural gas per square foot of office 
space per year.  Using the EPA’s AP-42 Fifth Edition, Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors Volume I, 
Chapter 1: Stationary Sources, Supplement E (EPA, 1998), the emission factors for NOx and VOC were determined 
for the facility boilers and water heaters.  For NOx emissions, the facility boilers and water heaters fall in the 
category of small, uncontrolled boilers that emit 100 lb NOx /106 SCF of natural gas.  The emission rate for VOC 
was found to be 5.5 lb/106 SCF of natural gas. Using these emission factors and the stated natural gas demand based 
on 1,663,000 square feet of space between the four proposed facilities to be heated in 2008, the emissions of NOx 
and VOC were calculated to be 4.57 TPY and 0.251 TPY, respectively. Once all proposed buildings are operational, 
a total of 6,448,500 SF of new construction will need to be heated.  Additionally, 1,840,400 SF of building space 
will have been demolished, therefore reducing the previous demand on the boilers.  After construction has been 
completed, a net 4,608,100 SF of space will need to be heated.  Given that total, the annual emissions from boiler 
and heating will be 12.45 TPY NOx and 0.66 TPY VOC. 

Table B-7: Total Annual Emissions (TPY) from New Building Operation at Fort Bragg 

Emissions from 

Operation of New 

Buildings 

Emission Reduction 

from Buildings taken 

Offline 

Net 

  Total Fiscal Year 

NOx VOC NOx VOC NOx VOC 

2007 0.146 0.0078 0.139 0.0074 0.007 0.0003 

2008 2.69 0.147 1.125 0.0600 1.568 0.087 
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Emissions from 

Operation of New 

Buildings 

Emission Reduction 

from Buildings taken 

Offline 

Net 

  Total Fiscal Year 

NOx VOC NOx VOC NOx VOC 

2010 2.12 0.117 0.638 0.034 1.489 0.083 

2011 0.570 0.034 0.981 0.052 -0.410 -0.018 

2012 0.570 0.034 0.0 0.0 0.570 0.034 

2013 1.173 0.066 0.348 0.018 0.825 0.047 

2014 1.284 0.072 0.608 0.032 0.676 0.039 

2017 0.252 0.017 0.106 0.005 0.146 0.011 

 

The proposed action also calls for a Central Heating Plant (CUP), including two 8,000 MBH (1000 British Thermal 
Units per hour) boilers, to be constructed and used to heat the SOTF Operational Additions.  This construction is 
proposed for 2007 and is not included in the conformity analysis.  estimated emissions from the CUP will vary 
depending at what capacity the boilers operate.  For the purpose of this EA, it is assumed that the CUP will only heat 
the new square footage for the facility upgrades.  While the entirety of both buildings will be heated by the CUP, the 
original square footage is already being heated and therefore the emissions are already accounted for by another 
boiler.  When the facility switches to full CUP operation, the emissions from the original boiler heating the facilities 
will be decreased.  It is assumed the CUP will heat 227,000 SF per year of new facility space.  Using the EPA’s AP-
42 Fifth Edition, Compilation of Air Pollution Emission Factors Volume I, Chapter 1: Stationary Sources, 
Supplement E (EPA, 1998), the emission factors for NOx and VOC were determined.  It is also assumed that the 
boiler operates at less than 100 million Btu/hr and that it burns fuel oil number two.  The emissions factors for NOx 
and VOC are 24 lb/103 and 1.28 lb/103, respectively.  For a year of  heating only that amount of square footage, the 
boiler would produce 2.04 TPY NOx and 0.108 TPY VOC for heating the new SOTF additions.    

For the emergency generators, EPA’s Report No. NR-009A Exhaust Emission Factors for Nonroad Engine Modeling 
– Compression-Ignition was used to determine NOx and VOC emissions.  The 1391s state that one 300Kw (400Hp) 
generator will be included for the Surface Distribution Center and that an 850Kw (1140Hp), three 100Kw (134Hp), 
two 350 w (469 Hp), one 150Kw (200Hp), and a 230KW (308Hp) generators will be included for the SOTF 
Operational Additions.   Assuming that generators with a model year from 2006 and beyond (classified as Tier 3 
Regulation) would be used, resulting NOx  emissions are 2.8 g/hp-hr and VOC emissions of 0.2 g/hp-hr. These 
emission factors were used, assuming that the generators operated at maximum horsepower for a total of 300 hours 
per year.  The 300 hours include up to 10 hours per month of scheduled tests plus an allowance for emergency use. 
The larger generator is included in the peak annual emissions as it is scheduled to come online in March of 2008.  
Both generators are included in the figures for operational emissions after all buildings have come online.  Using 
these assumptions, the annual peak 2008 emissions of NOx and VOC were calculated to be 1.055 TPY and 0.075 
TPY, respectively.  Total generator emissions at full operation would be 3.14 TPY NOx and 0.22 TPY VOC.   

Table B-8 displays the annual operations-related emissions for the peak construction/operation year 2008 as well as 
operational emissions for all new facilities.   
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Table B-8: Total Annual Operations-Related Emissions from the Proposed Action 

Boiler Emissions 
(TPY) 

Generator 
Emissions (TPY) 

Total  Operational 
Emissions(TPY) Year  

NOx VOC NOx VOC NOx VOC 
2008 4.57 0.251 1.05 0.075 5.62 0.326 
2016 (Full 
Operation) 17.13 0.77 3.14 0.22 20.27 0.99 

 

Vehicle Emissions from Daily Commuters 

Vehicle emissions from visitor vehicles are based on the MOBILE6 air modeling program, estimating the emissions 
per vehicle per mile traveled.  The MOBILE6 modeling program takes into account the vehicle age, average speed, 
and vehicle type to create average emission factors to be used in an overall analysis.  The analysis assumed that the 
annual average temperature is 60°F.  Based on this assumption, the emissions factors for NOx and VOC from 
average vehicles are provided in Table B-9. 

Table B-9. Emission Factors for Visitor Commuter Vehicles 

Pollutant Emissions Factor - grams/mile/vehicle  
NOx 0.874 
VOC  1.23 

 
The annual emissions in tons per year of NOx and VOC for commuter emissions were calculated using the 
appropriate equations displayed in Table B-10.  The total number of commuters was divided by the number of years 
of construction, to represent an average number of commuters coming onto the base each year as the new facilities 
come online and are occupied.   

Table B-10: Equations for Commuter Emissions Calculations 

Emission 
Source 

Equation Sample Calculation 

Operations, 
Visitor 

Commuters 

(# of vehicles) (# of trips/day) 
(#miles/trip) (#days/year)= #miles/year 
 
(#miles/year) (emissions factor 
grams/mile) (1 lb/453.59 grams) 
(1ton/2000 lb) = TPY of Vehicle 
Emissions 

(625 vehicles) (2 trips/day) (10 miles/trip) 
(240 days/year) = (3 million miles/year) 
(0.874 g/mile/vehicle) (1 lb/453.59 grams) (1 
ton/2000 lbs) = 2.89 TPY 
 

 

The site would increase present staff levels by 5000 total commuters, or 625 per year, and it is assumed that they 
would commute approximately 20 miles round trip to Fort Bragg.  Based on these assumptions, the annual peak 
vehicle emissions are shown in Table B-11.   
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Table B-11. Emissions from Daily Commuters Traffic 

Total Annual Emissions – TPY 
Year NOx VOC 
2008 2.89 4.07 

2016 (All 
Commuters) 23.12 32.54 

 

Regional Significance  
Air emissions were also evaluated to determine regional significance.  Cumberland County is in attainment and 
therefore does not have a SIP by which to compare regional significance.  Under the EAC, Cumberland County does 
follow The North Carolina 8-Hour Ozone Attainment Demonstration for the Cumberland Early Action Compact 
Area.  While the EAC does not give a specific emissions budget, it does state that at any one time,  
 

“if the actual stationary source NOx emissions are greater than 10 percent higher than those 
emissions used in the modeling analysis either for an individual county or for the entire area and 
there has also been a corresponding increase in the ozone levels in the area such that the latest 3 
year design value is greater than 0.080 ppm, North Carolina will identify and implement 
additional controls on stationary sources sufficient to offset the growth in stationary source NOx 
emissions.” 

 

Given that information, the 2008 peak annual emissions for the BRAC actions at Fort Bragg cannot be analyzed in 
terms of regional significance, but as the action continues, if stationary source emissions are ten percent higher than 
predicted for the county, additional controls may be put into place.   

Overall Results 
Table B-12 summarizes the emissions associated with the Proposed Action Alternative at Fort Bragg during the year 
of the most construction (2008).  Construction-related emissions would be temporary and only occur during the 
construction period for all facilities.  The analysis used the construction emissions for the buildings slated for 
construction in 2008, the year with the most construction and therefore the greatest construction emissions.  A full 
year of operations for the proposed facilities scheduled to be in operation by the end of March 2009 were then added 
to the construction emissions. The operational emissions only include the new sources built in 2008/2009, including 
PN 61891 (USASOC Headquarters Complex) which is not slated to be operational until September 2009.  This 
provides a conservative estimate of the potential combined emissions that might result for any period, as it adds the 
greatest annual construction emissions to the largest annual increase in operations emissions, even though these 
periods would not completely overlap.   

Table B-12 shows that the emissions associated with constructing and operating the new structures, when compared 
to the de minimis values for an ozone non-attainment area of 100 TPY for VOC and NOx, fall below the de minimis 
values even under the conservative assumptions that were employed.  The Proposed Action Alternative is not 
subject to the General Conformity Rule requirements.  Peak year emissions due to construction and operations 
would be approximately 79 TPY NOx and 25 TPY VOC.   
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Table B-12: Total Annual Peak Emissions from the Proposed Action– 2008 

Construction Emissions 
(TPY) 

Operation Emissions   
(TPY)  

Combined Emissions 
(TPY) 

Activity NOx VOC NOx VOC NOx VOC 

Heavy Equipment (building/ 
parking) 65.59 8.45   65.59 8.45 

Construction Crew 
Commuting Vehicles 1.18 1.66   1.18 1.66 

Painting NA 6.27   NA 6.27 

Stationary Heating Unit 
(boiler, generator, and water 
heater) 

  5.62 0.326 5.62 0.326 

Commuter Vehicles   2.89 4.07 2.89 4.07 

TOTALS     75.28 20.78 
 

Table B-13 displays the total annual operations-related emissions once all construction is complete and all buildings 
are operational. 

Table B-13: Total Annual Operations-Related Emissions from the Proposed Action  

Operations Emissions (TPY) 
Activity NOx VOC 

Stationary Heating Unit (boiler, generator, and water heater) 17.13 0.77 

Commuter Vehicles  23.12 32.54 
Totals 40.25 33.31 
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APPENDIX C 

INFORMAL U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE  
CONSULTATION LETTER FOR BRAC AND AMF PROJECTS
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
INSTALLATION MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

HEADQUARTERS, FORT BRAGG GARRISON COMMAND (AIRBORNE) 
FORT BRAGG, NORTH CAROLINA  28310              REPLY TO  

June 16, 2006 

 

 
Public Works Business Center 
 
Mr. Peter Benjamin,   
Ecological Services Supervisor 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
Raleigh Field Office 
Post Office Box 33726 
Raleigh, North Carolina 27636-3726 
 
Dear Mr. Benjamin: 

 
    On November 5, 2005, Congress approved military realignments 
and closures proposed by the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 
Commission.  The BRAC Commission outlines a strategy to fulfill 
reorganizing installation infrastructure to augment Department 
of Defense (DoD) operational readiness and promote supporting 
contributing components efficiently.  The BRAC plan includes the 
Integrated Global Presence and Basing Strategy (IGPBS), Army 
Transformation, and the Army Modular Force.  By 2007, the Army 
proposes to realign equipment and structure of its current 33 
combat brigades and 10 new combat brigades to modular brigade 
combat team units of action (BCT(UA)s). 
 
    The projects described in Tab A detail construction in 
support of Army BRAC/transformation-related actions proposed not 
to occur within any identified endangered species habitat (e.g. 
forage partitions, endangered plant sites, Saint Francis Satyr 
sites) and will require tree removal.  

 
    The proposed BRAC projects primarily occur within the Fort 
Bragg Main Cantonment Area (MCA).  Tree numbers indicated within 
the project description represent trees present on the 
landscape, not necessarily the maximum number of trees 
anticipated for removal due to project implementation.  Global 
Positioning System (GPS) points of all old-growth, flattop pine 
trees within the projected limits were obtained and are detailed 
on the enclosed figures; Fort Bragg plans to design around these 
and as many trees on site as possible. 
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    Projects outlined in Tab A are not likely to adversely 
affect the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW; Picoides borealis) 
management or recovery and suitable habitat is not present for 
rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia), American 
chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), Michaux’s sumac (Rhus 
michauxii), or Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii 
francisci). 

 
    If you have any questions regarding projects 57836, 58708, 
61035, 64305 (Knox Street), 64305 (FORSCOM Warehouse), 64326, 
64329, 64342, 64968, 64974, or 66655 please contact Ms. Ginny 
Carswell at (910) 907-3578 or ginny.carswell@us.army.mil.  If 
you have any questions regarding projects 20347, or 64305 
(FORSCOM/USARC Headquarters and Cable Yard), please contact Mr. 
Erich Hoffman at (910) 396-2867 or erich.hoffman@us.army.mil. 
 
       Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
       Gregory G. Bean 
       Director of Public Works 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

BRAC Background and Project Information 
 
The Army Transformation and the Army Modular Force determined a 
need exists to rapidly respond to operations requiring military 
action.  Army combat service personnel will be re-distributed to 
varying support units of action (SUAs) in order to provide 
smaller stand-alone units capable of deploying faster enabling 
the Army to integrate units with other Army components, military 
services, and nations. The BRAC Commission recommended the 
following actions:  transfer real property accountability to 
Fort Bragg from Pope Air Force Base (AFB); activate the BCTs, 
relocate US Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) Headquarters (HQ) 
Explosive Ordnance Support from Fort Gillem, GA to Pope AFB; 
relocate US FORSCOM and HQ US Army Reserve Command (USARC) from 
Fort McPherson, GA to Pope AFB; relocate all mobilizing-
processing functions from Fort Lee VA, Fort Jackson, SC, and 
Fort Eustis, VA, to create a Joint Mobilization and Pre-
Deployment site at Fort Bragg; relocate European-based forces to 
Fort Bragg; relocate the 440th Airlift Wing operation and 
maintenance Expeditionary Combat Support (ECS) from General 
Mitchell Air Reserve Station (ARS), WI to Pope AFB; relocate 
eight C-130H aircraft from Yeager Airport Air Guard Station 
(AGS) and eight C-130H aircraft from 911th Airlift Wing (AFRC) at 
Pittsburg International Airport (IAP) Air Reserve Station (ARS), 
PA to Pope AFB; purchase adjacent lands to Fort Bragg; construct 
a contingency warehouse, non-tactical vehicle motor pool, 
forward distribution center, central issue facility, 82nd 
Division chapel, and ball-field complex; establish a medical 
squadron to support the population increase; and disable the 43rd 
Medical Group.  The projects described in Tab A detail 
construction in support of Army BRAC/transformation-related 
actions proposed not to occur within any identified endangered 
species habitat (e.g. forage partitions, endangered plant sites, 
Saint Francis Satyr sites) and will require tree removal.  
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1) PN:  20347 Battle Command Training Center Brigade 
Combat Team Complex (BCTC) Synthetic Theater of War 
(STOW) 
 The proposed fiscal year (FY) 2009 project will 
involve construction of a 145,000 square foot (sq. 
ft.) BCTC Facility, a 130,000 sq. ft. tactical vehicle 
and Tactical Operations Center (TOC) pads, a 156,000 
sq ft personal-owned vehicle (POV) parking lot and 
future expansion of 13.7 acres due to Army 
Transformation requirements.  The total project acres 
are approximately 35 acres.  The BCTC facility 
requirements have evolved dramatically in size.  All 
alternative sites were discarded for various reasons 
(environmental constraints and/or logistic feasibility 
constraints).  The preferred site location was chosen, 
in part, due to the compatibility of future growth 
needs, Army Criteria Tracking System (ASTS), minimum 
size requirement, proximity to user base, minimize 
environmental impacts, Anti-terrorism/Force Protection 
constraints and utility support.  The project location 
is bound by Randolph Street to the north, Murchison 
Road to the east, and Seay Field to the south and 
Bragg Boulevard to the west.  Adjacent to the project 
site is the main post Fort Bragg military cemetery. 
The 35-acre site consists of fire suppressed loblolly 
pine (Pinus taeda) forest (Appendix A, Figure 1). 
Evidence of ground cover disturbance is found 
throughout the stand.  The native ground cover is in 
very poor shape due to fire suppression and 
overstocked stands.  The stands were prescribed burned 
in March 2006.  The entire project area falls in stand 
4088, a 60-year old loblolly pine forest.  Initial 
construction will involve approximately 21 acres 
stemming from construction of three facilities.  The 
nearest RCW cavity tree (0777E) is 827 feet distance 
away from the closest project boundary.  The project 
footprint nearest distance to cluster 375 forage 
partition boundaries is approximately 164 feet.  Much 
of the forest is fragmented by facilities, paved roads 
and the cemetery.  On site surveys found no RCW trees 
and unsuitable habitat for the three endangered plants 
American Chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), Michaux’s 
sumac (Rhus michauxii), and rough-leaved loosestrife 
(Lysimachia asperulaefolia).  The habitat was also 
unsuitable for the Saint Francis’ satyr (Neonympha 
mitchellii francisci).  The project is “no effect” for 
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the plants and butterfly and not likely to adversely 
affect determination for the RCW.   
 
2) PN:  57836 Central Load-out Control Center (CLACC) 

The proposed project would implement 225,653 
gross square feet (gsf) of construction dedicated to 
supporting the CLACC for all-weather wheeled and track 
vehicle assembly areas including adjacent chalk-
marshalling and inspection areas.  The XVII Airborne 
Corps and tenant units use the CLACC to clean 
equipment, inspect vehicles for mechanical 
deficiencies/leaks, and as an assembly area for unit 
movements and deployments.  The current CLACC does not 
facilitate the intended CLACC function resulting in 
augmented time and manpower required for deployment 
preparation leading to delays in meeting mission 
requirements.  Construction to support the project 
includes a staging area, sentry booths, maintenance 
facility, assemble shelter, scale house, lighting, 
landscaping, storm drainage, electrical service, and 
security fencing.  Two sites within the MCA would 
support the proposed CLACC; the first location (Site 
A) occurs directly east of the forage partition for 
RCW cluster 263.  Site A lays approximately 1,890-feet 
(ft) south of the closest cavity tree (tree 1179E).  
Site A is a previously disturbed location west of 
McKellar’s Road and Pike Field, exists within an 
‘open’ forest stand, and would require no tree removal 
(Appendix A, Figure 2).  The second location (Site B) 
lies outside of any forage partition, however, 
immediately south of the forage partition boundary of 
cluster 263; Pratt Street, DeGlopper Street, Ogden 
Street, and Dunham Street outline the proposed Site B 
location (Appendix A, Figure 3).  The site sits 
approximately 2,995-ft. southeast of the closest 
cavity tree (tree 1179E) within cluster 263.  
Approximately 76 World War II barracks (274,830 sq. 
ft.) would be demolished and tree removal is 
anticipated at Site B.  An urban setting of 
maintained/landscaped plants interspersed with a mix 
of longleaf and loblolly pines characterizes site B.  
A site survey conducted April 28, 2006 indicated 
approximately 2 pines occur between 4 and 9.9-inch 
(in) diameter at breast height (dbh), 18 exist between 
10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 45 pines are 14-in dbh or 
greater.  No native ground cover exists at either 
site.  The on site evaluation determined that no 
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adverse impact to RCW management or recovery is 
anticipated.  The Fort Bragg Endangered Species Branch 
did not conduct an onsite survey for rare/endangered 
plants within the project area or Saint Francis Satyr; 
the project areas contained no native ground cover.  
Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii francisci), 
American Chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), Michaux’s 
sumac (Rhus michauxii), Pondberry (Lindera 
melissifolia), or rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia 
asperulaefolia) would not be adversely impacted by the 
project. The proposed project start date is FY 2008 
 
3) PN:  58708 Robison Health Clinic Addition/Parking 

The health project would renovate approximately 
10,000 gsf of existing interior space while adding 
approximately 35,000 gsf to the existing building at 
the corner of Tagatay and Ardennes Streets.  The 
current parking area would be expanded by 
approximately 30,000 sq. ft. north side of the site. 
The proposed project start date is FY 2008.   
The project does not occur within a managed forage 
stand and exists within the Fort Bragg MCA.  The 
September 7, 2005 site evaluation determined that no 
adverse impact to RCW management or recovery is 
anticipated based on Section 7 requirements.  However 
the proposed project occurs directly adjacent to the 
eastern forage partition boundary of cluster 405 
within a mixed pine stand of Pinus palustris, Pinus 
taeda and Pinus echinata.  Approximately 121 pines 
occur on site including 85 trees between 4 and 9.9-in 
dbh, 26 trees between 10 and 13.9-in dbh and 14 trees 
greater than 14-in dbh (Appendix A, Figure 4).  The 
proposed parking expansion would be constructed 
directly north of the proposed clinic expansion.  
Approximately 27 pines between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 19 
pines between 10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 6 pines at or 
greater than 14-in dbh occur within the optional 
parking area. It is unclear if there are any long-term 
impacts due to loss of these pines.  
 

Ms. Janet Gray, Botanist conducted an onsite 
survey September 14, 2005 of the Robinson Medical 
Clinic area.  Suitable habitat for the endangered 
rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia), 
Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia) American chaffseed 
(Schwalbea americana), or Michaux’s sumac (Rhus 
michauxii) was not found in the project area (Appendix 
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B, Memo 1).  Additionally, Mr. Erich L. Hoffman, 
Wildlife Biologist, determined no suitable habitat for 
the Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii 
francisci) exists within the project area June 10, 
2005. 
 
4) PN:  61035: 82nd Chapel 

The proposed project would construct a large 
standard Army design chapel for regular weekly 
congregations accommodating approximately 1180 
persons.  The building would consist of a gathering 
area/lobby; worship and activity center with raised 
platforms; meditation and reconciliation room; 
expansion area between the two centers; baptism and 
sacristy suites; chaplain, Assistant and Education 
Director offices; kitchen with pantry; sound room with 
sound system; choir room with storage; resource room; 
multi-purpose rooms; nursing mothers room and nursery; 
classrooms; restrooms; storage areas; coat storage; 
janitor closet; canopy; mechanical/electrical room and 
vestibules.  Supporting facilities include utilities, 
outside worship areas, bell tower, paved parking,  
sidewalks, storm drainage, curbs and gutters, 
landscaping with irrigation system, erosion control, 
and site improvements.  The project includes 
demolishing 8 buildings (33,912 gsf) to accommodate 
constructing the 32,900 gsf chapel. 
 

The May 22, 2006 site survey indicated seven 
longleaf pines (Pinus palustris) exist on site; all 
occur at 14-in dbh or greater.  The proposed project 
does not exist within any identified RCW forage 
partition or managed forest stand; the proposed chapel 
would be erected 2,100 ft east from the closest forage 
partition boundary (cluster 229) within an existing 
urban landscape in the MCA.  Project implementation is 
not anticipated to affect RCW management or recovery 
(Appendix A, Figure 5).  The Fort Bragg Endangered 
Species Branch did not conduct an onsite survey for 
rare/endangered plants within the project area; the 
project areas contained no native ground cover.  Saint 
Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii francisci), 
American Chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), Pondberry 
(Lindera melissifolia), Michaux’s sumac (Rhus 
michauxii), or rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia 
asperulaefolia) would not be adversely impacted by the 
project. 
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5) PN:  64305 Knox Street Extension 
 The proposed FY 2009 project would extend Knox 
Street to Butner Road providing access to Pope Air 
Force Base and the Butner Access Control Point.  The 
project would include extending/upgrading Knox Street 
from Macomb Street to Butner Road as a two lane, two-
way highway primary road with a grass median (Appendix 
A, Figure 6).  
 

The May 4, 2005 on-site evaluation determined 
that no adverse impact to RCW management or recovery 
is anticipated.  A Pine Scrub Oak Forest natural 
community type exists on site within the Fort Bragg 
MCA.  The project does not exist within any designated 
RCW forage partition; however, would impact loblolly 
pine (Pinus taeda) stand 4091.  Stand 4091 is 
approximately 23 years old, has a site index of 91, 
total pines per acre of 17.1 for pines at or greater 
than 14-in, pine basal area (ba) for pines 10 to  
13.9-in dbh of 17.3, and ba of 26 for pines 14-in dbh 
or greater.  Approximately 9 pines between 4 and 9.9-
in dbh, 15 pines between 10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 11 
pines at or greater than 14-in dbh exists at the 
proposed site location.  The project would occur 
approximately 6,600 ft west of the closest forage 
partition boundary (cluster 281).  Ms. Janet Gray, 
Botanist, conducted an onsite survey May 11, 2006 of 
the Knox Street extension area.  Suitable habitat for 
the endangered rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia 
asperulaefolia), Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia) 
American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), or Michaux’s 
sumac (Rhus michauxii) was not found in the project 
area (Appendix B, Memo 2).  The location is fire 
suppressed and contains a thick layer of duff with 
little to no herbaceous ground cover; Saint Francis’ 
Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii francisci) would not be 
adversely impacted by the proposed project. 

 
6) PN:  64305 FORSCOM Warehouse 

The proposed project is located at the northwest 
intersection of Saunders and Macomb Streets (Appendix 
A, Figure 7).  The project consists of a 15,000 gsf 
primary facility.  A 13,840 gsf warehouse consisting 
of three loading docks, and a 1,160 gsf two-story 
administrative building consisting of restrooms, 
closets, kitchen/break room, conference room/library, 
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and administrative offices contribute to the primary 
facility.  A government parking lot large enough to 
park three tractor-trailer equivalents and private 
parking area for approximately fifteen personnel would 
be required to accommodate the warehouse facility. 
Proposed construction date is FY 2009. 

 
The May 8, 2006 on-site evaluation determined 

that no adverse impact to RCW management or recovery 
is anticipated.  A Pine Scrub Oak Forest natural 
community type exists on site.  The proposed project 
location exists within the MCA outside of any managed 
forest stand.  The proposed 1.2 acre construction site 
is populated by approximately 25 loblolly pines 
between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 17 pines between 10 and 
13.9-in dbh, and 17 pines at 14-in dbh or greater.  
The nearest forest partition boundary (cluster 375) 
occurs approximately 2,700 ft. east of the warehouse 
construction site.  The Fort Bragg Endangered Species 
Branch conducted an onsite survey for 
threatened/rare/endangered plants within the project 
area May 10, 2006.  American Chaffseed (Schwalbea 
americana), Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii), 
Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia), or rough-leaved 
loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia) would not be 
adversely impacted by the project (Appendix B, Memo 
2).  The proposed project location does not occur 
adjacent to wetlands; the Saint Francis’ Satyr 
(Neonympha mitchellii francisci) would not be 
negatively impacted by project implementation. 

   
 7) PN:  64305 Combined FORSCOM/USARC Headquarters       

Department of Information and Management (DOIM) 
Cable Yard 
The proposed project will construct a 93,300 NSF 

fenced area, hard concrete surface.  The fenced area 
will support eight facilities total approximately 
99,273 gsf.  In addition, DOIM requires 46,000 gsf.  
And a 6,000 gsf covered shed with concrete floor, 
electric lighting, fire detection and alarm system. 
The supporting facilities will include a 10-foot chain 
link fence with two feet of angled barbed wire top. 
The compound will require a motorized card access, 
security lighting and a water retention/detention 
system.  The project area is bound by Honeycutt Road 
to the northwest and the Marshalling yard to the 
south.  The project area is wedged between Ryder Golf 
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Course and the Marshalling Yard.  The nearest 
compound, adjacent to the project location is facility 
56211.  Both facilities will share the same 
entranceway.  Most of the existing footprint is clear 
of trees.  The surrounding habitat is xeric sandhill 
scrub consisting of 42-year old longleaf pine forest. 
Surrounding stands are fire suppressed and ground 
cover is very sparse.  The project lies in the 
Cantonment Area north of the Green Belt Area and falls 
outside of any RCW forage partition.  Cluster 63 is 
the closest forage partition at a distance of 3,068 
feet.  A few pine trees may be removed when installing 
the chain link fence and constructing the entrance 
road (Appendix A, Figure 8).  The rest of the project 
area is cleared area.  On site surveys revealed no 
suitable habitat for the listed federal  
endangered species on Fort Bragg, therefore project 
will have no effect on the RCW, the three plants and 
the butterfly.  Loss of some pine trees is a not 
likely to adversely affect determination for the RCW.  
 
8) PN:  64326 Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment    

Complex Phase I 
The proposed project would support mobilization, 

deployment, demobilization and training of Reserve 
Component soldiers.  Currently, the installation is 
utilizing World War (WW) II era facilities to 
simultaneously house transient Reserve and National 
Guard personnel on annual training exercises; Reserve, 
National Guard, and active Army mobilizing and 
demobilizing units; and personnel on medical hold from 
deploying units.  Presently, three temporary WWII and 
five metal buildings support battle command training 
exercises, semi-permanent structures house operational 
readiness training (many of which are open bay, do not 
have attached latrines, and are not conditioned), and 
a majority of these soldiers live in off-post hotel 
rooms.  No facilities exist to support linking live, 
virtual, and constructing training domains; individual 
and leader/crew training; digital systems training of 
battalion or higher tactical operations center.  The 
proposed Joint Deployment Center would include 
constructing a latrine, dining facility (62,358 gsf), 
vehicle maintenance shop (71,130 gsf), deployment 
equipment storage building (28,818 gsf), joint 
operations complex (46,342 gsf), soldier readiness 
center (57,500 gsf), battle simulation center (51,625 
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gsf), contingency warehouse (193,900 gsf), brigade 
headquarters building (10,239 gsf), battalion 
headquarters (67,422 gsf), company operations building 
(117, 474 gsf), enlisted barracks (733,404 gsf), 
unaccompanied Officers/Non-Commissioned Officers (NCO) 
barracks (135,474 gsf), joint logistical support area 
(14,600 gsf), and parking (289,350 square yards).  
This project would provide staff and commanders 
permanent facilities for planning, mobilization, pre-
deployment, deployment, and re-deployment functions. 
Proposed construction would start FY 2012.  The site 
for project 64326 would occur in tandem with project 
60828, constructs an installation training support 
complex.  Project 60828 would include erecting three, 
two-story barracks, three company operations 
facilities containing two company administration areas 
per building, one battalion headquarter building, one 
senior enlisted quarters, one dining facility, five 
company maintenance facilities, four classrooms, one 
battalion storage building, one bay drive through 
maintenance building, and supporting private and 
military parking.  The proposed project start date is 
proposed for FY 2013. 

 
The project sites occur outside of any designated 

RCW partition or managed pine forest stands within the 
MCA (Appendix A, Figure 9).  Construction for the 
joint logistics support area and latrine would occur 
on previously disturbed land; tree removal would not 
be required for these projects, however, tree removal 
is anticipated for the remaining project components.  
An approximate number of 242 trees (mix of Pinus 
palustris and Pinus taeda) occur from Lewis Street 
west to Dunham Street with 5 trees between 4 and 9.9-
in dbh, 46 trees between 10 and 13.9-in dbh and 95 
trees at 14-in dbh or greater.  Additionally, 80 trees 
exist from Collins Street west to Gorham Street with 
13 trees occurring between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 23 at 10-
13.9-in dbh, and 44 at 14-in dbh or greater.  The May 
11, 2006 survey indicated approximately 365 pines (mix 
of Pinus palustris and Pinus taeda) exist south of 
Butner Road occupying a site of nearly 4.9 acres.  
Roughly 213 pines exist between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 75 
pines occur between 10 and 13.9-in dbh and 77 trees 
remain at 14-in dbh or greater. 
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The on site evaluation determined no adverse 
impacts to RCW management or recovery is anticipated.  
The Fort Bragg Endangered Species Branch conducted an 
onsite survey for threatened/rare/endangered plants on 
May 11, 2006.  American Chaffseed (Schwalbea 
americana), Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia), 
Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii), or rough-leaved 
loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia) would not be 
adversely impacted by the project (Appendix B, Memo 
2).  The Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii 
francisci) would not be negatively impacted by project 
implementation, the project occurs at a fire-
suppressed site and site containing no native 
vegetation. 
  
9) PN:  64329 Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th Brigade 
Complex Team (BCT) 

The proposed project would demolish 27 buildings 
and construct facilities measuring 215,042 gsf and 
1,270,628 sq. ft. of parking.  Six organizational 
storage buildings, eight vehicle maintenance 
facilities, six petroleum/oil/lubricant storage 
buildings, organizational vehicle parking, sentry 
stations and open storage areas would be constructed 
under this project to support activation of the 3rd BCT 
at Fort Bragg.  Proposed construction would occur in 
FY 2007. 
 

The proposed project would occur at two sites 
within the MCA.  The first site lies west of Gruber 
Road from the intersection with Longstreet Road north 
to the intersection with Butner Road (Appendix A, 
Figure 10).  A total of three Pinus taeda occur at 
site A between 10 and 13.9-in dbh.  Site A exists 
directly east of the forage partition boundary for 
cluster 405 and falls within an ‘open’ forest stand.  
Site B is proposed for the northeast intersection of 
Gruber and Butner Roads (Appendix A, Figure 11).  A 
mix of Pinus palustris and Pinus taeda exists at site 
B including 45 pines between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 135 
pines between 10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 98 pines at 14-
in dbh or greater.  The May 8, 2006 site survey 
indicated that project implementation is not 
anticipated to affect RCW management or recovery.  The 
Fort Bragg Endangered Species Branch did not conduct 
an onsite survey for rare/endangered plants within the 
project area; the project areas contained no native 
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ground cover.  Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha 
mitchellii francisci), American Chaffseed (Schwalbea 
americana), Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia), 
Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii), or rough-leaved 
loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia) would not be 
adversely impacted by the project. 

 
10) PN:  64342 3rd Brigade Complex Team (BCT) Complex 
 Project 64342 would construct a 23,086 gsf 
brigade headquarters building, 16,684 gsf company 
operations building, and a 6,200 gsf vehicle 
maintenance shop.  The project would complete the 
transformation of the 3rd BCT of the 82nd Airborne 
Division.  The Army has directed Fort Bragg to support 
the 3rd BCT by June 16, 2006.  Project construction 
would begin in FY 2010.  Three MCA sites constitute 
64342:  the southeastern intersection of Bunter Road 
and Keerans Street, the northwestern intersection of 
Spooner and Taylor Streets and east of Ardennes Road 
(Appendix A, Figure 12).  

The May 15, 2006 site visit indicated the 
northwestern intersection of Spooner and Taylor 
Streets contains approximately 16 pines at 14-in dbh 
or greater; construction at the other indicated sties 
would occur on previously disturbed land.  Project 
implementation is not anticipated to affect RCW 
management or recovery.  The proposed project occurs 
1,261 ft from the nearest forage partition boundary 
(cluster 405) within an urban setting.  The Fort Bragg 
Endangered Species Branch did not conduct an onsite 
survey for rare/endangered plants within the project 
area; the project areas contained no native ground 
cover.  Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii 
francisci), American Chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), 
Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia), Michaux’s sumac 
(Rhus michauxii), or rough-leaved loosestrife 
(Lysimachia asperulaefolia) would not be adversely 
impacted by the project. 
 
11) PN:  64968 Contingency Warehouse 

Project 64968 would construct a combined retail 
issue and bulk storage facility for Class II 
organizational clothing and individual equipment for 
deployment and mobilization missions.  The proposed 
project would be constructed at the southeast 
intersection of Quartermaster and Logistics Streets 
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within the MCA (Appendix A, Figure 13).  The proposed 
fenced facility would measure approximately 248,000 
gsf and provide for open and secure storage, 
conference rooms, administrative space, latrines, 
loading docks and retail space.  The project would 
also support 10,000 square yards (sy) for vehicle 
parking.  Construction for this project would occur 
during FY 2008-2009. 
 

The proposed project occurs adjacent to the 
western boundary of the forage partition for RCW 
cluster 165 within an ‘open’ forest stand.  The May 3, 
2006 site visit indicated a mix of Pinus palustris and 
Pinus taeda occurs within the proposed project area 
including 52 pines between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 27 pines 
between 10 and 13.9-in dbh and 9 pine at 14-in dbh or 
greater.  Project implementation is not anticipated to 
affect RCW management or recovery based on Section 7 
requirements.  However this is in an area of concern 
previously identified, relative to limited dispersal 
movements within the Green Belt, and we cannot project 
long term impacts with the loss of these trees. The 
Fort Bragg Endangered Species Branch did not conduct 
an onsite survey for rare/endangered plants within the 
project area; the project areas contained no native 
ground cover.  Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha 
mitchellii francisci), American Chaffseed (Schwalbea 
americana), Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia), 
Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii), or rough-leaved 
loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia) would not be 
adversely impacted by the project. 
 
12) PN:  64974 Ball fields 

The proposed youth sports field complex would 
consist of three regulation soccer/football fields 
(each measuring 225 by 360-ft), concession 
stand/public restrooms, field maintenance storage 
facility, parking and fencing.  The proposed project 
would occur at the northwest intersection of Souter 
and Glider Streets mainly on disturbed land within the 
MCA; proposed construction would occur in FY 2013 
(Appendix A, Figure 14). 

 
The May 4, 2006 site survey indicated five 

loblolly pines (Pinus taeda) exist on site; one pine 
measures between 10 and 13.9-in dbh while the 
remainder occur at 14-in dbh or greater.  The proposed 
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project does not exist within any identified RCW 
forage partition or managed forest stand; the proposed 
sports complex would be situated 3,700 ft west from 
the closest forage partition boundary (cluster 375) 
within an existing urban landscape in the MCA.  
Project implementation is not anticipated to affect 
RCW management or recovery.  The Fort Bragg Endangered 
Species Branch did not conduct an onsite survey for 
rare/endangered plants within the project area; the 
project areas contained no native ground cover.  Saint 
Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii francisci),  
American Chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), Pondberry 
(Lindera melissifolia), Michaux’s sumac (Rhus 
michauxii), or rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia 
asperulaefolia) would not be adversely impacted by the 
project. 
 
13) PN:  66655 General Office Quarters 

The proposed project would be 12 new housing 
units to fulfill the existing housing deficit and 
relocations to Fort Bragg.  The proposed project would 
occur on the eastern edge of Ryder Golf Course, 
running from the intersection of Honeycutt and Knox 
Streets north to Randolph Street within the MCA 
(Appendix A, Figure 15).  The proposed construction 
would begin in FY 2009 and includes constructing 1, 
1.2 acre General quarters; 2, 1 acre Lieutenant 
General quarters; and 9 Major/Brigadier General 0.3 
acre quarters. 
 

Pine Scrub Oak Forest natural community types 
exists on site, and within forest stand 4069.  Pinus 
taeda stand 4069 is approximately 38 years old, has a 
site index of 86, total pines per acre of 21 for pines 
at or greater than 14-in dbh, ba for pines 10-13.9 dbh 
of 41.1, and ba of 32.2 for pines 14-in dbh or 
greater.  The May 3, 2006 site survey indicated 
approximately 424 loblolly pines occur within the 
project footprint; 252 pines exist between 4 and 9.9-
in dbh, 143 pines occur between 10 and 13.9 in dbh and 
29 pines are at 14-in dbh or greater.  The project 
location would occur 3,600-ft north of the nearest 
forage partition boundary (cluster 63).  The on site 
evaluation determined that no adverse impacts to RCW 
management or recovery is anticipated.  The Fort Bragg 
Endangered Species Branch conducted an onsite survey 
for threatened/rare/endangered plants within the 
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project area May 10, 2006 (Appendix B, Memo 2).  
American Chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), Michaux’s 
sumac (Rhus michauxii), Pondberry (Lindera 
melissifolia), or rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia 
asperulaefolia) would not be adversely impacted by the 
project.  The location is fire suppressed and contains 
a thick layer of duff with little to no herbaceous 
ground cover; Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha 
mitchellii francisci) would not be adversely impacted 
by the proposed project. 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix A, Figures 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

Figure 1: Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (STOW) (PN 
20347) 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

Figure 2: CLACC Site A (PN 57836) 
 
 

 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 3: CLACC Site B (PN 57836) 
 
 

 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 4: Robison Health Clinic Addition (PN 58708) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 5: 82nd Chapel (PN 61035) 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 6: Knox Street Extension (PN 64305) 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 7: Warehouse (PN 64305) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 8: DOIM Cable Yard (PN 64305) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 9: Joint Deployment Complex Phase I(PN 64326) and 
Installation Training Support Complex (60828) 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 10: 4th BCT Vehicle Maintenance Complex Site A (PN 64329) 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 11: 4th BCT Vehicle Maintenance Complex Site B (PN 64329) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 12: 3rd BCT Complex (PN 64342) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 13: Contingency Warehouse (PN 64968) 
 
 

 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 14: Ball fields (PN 64974) 

 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 15: General Quarters (PN 66655) 

 
 

 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Appendix B, Plant Survey Memos 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Memo 1 
IMSE-BRG-PWN-E       Sept. 15, 2005 
 
 

MEMORANDUM THRU CHIEF, ESB 
 
FOR Ginny Carswell, Biologist, NRD 
 
SUBJECT:  Rare Plant Review for Robinson Health Clinic Addition; 
PN 58708; Cumberland County. 
 
 
1.  Subject project lies in Cumberland County, of which the 
following federally protected plant species are listed by the 
USFWS:  Rough-leaved loosestrife Lysimachia asperulifolia, 
American chaffseed Schwalbea americana, Pondberry Lindera 
melissifolia, and Michaux’sumac Rhus michauxii.  
 
2. A site visit was made 14 Sept. 2005 to determine if 
suitable habitat is present for the above listed species.  The 
proposed project occurs within a grassed area less than 2 acres 
in size.  No natural communities exist within the proposed 
construction footprint.  No suitable habitat is present. No 
impacts to federally listed species are anticipated. 
 
 
       
 

JANET B. Gray 
      Botanist, ESB 
      
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 

Memo 2 
IMSE-BRG-DPW-E      11 May 2006 
 
 

MEMORANDUM THRU CHIEF, ESB 
 
FOR Ginny Carswell, Biologist, Endangered Species Branch 
 
SUBJECT:  Rare Plant Review for Installation Training Support 
Complex, PN 60828, Knox Street Extension, PN 64305, Warehouse, 
PN 64305, Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex Phase I, PN 
64326, and General Office Headquarters PN 66655, Cumberland 
County.   
 
1.  A survey for rare flora was conducted for subject projects 
in Cumberland County, 10 and 11 May 2006.  Federally listed 
flora listed by the USFWS for Cumberland County are Rough-leaved 
loosestrife Lysimachia asperulifolia, American chaffseed 
Schwalbea americana, Michaux’s sumac Rhus michauxii and 
pondberry (Lindera melissifolia).  
 
2.  The Knox Street extension (PN 64305) is located between 
Letterman and Knox Streets.  Area is dominated by lawn. No 
suitable habitat is present for the above listed species.  No 
impacts to federally listed species will occur.   

 
3.  A proposed warehouse (PN 64305) is located near the 
intersection of Macomb and Saunders Streets.  The location is 
fire suppressed and contains a thick layer of duff with little 
to no herbaceous ground cover. No suitable habitat is present 
for the above listed species. No impacts to federally listed 
plant species will occur. 

 
4.  The proposed General office quarters (PN 66655) runs 
parallel to Ryder Golf Course and is located between Honeycutt 
and Randolph Streets.  The location is fire suppressed and 
contains a thick layer of duff with little to no herbaceous 
ground cover. No suitable habitat is present for the above 
listed species. No impacts to federally listed species will 
occur.  
 
5. The proposed Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex Phase 
I (PN 64326)/ Installation Training Support Complex is located 
primarily from Lewis Street west to Dunham Street and Collins 
Street west to Gorham Street north of Butner Road. This are is 
dominated by lawn. The project site additionally exists south of 
Butner Road to the south, west, and east of the existing 



 

 

military police facility. . No suitable habitat is present for 
the above listed species.  No impacts to federally listed 
species will occur.   
 
 
       

 
 
JANET B. GRAY 

      Botanist, ESB 
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
RaleighFieldOffice

PostOfficeBox33726
Raleigh,NorthCarolina27636-3726

September 27,2006

Mr. Gregory G. Bean
Department of the Army
Director of Public Works Business Center

Headquarters, XVIII Airborne Corps and Fort Bragg
Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28310

Dear Mr. Bean:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your July 7, 2006 letter and attachments regarding
facilities and infrastructural changes proposed for Fort Bragg, in Cumberland County, North Carolina,
associated with the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAe) Commission's strategy to reorganize
installation infrastructure in support of operational readiness. The attachments to your letter contain brief
descriptions for 13projects and natural resource conservation measures proposed for each project. Our
comments are provided in accordance with section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973,
asamended(16USC 1531 etseq.).

According to your July 7, 2006 letter, the identified projects primarily occur within Fort Bragg's Main
Cantonment Area (MCA). Conservation activities included in these projects would enable construction to
proceed while retaining some of the old growth flat topped pines currently distributed within the MCA.
None of the projects occur within foraging partitions or recruitment stands being managed to recover the
federally listed endangered red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis; RCW). The proposed
construction would not involve suitable habitat for rare plants or the federally listed endangered butterfly,
Saint Francis' satyr (Neonympha mitchelliifrancisci).

Based on a review of the information provided, the Service concurs with your determination that the
proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the RCW or any other federally-listed species on Fort
Bragg. We believe that the requirements of section 7(a)(2) of the Act have been satisfied. We remind
you that obligations under section 7 consultation must be reconsidered if: (1) new information reveals
impacts of this Identified action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner not previously
considered; (2) this action is subsequently modified in a manner that was not considered in this review;
or, (3) a new species is listed or critical habitat determined that may be affected by the identified action.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. John Hammond at 919-856-4520 (Ext.
28). Thank you for your continued cooperation with our agency.

Sincerely,

~e:1~in 7/---Jr Field Supervisor

cc: Ralph Costa, USFWS
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I.  INTRODUCTION 
 

On September 23, 2005 the President of the United States approved 
recommendations given to him on September 8, 2005 by the Department of Defense 
(DoD) Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC Commission).  On November 
9, 2005 Congress approved the Commission’s recommendations and they became law.   
As such, the BRAC Commission recommendations must now be implemented as 
provided for in the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
510), as amended.  

 
The BRAC Commission recommended Army Transformation through the 

activation of Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) at Fort Bragg (FB), the transfer of real 
property accountability at Pope Air Force Base (PAFB) to the Army at FB, the relocation 
of the US Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) and HQ US Army Reserve Command 
(USARC) from For Mcpherson, GA to PAFB and the relocation of the HQ FORSCOM 
VIP Explosive Ordinance Support from Fort Gillem, GA to PAFB, in addition to 
relocation of European-based forces to FB, the relocation of eight C-130H aircraft from 
Yeager Airport Air Guard Station and eight C-130H aircraft from 911th Airlift Wing at 
Pittsburg International Airport Air Reserve Station, PA to PAFB, the relocation of all 
mobilization-processing functions from Fort Eustis, VA to Fort Jackson, SC and Fort 
Lee, VA to create a Joint Mobilization and Pre-Deployment site at FB, the relocation of 
the 440th Airlift Wing’s operations and maintenance Expeditionary Combat Support 
manpower from General Mitchell Air Reserve Station, WI to PAFB, the  
disestablishment of the 43rd Medical Group and the establishment of a medical squadron 
to support the increase in population, and nine non-COBRA supported MILCON 
projects, including a contingency warehouse, a surface distribution center, a non-tactical 
vehicle motor pool, a forward distribution center, a central issue facility, a material 
maintenance facility expansion, a chapel for the 82nd Division, the purchase of land 
between the water and waste water treatment plants, and the establishment of a ball field 
in the complex of the FORSCOM area.  The Army at FB will provide the necessary 
facilities to support the changes in force structure.  This Biological Assessment (BA) will 
assess the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the Army’s BRAC actions, as well 
as, the modular force Army Transformation on threatened and endangered (T/E) species 
at FB.  

  
FB military installation is located 10 miles northwest of downtown Fayetteville, 

North Carolina (NC).  The installation is irregularly shaped and covers 153,562 acres 
(62,140 ha) within four counties (Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke, and Moore) in south 
central NC.  West of the Cantonment Area (CA) are the ranges and training areas, which 
primarily occur in Hoke, Harnett, and Moore counties.  The ranges and training areas 
encompass 144,872 acres (58,627 ha).  To the East lies the 7,362 acre (2,979 ha) NEA 
training area.  Camp Mackall (CM) is its own separate training area and is located 
approximately 10 miles southwest of FB, encompassing parts of Scotland, Moore, and 
Richmond counties.  CM consists of 7,935 acres (3,211 ha) (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1.  Location of FB Military Installation, Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke and 

Moore County and CM, Richmond County, NC. 
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Total installation acreage is 162,597 acres (65,800 ha), including Army-acquired 
portions of PAFB.  The CA, excluding PAFB but including Simmons Army Air Field 
(SAAF), covers approximately 9,358 acres or 14.6 square miles.  The 8,294-acre (3,356 
ha) CA consists of the administrative infrastructure within an urbanized city environment, 
which supports typical urban activities that are specific to the military mission.  The CA 
is located in Cumberland County, NC and is bound to the north by PAFB, to the east by 
the North East Training Area (NEA) and to the south and west by the Green Belt Area 
(GBA) (Figure 2).   
 

 
 
 

Figure 2.  Location of the FB CA, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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The GBA remains a Special Management Emphasis Area (SMEA), which is 
designated and maintained as a forested land bridge (i.e., corridor) and contains occupied 
clusters of the federally endangered Red-cockaded Woodpecker (RCW) (Picoides 
borealis) (ESMP 1997-2001 and INRMP 2001).  The corridor’s primary function is to 
support RCW recovery.  The GBA was established in April of 1992 and consists of 
approximately 6,530 acres (2,643 ha).  The landform is crescent-shaped, varying from 
3,000 feet (914 m) to 9,000 feet (2743 m) in width.  The parcel runs along the west and 
south boundaries of the CA (Figure 3).  Currently the GBA is maintained as a forested 
land bridge, within the context of sustainable development, but developmental pressures 
have fragmented portions  Over the next 5-years, within a reasonable foreseeable future, 
the implementation of BRAC and Army Transformation will likely affect RCW habitats 
and remove trees in restricted portions of the GBA.  

 
The history of FB as an Army installation began in 1918 with the establishment of 

Camp Bragg.  The installation was named for Braxton Bragg, a North Carolina native and 
Captain in the U.S. Army during the Seminole Wars and Mexican War.   During the civil 
war he was a general in the Confederate Army.  Currently, FB is home to the Army’s 
Airborne and Special Operations Forces, as well as, the John F. Kennedy Center for 
Special Warfare.  The installation is one of the largest army military installations in the 
Southeastern United States.  The combination of the U.S. Army’s rapid response ground 
forces and PAFB airlift capabilities have forged FB into a major Power Projection 
Platform (PPP).  As a PPP, its troops must be able to deploy in 18 hours or less anywhere 
in the world to fight and win.    

 
The FB military mission requires quality-training lands that involve considerable 

interaction with the installation’s natural resources.  In July 1973, FB was assigned under 
Forces Command (FORSCOM).  Today as “Home of the Airborne”, FB supports the 
mission of the XVIII Airborne Corps and the All-American Division (82nd).  Beginning 
in 1980, armor, artillery, and mechanized infantry reserve components used FB for 
inactive duty training and annual training, in addition to the airborne mission.  The 
military operations on FB are diverse and include a total of nine drop zones, four impact 
areas, SAAF, and PAFB.   
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Figure 3.  Location of the FB GBA, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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FB is wedged between the Piedmont and Inner Coastal Plain, in a small 
physiographic region known as the Sandhills.  The Sandhills is home to the longleaf pine 
(Pinus palustris)/ wiregrass (Aristida stricta) ecosystem.  The NC Sandhills encompass 
parts of eight counties (Figure 4).  The term “Sandhills” refers to the hills capped by deep 
coarse sands, which dominate the landscape, therefore, installation lands are 
characterized by hilly topography and sandy soils.  
 

Blaney-Gilead-Lakeland sands dominate the installation (Hudson 1984).  These 
soils are dominated by excessively drained to moderately well drained soil types.  Soils 
are nearly level to moderately steep, and have brittle loamy or clayey subsoil and are 
sandy throughout, on dissected uplands.  Uplands are dominated by clayey gravels and 
sands made from the Middendorf Formation (Upper Cretaceous), overlain on ridges and 
hilltops by looser sands of the Pinehurst Formation (Post Eocene, possibly Miocene) 
(Bartlett 1967).  The longleaf ecosystem on FB and CM contains 33 natural plant 
communities and variants, representing a broad array of interactions among edaphic, 
climatic, pyric, hydrologic, and topographic gradients (Russo 1993).  Typical upland 
Sandhills plant communities consist of mature longleaf pine forest canopy, with an 
understory of native warm season grasses, primarily wiregrass, and a variety of herbs and 
forbs. 
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Figure 4.  NC Sandhills Physiographic Region juxtaposed with FB Military Reservation, 
Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke and Moore County, NC and CM, Richmond County, NC. 
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In frequently burned habitats, wiregrass dominates the herb layer, along with 
other common species such as little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), broomstraw 
(Andropogan gyrans), dropseed (Sporobolus junceus), Carolina ipecac (Euphorbia 
ipecacuanhae), baptisia (Baptisia cinerea), and stylisma (Stylisma patens).  Midstory 
vegetation in xeric communities consists primarily of turkey oak (Quercus laevis), with 
occasional Blue-jack oak (Quercus incana) and some sassafras (Sassafras albidum) in 
lesser abundance.  In the more mesic communities a variety of oak species (Quercus sp.) 
are present in the midstory.  
 

FB’s longleaf pine/wiregrass ecosystem is home to 5 federally endangered 
species.  They include the RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulifolia), 
Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii), American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), and the 
Saint Francis’ Satyr butterfly (Neonympha mitchellii francisci).  FB contains the majority 
of the second largest population of RCW’s.  Currently there are 520 identified cluster 
locations on FB and 19 on CM.  Below is 2005 summary of the RCW cluster activity 
status on FB and CM (Table 1).  The totals indicate 396 active clusters on FB and 235 
that we know attempted nesting – some of these groups are intensively monitored and 
some nests were found in addition incidentally, and this number is not meant to represent 
all breeding clusters. 
 
Table 1.  Red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) cluster activity status for 
calendar year 2005 at FB, Military Installation and CM, NC. 
 
 Fort Bragg Camp Mackall 

Total 
Known Clusters *520 19 539 

Potential Breeding 
Groups 

347 10 357 

Active 414 14 428 

Clusters Managed 427 14 441 

Total 
Active/Breeding 
Clusters 

414/347 14/10 428/357 

 
*Known clusters (520) include 11 historic and 7 sites no longer accessible. 
 

 
 
FB RCW clusters are well distributed across the installation landscape (Figure 5).  

Locations of the three federal listed plant species are widely distributed throughout the 
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installation (Figure 6).  Some of the known federal plant sites are not shown on the map 
because they occur inside the impact areas.  A formal comprehensive plant survey has 
never taken place within the impact areas because of safety.   Note: The location of the 
federally endangered butterfly species can’t be shown due to the sensitivity from 
collector’s threat.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5.  RCW cluster distribution across the FB Military Installation, Cumberland, 
Harnett, Hoke and Moore County and CM Richmond County, NC.  
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Figure 6.  Federal threatened and endangered species distribution on FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke and Moore County, NC. 
 
 
Note: The endangered plant sites are so small in scale they had to be buffered by a purple 
200-meter area so they could be seen at a macro scale. Also, all endangered plant 
locations in the impact areas are not mapped because the most recent 2000 plant survey 
could not access those areas.  
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II.  BACKGROUND 
 

A. Base Realignment and Closure  (BRAC) 
 
In previous rounds of BRAC the explicit goal was to save money and downsize 

the military in order to reap a “peace dividend.”  In the 2005 BRAC round, DoD sought 
to reorganize its installation infrastructure to most efficiently support its forces, increase 
operational readiness and facilitate new ways of doing business.  Thus, BRAC represents 
more than cost savings.  It supports advancing the goals of transformation, improving 
military capabilities, and enhancing military value. The Army needs to carry out the 
BRAC recommendations at FB in order to achieve the objectives for which Congress 
established the BRAC process.   
 

B. Army Transformation 
 

The FB and XVIII Airborne Corps (America’s Contingency  
Corps) mission is to be trained and resourced to deploy rapidly and achieve battle space 
dominance anywhere in the world, across the operational continuum, in support of the 
U.S. National objectives.  On October 12, 1999, the Secretary of the Army and the Chief 
of Staff articulated a vision about people, readiness, and transformation of the Army to 
meet challenges in the 21st century and the need to be able to respond more rapidly to 
different types of operations requiring military action. The strategic significance of land 
forces continues to lie in their ability to fight and win the Nations’ wars and in their 
providing options to shape the global environment to the benefit of the United States and 
its allies. Transformation responds to the Army’s need to become more strategically 
responsive and dominant at every point on the spectrum of operations.  
 

In March 2002, the Army published its Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Army Transformation for its proposal to conduct a multiyear, phased, and 
synchronized program of transformation.  Over a 30-year period, the Army will conduct a 
series of transformation activities affecting virtually all aspects of Army doctrine, 
training, leader development, organizations, installations, material, and Soldiers.  On 
April 11, 2002, the Army issued a Record of Decision reflecting its intent to transform 
the Army. In support of this NEPA document FB will conduct a BA that evaluates the 
proposed action that comports with the transformation process, which is designed to 
provide the Nation with combat forces that area more responsive, deployable, agile, 
versatile, lethal, survivable, and sustainable.   
 

Consistent with guidance contained in the Army Campaign Plan, by 2007 the 
Army proposes to convert the force structure and equipment of its existing 33 combat 
brigades (and 10 new combat brigades) to “modular” brigade combat team units of action 
(BCT(UA)s). The Army will reorganize its division and corps headquarters to create 
modular units of employment (UEs) to provide command and control of organic, 
assigned, and attached forces.  The Army’s combat services and combat service support 
personnel and equipment will be reorganized into various types of support units of action 
(SUAs). 
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Table 2. BRAC and Army Transformation Project List FB, Military Installation, 
Cumberland County, NC. 
 
Project Number Project Name Cluster 

55121 Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex 116,232,533 
61891 USASOC Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool 96 
64305 FORSCOM Mail Screening Facility 205 
65204 Fires Brigade Complex GBA 

*64426 Multi Functional Aviation Brigade Complex 205 
*64914 1st BCT Vehicle Maintenance Facility Expansion 229 
*64915 2nd BCT Vehicle Maintenance Facility Expansion 231 

 
65204 Fires Brigade 4 COF Sites 97 

*Project will be assessed and analyzed in a separate BA.  
 

V.  SITE DESCRIPTION 
 

The upland natural community types found on FB are typical representations of 
the longleaf pine/wiregrass ecosystem (Schafale and Weakley 1990).  Overall, many of 
the community type habitat characteristics are similar throughout FB.  The most common 
soil types within the project areas are Candor soils, Blaney loamy sands and Wagram-
Urban land complex (USGS 1984).  Candor sand, 1 to 8 percent slopes, has somewhat 
excessively drained soil found in broad areas and to a lesser extent, on rounded side 
slopes of uplands. Blaney loamy sands are well drained soil found on side slopes and 
narrow ridges of uplands.  Wagram soils are not as sandy as Candor soils and have a 
moderately rapid permeability and available water capacity is low to medium and Urban 
land consist of areas where the original soil has been covered by impervious surfaces, 
these mapping units are usually too small to be mapped separately (Hudson 1984).   
Habitats inside the special concern area (the GBA) are reminiscent of FB and are 
managed and maintained in accordance with the FB ESMP and INRMP Plans.  
 

The two dominant upland communities on FB consist of xeric Sandhill scrub and 
pine scrub oak Sandhill community.  In the lower-lying areas the three most prominent 
wetland communities are Coastal Plain small stream swamp (Blackwater subtype), 
streamhead pocosin and Sandhill seep habitats.  Throughout the project sites and the 
GBA similar landscape features can be found.  The Terrain at each project area varies 
from flat to small Sandhills with gentle slopes.   
 

The physical features of the project area can be described as rolling terrain rising 
approximately 740 feet above sea level. Upland slopes range from steep to gently sloping 
(elevation changes ±100 feet).  The soil is characterized as highly erodible based on 
factors such as drainage, permeability, texture, structure and percent slope (personal 
communication, G. Hollan, Conservation Branch, Fort Benning, 2004).  The 
physiological soil within the Sandhills soil unit are characterized as loamy sands and 
sands, and are found on the Tuscaloosa, Eutaw and Cusseta geologies.  The dominant and 
codominant tree types are generally classified as pine and mixed pine/hardwoods with 
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Restructuring of Army organizations is needed to create forces that are more 
stand-alone and alike (“modular”) while retaining their broad-spectrum capability.  The 
Army needs to change its forces in order to: create a larger pool of units to fulfill strategic 
commitments; standardize combat unit designs; make units more adaptable to the range 
of missions-from peace keeping to war; move from division-level (larger) to brigade-
level (smaller) stand-alone units; make units capable of deploying more rapidly; and 
improve the Army’s ability to tailor units and integrate them among components and with 
other Services and nations.  
 

The BRAC Commission recommended Army Transformation through the 
activation of Brigade Combat Teams (BCTs) at Fort Bragg.  A BCT consists of inherit in 
the brigade’s transformation is the addition of 485 personnel, 6 company-sized units and 
one battalion that increases by 65 percent beyond its current size. This growth can not be 
accommodated within existing facilities.  
 
Activate Brigade Combat Teams 
Construct, operate, and maintain: 
Barracks and Company operations 
Vehicle maintenance facilities 
A MOD Force Aviation Brigade 
1st, 2nd, and 3rd BCT Complexes 
MFAB complex 
Company ops fire brigade  
Expand Robinson clinic due to increases in personnel 
 

For the purpose of this BA only projects that will affect federal threatened and endangered 
species and their habitats, primarily the RCW will be assessed in context with recovery.   
 

C. Red-cockaded Woodpecker (RCW) 
 
The North Carolina Sandhills is home to the second largest RCW population and 

is designated as 1 of 13 Primary Core recovery populations (USFWS 2003).  The 
Sandhills East population is a Primary Core population.  Field data and a recent 
simulation modeling study indicate that two demographically independent subpopulations 
exist in the Sandhills, Sandhills East and Sandhills West.  Sandhills East consists of all of 
FB, areas of private land east of FB in Cumberland County and south of FB in Hoke 
County, the state-owned McCain tract, Weymouth Woods Sandhills Nature Preserve, and 
private lands in the Southern Pines Pinehurst (SOPI) area west of FB.  Sandhills West 
includes CM, the Sandhills Game Lands, and the Blue Tract and other private lands in the 
vicinity of these areas.  The NEA of FB functions demographically as part of the 
Sandhills East rather than as a separate, third subpopulation (Walters et al. 2004).  
Walters also described that the 2 units (Sandhills East and Sandhills West) were once part 
of a single continuous population, connected by additional woodpecker groups inhabiting 
what is now known as the “gap”.  In the 1980s, the birds in the gap were extirpated and 
as a result the Sandhills East and Sandhills West became two distinct populations rather 
than a single population (Figure 7.) 
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Figure 7.  Location of the RCW Sandhills East Primary Core  
Population.  

 
In 2002, Walters et al. using model simulation (Letcher model) documented that 

the NEA was fairly well connected to the remainder of the Sandhills East population 
through dispersal events.  A dispersed bird is defined as being effectively dispersed once 
it becomes part of the breeding population.  According to RCW experts, a genetically 
connected population must be between 1-10 migrants per generation (1 generation = 4 
years for RCW’s (Reed et al. 1988)).  This number is sufficient to prevent loss of genetic 
polymorphism and heterozygosity within subpopulations (Mills and Allendorf 1996) 
(Walters et al. 2004).     

 
In 2004 Walters et al. submitted a report to the Service and to the FB Endangered 

Species Branch (ESB) that attempted to quantify the frequency of significant RCW 
dispersal movements between and among the NC Sandhill populations.  RCW dispersal 
events between the NEA, Overhills, western FB and the remaining central portion of FB 
were analyzed using dispersal data through 2002.  Only dispersal events in which the 
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dispersing bird achieved breeding status in its new group were considered.  In the early 
1990’s there was evidence suggesting the NEA RCW groups were at risk of being 
isolated from the rest of the FB population, further west.  The results of this study show 
3-4 RCW immigrants per generation moved into the NEA from other portions of FB and 
5-7 NEA RCWs per generation immigrated into other portions of FB in more recent 
years.   

FB ESB believes it is likely that some of these movements were through the 
GBA.  The observed rates appear to be sufficient to minimize the loss of genetic 
variability between the NEA and the rest of FB, thereby supporting the NEA as part of 
the Sandhills East population.  Data in the Walters report also suggest the NEA and 
Overhills clusters are demographically linked to the rest of the Sandhills East population, 
although we do not have enough data to determine the extent of interactions of RCWs on 
Overhills with the rest of FB population. 

 
The NEA groups (n=35) (Walters et al.2004) and adjacent private lands (n=9 

active clusters, JCA unpublished) are “physically” connected to the rest of FB population 
by the precariously narrow GBA.   The NEA is otherwise isolated physically from the 
remainder of FB population by highly developed areas up to approximately 4.3 miles 
wide (Walters et al. 2004).  The GBA is fragmented but provides a mechanism for 
dispersal between the NEA and the main RCW population to the west by providing 
established RCW groups on the landscape, and suitable forage and dispersal habitat 
throughout the corridor, facilitating effective demographic and genetic linkage.   
 
D.  Green Belt Area (GBA) 

 
The GBA concept began in the mid 1980s but did not become a special 

management emphasis area (SMEA) with planning and management until the early 
1990’s through Section 7 consultation.  Fundamentally, the concept was first formally 
addressed in the 1985 BA, “Multi-Purpose Range and 5-Year Range Modernization and 
Main Cantonment Expansion Program”.  As that program was evaluated for reinitiation 
of consultation in 1991, the GBA was addressed formally for the first time (Dept. of 
Army 1991).  FB had documented an alarming downward trend of cluster activity status 
within the GBA and by 1985 only 5 of 23 clusters within the CA were active.  As of 
1990, 2 more clusters had become unoccupied.   

 
In the spring of 1991, RCW activity was documented on a single cavity tree in 

cluster 205, within the GBA.  This activity led to formal consultation with the Service 
due to several future major projects, including the IMMD Complex, which proposed to 
clear approximately 145-forested acres within the SMEA.  The BA for the IMMD project 
required formal consultation with the Service, which eventually rendered a Biological 
Opinion (BO) initiating development of the Green Belt Plan in 1992 (USFWS and Dept. 
of Army, 1992). 

 
During this consultation, the Service met with FB officials to visit and fly over the 

proposed project site to identify and discuss ways to avoid potential adverse impacts to 
RCWs and develop a means to avoid a potentially adverse BO.  These discussions led the 
Army to agree to development of a demographic corridor management plan, which 
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included the CA.  The intent of this land bridge was to restore and maintain demographic 
connectivity between the RCW population in the NEA and the rest of the Sandhills East 
population.  In 1992, a GBA management plan was drafted.  The GBA is also referred to 
as the Green Belt.  

 
The 1992 BO recognized the IMMD Complex would further reduce potential 

RCW habitat within the GBA, but stated “it is the Opinion of the Service that proposed 
action is not likely to Jeopardize continued existence of the RCW, provided the Green 
Belt Plan is implemented as presently proposed (or modified with Service concurrence), 
which should ensure establishment of active clusters within the GBA and result in overall 
benefit to the species.”  Furthermore, the BO stated, “because of the inherent difficulty in 
attracting new RCW occupants to inhabit peripheral sites and the relative isolation of this 
population segment from the main population, it is imperative that the corridor be 
maintained and enhanced to increase occupancy of abandoned sites.”  The GBA was 
designed to maintain the following objectives: 1) Provide habitat for RCW dispersal and 
immigration between the NEA and the main population. 2) Provide high quality clusters 
and cavity trees for establishment and retention of active territories. 3) Provide for high 
quality forage substrate.  This area remains a SMEA and was formally addressed again in 
development of our initial Endangered Species Management Plan (ESMP) approved in 
1997.  

 
Development pressure inside the GBA has been significant over the last 10-15 

years despite the presence of the Green Belt Plan and our ESMP, and in more recent 
times, this pressure has led to bigger conservation challenges.  During the development of 
the most recent FB FYDP, ESB has worked with Real Property master planners to 
minimize project footprints, relocate projects, and reduce development within the GBA.  
In addition, biological concern still lies with cumulative impacts from the effect of short-
term and long-term functionality of the GBA.   To compound matters, the city of 
Fayetteville continues to encroach upon the southern FB boundary along the entire GBA.  
This BA will assess only BRAC and Army Transformation projects that impact managed 
RCW habitat.  The several projects that impact habitat within the CA outside of any 
managed RCW forage partition will be addressed through Section 7 informally by a 
letter.  Moreover, the FB BRAC EA will address all project actions associated with 
BRAC and Army Transformation.  

 
E.  Sandhills Region Population Goals and Demographic Viability of Sandhills East   
 

The 2003 RCW Recovery Plan requires that the Sandhills provide a Primary Core 
Population.  The population recovery objective for a primary core population is 350 
potential breeding groups.  The Plan states that this should be met with a minimum of 
440 active clusters, assuming 80% of those represent breeding groups.  Population size 
objectives thus must incorporate requirements for Primary Core Populations in the 
Recovery Plan.  These requirements are based on demographic viability; therefore only 
demographically viable subunits can contribute to recovery.   

 
A recovery requirement for active clusters to be counted toward the objective is a 

cluster must have adequate protection and be under management agreements sufficient to 
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sustain them in perpetuity.  The North Carolina Sandhills Conservation Partnership 
(NCSCP) and RCW Strategy Working Group (RCWWG) considered clusters on federal 
property and baseline clusters under Safe Harbor agreements to be adequately protected. 
The NCSCP is a collaborative group of organizations from State, Federal, local county 
officials and public conservation groups that have a common cause of conserving the 
Sandhills Region natural ecosystem.   Adequate protection, however, does not ensure that 
management agreements are sufficient.  Management effectiveness must be decided on a 
property-by-property basis, and must include long-term commitments to provide 
sufficient nesting and foraging habitat to sustain clusters in perpetuity.  Safe Harbor 
agreements in the Sandhills currently do not include management provisions that would 
qualify as sufficient.  Thus only FB RCW groups and those on adjacent lands that are 
protected in perpetuity will meet recovery population criteria for the Sandhills East 
population.  These clusters are subject to further review from the Service and may one 
day be counted.    
 

In the late 1990’s the RCWWG recognized that there are two possible means to 
establish a Primary Core Population in the Sandhills, depending on how the Service treats 
the two subpopulations.  The first possibility is that Service will recognize genetic 
populations as Primary Core Populations, in which case both Sandhills East and Sandhills 
West could be counted toward the recovery objective.  The second possibility is that the 
Service only recognizes demographic populations as Primary Core Populations.  The gap 
between Sandhills East and Sandhills West is a barrier, thus dispersal rates across this 
gap are low.  As such, the Group concluded that the population dynamics of the 2 
subpopulations and the demographic viability are independent issues.  Movement is 
sufficient to link the 2 subpopulations genetically, however not demographically.  The 
WG recommended that the best strategy is to manage Sandhills East as a Primary Core 
Population, and Sandhills West as a Secondary Core Population or Support Population. 
 

The WG indicated with simulation modeling that if all existing active clusters in 
Sandhills East were adequately protected and managed, this subpopulation would be 
viable demographically.  Thus retaining the existing spatial configuration of the 
population is a sufficient means to ensure viability.  There is a danger that the habitat 
between the NEA and the remainder of Sandhills East will deteriorate, producing a gap 
that will isolate the NEA as a third subpopulation, just as habitat degradation produced 
the gap between Sandhills East and West that separates them into two subpopulations.  In 
order to retain this existing spatial configuration, it is especially important to retain the 
link between the NEA and the remainder of Sandhills East, so that the NEA clusters can 
continue to function as a portion of a demographically viable subunit, and thus contribute 
to recovery.   

 
The WG also recommended a northern connector between Overhills and the NEA 

and identified this area as a high priority for securing lands.  They believe the northern 
connector should be a goal, but there are several issues to consider: currently the area is 
not under FB or NCSCP control; the number of known RCW groups is either unknown or 
non-existent; there are areas completely unforested; and lastly some important private 
tracts juxtaposed are too cost to purchase. Moreover, there is development pressure on 
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the federal property (i.e., Manchester Tract) stemming from DA Army Modularity 
Initiative and other potential military projects.  FB agrees that this connector has potential 
long-term, but cannot replace short-term the current existing RCW groups occupying the 
GBA.  It stands to reason the GBA should remain the primary corridor.  

 
F.  Fort Bragg Share of Recovery Goals 

 
The NC Sandhills RCW is a designated Primary Core Population (USFWS 2003) 

and FB has the largest number of groups in this physiographic region.  The population 
recovery objective for a primary core population is a minimum of 440 active clusters, 
which is the number estimated to contain 350 potential breeding pairs, assuming 80% of 
active clusters represent breeding groups.  It is advisable to maintain a population size 
well above the minimum so that the population does not fluctuate in and out of recovered 
status.  Groups that are considered to reach this goal include all protected potential 
breeding groups on FB and those on adjacent state and/or private lands, which are   
protected in perpetuity.  However, since the Sandhills East population has recently 
achieved recovery the current FB military training restrictions will likely be lifted.  

 
The RCW management objective for FB is based on two recovery goals.  These 

goals consider our share of regional recovery and are mandated in the Dept of Army 
RCW Management Guidelines (Dept. of the Army 1996).  The goals were based on 
density and distribution of clusters as they relate to potential suitable habitat availability, 
as outlined in the FB ESMP.  The Army’s primary mission is to integrate an effective 
military training mission while contributing to RCW recovery.  Fort Bragg’s share of 
recovery goals, especially with respect to the Sandhills East population, was initially 
outlined in our ESMP and also incorporated the 2001 Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan (INRMP 2001).  

  
The primary FB goal is the Mission Compatibility Goal (MCG).  With the 

addition of Overhills property in 1999,  this goal increased and calls for managing and 
protecting 401 clusters, including 86 Primary Recruitment Clusters (PRCs).  The 
secondary goal is the Installation Regional Recovery Goal (IRRG), which includes the 
above clusters in addition to 81 additional supplemental clusters (SRCs) that are 
“invisible on the landscape,” for a total of 482 managed clusters.  Supplemental clusters 
are managed for RCW occupation but not protected from training activities.  All 
recruitment clusters are designated and managed for the purpose of attracting new 
breeding groups and all managed clusters in the GBA are counted towards the MCG.  

 
In order to achieve these recovery goals, the maintenance and restoration of the 

GBA as a SMEA, remains a top priority.  Since 1995, the Natural Resources Division 
(NRD) and ESB, through continuing management efforts, have improved RCW forage, 
nesting, and roosting habitats.  Additional groups have been added to the GBA through 
effective translocation.  The GBA is not an ideal landscape for RCW occupation because 
the corridor has been somewhat degraded through fragmentation; however management 
efforts have had a positive impact as evidenced by the increase in cluster activity status 
and established groups.  We have also documented increased movements of RCWs 
within the GBA and continue to document movements into and out of the NEA.  
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Although current data cannot exhibit “how” birds are moving between these areas, we do 
believe demographic connectivity exists which perpetuates demographic viability for the 
Sandhills East population, one of the prerequisites for a recovery population.   

III. CONSULTATION HISTORY 
 
The following is a list of recent consultations between FB and the Service’s, Raleigh 
Field Office: 
  
 

1. FB and CM Endangered Species Management Plan (ESMP) at FB, NC, 
December 4, 1997: Through formal consultation the Service issued a non-
jeopardy biological opinion on the proposed implementation of the FB and CM 
Endangered Species Management Plan. 

 
2. FB Future Years Development Program in the GBA at FB, NC, November 9, 

2005:  Through formal consultation the Service issued a not likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of the RCW. 

 
3. CM Development Plan, July 26, 2005:  Through informal consultation the 

Service issued a not likely to adversely affect for the RCW and any other federal-
listed species on FB. 

 
 

4. Todd Landing Zone Upgrade at FB, NC, February 16,2006: Through informal 
consultation the Service determined a not likely to adversely affect for the RCW 
or any other federally-listed species on FB. 
 

 
5. Security Operations Training Facility Structural Development and Additions 

at FB Military Reservation, NC, May 2006: FB is awaiting a Service reply.  
 

IV.  DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 
 
Fort Bragg is a permanent U.S. Army installation, and serves multiple vital 

functions.  In order to comply with the recommendations of the BRAC Commission, Fort 
Bragg will need to undergo substantial changes in the coming years.  These changes will 
not only carry out the BRAC requirements but will enhance the Army modular force 
through the transformation initiative.   
 

The inactivation and realignment actions, beginning in Fiscal Year 2006, support 
the Army modular force and transformation.  Several recommended actions under BRAC 
will be reviewed in the PAFB EA.  Most of the BRAC and Army Transformation projects 
will be addressed in the FB EA.  Most of the projects will not require Section 7 
consultation, however the ones that do will be addressed in a letter or a BA. Only the 
projects in the BA will be addressed in this assessment.    
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MILCON PROJECTS: 
 

Under the proposed action six MILCON projects will be constructed in managed 
RCW forage partitions and/or important travel substrate inside the GBA.  With certainty, 
four projects (55121, 61891, 64305 and 65204) will be addressed and analyzed in this BA 
but three projects (64426, 64914 and 64915) will be addressed but not analyzed in this 
BA because the project design and location have not been determined. These three 
projects funding and design “footprint” are uncertain.  Currently these projects are future 
Fiscal Year (FY) 12 projects and are not reasonably ascertainable, therefore will not be 
analyzed. What is known is of the three projects is that they have a new 2006 requirement 
to expand 40% in capacity in support of Army Transformation.  All three projects fall 
inside the GBA and any existing facility increase will have a direct and indirect impact 
on the GBA functionality and managed RCW forage belonging to adjacent groups.  
 
PN 55121  This project is an fiscal year (FY) 08 project. Funding has been secured.  
Project scope involves constructing a modified Digital Multipurpose Range Complex-
Aviation (DMPRC-A). Primary facilities include the DMPRC-A, range operations center, 
operations/storage building, latrine, bleacher enclosure, covered mess facilities, 
ammunition breakdown building, after action review building, unit staging area, and 
building information systems.  Supporting facilities include electric service, site 
improvements, and information systems.  Antiterrorism measures are included.  
 
Primary features include: 
35 stationary targets 
6 moving armor targets 
105 stationary infantry targets (15 clusters @ 7 SITs each) 
1 Lane (2 course roads) with midpoint crossover capability 
10 battle positions per lane 
 

All targets are fully automated, utilizing event-specific, computer-driven target 
scenarios and scoring. Targets will receive and transmit digital data from the range 
operations center.  The captured data is then compiled and available to the unit during the 
after action review.  In addition to the target upgrades, two live fire villages and a MOUT 
city will be constructed as part of the Digital Air Ground Integration Range (DAGIR) 
requirements.   
 

Future force range capabilities must have the capability for Aviation units to 
conduce crew qualification through Table VIII and team and company advanced table 
through Table XII (per the Aviation helicopter gunnery manual).  The upgrades must also 
have the capability to train contemporary operating environment operations against target 
sets located in an urban environment to include close combat attack. Lastly, the DAGIR 
will enable the training of critical air ground integration of TTPs to insure the optimum 
teaming of ground and Army Air and Joint Air platforms. The location of this facility is 
on Range 78/79. The project will upgrade this range in accordance with DAGIR 
requirements (Figure 8). 
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Figure  8.     PN 55121 Range 78/79 upgrade located in Coleman Impact Area. 
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PN 61891 This project is a FY 07 project.  The funding for this project has been secured 
and is recognized by the FYDP. Project will involve constructing a USSOCOM SOF 
Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool.  Specific facilities include a Civil Affairs Brigade 
motor pool and company operations facility; a Special Forces battalion headquarters and 
company operations facilities; a rigging facility and drying tower and a communications 
electronics systems training facility.  This project is required to provide adequate 
facilities to support the expansion of the Active Component Civil Affairs force structure 
from one battalion to a brigade and four battalion configuration.  The parachute rigging 
facility and drying tower are required to meet the increase in USASOC requirements for 
4th Battalion 3rd Special Forces Group being created by Band III expansion.  A Company 
Operations facility is required by the 4th Psychological Operations Group to 
accommodate two new companies being stood up in FY 08. The communications 
electronics systems training facility is required by the JFKSWCS to support increased 
requirements for MOS 18E training. This project is located west of the existing PX 
Commissary off Canopy Lane, between Chicken Road and the installation southern 
boundary and bounded by Stewart’s creek to the west (Figure 9).  
 

 
Figure   9.  PN 61891 USSOCOM SOF Headquarters Complex and Motor Pool.  
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PN 64305  Construct a 6,700 gross square feet (gsf) FORSCOM Mail Screening Facility 
to include loading docks; air locks; HEPA negative pressure HVAC system; 
formaldehyde decontamination system; personnel decontamination room; explosion 
proof scan/holding room; access control system; intrusion detection and duress system; 
administration offices, break area, truck driver waiting room; backup electrical generator 
and fuel supply.  Supporting facilities include a chain link fence with barbed tape top, 
double gate, and  motorized card access, background security lighting; a 250-feet stand-
off distance from closest occupied building; POV/GOV parking for 6 vehicles; and a 
suspect package/mail removal area (EOD).  The location of this facility is adjacent to 
Knox Street, off Cook Street, between the Salvage and Surplus Property Facility, 
building J1334 and the Central Receiving Facility, building J2050, east of the rail road 
tracks.  Paved roads will provide necessary ingress and egress through the facility (Figure 
10).  
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Figure 10. PN 64305 FORSCOM Mail Screening Facility.  
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PN 65204 Construct facilities to roundout requirements for the Fires Brigade Complex to 
include four standard design two-story company operation facilities (administrative and 
readiness modules, breezeways and exterior covered hardstands). The facilities include 
administrative, supply, arms storage vaults, NBC, communications storage, conference, 
office storage, equipment maintenance area, toiled facilities, mechanical equipment 
space, showers, organizational storage and organizational vehicle parking space. 
Facilities will include energy monitoring and control systems (EMCS), mass notification 
systems and intrusion detection systems (IDS).  Supporting facilities will include water, 
sewer, and electrical utilities, storm water drainage and retention, fire protection and 
alarm system, security lighting, fencing and gates, privately owned (POV) parking, 
paving, sidewalks, curbs and gutters, information systems, force protection measures, site 
improvements and landscaping.  The location of the double company operations facility 
is east of Canopy Lane adjacent to building D-2450 motor pool.  All other facilities 
associated with this project will be sited in man dominated environments (Figure 11).  
 

 
 
Figure 11.  PN 65204 Fires Brigade Complex. 
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*PN 64426  This project is a FY 12 project.  Currently, funding has not been secured. In 
support of Army Transformation the Aviation Brigade mission has a new requirement 
that calls for a 40% increase in capacity.  The scope of this project involves constructing 
a standard design multi-functional Aviation Brigade (medium) complex including one 
large battalion with classrooms, one large company operations facility, three 6-story 
barracks supporting 536 bed spaces, deployment equipment storage facility, vehicle 
maintenance shop, sentry building, oil storage building, and tactical vehicle hardstand.  
As part of this project a high frequency radio facility will be moved to another location 
adjacent to the exiting borrow pit off Lamont Road (Figure 12).   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 12.  Multi-Function Aviation Brigade 
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*PN 64914  This project is a FY 12 project.  Currently, funding has not been secured. In 
support of Army Transformation the mission has a new requirement that calls for a 40% 
increase in capacity for the 1st BCT vehicle maintenance complex. The project will 
involve constructing a standard Brigade Combat Team (light) Vehicle Maintenance 
Complex to include tactical vehicle maintenance facilities, organizational vehicle parking 
and unit storage.  The complex will include eight vehicle maintenance facilities, six 
organizational storage buildings, six petroleum/oil/lubricant (POL) storage buildings, 
sentry stations, organizational vehicle parking hardstands, and open storage areas.  The 
location of this requirement has not been determined. Currently, there is no project design 
and Master Planning has no project footprint.  As such, this project will not be assessed in 
this BA but was included because it is part of the BRAC and Army Transformation 
proposed project (Figure 13).  
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Figure 13. 1st BCT Motor Pool 
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*PN 64915  This project is a FY 12 project.  Currently, funding has not been secured. In 
support of Army Transformation the mission has a new requirement that calls for a 40% 
increase in capacity for the 2nd BCT vehicle maintenance complex. The project will 
involve constructing a standard Brigade Combat Team (light) Vehicle Maintenance 
Complex to include tactical vehicle maintenance facilities, organizational vehicle parking 
and unit storage.  The complex will include eight vehicle maintenance facilities, six 
organizational storage buildings, six petroleum/oil/lubricant (POL) storage buildings, 
sentry stations, organizational vehicle parking hardstands, and open storage areas.  The 
location of this requirement has not been determined. Currently, there is no project design 
and Master Planning has no project footprint.  More than likely part if not all of this 
expansion requirement will occur at the existing motor pool. As such, this project will not 
be assessed in this BA but was included because it is part of the BRAC and Army 
Transformation proposed project (Figure 14). 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Figure 14. 2nd BCT Motor Pool 
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pine trees composed of loblolly, longleaf, and shortleaf pines, in the uplands, 
respectively.   
 

At the DMPRC (Range 78/79) site the habitat consists mainly of heavily stocked 
longleaf stands at both north and south ends. On the drier ridge tops longleaf dominates, 
but in the more mesic areas, loblolly is prevalent.  The mesic swales and poorly drained 
areas persist with loblolly and have been historically fire suppressed.  In the wetter areas 
pond pine (Pinus serotina) dominates.  Presettlement forest types, in the wettest areas, 
would have depicted original natural vegetation consisting of dry-mesic longleaf 
pine/wiregrass savanna, mesic longleaf pine/wiregrass savanna, longleaf pine/turkey oak 
woodland, blackjack oak woodland, pyrophytic oak-hickory woodland, wet-mesic 
longleaf pine savanna, pond pine/canebrake and small stream swamp and pyrophytic 
wetland mosaic structured by fire and beaver.  The forest type structure has been 
maintained in many of the more mesic communities, primarily due to frequent fire 
regime.  In most areas dominated by loblolly pine, the loblolly stands are off-site.  The 
central portion of the range is void of trees and represents and artificial grass land.  The 
ground cover is robust with native warm season grasses, forbs, herbs and legumes. 
Operation of the range prevents tree establishment.  Some young trees (pines and 
hardwoods) in the shrub stage persist. 

 
The remaining three projects have similar habitat characteristics described 

previously. All three of these projects are within the GBA (Figure 3 and Figure 15).  In 
many forest throughout FB, stands are overly stocked and in need of thinning.  
Historically, all of FB and the GBA were burned infrequently, but beginning in 1991 FB 
implemented a 3-year prescribed fire regime.  However, some fire suppressed areas do 
persist in isolated stands or patches inside the GBA or in areas that aren’t very accessible, 
many of which have not been burned in decades.  The entire project areas except for PN 
65204 burn frequently.  
 

Within in the last decade, most habitats inside the GBA have been burned several  
times on a 3-5 year fire regime.  Consequently, many of the native forbs and warm season 
grasses that persisted are responding.  In areas where fire has been excluded, there exists 
a heavy duff layer, consisting mainly of nonpyrophytic leaf litter and excessive pine 
straw accumulations.  These areas do not burn well.  Prescribed fire managers have 
difficulty effectively burning these areas.  Ground cover is typically sparse in these fire-
suppressed areas and often overly stocked with a dense midstory of oak species.  Forest 
stands throughout the GBA are managed accordingly and are incorporated into the HMA 
habitat prescription process (Fort Bragg ESMP 2001) based on restoration needs and 
RCW recovery priorities.  
 

Currently, the 6,329-acre GBA is mostly forested.  Consequently, over the past 10 
years, there has been limited development encroachment.  Throughout the GBA 
contiguous forest stands connect suitable RCW forage habitat and travel substrate, 
however, three “bottleneck” areas exist.  These areas have experienced severe micro 
fragmentation from development (Figure 8).  Natural resource management has focused 
on maintaining an ecologically functional forest condition, suitable for growing 
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woodpecker groups by restoring areas nearby projects to off-set development impacts.  
This minimization strategy is implemented through FB Master Planning as the most 
effective means toward sustainable development.  Projects are sited to avoid and 
minimize impacts.  
 

Limitations to GBA development have imposed a severe restriction of 
development potential in the CA.  As such, projects are sited in open areas or in reuse 
areas previously developed.  Additional challenges arise with implementing the habitat 
management area (HMA) prescription process across the landscape inside the GBA due 
to the urban interface.  One of the bottlenecks occurs in cluster 205.  
 
 

 
Figure 15.  GBA Bottleneck and choke point areas. 
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VI. PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
A.  Primary  
  

The purpose of the proposed action is to implement the BRAC Commission’s 
recommendations pertaining to FB.  The need is to improve the ability of the Nation to 
respond rapidly to challenges of the 21st century.  The Army is legally bound to defend 
the United States and its territories, support national policies and objectives, and defeat 
nations responsible for aggression that endangers the peace and security of the United 
States.  
     
B.  Secondary 
  

To carry out these tasks, the Army must adapt to changing world conditions and 
must improve its capabilities to respond to a variety of circumstances across the full 
spectrum of military operations.  Two of the four major initiatives that contribute to the 
Army’s need for the propose action are BRAC and Army Transformation and the Army 
Modular Force.  Supporting facilities are required to fulfill this mission.  
    

VII. FEDERAL PROTECTED SPECIES 
 
This Biological Assessment (BA) is pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended (16 USC 1531-1543).  The purpose of the BA is to 
evaluate the effects of the Greenbelt Master Plan on endangered species at FB. 

 
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service for Cumberland and Hoke County, North 
Carolina, lists the following federally listed and proposed endangered species: 
 
A.  Vertebrates 
Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis)- Endangered  
American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis)-Threatened (S/A)** 
Cape Fear Shiner (Notropis mekistocholas)-Endangered** 
 
B.  Invertebrates 
Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii francisci)-Endangered 
 
C.  Vascular Plants 
Rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulifolia)-Endangered Michaux’s sumac (Rhus 
michauxii)-Endangered  
American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana)-Endangered 
Small-whorled pogonia (Isotria medeoloides)-Threatened* 
Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia)-Endangered*** 
 
*Historic Record- the species was last observed in the county more than 50 years ago. 
Note: The species was likely misidentified. Surveyed for but never found on Fort Bragg.  
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**Uncertain Record- the species is known to occur in the Cape Fear River Basin but has 
not been surveyed for in the Little River.   
***Species was included in two prior surveys, but not found on Ft. Bragg. 
(S/A) Species was threatened due to similarity of appearance. 
 

VIII.  METHOD OF ANALYSIS 
 
Overview 
 
 The proposed action was assessed and evaluated to determine direct or indirect 
impacts on all five federally listed species (RCW, Saint Francis’ satyr, rough-leaved 
loosestrife, American chaffseed and Michaux’s sumac) at FB, NC.  In addition, 
cumulative impacts were determined and assessed for each species accordingly.  Habitat 
analysis and habitat evaluations were performed through field surveys, as well as through 
habitat analysis using ArcMap and the geographic information system (GIS) on FB.  
Project impacts were calculated by determining the project clearing limits based on a 
“worse case” project footprint, so not to underestimate impacts.  Biologists calculated 
habitat loss by overlaying GIS maps of project limits using ArcView 9 software.  In 
spring 2005 all four project locations were surveyed for endangered plant/s presence or 
absence and a determination of whether suitable habitat occurs.  In addition, the forest 
stands that occupy proposed project sites were surveyed for RCW cavity/start trees.  
Forage habitat analyses (FHAs) were conducted using a computer based process using 
the RCW Matrix (May 04, 2006 USFWS memo).  Procedures for determining forage 
habitat availability were in accordance with the implementation procedures for use of 
foraging habitat guidelines and analysis of project impacts following the RCW Recovery 
Plan: Second Edition.  FHAs will evaluate the overall quality of foraging stands and their 
associated partition.  
 
A.  Red-cockaded Woodpecker (RCW) 
 

A digital map was developed using ArcMap to depict natural resource 
information layers in relation to proposed project location so potential positive or 
negative species/habitat impacts could be further evaluated and assessed.  RCW habitat 
impacts were evaluated through several types of analyses including: analyzing spatial 
relationships between cavity tree locations and project area; evaluating habitat impacts 
from project area; evaluating impacts on forage partition/s (forage amounts and quality) 
(Carter and Associates, 1995 and U.S. Department of the Army 1997); determining 
impacts to cluster core areas; evaluating impacts to quality and quantity of 
forage/dispersal habitat (USFWS 2003); assessing woodpecker demographics through 
evaluation of habitat fragmentation and forest connectivity inside the GBA (Letcher 1998 
and USFWS 2003) and analyzing forage equivalents for the Management Stability 
Standard(MSS) and Recovery Standard(RS) minimum forage acreage requirements 
(USFWS 2003).  Woodpecker tree locations are based on those located during a 
comprehensive inventories conducted in 1992, 1998-1999, and on-going surveys since 
2003.      
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  Cluster centroids or epicenters are determined by the spatial arrangement of 
cavity and start trees.  Each cluster’s epicenter is fixed on the landscape.  Forage 
partitions are grown from each epicenter outward to a 0.5 mile radius (USFWS 1989).   
Within this area, tabular data from forest stand inventory is used to determine forage 
availability within the MSS and RS areas.  In many cases, the neighboring cluster/s may 
influence the shape of specific forage partition/s.  Two detailed forage areas are identified 
within the forage partition using the USFWS Recovery Plan forage standard requirements 
(USFWS 2003).   Both forage standards (MSS and RS) are maintained and used to 
achieve separate goals and objectives.   
 

The MSS is defined as minimum forage acreage based on several parameters and 
is used to determine a legal “takings” under Section 9 of the ESA.  Incidental take is 
determined using this standard.    Conversely, the RS is a minimum forage acreage used 
to maintain a cluster that is designated as a recovery population.  This standard is 
primarily used to determine cluster viability.  Also, this standard is applied to 
management/recovery efforts to perpetuate long-term population viability.  Basically, the 
MSS area is used to evaluate and assess project impacts under Section 7 of the ESA and 
the RS polygon is used to prioritize and designate Natural Resource Division (NRD) 
management activities aimed at achieving recovery in accordance with the Service 
Recovery Plan and FB ESMP.   
  

The entire installation was resurveyed for new cavity trees during the 1999 and 
2000 field seasons, including the project areas.  Each project area was resurveyed for 
potential RCW trees in 2006. The GBA was systematically resurveyed under contract for 
new cavity trees in 2003.  The results of the project area survey found no new 
woodpecker trees.  If new cavity trees and/or start trees are found, they are plotted onto 
aerial photography, located using global position system, and then added to the GIS layer 
for further spatial analysis.  
 
B.  Forage Habitat Analysis (FHA)  
 

Biologists determined RCW forage habitat partition boundaries based on an RCW 
Forage Assessment Tool (FAT).  FAT is a software program that uses ArcMacro 
language (AML) in conjunction with Environmental Systems Research Institute  
(ESRI’s) ArcInfo software used to calculate and create forage partitions.  This technique 
creates theisson polygons from the epicenter of each cluster.  These polygons are the 
basis for each forage partition.   If a forage partition is shared or overlaps adjacent 
clusters, meaning the forage partition/s overlap within 0.5 mile radius, then the habitat is 
divided up equally between clusters.  If a cluster forage partition has no forage partition 
overlap then it is grown out to a 0.5 mile radius circle, unrestrained (Henry 1985).  The 
revised forage partition development method was created by Lipscomb in the early 
1990’s and takes into account the complication of overlapping forage partitions. 
 

Once forage partitions have been created, forage habitat acreage requirements are 
determined for each cluster using the new MSS standard and the RS standard forage 
guidelines (USFWS 2003).  Site indices were not used to determine quality forage in 
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each evaluated partition using either standard.  When calculating a FHA for each cluster 
the most recent stand inventory data was used.  The partition summary is depicted in 
reports that are generated for both MSS and RS.  Each cluster was run through the RCW 
Matrix and appropriate reports were created.  Corresponding Form 3’s will be enclosed 
for supplemental data.    
 

Impacts were assessed pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), as 
amended, using the 2003 Recovery Plan two forage guideline standards. The MSS 
standard requires a minimum of 3,000 total sq. ft. of ba on at least 75 acres of good 
quality foraging habitat, preferably within the .25 mile area, however if this acreage is not 
met within this area it can be met in the RS area. Below are parameters that define good 
quality forage habitat (GQFH) in the RS area: 
 

1. Pine stands must be at least 30 years of age or older. 
2. Average BA of pines ≥ 10 inches dbh should be between 40 and 70 sq. ft./acre. 
3. Average BA of pine, < 10 inches dbh should be less than 20 sq. ft./acre. 
4. No hardwood midstory exists, or if a hardwood midstory is present, it must be 

sparse and less than 7 feet in height.  
5. Total stand basal area, including overstory hardwoods, should be less than 80 sq. 

ft/acre. 
6. All land counted as forage should be within 0.25 miles of the cluster, but if not 

sufficient may include parts of the RS habitat.      
7. Recommend obtaining a minimum of >50% of the GQFH habitat within the 0.25 

mile area.    
 

The RS requires a minimum of 120 acres of GQFH (manageable) habitat; preferably 
this contiguous acreage will fall within the 0.5 mile area to include the MSS habitat. This 
minimum standard applies with stands of high site productivity as defined below, but for 
poor stands of low productivity GQFH acres should be >120 acres. The following are 
GQFH parameters required in the RS area: 
 

1. There should be a minimum of 18 pine stems >14 inches dbh per acre that are ≥60 
years of age.  The minimum basal area for these pines should be 20 sq. ft./acre.  

2. The basal area for pines from 10-14 inches dbh should be from 0-40 sq. ft./acre. 
3. The basal area of pines <10 inches dbh should be below 10 sq. ft./acre and below 

20 stems/acre.   
4. The minimum basal area for categories 1 and 2 above should be 40 sq. ft./acre. 
5. Native herbaceous ground cover should total 40 percent or more on the ground. 
6. No hardwood midstory exists, or if present, is sparse and less than 7ft. in height.  
7. Canopy hardwoods are absent or less than 10% of the number of canopy trees in 

longleaf forests and less than 30% of the number of canopy trees in loblolly and 
shortleaf stands. 

8.  All habitat falls within 0.5 miles of the center of the cluster. 
9. Foraging habitat is not separated by more than 200 feet of non-foraging habitat.   
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Specifically, the RS area is emphasized by FB Natural Resource Division (NRD) in 
accordance with on recovery efforts outlined in the FB ESMP.  This area is prioritize 
through the Habitat Management Area Working Group process.  Management activities 
such are planned using silviculture prescriptions aimed at forest restoration and stand 
maintenance activities based forage habitat availability in accordance with both standards 
pursuant to a draft memorandum issued by the Service May 4, 2006 (Appendix 2).  
According to the forage guidelines presented in the memorandum, an incidental take is 
assumed for a group/cluster only if the post-project foraging habitat totals are below the 
minimum forage requirement (total BA and total acreage) required by the MSS.  Since, 
the FB RCW population is part of the Sandhills East Core Recovery Population (USFWS 
2003), the RCW habitat within the MSS and RS on FB must be managed according to the 
RS requirement.   
 
FB ESB will use the following procedure to determine the minimum managed forage 
habitat requirement for the RS.  
 

1. The RCW foraging guidelines recommend providing a minimum of 200 acres per 
cluster on poor sites with site index (SI) less than 60.  Since most forage partitions 
on FB have stands with SI above 60 and stands with SI below 60 a determination 
of minimum forage is determined between the high and low site productivity 
minimum levels of 120 and 200 respectively.   

 
2. The conversion factor of 1.67 is determined by dividing 200 by 120.  The formula 

is as follows.  ((120 minus number acres of SI greater than 60) x 1.67) + (number 
acres of SI greater than 60).  If the number of high quality acres is greater than or 
equal to 120 acres, than minimum forage is 120 acres and must include the high 
quality acres.  If the number of high quality acres is less than 120 acres than the 
minimum acres required to support the cluster is between 120 and 200 acres. 

 
FB measured hardwood midstory (density and abundance) and ground cover 

percent for each stand to help determine forage quality.  If drainage habitat was 
determined not manageable, it was considered non suitable; therefore was not counted 
toward potential GQFH totals.  For the purpose of this BA, these parameters were not 
included in the RCW forage matrix calculations.   
  
C.  Cluster-Level Analysis (CLA) 

 
The RCW forage impact analysis was performed at two levels. First a cluster-

level analysis (CLA) was preformed.  The CLA is based on the revised forage recovery 
guidelines.  The 2003 Recovery Plan calls for forage habitat within 0.8 km (0.5 mi) of the 
cluster center, and that preferably, 50% or more are located within 0.4 km (0.25 mi) of 
the cluster center.  Since cavity trees locations across the landscape are spatially dynamic, 
foraging partitions should be reevaluated periodically.  Hence, cluster configurations are 
not static over time but management intent is to maintain static cluster centroid locations 
over time through habitat management by maintaining cluster stability.  FB intends to 
manage forage partition stands.  By doing this, FB can maintain “fixed” cluster locations 
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that are more permanent.  This endeavor prevents reoccurring changes from cluster 
epicenter flux.  Partitions will change only to accommodate new groups, as requested by 
Service in 2004.  By defining the cluster epicenter as a fixed point, and setting forage 
equivalent baselines, the problems associated with a moving epicenter and its affects on 
partition boundaries are greatly reduced across the landscape.  Hence, this concept 
prevents dramatic forage fluctuations.  

 
The management intent is to demonstrate reasonable progress toward meeting the 

recovery standards (RS) by improving forage habitat to meet all of the parameters that 
define GQFH set forth in the MSS and RS.   In most cases, the vast majority of habitats 
across FB do not meet GQFH standards.  To refine habitat quality potential forage habitat 
is labeled “manageable” if it can meet GQFH.  All >30 year old pine forest, ≥ 50% pine 
canopy, that is contiguous within the forage partition is counted.  Forage that does not 
meet all the parameters is considered PGQFH.  This potential habitat is still counted 
toward forage acreages in both the MS and RS area.  If the habitat can never meet the 
midstory and/or groundcover requirements through management or any other parameter, 
these acres will not be counted toward PGQFH.   

 
Site index (SI) will play a role in determining the most productive forage stands.   

If forage stands are <60 SI for longleaf pine stands, then additional acreage will be 
managed above the minimum 120 acres.  Cluster that have all of their forage acres SI <60 
will require management of 200-300 acres for low productivity sites, while RCW clusters 
on highly productive sites SI>=60 will be allocated the minimum of 120 acres.  Clusters 
that have forage acres made up of both high and low productive stands will require 
management of 120 to 200 acres.    

 
The MS requirement is very similar to the old private land RCW forage 

guidelines.  Basically, two criteria must be met.  FB is going to depict the MS by 
identifying the most “manageable” forage habitat within 0.25 mile radius from the 
epicenter of each cluster.  First, a minimum 75 acres of “manageable” forage is 
recommended within 0.25 mile radius.  If the forage acreage can’t be met in the 0.25 mile 
area then it will be obtained within the 0.5 mile area.  This acreage must be contiguous.  
 

Secondly, total pine basal area for PGQFH will be calculated.  The minimum total 
basal area (ba) required to support a group of RCW’s using the MSS guidelines is 3,000 
ft2  ba on at least 75 acres within 0.25 miles.  If the total ba can’t be met within the 0.25 
acres it may be met within the RS.  At the cluster level, habitat quality is used to measure 
cluster viability.  High quality forage will be reflected with presence of stable breeding 
groups, reproductive success, large group size and fitness.   

 
The RS was depicted by identifying the minimum manageable PGQFH of ≥120 

acres, of which >50% or more falls within a 0.25 mile from the cluster epicenter.  The RS 
manageable forage must attempt to meet the parameters outlined in the Recovery Plan. 
The MSS area is part of the RS area.  
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Direct impacts are assessed by subtracting project clearing limits (post-project) 
habitat acres from either the MSS and/or the RS area.  This information is used by 
running the RCW forage matrix process. The output reports will help prioritize effective 
stand management.  If MSS forage total is surplus (acres and total ba) post-project no 
incidental take will occur.  If MSS forage totals are deficit post-project incidental take is 
assumed.  To offset or minimize incidental take, some level of functional compensation 
will be required by the Service.  

 
The functional compensation must consider “in kind” minimization through 

enhancement, creation or replacement for the impacted cluster/s.  In kind minimization 
requires replacement of the impacted cluster by a similar cluster that is demographically 
and genetically linked to the same population or subpopulation.  In this case, any 
incidental take must be replaced in the Sandhills East population and ideally replaced at 
either end of the GBA, closest to the project impacts.     

 
If RS forage totals are surplus post-project there are no adverse recovery related 

issues with project.  If RS forage totals are deficit post-project and deemed to have an 
adverse affect then formal consultation with the Service will be required.  It is likely the 
Service will require cluster specific habitat management prescriptions directed toward 
offsetting or minimizing project impacts.  If post-project habitat is deficient between 
MSS and RS areas, no incidental take is assumed, however, this information will be used 
in the neighborhood level analyses to determine population impacts.     
 
Indirect impacts will be assessed in both MSS and RS through evaluation of potential 
adverse impacts to RCW behavior, dispersal retention and fitness.   
 
D.  Neighborhood-Level Analysis (NLA) 
 

Guidance set forth by the Service (i.e., Endangered Species Consultation 
Handbook 1998) states that “when determining an action area, it must include the project 
site and all the areas surrounding the activity up to where the effects will no longer be felt 
by the listed species.”  The intent of this “neighborhood analysis” is to account for the 
entire area where potential negative impacts of a project on RCW can occur.  This 
includes affects on demography through habitat loss or fragmentation at the 
neighborhood level.  Understanding RCW dispersals within a project area is necessary in 
order to define the action area or “neighborhood.” 

 
The “neighborhood” action area is defined by understanding RCW dispersal 

distances within the project area.  Extensive research has been done on the RCW in the 
NC Sandhills from 1973 to date (NCSU RCW Research Project, SEI, and FB ESB).  The 
neighborhood project action area for the FB BRAC/Army Transformation is defined by 
those projects that will impact forage in a managed forage partition.  Project impacts to 
habitat inside the CA are not addressed in the neighborhood analysis.  The average 
dispersal distance in the Sandhills East and West populations is less than 5 km or 3.1 
miles (Walters 1990).  The action area will consider a 0.5 mile impact zone around the 
project limits.  If project impacts create noncontiguous habitat between forage partitions 
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then NLA may be adverse from indirect impacts on dispersal.  If the impacted clusters 
remain a surplus of forage in the MSS and RS post-project then demographic and genetic 
connectivity can be addressed and determined if neighborhoods remain functionally 
linked at the macro scale.         

 
Forage habitat loss or alteration can have direct or indirect affect on group size 

and reproduction.  As such project impacts must be closely evaluated and assessed 
accordingly.  Projects that may have an affect on the fitness, behavior and distribution of 
RCW groups at a neighborhood scale could potentially pose a serious threat toward 
recovery efforts.  For example, post-project could severely disrupt population viability 
demographically and/or genetically by adversely affecting landscape configuration and 
connectivity through forest fragmentation.  If demographic and possibly genetic linkage 
is severed between subpopulations or populations, viability may be lost.  Therefore, it’s 
imperative that cumulative impacts from projects be addressed at a landscape 
“neighborhood” level.    
 

Since habitat fragmentation adversely affects dispersal of individuals in adjacent 
or nearby groups by disrupting group retention rates, the likelihood that breeding 
vacancies become filled is severely reduced when groups become isolated.  Effective 
dispersal depends on dispersed birds becoming “effective” breeders.  Therefore, 
demographic viability of groups, neighborhoods, subpopulations, and populations is 
primarily dependent on the ability of group members to disperse effectively.  If dispersal 
opportunities are limited or inhibited by a large project, or by cumulative effects from 
several smaller projects, even if sufficient foraging habitat remains available per cluster, 
group status, group size, and reproduction may be adversely affected.  So it remains 
important that neighborhood effects be assessed during analysis of project impacts so that 
recovery issues are addressed at a landscape level.   The true difficulty then becomes 
attempting to quantify and qualify those adverse impacts as they relate to subpopulation 
and population stability demographically.  Genetically, impacts are straight forward.  The 
NLA is a means to clarify this complicated issue. 
 

In order to retain a functional spatial configuration of the Sandhills East 
population, it is imperative to maintain the existing cluster configurations throughout the 
landscape as stated earlier.  Thus for the NEA clusters to continue to function as a portion 
of a demographically viable subunit and contribute to recovery, the GBA must remain 
viable.  Currently, the GBA land bridge (i.e., occupied clusters and dispersal corridor) is 
the only land linkage under federal regulatory protection.  The potential northeast 
connector (to link Overhills and NEA) is only partially under federal protection, therefore 
is not secure in perpetuity and cannot be considered for demographic linkage.  The intent 
of a NLA is to account for the potential adverse impacts of a project or cumulative 
projects on RCW demography through habitat loss or fragmentation at the neighborhood 
level.  A determination of whether the GBA remains functional through implementation 
of BRAC and Army Transformation, as well as, RCW population recovery remains 
viable are the fundamental questions.   
 
E.  The Saint Francis’ Satyr  
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The endangered butterfly is not known to occur within the project area.  A field 
evaluation in 2006 determined no suitable habitat occurs in project area.  Habitat 
suitability was further evaluated using GIS data layers.  Analysis of the results confirms 
no suitable butterfly habitat is present in project area. 
 
F.  Endangered Flora 

 
The three federally listed plant species and their associated habitats were assessed 

and evaluated using results of two comprehensive rare flora surveys conducted in 1991 
through 1993 and 1998 through 1999, respectively.  Moreover, the GIS analysis 
determined no rare plant concerns.  In addition, in 2006, the FB botanist surveyed the 
project area and determined no presence of federally endangered plants (Appendix ).   
 

IX.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 

Overview 
 

The Army has programmed MILCON projects through a logical planning process 
(i.e., the Fort Bragg Real Property Planning Board) to necessitate facilities support of 
BRAC and Army Transformation.  The Planning Board is a conglomeration of military 
user groups who meet to discuss and guide mid-range planning and programming.  
BRAC and Army Transformation will involve many MILCON projects that will involve 
major construction projects and other actions necessary to support the proposed action 
 

Unit master plans are contributing elements of an installation’s Real Property 
Master Plan (RPMP), which is described in Army Regulation (AR) 210-20, Master 
Planning for Army installations.  Implementing guidance is contained in Master Planning 
instructions published by the Office of the Chief of Engineers.  
 

Sustainable design and development is an evolving concept and process for the 
systematic consideration of current and future impacts on any activity, or decision 
pertaining to planning as it relates to the environment, mission requirements, and quality 
of life.  This concept has become an important guide toward approaches to planning and 
development that consider their affects on society and the environment.  The concept of 
“sustainability” is especially important as it relates to the GBA.  

 
Development pressures in the GBA have been significant over the last 10-15 

years.  This trend was witnessed by the most recent FB FYDP.  In addition, cumulative 
project impacts from FYDP and the future Fayetteville Outer Loop (FOL) will further 
degrade large habitat areas within the GBA.   

 
The direct and indirect affects from BRAC and Army Transformation on forage 

habitat and travel substrate will have a affect on the RCW, primarily at the cluster level.  
Moreover, there are additional concerns at the RCW neighborhood level involving 
cumulative impacts that may affect RCW demography.  Demographic interactions 
between associated groups of RCWs are critical toward effective functional behavior 
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within the GBA.  Thus, maintaining breeding groups in the corridor remains very 
important as does maintaining forest contiguity between clusters.   

 
The proposed action affected environment will be assessed at two scales.  The 

first scale is at the CLA as it relates to cluster viability and secondly, at the NLA 
landscape scale as it pertains to subpopulation and population recovery (Section X 
Analysis of Project Effects).  CLA impacts will be quantified using the MSS and RS pre 
and post-project forage requirement comparisons (Table 4 and Table 5). The NLA will 
address genetic and demographic population issues as they relate to project impacts.  
Demographic analysis will examine cluster impacts and how those impacts may 
adversely affect group fitness, group behavior and interaction between clusters that foster 
group retention and effective dispersal.    

 
A.  Associated Direct Project Impacts 
 
Cluster 96   
PN 61891 will remove approximately 29 acres within the RS area (parts of two stands 
4036 and 4037). Stand 4036 is 40 year old loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) with a total ba of 
72.0 per acre.  The total loss of ba is 2,088.  Stand 4037 is 30 year old loblolly pine with a 
total ba of 56.7 per acre.  The total loss of ba is 1,644.  No project impacts are anticipated 
in the MS area (Table 4).  Project impacts are expected to reduce the amount of available 
PGQFH in the RS to 180 acres (Table 5). No direct impacts are anticipated with the 
cluster’s cavity and start trees.  Also, no habitat within the MSS will be impacted.  Direct 
impact to group behavior is not anticipated from this project.  Group fitness will likely 
remain unaffected.  
 
Cluster 116 
PN 55121 forward access refueling point (FARP) will remove approximately 20 acres 
within the RS area.  No impacts to the MSS area are anticipated (Table 4).  Project 
impacts are expected to reduce the amount of PGQFH in the RS (Table 5).    No habitat 
within the MSS will be affected. No direct impacts to cavity and start trees will occur.  
Direct impacts to group behavior are not anticipated from this project.  Group fitness will 
likely remain unaffected.  
 
Cluster 205   
PN 64305 will remove approximately 1.54 acres within the RS area. The impacts will 
occur in stand 4078 a 43 year old slash pine (Pinus elliottii) stand.  The site index is 69 
and pine ba for 10-inch dbh trees per acre is 37.1 and for 14-inch trees per acre 65.1.  The 
total 10-inch stems per acre are 50.1 and the total 14-inch stems per acre are 39.4.  Total 
loss of ba for 10 and 14-inch trees is 157.39 ba and the total loss of stems for 10 and 14-
inch trees is 77 trees and 61 trees, respectively.  No MSS habitat will be impacted (Table 
4).  Project impacts are expected to reduce the amount of PGQFH in the RS (Table 5).  
Since this cluster is inactive potential group impacts in not applicable. The loss of habitat 
is not likely to deter the potential for reactivation because the cluster will remain a surplus 
of PGQFH in the MSS and RS.  
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Cluster 232 
PN 55121 line of sight survey will remove approximately acres within the MSS area and   
acres within the RS area outside of the MSS (Table 4 and Table 5). In addition, surface 
cuts will remove acres within the RS area.  
 
GBA 
PN 65204 will remove approximately 12 acres within the GBA. The removal of travel 
substrate occurs between cluster 280 and 97 forage partitions. This location is considered 
a critical chokepoint.   
 
B.  Associated Indirect Project Impacts 
 
Cluster 96   
There are not likely to be any adverse indirect impacts from the construction of PN 61891.  
However, one indirect impact will be the reduced ability to conduct effective prescribed 
burns at the south end of forage partition due to the location of the new facilities.  Urban 
interface issues stemming from the facility location and smoke management will become 
more exasperated when conducting prescribed burns.  
 
Cluster 116 
Urban interface issues stemming from the facility location and smoke management will 
become more exasperated when conducting prescribed burns.  
 
Cluster 205   
Urban interface issues stemming from the facility location and smoke management will 
become more exasperated when conducting prescribed burns.  
 
Cluster 232 
Urban interface issues stemming from the facility location and smoke management will 
become more exasperated when conducting prescribed burns.  
 
GBA 
Urban interface issues stemming from the facility location and smoke management will 
become more exasperated when conducting prescribed burns.  
 
C.  Cumulative Project Impacts 
 
Cluster 96   
The Fayetteville Outerloop (US I-295) will remove 20.95 unsuitable acres and 662.44 
unsuitable ba within cluster 96’s forage partition.  Project impacts will only affect the RS 
area.  
 
Cluster 116 
No cumulative impacts to this cluster.  
 
Cluster 205  
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PN OA-00002-5P: Construct Parking Lots at the Materials Maintenance Division. 
(MMD) Eleven parking lots would be constructed at the MMD complex to house 
equipment awaiting maintenance. Additional parking spaces allow FB the ability to 
mobilize the numbers of units scheduled to deploy in an expedient manner. Several 
parking areas have been identified, all of which occur on grass-covered areas, areas of 
young growth (trees < 4 inch diameter at breast height (dbh)), or within hardwood 
inclusions.  Seven lots occur within cluster 205. Two parking areas are proposed to occur 
within the forage partition of cluster 208.  The proposed parking would occur within the 
MSS or RS for cluster 205 or 208.   

 
The FOL will remove forage at the south end of the forage partition and create additional 
forest fragmentation. The highway will create a challenge between the urban interface 
with smoke management when conducting prescribed burns to maintain and restore 
forage habitat in cluster 205.  
 
PN 64426 will likely have cumulative impacts to cluster 205, if expansion of the existing 
facility occurs at the same locality. Additional habitat impacts will also adversely affect 
GBA function.   

 
Cluster 232 
No cumulative impacts to this cluster. 

 
GBA 
 
If  additional parking areas are needed for the MMD complex forage impacts will occur 
to cluster 205.  IF PN 64914 existing facility is expanded to the 40% requirement forage 
loss will occur in cluster 229’s MSS and RS areas. If PN 64915 existing facility is 
expanded to the 40% requirement forage loss will occur in cluster 231’s MSS and RS 
area.   
 
Table 4.  RCW Pre-project and post-project forage habitat totals using the MSS (USFWS 
2003).  
 
Cluster  MS  

Standard 
PGQFH 
Available 
Acres 

MS Pre-
Project 
Total 
Acres 
and 
Total 
BA w/ 
¼ mile 

MS  
Post-
Project 
Total 
Acres 
and 
Total 
BA w/ 
¼ mile 

Total 
Manageable  
Acres Post- 
project 

Required 
Forage 
For 
Viability 

96 209 
 

  180 >75 acres 
and 

>3,000 ba 
116 308    Same 
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205 213   211 Same 
232 178    Same 
533 145     

 
Table 5. RCW pre-project and post-project forage habitat totals using the RS (USFWS 
2003). 
 

  
Sometimes additive direct impacts to PGQFH stem from individual project 

operation and maintenance (O&M).  For example, past projects in E-Area involving the 
3rd Special Forces Group (SFG) have had supplemental projects involving Anti-
Terrorism Force Protection (ATFP) fencing requirements associated with previously 
assessed projects.  In most cases, the O&M project will have minimal additive impact, 
however, cumulatively these could become a concern by reducing additional PGQFH in 
clusters and between clusters within the GBA.  Concern must lie with incremental habitat 
loss from O&M projects so not to cause adverse forest fragmentation or loss of forage in 
the MSS and RS areas. 

 
Other O&M projects that are sometimes overlooked involve utilities (i.e., gas, 

electric, water and sewer).  Utilities can collectively have an adverse affect on forest loss 
and fragmentation within clusters and between cluster forage partitions.  Also, future 
construction add-ons, such as subsequent roads, parking lots, walkways etc. can present 
additional losses of habitat and impact forest fragmentation a the micro scale.  Lastly, a 
concern lies with the potential for project segmentation.   Additive impacts not addressed 
in the original project scope present additional impacts not previously considered.  
Typically, the original project 1391, involving the project scope, should be inclusive and 

Cluster  RS  
Standard 
GQFH 
Available 
Acres 

RS Pre-
Project 
Total 
Acres 
and 
Total 
BA 

RS  
Post-
Project 
Total 
Acres 
and 
Total 
BA 

Total 
Manageable 
Acres Post-
project 

Required 
Forage For 
Viability 

Overall 
Partition 
Score 

96 0 209 & 
14,498 

180 & 
13,381 

180 ≥120 
GQFH 
acres 

1.8 

116 0 308 & 
15,550 

  Same 2.2 

205 0 213 & 
8,205 

211 & 
8,050 

211 Same 2 

232 85 178 & 
11,828 

  Same 2.6 

533 3 145 & 
5,515 

  Same 1.6 
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contain all impacts within the project footprint.  This area should identify the entire 
clearing limits that includes supporting utilities, add-ons etc.    
 

RCW group size and reproduction, two variables associated with cluster level-
analysis, can be affected by habitat loss or alteration.  Therefore, landscape scale 
alterations, habitat loses and cumulative impacts may affect populations and 
demographics, two variables associated with neighborhood-level analysis (Conner and 
Rudolph, 1991, Ferral, 1997 and 1998; Jackson and Parris, 1995; Rudolph and Conner, 
1994; and the RCW Recovery Plan (Service 2003).  As an example, Rudolph and Conner 
(1994) suggest RCW groups within 0.50 mile of actions with fragment upland forestlands 
are vulnerable to negative impacts on group fitness, dispersal and foraging behavior 
(Figure 3 and Figure ).  Calculations for approximate distance to other active clusters and 
densities of those nearby clusters are also assessed when determining RCW 
vulnerabilities to fragmentation. 

 
Additional projects and their O&M activities will likely have indirect adverse 

affects on forest management activities.  For example, impacts from urban interface 
encroachment adversely affect the effective application of prescribed burning.  As urban 
encroachment sprawls outward into previously undisturbed areas, the ability to conduct 
necessary silviculture management, to include but not limited to, prescribed burning, 
silviculture treatments and population-monitoring activities, becomes more challenging 
and often less effective.  Also, large facilities create large impermeable surfaces area that 
create storm water run-off and soil erosion impacts to surrounding habitats. Severe 
erosion has caused loss of RCW forage habitat.  

 
X.  ANALYSIS OF PROJECT EFFECTS 

 
The results of assessing and evaluating proposed project impacts on five federally listed 
species are as follows:  

 
Red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) 
 

The two factors that limit most populations of RCW’s are habitat fragmentation, 
which disrupts dispersal processes (Conner and Rudolph 1991; Letcher et al. 1998), and 
lack of suitable cavity trees, which renders habitat unsuitable (Walters 1991).  The 
proposed project is not likely to adversely affect these factors.  However, the construction 
of the future Fayetteville Outer Loop (FOL) project will remove approximately eight 
cavity trees total.  Four will be removed from cluster 65, some of which are active roost 
trees, including the 2004 nest tree.  Three will likely be removed from cluster 66, a no 
longer managed cluster and one tree will be removed from no longer managed cluster 
377.   The no longer managed clusters have been removed from the Fort Bragg MCG.   

 
The issue of habitat fragmentation remains a serious concern.  Research has 

determined that RCW’s need contiguous stands of mature forests to meet forage and 
dispersal requirements; therefore managers must emphasize conserving large contiguous 
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stands inside the GBA.  As such, FB’s efforts are directed toward minimizing further 
fragmentation, however currently, this task presents a significant conservation challenge.   
 
A.  Cluster-Level Analysis (CLA) 
 

The CLA looked at project impacts at a more refined scale by analyzing forage 
partitions.  Forage partition analyses involved using the forage matrix.  The matrix 
determined the quantity and quality of forage habitat that existed pre-project and what 
remained post-project.  In all the impacted clusters the forage partitions affected by 
projects met the MSS and RS requirements post-project.  The implementation of BRAC 
and Army Transformation impacted five RCW cluster forage partitions. Two of which 
are located in the GBA (Table 4 and Table 5).  Two of the four impacted clusters contain 
breeding groups.  Cluster 232 may contain a potential breeding group.  Cluster 205 is the 
only inactive cluster.  The following clusters received direct and/or indirect impacts from 
BRAC and Army Transformation. 
 
Cluster 96 

a. Status: Cluster 96 is a BLA (Table 6) located in the GBA (Figure 3) and 
contains 11 cavity/start trees (Table 7).  This cluster has been active since 
monitoring began in 1986. The cluster has bred 14 out of the 18 years.  From 
1995 through 1999, a breeding group occupied the cluster.  In 2000, a solitary 
mail occupied the cluster.  Since 2001 a breeding pair occupied the cluster and 
remained through 2004.  Forage habitat has steadily improved over the years 
through the HMA process. A breeding pair and helpers occupy this group.  
Forage habitat has steadily improved through the HMA process.  

 
b. Foraging Habitat Analysis:  Cluster 96 total size of partition is 350 acres 

(Appendix 4).  The total non suitable habitat acres in the MSS are 108.  The 
available PGQFH acres that are improvable with management are 209.  
Currently the minimum GQFH acres are not met in the MSS area. In fact, there 
are not acres that meet GQFH.  A surplus of 11, 498 total pine ba exist within 
the MSS area.   Total contiguous foraging acres are 123.   

 
c. Forage Matrix:  The following stands need habitat improvement for 

hardwood midstory control (4024, 4025, 4026, 4027, 4028, 4029, 4030, 4033, 
4036, 4037, 4092, 4105).  The following stands need habitat improvement 
through pine thinning (4026, 4027, 4029, 4030, 4033, 4036, 4037, 4092 and 
4105).  The stands that require midstory removal and pine thinning did not 
meet ground cover requirements (Appendix 4).  

 
d. Cavity and/or Start Trees: Cluster 96 has a minimum of four suitable cavities 

and no impacts to trees are anticipated. Project impacts are not applicable.  
 

Cluster 116 
a. Status: 

 



                                                                                      47

 
 
 b. Foraging Habitat Analysis: 
 
 

c. Forage Matrix: 
 

d. Cavity and/or Start Trees: Cluster 116 has a minimum of four suitable       
cavities and no impacts to trees are anticipated. Project impacts are not applicable.  

  
 
Cluster 205  

a. Status: Cluster 205 is a PRC (Table 6) located in the GA (Figure 3) and 
contains seven cavity/start trees (Table 7).  This cluster has remained inactive 
since monitoring began in 1988, except for a single active tree in 1991 
(leading to IMMD BA discussed earlier).  Forage habitat has steadily 
improved over the years through the HMA process, but additional midstory 
hardwood work is necessary within the MS and RS polygon.  RCWs from 208 
have been documented foraging in this territory. 

 
b. Foraging Habitat Analysis:   

 
c. RCW Forage Matrix: 

 
d. Cavity and/or Start Trees:  Cluster 205 has a minimum of four suitable 

cavities and no impacts to trees are anticipated. Project impacts are not applicable. 
 

Cluster 232 
a. Status: 
 
b. Foraging Habitat Analysis: 

 
    c. RCW Forage Matrix: 

 
 

 d. Cavity and/or Start Trees: Cluster 232 has a minimum of four suitable 
cavities and no impacts to trees are anticipated.  Project impacts are not applicable.  

 
Cluster 533 

a. Status: 
 
b. Foraging Habitat Analysis: 

 
    c. RCW Forage Matrix: 
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 d. Cavity and/or Start Trees: Cluster 232 has a minimum of four suitable 
cavities and no impacts to trees are anticipated.  Project impacts are not applicable.  

 
The proposed action is not likely to adversely affect RCW cluster viability for the 

impacted clusters. Thus, the surrounding clusters will remain viable and unaffected by the 
proposed action.  However, of particular importance are the three bottleneck areas and 
the one choke point within the GBA (Figure 15).  The bottleneck area between cluster 97 
and 280’s forage partition is being threatened by 7th SFG development pressure.  The 
chokepoint that lies between cluster 97 and 280 is basically severed by the 112th signal 
battalion’s old parachute rigging facility and parking lot.  This area is being threatened by 
PN 65204.  The Fires Brigade company operations facility will remove additional acres 
in this chokepoint.   Another restricted area lies within cluster 205’s forage partition, 
which is threatened by the potential expansion of the MMD complex and PN 64426 the 
Multi-Function Aviation Brigade Complex.  If Aviation Brigade expands its requirements 
at the exiting facility additional forage will be removed in cluster 205.  The five ball 
fields, within the forage partition also fragment the core area of cluster 205.  And lastly 
the eastern end of the GBA northeast of cluster 207 is a severely restricted area that 
connects to the NEA.  This area is dangerously narrow and is restricted by COSCOM 
area to the west and SAAF to the east.  This bottleneck is being further restricted by the 
expansion of the west runway at SAAF, as part of the FYDP OMA project.  All the 
stands between the bottlenecks and chokepoints need special management emphasis to 
facilitate optimum travel substrate conditions.    

 
In all of these severely fragmented areas, forest connectivity is only linked by a 

single forage partition.  Within these restricted areas only cluster 97 and 280 are active. 
Cluster 63 and 205 are inactive, which means their territories are not overlapping active 
territories that potentially facilitate more effective dispersal.  These restricted areas 
present significant management challenges.   

 
A course scale macro level fragmentation analysis reveals several clusters’ forage 

partitions are eroding at significant levels in the internal portion of the GBA closest to the 
CA.  For example, at cluster 205 habitat within the forage partition is severely 
fragmented from All American highway, the MMD complex, 5 ball fields, Striker Golf 
course, and many transition trails that meander through the core habitat, between 
Honeycutt Road and Gruber Road.  The trails alone fragment the ground cover and make 
prescribed burning in this cluster very difficult.  The MMD complex and NC 210 Road 
fragment cluster 208’s habitat within the RS, as well as, the future impacts from the 
proposed FOL project, will further reduce the RS.  The adjacency issues with “edge 
effect” are becoming increasing significantly in this cluster.   

 
Cluster 280’s forage partition is severely threatened from potential development 

of the 7th SFG barracks complex area, Alamo motor pool complex, Building D-1457, 6 
Quarter Master Company parachute packaging facility, and the 112th Signal Battalion 
parachute rigging facility.  The narrow undeveloped land bridge that connects to the west 
of cluster 280 remains precariously connected.  The forest stands between the Alamo 
motor pool complex and 3rd SFG area are critical for connectivity.  All the stands around 



                                                                                      49

the Stabo loop area need special management emphasis to create optimum travel 
substrate conditions.  The same can be said for cluster 97, which is fragmented by the 3rd 
SFG motor pool, Canopy lane, Yadkin Road, future Chicken Road realignment, 3rd SFG 
area to the east, the proposed MILCON project 33802 and future cumulative impacts 
from the proposed Fayetteville Outerloop project (i.e. US I-295 interchange).  The old 
Gabriel training site, All-American highway, Gruber Road, Knox Street and the 528th 
motor pool complex fragment cluster 63.  The SFG Smoke Bomb Hill area, Sontay Road, 
All-American highway, Big Branch drain, and a large motor pool complex fragment 
cluster 64.   
 

Crowder et al. (1998) showed that if RCW clusters are not aggregated, the 
probability of persistence is much lower than if they are aggregated.  In addition, Conner 
and Rudolph suggested population densities of 2.5 active groups or less within 1.25 miles 
of a cluster are relatively low.  Demographic concern also stems from cluster connectivity 
and forest contiguity at each end of the GBA.  At the northwest and southwest ends the 
density of active/breeding groups at the periphery of the GBA is seemingly low.  This 
dilemma is of great concern.  This situation presents a significant challenge toward 
maintaining effective demographic linkage.   

 
At the SW end in particular, the nearest active group is cluster 393 in MacRidge 

Impact area, approximately 2.8 miles away.   Four inactive groups lie between.  At the 
NW end of the GBA the closest clusters are 394, 395 and 435.  Cluster 435 has recently 
become a breeding group, while cluster 394 and 395 remained inactive.  However, this 
fall 2 pairs of juvenile RCW’s were translocated to clusters 394 and 188.  This effort is an 
attempt to facilitate stability by increasing the active group density at the northern edge of 
the GBA.  Further NW of the GBA there still remains a rather large area void of active 
groups between cluster 435 and 325, approximately 2.4 miles – this area still needs 
habitat improvements.   

 
The forest contiguity at the east end of the GBA leading into the NEA is marginal. 

The density of active/breeding groups in this area is low. Cluster 207 and 264 have been 
vacant territories for some time.  However, in 2005 cluster 207 has become active with a 
potential breeding pair.  Leading out of the GBA in the east direction, the closest adjacent 
clusters are cluster 264, 165 and 267.  The closest cluster 264 is inactive, however, the 
next closest cluster, 165 is active with a breeding group.  And further away is cluster 375, 
which has become recently activated and is now breeding in 2006 for the first time.  
Cluster 267 east of the GBA, is separated by SAAF. Cluster 267 is the most southeastern 
cluster of FB’s population and is severely fragmented by SAAF, Smith Lake and the 
Smith Lake recreation area; it is precariously linked through contiguous forage belonging 
to cluster 266 to the north.  Cumulative FOL impacts will further degrade the habitat in  
cluster 267.   
 
 
Table 6.  RCW 2005 cluster activity status and management category 
for clusters impacted by proposed project. 
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Management 
Area 

Cluster 2005 Cluster 
Status 

Management 
Category 

GBA 96 BRE BLA 
WCO 116 BRE PRC 
GBA 205 INA PRC 
WCO 232 ACT BLA 
WCO 533 BRE SRC 

 
ACT=Active cluster (solitary male, non-breeding pair or captured) 
BLA-Baseline Active cluster in 1996 
BRE-Breeding group or pair 
GBA-Green Belt Area 
INA-Inactive cluster 
PRC-Primary recruitment cluster 
SRC-Supplemental recruitment cluster 
WCO-West Coleman Impact Area 

 
 
 

Table 7.  RCW cavity and start trees located in impacted clusters. 
 
Cluster Number Tree Number Stage 2005 Activity 

096 0821E CAV-I  
096 0820E CAV-I  
096 06001 CAV-R  
096 06209 CAV  
096 06210 AS-R  
096 06561 AS  
096 07643 CAV  
096 07644 CAV-R  
096 07646 CAV  
096 1068E CAV-I  
096 10296 AS  

    
    

205 0617E CAV-D INA 
205 0627E CAV-I INA 
205 0628E CAV-D INA 
205 0629E AS-D INA 
205 0789E AS-D INA 
205 0790E CAV-D INA 
205 07140 CAV-REL INA 

    
116 07920 CAV  
116 07921 CAV  
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116 0795E AS  
116 0796E CAV-D  
116 0797E INS  
116 1165E INS  
116 1198E CAV-D  
116 1562E CAV-D  

    
232 0872E   
232 10596   
232 10990   
232 1130E   
232 1223E   
232 1224E   
232 1225E   
232 1561E   
    
533 06581   
533 06780   
533 06854   
533 12211   
533 12213   
533 12383   
    

 
B.  Neighborhood-Level Analysis (NLA) 

 
The NLA was conducted by analyzing project impacts at the neighborhood scale. 

NLA addressed impacts to RCW population demographics by analyzing impacts on  
cluster spatial arrangement and its affect on density and distribution across the landscape 
(Walters 2002b and USFWS 2005).  Since the group (cluster) level analysis was 
determined a not likely to adversely affect determination ad NLA was not warranted.  As 
such, the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the RCW at the landscape scale. 
Thus, the surrounding clusters will remain viable and unaffected by the proposed action.  
Forage habitat between clusters will remain unaffected.  RCW clusters 96 and 205 both 
have forage partitions in the interior portion of the GBA.  Demographically these cluster 
locations are important to maintain territory overlaps (i.e. linkage) through the narrowest 
part of the GBA. Hence, the proposed action will have no adverse affect on demographics 
in the GBA.   

 
Clusters 116 and 232 are in WCOL management Area and will not be adversely 

affected. Also, the forage between clusters will not be adversely impacted.  The 
surrounding clusters will be unaffected therefore, demographics in the surrounding area 
will be unaffected by proposed project.  
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Effective demographic connectivity is dependent upon occupied overlapping 
forage partitions.  RCW forage partition overlap will remain throughout the proposed 
project areas.  Throughout the GBA the width is occupied by two RCW territories and in 
some areas three clusters.  However, there are three distinct bottleneck areas where this 
connectivity is partly severed and remains precariously functional (Figure 7).  A single 
cluster forage partition linkage within the GBA occurs between 63, 205 and 280.  All 
three clusters should remain a high conservation priority.  The proposed project will only 
impact cluster 205 but sufficient forage remains in the MSS and RS areas.  PN 64305 will 
not adversely fragment cluster 205’s forage partition.  The surrounding clusters are 
unaffected.  

 
As forage partition linkages shrink to a single partition, fragmentation and forest 

contiguity becomes more exasperated.   Currently, at one of the narrowest places in the 
GBA, the contiguous habitat is being further restricted by project encroachment.  
Cumulative impacts from OMA project OA-00038-3P, the western extension of SAAF 
runway/glide path clear zone will begin to severely encroach upon this severely restricted 
bottleneck area.  

 
Reactivating inactive cluster 63, 64 and 205, as well as, maintaining cluster 97, 

208, 280, 528 as breeding pairs will likely enhance the demographics and cluster viability 
throughout the GBA.  FB will continue to prioritize these clusters with intense habitat 
restoration, however prior fragmentation effects will be difficult to overcome in cluster 
205.  Another concern is isolation of habitat or habitat degradation within cluster core 
areas.  Often degraded habitats create unfavorable conditions for implementing effective 
habitat management activities.  For example, cluster 280 has remained a breeding group 
for some years, but more recently has needed intervention to maintain a breeding pair.  
This cluster appears somewhat isolated and vulnerable which may explain why this 
cluster has been unstable in recent past.  Group retention has been low and when a 
breeding bird is lost replacement birds have had trouble effectively dispersing into this 
cluster.   

 
 The anticipated take of cluster 65 and large loss of habitat in cluster 528 and 208 

from the FOL will likely make it more difficult to maintain and restore surrounding 
inactive cluster sites inside the GBA.  In fact, cluster stability in nearby clusters 208 and 
528 will be challenged.  In reality, the surrounding inactive groups (63, 64 and 205) will 
be marginalized by the loss of cluster 65.  Fortunately, the proposed project (BRAC and 
Army Transformation) will not exasperate this situation.  

 
 The effective ingress and egress of RCW movement within and through the GBA is 

increasingly important for demographic Sandhills East population stability. Recover 
would be jeopardized if the NEA becomes a separate subpopulation or is 
demographically disconnected to the Sandhills East population.  To better understand 
demographics one must study the corridor habitat between the NEA and Overhills, as 
well the GBA corridor.  Accurate documentation of effective dispersal between the 
northern connector is incomplete because RCW monitoring and banding activities occur 
on a 30 percent sample of active clusters on Overhills since 2000.  During fall 1997 and 
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winter 1998 ESB conducted a group census of all active clusters on Overhills but only 
identified 3 banded birds out of a total of 126 banded RCWs in 45 active clusters.  One of 
those was a female that was banded at her natal cluster in the NEA in 1995 and seen on 
Overhills through the 2002 breeding season.  An additional second-year female from 
Overhills was seen in conflict, in a cluster in the NEA in 2002, but was never 
documented anywhere again.  And a third was also observed.   In 2005 the ESB began to 
band all the active groups on Overhills.  This task will likely take a couple seasons to 
complete.  

 
To date, ESB has only documented 23 RCW movements into and out of the NEA, 

based on banded bird observations.  The number of birds leaving the NEA was double 
that of those entering the NEA through dispersals (Walters et al. 2004).  This 
phenomenon may be due in part to the NEA having a high density of RCW’s, which may 
lead toward a possibly saturation of existing territories.  Competition for vacated 
territories is high, making the NEA a source of RCW fledglings for surrounding vacant 
territories. 

 
  FB has supported banding of RCWs on private lands adjacent to the NEA since 

the early 1990’s and continues to document those birds as highly interactive with FB 
birds, primarily observed in the NEA clusters.  Interestingly in 2004, 2 second-year 
RCWs from Overhills successfully bred at a (private lands) cluster adjacent to the NEA 
on FB, which was the first nest at that cluster since 1998.  FB has documented unbanded 
RCWs that appeared in some of the NEA and MCA clusters, but are uncertain of their 
origin.  This is likely because over 40 percent of the population on FB is not banded or 
censused.  This makes documenting dispersal events into and from the GBA more 
difficult    

 
In order to better understand neighborhood demographics, at a neighborhood 

scale, a 3-mile distance of vacant territories was analyzed and helped provide further 
insight.  Currently, the GBA is an occupied corridor, however there are some important 
vacant territories (63, 64 and 205), that if occupied, should help facilitate effective 
dispersal and provide more functional contiguity.  Surrounding these inactive clusters is a 
low density of active breeding groups  (65, 208 280).  A common denominator of these 
inactive clusters is that their partitions only overlap one or two territories in the east-west 
direction.  The chance of these clusters reactivating on their own without proactive 
management is very small.  

 
In 2004, cluster 97 became active from a solitary male and a solitary female is at 

231.  If cluster 97 does not attract a dispersing female and cluster 231 does not attract a 
dispersing male this season, the clusters will be evaluated and targeted for translocation.  
In 2005 cluster 97 became a breeding group.  In fall of 2005, to facilitate demographic 
connectivity, the FB ESB translocated a pair of young birds into unoccupied PRC clusters 
394 and 188, and juvenile females to solitary male clusters 207 and 208. Translocation 
successes are evident.  In 2006, cluster 207 attempted to breed for the first time but had a 
nest failure.  Cluster 207 now has a breeding group.      
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The NLA considered impacts to subpopulations and populations at the 
neighborhood scale with regard to the GBA and adjacent clusters in the NEA, MCA and 
Overhills RCW management compartments.  In this way, cluster dynamics can be 
assessed and analyzed from a landscape perspective.  Also, forest fragmentation and non 
suitable forage contiguity in need of restoration was targeted to improve demographics.  
Of significant importance are adverse project impacts from projects that may cause 
incidental take of a cluster and how that may disrupt the contiguity between groups 
within the GBA.  Significant forest fragmentation may disrupt or eliminate overlapping 
RCW territories.  The proposed action will not lead to any incidental take and is not 
likely to adversely affect  RCW demographics.  

 
In summary, the proposed action is not likely to adversely affect nearby group 

behaviors, group fitness and dispersal.  Impacted RCW cluster’s territory overlap will 
remain in tact and function in a positive manner by supporting group interaction.  A loss 
of overlapping clusters is not anticipated.  Cluster viability and stability (group retention 
rates and group fitness) often depends on density of active groups surrounding the cluster 
(Figure 3 and Figure 7).  Hence, minimal forage impacts to MSS and RS areas from 
projects may be absorbed as long as the minimum forage requirements are maintained 
(Table 4 and Table 5 and Appendix 1 and Appendix 2).    

 
Furthermore, as a means to address functional demographics at the population 

level RCW dispersal records shed light on some insight to how clusters may be 
interrelated and interdependent.  Historical dispersal patterns for translocated birds into 
the GBA reveal that there is movement within and through the GBA.  Notice that some 
birds dispersed within the GBA, while others moved out of the GBA into the NEA, 
Overhills, MCA and Manchester Impact Area (Figure 16).    
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Figure 16.  Documented RCW effective dispersals for translocated birds in the GBA from 
1995 to present.  

 
Based on dispersal records of birds involving the GBA, 2 clusters (266 and 267) 

indicate a strong interdependence and interrelatedness with the GBA.  Both clusters lie 
adjacent to each other at the southern edge of the NEA, east of the GBA (Figure 15).  
Birds from 266 have dispersed north on a frequent basis to several clusters in the NEA.  
Since 1987, out of 15-banded birds only 1 has dispersed into the GBA from cluster 267, 
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to cluster 65. Only 3 birds 20 % have dispersed west of the NEA but 12 of 15 (80%) have 
dispersed to other parts of the NEA. The three birds that dispersed west likely dispersed 
through the GBA. One bird appeared to use the GBA to disperse because it settled in the 
center portion of the GBA.  A second bird moved to the Southern Pines/Pinehurst area 
and the third bird moved to the northwest MacRidge Impact Area.  Observational data 
suggests connectivity between nearby clusters 265, 266 and 267 at the neighborhood 
scale.  Forty percent of the total known dispersals occurred between these groups.  Based 
on the dispersal records these three adjacent breeding clusters remain important 
demographically (Figure 17).     
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Figure 17. Documented successful RCW dispersals into and out of the GBA since 1985. 
 

Note: Successful dispersal is defined as dispersal that eventually becomes part of a pair 
that produced eggs at least one year following the dispersal event.  

 
 
Obviously, RCW dispersal records help shed light on neighborhood relationships.  

This demographic analysis addresses demographic and genetic connectivity between the 
NEA and the Sandhills East population.  Again, if we look further at RCW cluster 
dynamics from successful dispersal events for banded birds since 1985.  Records depict 
dispersals were observed between the NEA and GBA and the GBA and western portions 
of FB, as expected.  Since 1985, a 19-year period, there have been no strong correlations 
as to a preferred dispersal direction based on dispersal data.  FB suspects the dispersal 
between the NEA and the western portion of FB is through the GBA but we have no way 
of proving this in absence of radio telemetry data.  Dispersal records suggest cluster 65 
and 280 help facilitate dispersal within the GBA, as well as the breeding clusters closest 
to the edges (228 and 208), which seem to facilitate dispersal outward.  The loss of 
clusters 208 or 65 may disrupt this connectivity but to what extent is clearly unknown 
(Figure 17).   
 
The following list of endangered species were also assessed and evaluated for project 
impacts:  
 
Saint Francis’ satyr. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no suitable satyr habitat is present within project 
area; therefore no impacts are expected.   
 
American Chaffseed. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no individuals or suitable habitat is present 
within project area; therefore no impacts are expected (Appendix 3).   
 
Michaux’s sumac. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed suitable habitat is present, however, no 
individuals are present within project area; therefore no impacts are expected  (Appendix 
3).  
 
Rough-leaved loosestrife. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no individuals or suitable habitat is present 
within project area; therefore no impacts are expected (Appendix 3).   
 
Pondberry. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no individuals or suitable habitat is present 
within project area; therefore no impacts are expected.   
 
Small-whorled pogonia. 
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GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no individuals or suitable habitat is present 
within project area; therefore no impacts are expected.   
 

XI.  CUMMULATIVE EFFECTS 
 

Cumulative effects are the sum of impacts of future private, state and tribal 
activities, which are reasonably certain to occur in close proximity to the project area.  
There are no private or tribal activities known to occur near project area, however, there 
is a major state project, the FOL being proposed in the GBA, which will further fragment 
parts of the GBA, particularly along the southern boundary.  In summary, the FOL 
footprint will remove large amounts of RCW habitat and further restrict the width of the 
GBA, as well as cause incidental take of one cluster, cluster 65.     
 

  One cannot accurately determine project impacts unless cumulative impacts are 
assessed at both the individual group or cluster level and the neighborhood level.  Small 
amounts of RCW forage will be removed in the GBA from the proposed project; however 
additive impacts stem mainly from the FOL project, which will impact large amounts of 
RCW forage and travel substrate.  The highway interchanges will cause some forest 
fragmentation.  The FYDP cumulative impacts are not adverse.  

 
Additional cumulative impacts will likely occur from three BRAC projects (PN 

64426, 64914 and 64915). If all three 82nd Division Motor Pool projects expand to their 
new 40% requirement at their existing facility locations impacts will likely be adverse to 
the GBA and potentially adverse to the viability of cluster 205.  Cluster 205 forage 
partition is in very poor condition. If the Functional Aviation Brigade expands into 
cluster 205 its viability may be lost.  Since these projects are not funded and are not 
forecasted within the reasonable foreseeable future they have not been addressed in this 
BA.  All three projects have slipped from the Draft FYDP for FY 08-13.  Note: A future 
BA will likely be required to address impacts from these three BRAC projects once the 
projects are funded and design is planned.  These projects are possible future 
congressional adds.  

 
Cumulatively, the BA’s assessed impacts through a forage analysis using the 

forage matrix and determined no adverse impacts to the five impacted clusters (96, 205, 
116, 232 and 533).  Ultimately, these clusters will remain viable due to surplus forage 
requirements in the MSS and RS areas.  As such, no adverse impacts are anticipated from 
the proposed project. Cumulatively adverse effects will only involve cluster 65 from the 
FOL project.   

 
 Through cumulative impacts the integrity of the GBA will be further 

compromised due to the loss of one group, however, the corridor function will likely 
remain.  Forest contiguity and width will become further restricted and this remains a 
concern.  Moreover, the operational phase of the FOL may present unforeseen 
consequences.  In reality, these challenges may adversely affect implementation of FB’s 
ESMP and INRMP. 
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FB anticipates moderate cumulative impacts from the FOL and FYDP project.  
Cumulative impacts from the FOL will further impact and degrade forage and travel 
substrate inside the GBA, this is fairly certain.  What remains most uncertain is the 
functional integrity of the GBA.  It’s likely the indirect cumulative impacts will severely 
strain the effective implementation of forest management activities inside the GBA.  
Inevitably their implementation will become more challenging due to urban interface 
encroachment and smoke management issues.  Knowing this harsh reality habitat 
management should emphasize additional resources on maintaining and restoring the 
GBA in perpetuity.       

XII. GREEN BELT AREA MANAGEMENT 
 

A.  Habitat Management.  
 
Habitat restoration activities have occurred over the past 10-year period to offset 

or minimize development impacts.  Short-term and long-term management activities 
included: reforestation of non-forested land, conversion of off-site slash pine, fire 
management emphasizing growing season ecological burns, prohibition of pine straw 
harvesting, mechanical and chemical hardwood treatments, soil erosion prevention and 
stabilization, nesting habitat improvements, translocation, forest management in the CA, 
sustainable landscape plans, and implementation of conservation measures to minimize 
or avoid future encroachment.   
  

In 1990 a proactive management approach began inside the GBA.  Earlier 
activities involved small scale conventional timber-stand improvement (TSI) in nesting 
and forage habitat core areas of a few breeding clusters (228, 229, 231 and 96).  TSI 
involved midstory hardwood removal 200 feet around cavity and start trees and midstory 
hardwood removal in forage areas inside the cluster buffer areas core area.  Treatments 
were a minimum of 20-40 acres in size.  The intent was to stabilize the few existing 
active/breeding clusters inside the GBA first before improving habitat in inactive sites.  
Once all the active/breeding clusters were treated within the core areas around the cavity 
trees, adjacent inactive sites were treated.  In 1992, cavity provisioning began in the 
GBA.  By the end of 1993 all clusters inside the GBA were augmented with a least 2 
suitable cavities and a couple starts.  In the early 1990’s growing season prescribe burns 
began in the GBA.  In 1995, the first of other future translocations occurred in cluster 
280.  

  
Shortly thereafter, the growing season prescribed burn program grew to a 

comprehensive program across the entire installation and was converted to a 3-year 
prescribed fire regime, with emphasis on ecological growing season burns.  After 10 
years of comprehensive habitat improvements within the GBA noticeable changes 
became apparent.  The forest stands became more open.  In the mid 1990’s, installation of 
the ESMP began (ESMP 1997).  Through implementation of this ESMP the GBA became 
a special management emphasis area and was designated a critical demographic corridor 
in support of RCW recovery.  During this timeframe  RCW population recovery was the 
focal point.     
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During the 1990’s through the HMA prescription process, site specific silviculture 
stand prescriptions were written for HMAs in the GBA.  Aggressive pine thinning 
activities worked to achieve GQFH requirements.  Through the cumulative activities to 
include RCW translocation activities, many portions of the GBA vastly improved, 
especially in MSS areas.  As a result of proactive management activities during the past 
15 years, the GBA RCW occupation has grown considerably.  For example, in 1995 only 
4 of 20 (20%) clusters (96, 228, 229, and 280) were active. Of those 4 clusters only two 
clusters (96 and 228) were breeding.  Cluster 528 budded in 2003 and is the only cluster 
to bud in the GBA .  In 2004, 12 of 21 clusters in the GBA were active (57%) and 6 
successfully produced fledglings.   In 2005, cluster 97 and 207 both historically never 
active became breeding groups.  

 
However, not all is positive.  Constraints resulting from increased development 

pressure continue to inhibit management activities, mainly prescribe burning.  Today, it is 
now more difficult than ever to burn large parcels within the GBA closest to major 
highways, roads and housing areas.  Consequently, in some years the burning program 
has been hindered due to smoke management concerns.  Portions of the GBA are in good 
shape, while other areas require further intensive management, mainly burning.   

 
FB is divided into 106 Habitat Management Areas (HMA) in order to prioritize 

ecosystem management activities.  The HMA Working Group, an interdisciplinary team 
of natural resource personnel, takes into consideration all facets of land use when 
recommending management.  A primary goal of the Working Group is to restore 
longleaf/wiregrass habitat on FB.   Fire is the primary management tool for habitat 
management.  Other forest management options include pine forest thinning and 
mechanical and chemical treatments to control midstory hardwood .   
  

Midstory hardwood is controlled primarily by prescribed burning.  Approximately 
one third of RCW foraging habitat is prescribed burned each year.  Prescribed burning is 
the most economical and efficient tool for controlling hardwood.   Prescribed burning 
also most closely mimics the natural disturbance regime that maintained the historical 
longleaf/wiregrass system.   
 

Where fire suppression allowed uncontrolled hardwood growth many stands 
midstory is beyond fire control therefore other tools are utilized to assist restoring the 
system.  Wheeled mowers, roller choppers and chainsaws, (mechanical tools) and 
herbicides, (chemical tools) are used to supplement burning where midstory height is 
excessive.  In cluster core areas both mechanical and chemical means are utilized where 
hardwood trees are part of the canopy.  

 
In general, pine stands are thinned to between 40 and 60 ba.  This stocking level is 

within the range defined by GQFH standards.  The following is a brief summary of the 
hardwood control and pine thinning treatments in the GBA.  Habitat restoration 
prescriptions were completed during the mid to late 1990s for each HMA in the GBA.  
Treatments are underway and much more comprehensive than originally written to 
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comply with the revised RCW recovery plan and new forage guidelines (USFWS 2003). 
The following habitat restoration work has been completed in or adjacent to the GBA. 
 
Treatments are as follows: 
Chemical (VELPAR) ~ 654 acres. 
Mechanical: ~172. 
Total hardwood treatments ~826 acres. 
 
Known mechanical treatments are all chainsaw cut hardwoods less than 10” dbh. 
Known chemical treatments are all VELPAR ULW granular. 
 
All treatments took place North of  Chicken Rd.(Most work performed north of  
Yorktown Victor Rd.) and HMA 8, again not technically part of  the Greenbelt. 
 
Some undocumented treatments may have occurred during the mid 1990s.  These are 
thought to be small amounts of acreage and have since grown up requiring re-treatment. 
 
Pine thinning treatments generally reduce the stocking level of standing pine to 
approximately 60 BA by thinning from the bottom. 
 
Approximately 2,736 acres are thinned to date between MacRidge Rd. and the 
Cantonment Area east of Yadkin Rd.  Approximately 2,241 acres are scheduled to be 
thinned between Simmons air field and Yadkin Rd. during FY 2005 and 2006 to 
complete thinning treatments in the GBA.  Controlled fire is prescribed to control 
midstory vegetation in the GBA and has been applied since the early 1990s.  An initial 
treatment of VELPAR ULW was sprayed over 654 acres to control midstory hardwoods 
and mechanical tools were used to cut midstory hardwood on 172 acres.  Initial 
mechanical and chemical treatments will continue until all midstory on RCW foraging 
areas that can’t be controlled by burning.        
 
 B. Artificial Cavities 
 

The USFWS Biological Opinion for the proposed Installation Materials and 
Maintenance Division (IMMD) Complex, dated April 10, 1992, stated under 
Conservation Recommendations, that the proposed Greenbelt Plan provide a 
comprehensive outline for the creation and maintenance of a forested corridor between 
the two segments (NEA and western FB) in support of the FB Sandhills East population.  
These courses of action lead to the creation of a FB Cavity Enhancement program in 
1991.  The first priority was to provision all clusters in the GBA, as well as, monitor-
augmented clusters, band adjacent groups, and use triggers to implement translocation of 
birds.   The short-term primary goal was to provide all clusters with a minimum of 4 
suitable cavities. During the period from 1993-1995 all 20 clusters inside the GBA had 
been provided sufficient suitable cavities.   
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In a 1991 FB BA, the Army discussed the management activities associated with 
implementation so that the following objectives were met.   The GBA will be managed to 
maintain the following objectives: 
 

1. Provide habitat for red-cockaded woodpecker dispersal/immigration 
between the NEA birds and the main western FB population. 

2. Provide high quality clusters of suitable cavity trees for establishment and 
retention of active territories. 

3. Provide high quality forage substrate for red-cockaded woodpeckers. 
 

The management tasks outlined in each management area, inside the GBA, was 
for short-term and long-term management strategies.  Objective 5 addressed 
improvement of existing cavities and provisioning of new cavities and starts in existing 
clusters within the GBA.  Planning for future cavity trees included retention of all flattops 
and relicts and extended forest rotations surrounding the aggregate of cavity tree and 
starts. 
 
Below is a list of clusters in and adjacent to the GBA that have been provisioned: 
 
Table 8. RCW clusters provisioned in the GBA. 
 

CL  
MGMT 

CAT 
SAMPLE 
BLOCK Comments 

ACTIV
E 

2003 INS 

DRIL
L 

CAV
DRILL 
START RES DEAD 

63 PRI MCA  INA 1 3 3 0 0 
64 PRI MCA  ACT 2 0 2 0 2 
65 PRI MCA  BRE 3 0 1 1 1 
66 NTM MCA  INA 0 2 3 0 1 
95 PRI MCA  ACT 5 1 2 0 1 
96 BLA MCA 3 restrictors removed BRE 3 0 0 0 0 
97 PRI MCA  ACT 3 0 3 0 0 

165 BLA NE2 No provisioned trees BRE 0 0 0 0 0 
187 PRI MCA  ACT 5 0 3 0 0 
188 PRI MCA  INA 3 0 3 0 0 
189 PRI MCA  BRE 7 1 3 0 0 
205 PRI MCA 1drill cav convert to insert INA 2 3 2 0 2 
206 NTM MCA  INA 0 3 0 0 1 
207 PRI MCA 2 drill start convert to insert INA 3 2 1 0 1 
208 PRI MCA  ACT 3 4 2 0 0 
228 BLA MCA  BRE 0 1 0 1 0 
229 BLA MCA  BRE 2 2 1 0 1 
231 PRI MCA 1restrictor removed ACT 7 0 3 0 0 
264 BLA NE2  INA 4 0 1 0 0 
266 BLA NE2  BRE 0 2 0 0 0 
267 PRI NE2  BRE 1 4 0 0 0 
280 BLA MCA 3 restrictors removed BRE 4 0 0 1 1 
405 PRI MCA  INA 3 0 1 0 1 
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528 PRI MCA split from cl 65 new grp 03 ACT 1 3 1 1 0 
    total 62 31 35 4 12 

Cluster numbers in italics are not in the GA 
 
 
Artificial cavities have also been provisioned outside the GBA in accordance with the ESMP in 
support of creating new clusters, attracting RCWs to inactive clusters, and stabilizing active 
clusters.   
 

C. Translocation  
 

The GBA corridor has been a target for translocation efforts on FB in an effort to 
facilitate movement of birds through the GBA  to increase dispersal success.  In a 2003 
paper describing dispersal events of the NC Sandhills RCW population, Walters et al. 
estimated the rate of immigration into NEA at 11-14 birds per generation (Walters et. al 
2003).  This estimated rate of movement is predictably sufficient to decrease a loss of 
genetic variability. Furthermore, it supports the belief that NEA is part of the greater 
Sandhills genetic population and hypothesis that NEA is also likely part of the Sandhills 
East demographic population (Walters et. al 2003).  Intrapopulation translocation efforts 
in the GBA have supported stabilizing and attempting establishment of new clusters in 
support of RCW recovery (Figure 18).  
 
 Complete translocation summary efforts and results through 2004 can be found in  
annual FWS reports.  The 1995 breeding season, compared to the 2004 breeding season 
indicated that 7 of the unoccupied clusters in 1995 became occupied by 2004 (Figure 19).  
In 2003, an additional cluster was established through budding, for a total of 12 active 
clusters currently in the GBA. This is the only budded site ever recorded in the GBA; 
however long-term viability is deceptive, and will be monitored accordingly.  
 
 Note: The change in cluster activity status over a 9-year period is likely due to the 
culmination of years of habitat restoration, management activities and translocation. 
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Figure 18.  RCW cluster translocation, by year, within the GBA and adjacent clusters  
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Figure 19. RCW GBA cluster activity status from 1995-2004.  
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The establishment of new groups is mainly through translocating birds into 
inactive PRC’s within the GBA.  The short-term objective is to reactivate recruitment 
clusters on the edges of existing populations, to fill gaps and make maximum use of 
natural dispersal.  In doing so, intrapopulation translocation will  meet similar goals, 
where recipient sites should be restricted to areas with adequate management and donor 
sites should be restricted to core areas such as the NEA.  
 

The GBA remains a high priority for establishing active RCW groups, FB 
continues to work with local USFWS and Sandhills Ecological Institute and NCSU 
researchers to identify critical areas/links within adjacent private lands, within the 
Southern Pines/Pinehurst, and within the GBA to identify areas for placement of strategic 
recruitment clusters and identify recipient translocation sites.  The history of translocation 
in the GBA seems to be facilitating movements, stabilizing sites, and reactivating 
clusters.  The observation of translocated birds helps determine the level of success 
(Figures 16 and 17).   

The translocation plan for the period of 2004-2008 is described below.  The 
management activities for each cluster are listed below, addressing individual concerns 
required to alter habitat into a condition acceptable to support RCWs.  The plan calls for 
occupancy attempts in the northern and western side of the GBA, followed by attempts in 
the SIC 1 sample block, west of Lamont Road (Figure 18). 

The decision was made to hold-off on translocation into the south/central portion 
of the GBA, to not attempt establishment of new groups in clusters 64, 63, and 205 so 
that habitat improvements and cavity enhancement can be prioritized and executed.  
These improvements should, in theory, allow for areas of refuge for RCWs potentially 
displaced by the FOL, which will take adjacent clusters 65 and severely impact cluster 
528, and 208.  Stabilization of existing groups, in this area, will be reviewed on an annual 
basis and appropriate actions initiated. 

The following is the FB ESB 5-year Translocation Plan aimed at stabilizing and 
restoring demographic contiguity within the GBA and between with the rest of FB:   
 
2004  
394 – 4 suitable cavities (2 new inserts) & outlying hardwood removal within 120-acre 
minimum 
188 – 4 suitable cavities (1 new inserts) & outlying hardwood removal within 120-acre 
minimum 

 Activities will also include, installation of additional cavities (2 inserts/cluster) in 
adjacent clusters (395, 405) to allow for extra bird movement.  Habitat within 
these clusters are not in the highest qualities, but can be manipulated around the 
cavity trees to provide suitable refuge. 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 
 Installation of cavities (2 inserts/cluster) within created clusters (1031, 1032, & 

1002).  This will be an attempt at self-recruitment and eventually for translocation 
efforts in 2005.  Chemical treatments of midstory hardwoods began in 2004 and 
will be completed by the summer of 2005. 
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2005   
1032 – 4 new cavities (inserts) & removal of any hardwood not chemically treated in 
spring ‘04 
1031 – establish 120-acres minimum; confer with range control on access into MacRidge 
IA; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 120-acre minimum; area selected 
for chemical treatment for spring ‘05 
1002 – 4 new cavities (inserts) & removal of any hardwood within the 120-acre 
minimum; area selected for chemical treatment for spring ‘05 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 

2006   
395 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum 
428 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum; removal of any hardwood not chemically treated in spring ‘03 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 
 
2007   
1030 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum 
26 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 
 
2008   
326 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum 
1014 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 
 

 By implementing this 5-year translocation plan, demographic cluster connectivity should 
vastly improve within and at the ends of the GA 
 

XIII.  ALTERNATIVE TO PRECLUDE ADVERSE AFFECTS 
 

Three alternatives to the proposed action have been identified and considered in 
detail.  These are the Locating Projects in the Cantonment Area Alternative, the No 
Action Alternative and the Proposed Alternative.  Adverse impacts to RCW populations 
and RCW habitat are anticipated from the implementation of the Proposed Action 
Alternative. Alternatives to the proposed action were developed as part of the planning 
process.  The action of locating construction in the Cantonment Area Alternative and the 
Proposed Action Alternative were analyzed in detail.  Other alternatives considered were 
eliminated due to feasibility and environmental constraints. 
 
A.  No Action Alternative. 



                                                                                      68

 
The No Action Alternative would entail not constructing the proposed projects. 

Under this scenario the implementation of BRAC and Army Transformation would not 
be possible.  Units would have to use existing non sufficient facilities should the No 
Action Alternative be implemented. With the current political climate and increased 
deployments of military units overseas, the number of personnel and training 
requirements has become elevated.  The proposed project requires expansion of facilities 
to support additional missions.  Without the appropriate and functional facilities, troops 
will not obtain the necessary skills required to function successfully. Failure to support 
troop-training requirements would not allow units assigned to FB to meet their mission 
requirements due to inadequate facilities.  Therefore, the No Action Alternative option of 
not implementing BRAC and Army Transformation in support of unit mission readiness 
standards was eliminated from detailed analysis.   
 

 
B. Cantonment Area Alternative.   

 
This Alternative would re-locate all projects to other locations within the CA or 

out in the military training lands, away from the GBA.  The CA is completely constrained 
by the following: cultural resources, endangered species, streams, lakes, wetlands, solid 
waste management units, airfield safety, rights-of-way, school boundaries, and aircraft 
noise.  Approximately 572 acres within the CA are suitable for construction with none of 
the above-mentioned constraints.  Nine categories of land use designation exist within the 
CA including the Housing and Community Support District, Airfield District, Medical 
District, Soldier Housing District, Administration/Operations District, Industrial District, 
GBA District, and the Recreational District. The remainder of FB exclusive of the CA is 
considered as Range and Training Area (FB Master Plan, 2004).  Note: In this paragraph 
the CA is defined the same as the Main Cantonment Area (MCA) in the Master Plan.  
 

World War II barracks predominate in the administrative and industrial districts. 
Most of these barracks will be demolished.  Some of this land will remain undeveloped to 
serve as the clear zone for PAFB. The remainder of this land will be re-developed with 
the following proposed projects: NC National Guard Academic Facility, barracks, 
Installation Training Support facilities for Reserve Component units and unit 
administration and vehicle maintenance facilities for the separate battalions of the 82nd 
Airborne Division. The Soldier Housing Area will undergo major construction in the near 
future. Existing barracks will be demolished and replaced with new barracks facilities, 
dining facilities, brigade, battalion and company headquarters, parking, green space and 
soldier community buildings. These facilities will be constructed for the 1st, 2nd and 3rd 
Brigades. A small portion of the Nijmegen housing area will be redeveloped for soldier 
housing for the Division Artillery soldiers.  

 
In addition to barracks renovation in the western MCA, barracks renovation will 

also occur between Highway 87 and Highway 210. Barracks will be constructed for the 
Company Operations Support Command (COSCOM), and Medical Command 
(MEDCOM) personnel. A shoppette, gas station, vehicle maintenance complex for the 
530th Supply and Services Battalion, and 44thMEDCOM/1st COSCOM administrative 
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complex will also be constructed.  Much of the developed land within the MCA that is 
not in the Greenbelt is currently occupied. All facilities removed during demolition 
projects within the MCA will be replaced with newly constructed facilities.  
 

The remaining land on FB is used for training. FB was able to sustain training for 
the 82nd Airborne Division’s platoon, company and battalion exercises, however, training 
land is in shortage currently, due to the addition of Special Operations, Army Reserve 
and National Guard units to FB. The Range and Training Land Program-Development 
Plan recommended that the U.S. Army obtain additional land to adequately support 
training for FB units. To accommodate training requirements, off-post training occurs at 
the Sandhills Wildlife Management Area, Pisgah National Forest, Nantahala National 
Forest, Uwharrie National Forest, CM, Croatan National Forest and privately owned 
property leased to the U.S. Army (FB Master Plan, 2004).  
 
C.  Proposed BRAC and Army Transformation Alternative. 
 

The proposed alternative would entail implementing the BRAC Commissions 
BRAC and Army Transformation at FB.  Limited construction potential is vital to 
maintaining troop-training requirements. Construction of these projects can facilitate 
training while being designed to minimize natural resource impacts. In order to maintain 
the GBA as a functional corridor, sustainable design will have to be implemented 
comprehensively.  A sustainable requirement would involve the GBA landscape to be 
maintained; this will require installation command support that integrates and 
incorporates sustainable development practices with natural resource management 
activities. 
 

Some examples of integration include constructing buildings in existing open 
areas or reuse of low use areas to minimize impacts within the GBA.  Design and 
construct facilities around existing trees and preserve existing landscapes.  Minimize 
fragmentation by consolidating existing parking lots in the GBA and MCA.  Construct 
parking structures (i.e., parking decks) so to free up valuable space for future 
construction.  Provide for parking alternatives by providing mass transit (i.e., buss taxies, 
and shuttle).  Design barracks complexes that encourage use of bikes and walking similar 
to college campuses. Reduce existing parking lot space by constructing a large satellite 
parking area/s in strategic locations in the CA.  Provide shuttle or bus service from 
satellite parking areas so troops can get to their appropriate work stations.  Or  build-up 
by adding stories to admin and barracks facilities to significantly reduce urban sprawl.      
 

The Proposed Project Action Alternative was considered in detail and is the 
preferred alternative.  Each BRAC and Army Transformation project location was 
carefully considered and chosen to minimize impacts to the RCW and to the GBA.  
Hence, the result of this Alternative will lead to a “a not likely to adversely affect” 
determination.    
 

 
XIV.  STATEMENT OF EFFECTS 

 



                                                                                      70

A.   Direct Impacts 
 

The proposed BRAC and Army Transformation EA consists of over   projects.   
Most of these project impacts will not impacts to T/E species.  In fact, only six will 
have direct impacts to RCW forage and/or managed travel substrate. Five of the six 
projects (55121, 61891, 64305, 64914 and 64915) and will directly impact forage 
habitat in managed forage partitions.  One project (65204) will only have direct 
impacts to travel substrate in the GBA.  However, impacts will remove significant 
forage and travel substrate throughout the GBA corridor.  Overall the functionality of 
the GA will be further compromised.    

 
1.  RCW 

 
The FB MCG (recovery) goal for the Sandhills East Population and the management 

of the RCW inside the GBA are going to be severely compromised due to the volume and 
scale of projects proposed over the next 5-year period.  Hence, the integrity of the GBA 
will be further compromised.  Additionally, cumulative impacts from the FOL pose an 
additional threat to group stability and GBA functionality.  Habitat fragmentation and 
habitat loss is the most serious threat toward maintaining cluster and group viability 
within the GBA.  The CLA and NLA indicate demographic connectivity between the 
NEA and the western portion of FB will remain intact.   Biological Conclusion: The 
implementation of BRAC and Army Transformation is determined a not likely to 
adversely affect.   
 

2.  Plants (Rumi, Scam and Lyas) 
 

Since no known populations of federally endangered plants are found within the 
project area, the implementation of the proposed project will have no effect on these 
species.  The protection and conservation of a few State rare plants located within the 
GBA will be given consideration in the Master Planning process.  Biological 
Conclusion: The implementation of BRAC and Army Transformation is a “no 
effect” for the federally listed plant species. 
 

3. Saint Francis’ Satyr 
 

Since no known populations of SFS are found within the project area, the 
implementation of the proposed project will have no effect on this species.  Biological 
Conclusion: The implementation of BRAC and Army Transformation “no effect” 
on the SFS. 
 

B.   Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
 

1.  RCW   
 

Indirect and cumulative impacts may result from forest fragmentation, noise, 
hindrance of necessary management activities (e.g., prescribed burning and silvicultural 
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thinning), interference with normal foraging behavioral or demographics.  If prescribed 
burning the GBA becomes a problem, mid-story hardwood control may be controlled by 
other means such as mechanical clearing or use of herbicides.  Secondary options may be 
necessary and more appropriate as an effective long-term solution but the ecological 
benefits of fire may be required to promote RS habitat standards (USFWS 2003).  Loss of 
prescribed burns will decrease native ground cover and influx of insects critical in 
longleaf pine ecosystem and RCW management.  Increased forest fragmentation may 
result in potential cavity competitors such as European starlings.   

 
Additional noise may stem from high traffic volumes within several hundred feet of 

cavity trees in cluster 65, 528, 208 and 267.  Fortunately, some noise studies have 
indicated RCW’s seem to be able to handle certain noise levels with no adverse impacts 
(Doresky et al. 2000, Delaney 2002).  Additional roads and highways will likely increase 
risk of RCW strikes by automobiles. This phenomenon is rather uncommon but has been 
documented on FB and SOPI, thus remains an issue.  

 
Project impacts on RCW behavior or population demographics are rather difficult to 

qualify and quantify.  However, it’s noted the GBA purpose is to provide for an effective 
demographic link for occupation and dispersal between the NEA and the remainder of FB 
(Department of Army 1992).   This leads us to the fundamental question will the GBA 
corridor remain effective with a single cluster width in perpetuity.  Only time will tell this 
answer.  
 

2.  Plants (Rumi, Scam and Lyas) 
 

There are no cumulative impacts for these species, however, there may be indirect 
impacts from hindrance of implementing the prescribed burn program in areas adjacent to 
the GBA.  
 

3.  Saint Francis Satyr 
 

There are no direct, indirect and cumulative impacts for this species.  
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APPENDIX 1: Daft Section 7 Project Analysis Guidelines, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service 
 
Draft Section 7 Project Analysis Guidelines US Fish and Wildlife Service 2004 
 
Section 7 Project Analysis Guidelines: 
 
Below is an outline on how to conduct biological assessments on projects that impact 
RCW habitat.  Format is a question followed by: (1) how (what is necessary) to answer 
that question, and (2) statements to assist biologist/agency in how to interpret results to 
answers. 
 
1. Will project impact RCW foraging habitat? 
 
Conduct Matrix evaluation 
 



                                                                                      76

If recovery standard is met post-project no habitat issues with project. If  standard for 
managed stability is met no incidental take is required based on loss of foraging habitat 
quantity.   
 
If SMS is not met, assume incidental take for group.  If post-project habitat is between 
SMS and RS, no incidental take is assumed, however, this information will be later in the 
neighborhood and population level analyses (see below). 
 
2. Will project impact RCW group demography or fitness?  That is, will project result 
in potential reduction of group size or reproductive output? 
 
Determine the number of groups remaining post-project within 2 kilometers of any 
affected groups and/or use population-specific data.  Use published literature (see Conner 
and Rudolph 1991, Hooper and Lennartz 1995, Beyer et al. 1996, and others) and/or 
population specific data to estimate whether the density of groups post-project will result 
in impacts to the group’s demography or fitness, i.e., size, or reproduction.  If impacts are 
anticipated, incidental take is appropriate.   
 
The above analysis will involve issues related to fragmentation, dispersal, and population 
size. 
 
3. Will project affect the neighborhood? 
 
If, based on the above 2 analyses, the project results in proposed incidental take for one 
or more groups a neighborhood analysis must be conducted.  
 
Assess whether the predicted loss of groups will indirectly affect the health (demography 
and fitness) of surrounding groups.  Metrics for this assessment are similar metrics for #2 
above, i.e., the neighborhood density and size, post-project (e.g., <X# groups within 2 
km, fewer than 10 groups remaining in a subpopulation); scale, size, and configuration of 
fragmentation; and, impacts of fragmentation on dispersal opportunities, which then 
affects group fitness.  Use published literature on these issues (Conner and Rudolph 
1991, Rudolph 1994, Crowder et al. 1998, Ferral 1998, and others) and/or population-
specific data to determine whether direct loss of groups or adverse impacts to their fitness 
(based on #1 and 2 above) will result in further, albeit indirect, loss of groups or impacts 
to surrounding groups fitness.  If neighborhood impacts are assumed, then additional 
incidental take is appropriate.  
 
4. Will project affect the population? 
 
Determine whether the losses (if any) anticipated from analyses of #’s 1, 2, and 3 above 
will adversely impact the population’s ability to meet its recovery goal, e.g., 350 potential 
breeding groups. 
 
Some basics: 
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To achieve recovery all 350 potential breeding groups (given natural habitat limitations) 
must be able to meet (in the future) the recovery standard foraging guidelines.  Recovery 
populations do not have the option of managing the SMS.  The SMS is the “take,” from 
legal section 9 perspective, and “incidental take”, from a regulatory section 7 perspective, 
standard-it is not an acceptable “management” standard for habitat in recovery 
populations.  
 
 Calculating whether 350 potential breeding groups can be achieved requires knowledge 
of the % of : (1) inactive clusters, (2) solitary bird groups, (3) captured clusters.  If these 
data are not available, population goals will default to 500 active clusters. 
 
5. Will project result in Jeopardy?  -Determine this is a Service responsibility and is not 
provided in the biological assessment or evaluation. 
 
If the amount of spatial configuration (e.g., project results in creating 2 sub-populations 
where one existed (or potentially exists) pre-project of anticipated incidental take from 
direct (see 1 and 2 above) and indirect (see 3 above) impacts is such that a population 
cannot achieve recovery, the Service may be warranted in issuing jeopardy 
determination. 
 
Jeopardy determinations are concluded at the recovery unit scale.  Therefore, once an 
adverse impact to a population is made, i.e., its goal cannot be achieved, a further 
analysis at the recovery unit level would be required.  For example, one question to ask 
is, “Does the loss of this population’s ability to be recovered result in the inability to 
achieve recovery without the recovery unit?” If so, a jeopardy determination would be 
required. Note, that with a jeopardy determination, no incidental take authorization would 
be permitted.  As part of a jeopardy determination, the Service offers reasonable and 
prudent alternatives that would avoid jeopardy, allowing the project to proceed, albeit 
modified.  
 
APPENDIX 2: Fort Bragg Endangered Species Branch Botanist Memo 
 
 
         26 August, 2004 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR Erich Hoffman, Wildlife Biologist, ESB 
 
THROUGH CHIEF, ESB 
 
SUBJECT: Rare Plant Reviews, Green Belt 
 
1.     The following projects contained within the green belt have been reviewed for 
potential impacts to federally listed plant species: 
CA-0004-4P 35th Signal Brigade 
FA-20006-4-P Widen Gruber Rd. to Zabitoski 
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FA-20011-4P Upgrade Honeycutt to SAAF 
FF-00025-4P Sprint Communications 
FW-00060-1P Big Branch Stream Restoration 
M3-00004-3P CQB 
M4-00004-4P: Maintenance Bldg, Parking lot 
M3-00005-4P Headquarters Parking, Parking Lot North 
M3-00007-4P 37-E Marksmanship Range Renovation 
M3-00008-4P G Marksmanship Range Renovation 
M3-00009-4P Charge Construction Facility 
M3-00010-4P Proposed Action and Site Description 
MB-00011-4P Modular Buildings 
MB-00040-4P 12,000 sq ft Bldg 
MD-00045-4P Extend Rigger facility 
ME-00007-4P 
ME-00010-4P 
ME-00011-4P 
ME-00013-4P 
PA-0016-4P Bath House 
PA-40018-4P Construct Lodge at Smith Lake 
PA-40023-4P Relocation of Paint Ball Facility 
PA-40040-4P Riding Stable Facilities 
FF-00089-4P:  647th QM Warehouse  corner of Logistics and Old Butner. 
PN-61895:  1st COSCOM Barracks Phase III Electrical Substation 
 
2.     Through GIS analysis and plant by plant surveys, no impacts to federally listed 
species will occur by proposed projects.   Project FA-20006-4-P will impact Pickering’s 
dawnflower, a state endangered and federal species of concern.  Twenty-six clumps occur 
within the construction footprint (50 ft. from edge of pavement).  Most of these 
individuals occur 40 to 50 feet from the edge of payment.   Recommend minimal ground 
disturbance within this zone to minimize impact to this species.   
 
      Janet B. Gray 
      BOTANIST, ESB 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AFZA-PW-NE      8 October 2004 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR Erich Hoffman, Wildlife Biologist, ESB 
 
THROUGH CHIEF, ESB 
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SUBJECT: Rare Plant Reviews, Green Belt 
 
1.  Subject projects lie in Cumberland County of which the following federally protected 
plant species are listed by the USFWS:  Rough-leaved loosestrife Lysimachia 
asperulifolia, American chaffseed Schwalbea americana, Michaux’s sumac Rhus 
michauxii, Pondberry Lindera melissifolia and Small-whorled pogonia Isotria 
medeoloides. 
 
OMA list 
FA-20029-4PF 
GY-00015-3P 
M3-00002-1P 
M3-00003-3P 
M3-00008-3P 
Sim City 
Miller Training Center Access Road 
Earthen Berm Upgrades 
Paved Parking at the Miller Training Facility 
Rebuild Sniper Range 
Renovate Range 37-M 
Access Control Point 
18-C Storage 
MA-000026-3P 
MA-40121-4P 
MB-00012-3P 
MB-00013-2P 
MB-00019-3P 
MD-01134-1P: date of survey (letter to FWS completed) 
ME-00001-2P and ME-00020-3P (letter to FWS completed) 
ME-00004-3P, ME-00006-3P, ME-00007-3P, ME-00008-2P (letter to FWS completed, 
however this is the project that the unit is re-aligning the fence) 
ME-00006-4P 
ME-00010-3P 
ME-00012-4P 
MF-00018-3P 
MF-00024-4P 
 
 
AFZA-PW-NE      8 October 2004 
SUBJECT: Rare Plant Reviews, Green Belt  
 
MF-00025-2P, MF-00029-3P, MF-00030-3P, MF-00031-3P (letter to FWS completed) 
MF-00026-4P 
MF-10000-3P 
OA-00038-3P 
OA-00026-3P 
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PA-20042-4P 
PA-40043-4P 
 
MILCON 
PN-26542 
PN-33802 
PN-49185 
PN-53462 
PN-55326 
PN-59352 
PN-59353 
PN-59479  
PN-60360 
PN-61653 
PN-61138 
PN-59354 
PN-59458 
PN-59459 
PN-43908 
PN-44485 
PN-59355 
PN-58644 
 
2. Through GIS analysis and plant by plant surveys, no impacts to federally listed species 
will occur by proposed projects.    

       
 

Janet B. Gray 
      BOTANIST,ESB 
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
RaleighField Office

Post OfficeBox 33726
Raleigh,North Carolina27636-3726

October 23,2006

Mr. Gregory G. Bean
Department of the Army
Director of Public Works Business Center
Headquarters, XVIII Airborne Corps and Fort Bragg
Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28310

Dear Mr. Bean:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your July 27,2006 letter and Biological
Assessment (BA) entitled "Biological Assessment for the Base Realignment and Closure ("BRAC")
Implementation and Army Transformation at Fort Bragg, North Carolina." The BA discusses
construction proposed within and adjacent to the Greenbelt Area of Fort Bragg, in Cumberland
County, North Carolina, associated with the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) Commission's
strategy to reorganize installation infrastructure in support of operational readiness. Our comments
are provided in accordance with section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as
amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.).

According to the July 2006 BA, two territories of the federally listed endangered red-cockaded
woodpecker (Picoides borealis; RCW) would be affected by proposed construction projects.
Project PN 61891 would require the removal of pine timber within the yz-mile radius foraging
partition for Cluster 96. One-hundred and eighty acres of stands containing 18 or more pine stems
per acre ~ 14 inches DBH are located within Cluster 96 territory. About 34 pine-forest acres would
be removed from the southeast periphery. That border is not shared by any other cluster. No timber
would be removed from within a Y4-mileradius of the cluster center. The partition will retain a
sufficient acreage of pine stands ~ 30 years of age to be managed for good quality foraging habitat
in accordance with the Recovery Standard outlined in the Service's RCW Recovery Plan, 2nd

Revision (Service 2003).

PN 64305 would be constructed within the Green Belt on the periphery of Cluster 205's yz-mile
radius foraging partition. Cluster 205 is currently inactive. The project would remove only about
one acre of foraging habitat from the partition and the territory would retain a surplus of potential
good quality foraging habitat. No timber would be removed from within a Y4-mileradius of the
cluster center. Approximately 216 acres of potential good quality foraging habitat would remain
post proj ect.

The BA demonstrates that Fort Bragg has endeavored to minimize impacts to RCW conservation
efforts in the Green Belt by placing proposed construction within non-forested areas, or minimizing
the number of trees that would be needed to complete the work. Additionally, the document
contains a summary of activities the installation is carrying out to improve potential habitat in the
Green Belt that is being managed for RCW conservation.



The proposed construction would not involve suitable habitat the federally listed endangered
butterfly, Saint Francis' satyr (Neonympha mitchellii francisci). No rare plant species were detected
in comprehensive surveys conducted in 1993-94 and 1998-99, and a project area survey in May
2006.

Based on a review of the information provided, the Service concurs with your determination that the
proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the RCW or any other federally-listed species on
Fort Bragg. We believe that the requirements of section 7(a)(2) of the Act have been satisfied. We
remind you that obligations under section 7 consultation must be reconsidered if: (1) new
information reveals impacts of this identified action that may affect listed species or critical habitat
in a manner not previously considered; (2) this action is subsequently modified in a manner that was
not considered in this review; or, (3) a new species is listed or critical habitat determined that may
be affected by the identified action.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact Mr. John Hammond at 919-856-
4520 (Ext. 28). Thank you for your continued cooperation with our agency.

Sincerely,

:Jd~ II~
1ft Pete Benjaminr Field Supervisor

cc: Ralph Costa, USFWS

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2003. Recovery plan for the red-cockaded woodpecker
(Picoides borealis): second revision. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Atlanta,
GA. 296 pp.
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I.  INTRODUCTION 
 

     On May 5, 2004 the Fort Bragg (FB) mid-year Real Property Planning Board met to 
discuss the President’s Budget Future Years Defense Program (FYDP) at FB.  This 
Program is forecasted out many years in advance and is instrumental with planning future 
project development.  On June 16, 2004, FB met with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
herein known as the Service, to discuss which of these future projects should be included in 
the Biological Assessment (BA).  The Service requested only those projects, within the 
Green Belt Area (GBA), that are considered a high degree of certainty to happen be 
included.  As such, we included only those projects outlined in the FYDP likely to be 
funded through fiscal year 2009 that will impact managed red-cockaded woodpecker 
(Picoides borealis) forage and travel substrate, herein referred to as (RCW).     

 
     The FB FYDP outlines construction projects over the next 5-year period, inside the 
Cantonment Area (CA), as well as in parts of the GBA.  However, for the purpose of this 
BA, only projects within the GBA will be assessed.  The FYDP projects are basically 
divided into two categories. 1) Operation and Maintenance Army (OMA) funded projects 
and 2) Major Construction Army (MCA) military construction funded projects herein 
referred to as (MILCON).   

 
     The FB military installation is located 10 miles northwest of downtown Fayetteville, 
North Carolina (NC).  The installation is irregularly shaped and encompasses 153,562 acres 
(62,140 hectares (ha)) within four counties (Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke, and Moore) in 
south central NC (Figure 1).  Total installation acreage is 162,597 acres (65,800 hectares 
(ha)), including Army-acquired portions of Pope Air Force Base (PAFB).   
 
     West of the CA are the ranges and training areas, which primarily occur in Hoke, 
Harnett, and Moore counties.  The ranges and training areas encompass 144,872 acres 
(58,627 ha).  To the East lies the 7,362 acre (2,979 ha) NEA training area.  Camp Mackall 
(CM) is part of FB but its own separate training area and is located approximately 10 miles 
southwest of FB, encompassing parts of Scotland, Moore, and Richmond counties.  CM 
consists of 7,935 acres (3,211 ha) (Figure 1).  
 
     The CA, excluding PAFB but including Simmons Army Air Field (SAAF), covers 
approximately 9,358 acres or 14.6 square miles.  The 8,294-acre (3,356 ha) CA consists of 
FB’s infrastructure with many typical functions found in an urban environment and some 
activities that are specific to the military mission.  The CA is located in Cumberland 
County, NC and is bound to the north by PAFB, to the east by the North East Training 
Area (NEA) and to the south and west by the GBA (Figure 2).   
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Figure 1.  Location of FB Military Installation, Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke and Moore 
County, NC and CM, Moore, Richmond and Scotland County, NC. 
 
     The GBA remains a Special Management Emphasis Area (SMEA), which is 
designated and maintained as a forested land bridge (i.e., corridor) between the NEA and 
the western portion of FB.  Currently, the SMEA contains occupied RCW clusters.  The 
corridor’s primary function is to support RCW recovery (Endangered Species Management 
Plan (ESMP) 1997-2001 and Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan (INRMP) 
2001).  The GBA was established in April of 1992 and consists of approximately 6,530 
acres (2,643 ha).  The landform is crescent-shaped, varying from 3,000 feet (ft.) (914 
meters (m)) to 9,000 ft. (2743 m) in width.  The land form parallels the west and south 
boundaries of the CA.  Presently, the GBA is a contiguous pine forest consisting primarily 
of xeric sandhill scrub and pine scrub oak sandhill habitat with encroaching patches of 
fragmented urban sprawl.  The implementation of FYDP will affect portions of the GBA. 
(Figure 3).  
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Figure 2.  Location of the FB CA, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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Note: The GBA contains all or part of 23 RCW forage partitions.  
 
Figure 3.  Location of the FB GBA, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
  
     The history of FB as an Army installation began in 1918 with the establishment of 
Camp Bragg.  The installation was named for Braxton Bragg, a North Carolina native and 
Captain in the U.S. Army during the Seminole Wars and Mexican War.   During the civil 
war he was a general in the Confederate Army.  Currently, FB is home to the Army’s 
Airborne and Special Operations Forces, as well as, the John F. Kennedy Center for 
Special Warfare.  The installation is one of the largest army military installations in the 
Southeastern United States.  The combination of the U.S. Army’s rapid response ground 
forces and PAFB airlift capabilities have forged FB into a major Power Projection Platform 
(PPP).  As a PPP, its troops must be able to deploy in 18 hours or less anywhere in the 
world to fight and win.    
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     The FB military mission requires quality-training lands that involve considerable 
interaction with the installation’s natural resources.  In July 1973, FB was assigned under 
Forces Command (FORSCOM).  Today as “Home of the Airborne”, FB supports the 
mission of the XVIII Airborne Corps and the All-American Division (82nd).  Beginning in 
1980, armor, artillery, and mechanized infantry reserve components used FB for Inactive 
Duty Training and Annual Training, in addition to the airborne mission.  The military 
operations on FB are diverse and include a total of nine drop zones, four impact areas, 
SAAF, and PAFB.   
 
     FB is wedged between the Piedmont and Inner Coastal Plain, in a small physiographic 
region known as the Sandhills (Figure 4).  The Sandhills is home to the longleaf pine 
(Pinus palustris)/ wiregrass (Aristida stricta) ecosystem.  The NC Sandhills encompass 
parts of eight counties.  The term “Sandhills” refers to the hills capped by deep coarse 
sands, which dominate the landscape, therefore, installation lands are characterized by hilly 
topography and sandy soils.  
 
    

 
 
 
Figure 4.  Boundaries of the NC Sandhills Physiographic Region juxtaposed with FB 
Military Installation, Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke and Moore County, NC and CM, Moore, 
Richmond and Scotland County, NC. 
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     Blaney-Gilead-Lakeland sands dominate the installation (Hudson, 1984).  These soils 
are dominated by excessively drained to moderately well drained soil types.  Soils are 
nearly level to moderately steep, and have brittle loamy or clayey subsoil and are sandy 
throughout, on dissected uplands.  Uplands are dominated by clayey gravels and sands 
made from the Middendorf Formation (Upper Cretaceous), overlain on ridges and hilltops 
by looser sands of the Pinehurst Formation (Post Eocene, possibly Miocene) (Bartlett, 
1967).  The longleaf ecosystem on FB and CM contains 33 natural plant communities and 
variants, representing a broad array of interactions among edaphic, climatic, pyric, 
hydrologic, and topographic gradients (Russo,1993).  Typical upland Sandhills plant 
communities consist of mature longleaf pine forest canopy, with an understory of native 
warm season grasses, primarily wiregrass, and a variety of herbs and forbs. 
 
     In frequently burned habitats, wiregrass dominates the herb layer, along with other 
common species such as little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), broomstraw 
(Andropogan gyrans), dropseed (Sporobolus junceus), Carolina ipecac (Euphorbia 
ipecacuanhae), baptisia (Baptisia cinerea), and stylisma (Stylisma patens).  Midstory 
vegetation in xeric communities consists primarily of turkey oak (Quercus laevis), with 
occasional Blue-jack oak (Quercus incana) and some sassafras (Sassafras albidum) in 
lesser abundance.  In the more mesic communities a variety of oak species (Quercus sp.) 
are present in the midstory and numerous legumes (Fabaceae family) are present in the 
ground cover.  
 
     FB’s longleaf pine/wiregrass ecosystem is home to 5 federally endangered species.  
They include the RCW, rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulifolia), Michaux’s 
sumac (Rhus michauxii), American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), and the Saint 
Francis’ Satyr butterfly (Neonympha mitchellii francisci).   
 
     FB contains the majority of the second largest population of RCW’s.  Currently there 
are 520 identified cluster locations on FB and 19 on CM.  Below is the 2004 summary of 
the RCW cluster activity status on FB and CM (Table 1).  The totals indicate 396 active 
clusters on FB and 235 that we know attempted nesting – some of these groups are 
intensively monitored and some nests were found in addition incidentally, and this number 
is not meant to represent all breeding clusters. 
 
Table 1.  RCW cluster activity status for calendar year 2004 at FB Military Installation, 
Cumberland Harnett, Hoke and Moore County, NC and CM, Moore, Richmond and 
Scotland County, NC. 
 
 FB CM 

Total 
Known Clusters *520 19 539 
Known Breeding 235 10 245 

Active 161 2 163 
Total Active/Breeding 
Clusters 

396 12 408 

*Known clusters (520) include 11 historic and 7 sites no longer accessible. 
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     FB RCW clusters are well distributed across the installation landscape (Figure 5).  
Locations of the three federal listed plant species are widely distributed throughout the 
installation (Figure 6).  Many known federal plant sites are not shown on the map because 
they occur inside the impact areas, therefore have not been entered into the FB geographic 
information system (GIS).  A formal comprehensive plant survey has never taken place 
within the impact areas because of safety.   Note: The federally endangered butterfly 
locations are protected and not depicted because of threat from collector’s.  

 
 
Figure 5.  RCW cluster distribution on FB Military Installation, Cumberland, Harnett, 
Hoke and Moore County, NC and CM Moore, Richmond and Scotland County, NC.  
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Note: The endangered plant sites are very small in scale so in order to visually stand out 
had to be buffered by a purple 200-meter area so they could be seen at a landscape scale. 
The most recent 2000 plant survey did not access the impact areas.   
 
Figure 6.  Locations of Federal Threatened and Endangered species distribution on FB 
Military Installation, Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke and Moore County, NC. 
 

II.  BACKGROUND 
 
A.   GBA and Regional RCW Overview 
 
     The NC Sandhills is home to the second largest RCW population and is designated as 1 
of 13 Primary Core Recovery Populations in the RCW Recovery Plan, second revision 
(USFWS, 2003).  Field data and a recent simulation modeling study indicate two 
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demographically independent subpopulations exist in the Sandhills, Sandhills East and 
Sandhills West.  Sandhills East consists of all of FB, areas of private land east of FB in 
Cumberland County and south of FB in Hoke County, the state-owned McCain tract, 
Weymouth Woods Sandhills Nature Preserve, and private lands in the Southern Pines 
Pinehurst (SOPI) area west of FB.  Sandhills West includes CM, the Sandhills Game Lands 
(SGL), and the Blue Tract and other private lands in the vicinity of these areas.  The FB 
NEA functions demographically as part of the Sandhills East rather than as a separate, third 
subpopulation (Walters et al. 2004).  Walters also described that the two units (Sandhills 
East and Sandhills West) were once part of a single continuous population, connected by 
additional woodpecker groups inhabiting what is now known as the “gap”.  In the 1980s, 
the birds in the Gap were extirpated and as a result the Sandhills East and Sandhills West 
have become two distinct populations rather than a single population (Figure 7.) 

 

 
 
 

Figure 7.  Location of the RCW NC Sandhills East Primary Core population 
and NC Sandhills West Essential Support population, NC Sandhills Physiographic Region.     

 
     In 2002, Walters et al. using model simulation (Letcher model) documented that the 
NEA was fairly well connected to the remainder of the Sandhills East population through 
dispersal events.  A dispersed bird is defined as being effectively dispersed once it becomes 
part of the breeding population.  According to RCW experts, a genetically connected 
population must be between 1-10 migrants per generation (1 generation = 4 years for 
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RCW’s (Reed et al. 1988)).  This number is sufficient to prevent loss of genetic 
polymorphism and heterozygosity within subpopulations (Mills and Allendorf, 1996) 
(Walters et al., 2004).     

 
     In 2004 Walters et al. submitted a report to the Service and to the FB Endangered 
Species Branch (ESB) that attempted to quantify the frequency of significant RCW 
dispersal movements between and among the NC Sandhill populations.  RCW dispersal 
events between the NEA, Overhills, western FB and the remaining central portion of FB 
were analyzed using dispersal data through 2002.  Only dispersal events in which the 
dispersing bird achieved breeding status in its new group were considered.  In the early 
1990’s there was evidence suggesting the NEA RCW groups were at risk of being isolated 
from the rest of the FB population but the results of this study show 3-4 RCW immigrants 
per generation moved into the NEA from other portions of FB and 5-7 NEA RCWs per 
generation immigrated into other portions of FB in more recent years.  Anecdotal evidence 
suggests some of these movements were through the GBA.  The observed rates appear to 
be sufficient to minimize the loss of genetic variability between the NEA and the rest of 
FB, thereby supporting the NEA as part of the Sandhills East population.  Data in the 
Walters report also suggest the NEA and Overhills clusters are demographically linked to 
the rest of the Sandhills East population, although we do not have enough data to determine 
the extent of interactions of RCWs on Overhills with the rest of FB population.  To date, 
there is not sufficient ESB dispersal data to confirm or refute this statement.  

 
     The NEA groups (n=35) (Walters et al., 2004) and adjacent private lands (n=9 active 
clusters, JCA unpublished) are “physically” connected to the rest of FB population by the 
narrow land bridge known as the GBA (Figure 3).   The NEA is otherwise isolated 
physically from the remainder of FB population by highly developed areas, in the CA, 
which ranges to approximately 4.3 miles wide (Walters et al., 2004).  The GBA consists of 
contiguous forest with patches of fragmentation in places but, overall, provides a 
mechanism for dispersal between the NEA and the main RCW population to the west.  In 
theory, the corridor provides for established RCW groups on the landscape, in addition to, 
suitable forage and dispersal habitat throughout the corridor, which ultimately facilitates 
effective demographic and genetic linkage.   
 
B.   Initial Concept of GBA 

 
     The GBA concept began in the mid 1980s but did not become a SMEA with FB Master 
Planning and Natural Resource Division (NRD) management until the early 1990’s through 
Section 7 consultations.  Fundamentally, the GBA concept was first approached in the 
1985 BA, “Multi-Purpose Range and 5-Year Range Modernization and Main Cantonment 
Expansion Program.”  As that program was evaluated for reinitiation of consultation in 
1991, the GBA was addressed formally for the first time.  FB had documented an alarming 
downward trend of cluster activity status within the GBA and CA.  By 1985 only five of 23 
clusters within the CA were active.  As of 1990, two more clusters had become 
unoccupied.  The precipitous declines lead to the reinitiation of consultation, which 
addressed the GBA idea for the first time in a more formal conceptual context (Department 
(Dept.). of Army, 1991).   
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     In the spring of 1991, recent RCW activity was documented on a single cavity tree in 
cluster 205, within the GBA.  This RCW activity led to formal consultation with the 
Service because of several major projects that were proposed in the GBA at that time.  The 
major projects included the Installation Materials Maintenance Division (IMMD) Complex, 
which proposed to clear approximately 145-forested acres within the SMEA.  The IMMD 
BA required formal consultation with the Service, which eventually rendered a Biological 
Opinion (BO) initiating development of the GBA Plan in 1992 (USFWS and Dept. of 
Army, 1992). 

 
     During this consultation, the Service met with FB officials to visit and fly over the 
proposed project site to identify and discuss ways to avoid potential adverse impacts to 
RCWs and develop a means to avoid a potentially adverse BO.  These discussions led the 
Army to agree to development of a demographic corridor management plan, which 
included the CA.  The intent of this land bridge was to restore and maintain demographic 
connectivity between the RCW population in the NEA and the rest of the Sandhills East 
population.  In 1992, a GBA management plan was drafted to address this occupied 
corridor that became known as the “GBA.”  

 
     The 1992 BO recognized the IMMD would further reduce potential RCW habitat within 
the GBA, but stated “it is the Opinion of the Service that the proposed action is not likely 
to Jeopardize continued existence of the RCW, provided the GBA Plan is implemented as 
presently proposed (or modified with Service concurrence), which should ensure 
establishment of active clusters within the GBA and result in overall benefit to the 
species.”  Furthermore, the BO stated, “because of the inherent difficulty in attracting new 
RCW occupants to inhabit peripheral sites and the relative isolation of this population 
segment from the main population, it is imperative that the corridor be maintained and 
enhanced to increase occupancy of abandoned sites.”  The GBA was designed to maintain 
the following objectives: provide habitat for RCW dispersal and immigration between the 
NEA and the main population; provide high quality clusters and cavity trees for 
establishment and retention of active territories; and provide for high quality forage 
substrate.  This area remains an SMEA and was formally addressed again in development 
of our initial Endangered Species Management Plan (ESMP), approved in 1997 (Dept. of 
the Army, 1997).  

 
     Development pressure inside the GBA has been significant over the last 10-15 years 
despite the presence of the GBA Plan and our ESMP, and in more recent times, 
development pressure has led to large scale conservation challenges.  This current dilemma 
has led FB to enter into an informal consultation with the Service on the FYDP Master Plan 
out to fiscal year 2009, a 5-year period.   Once the BA is submitted to the Service, FB will 
request to enter into formal consultation.  Most of FB’s FYDP is proposed in the CA but 
there are approximately 66 OMA and 19 MILCON projects being proposed inside the 
GBA.  Note: Most of these projects will not impact pine trees (RCW habitat).  Prior to the 
BA, ESB has intensively coordinated with Real Property master planners and FB 
customers (i.e., the user) to minimize and avoid tree impacts in the GBA through reducing 
or relocating project footprints.  However, the greatest challenge to the GBA still lies with 
cumulative (additive) project impacts long-term.  The affects on the GBA viability short-
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term and long-term remains uncertain.  Cumulative impacts are defined as all past, present 
and future projects.  Incremental development may have more of a major effect than 
individual project impacts themselves.  The BA’s environmental baseline impact analysis 
must consider actions by federal, non-federal agencies and private parties (40 CFR 1508.7).  
The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) scoping process and BA’s impact analysis 
will identify possible cumulative impacts.  The proponent should also contact appropriate 
off-post officials, such as tribal, state, county, or local planning officials, to identify other 
actions that should be considered in the cumulative effects analysis.  To compound matters, 
the city of Fayetteville continues to encroach upon FB’s southern boundary along the entire 
GBA.   
 
     This BA will address the FYDP project impacts  in the context of how those cumulative 
impacts will affect the GBA functionality and FB’s ability to achieve its RCW mission 
compatibility goal (MCG) at FB.  In addition, cumulative effects (stemming from other 
projects) will be addressed.  The cumulative effect of the North Carolina Department of 
Transportation ( NCDOT) Fayetteville Outer Loop (FOL) on the GBA  and its RCW 
clusters remains a large concern.  The FOL impacts will be addressed in this document as 
part of the FYDPs’ environmental baseline.  The FWS is now concurrently in consultation 
with NCDOT involving the FOL project, formorely known as Highway 13/US I-295, 
which as a stand-alone project has serious consequences on its own; potentially causing 
long-term “take” of as many as 4 potential breeding groups (pbg(s)) (clusters 65, 208, 267 
and 528) in the GBA.  Clearly the potential to further fragment portions of the GBA; 
eliminate additional forage habitat within existing cluster partitions; and create an 
environment where management of RCW forage habitat becomes increasingly difficult, 
remains omnipresent, thus maintaining the GBA to meet the MCG on FB is imperative for 
recovery.  

 
C.   Population Goals and Demographic Viability of Sandhills East   
 
1. Sandhills Region  
 
     The 2003 RCW Recovery Plan outlines individual recovery units.  For each recovery 
unit, populations are identified. The Sandhills Recovery Unit (RU) contains two primary 
core populations; (1) North Carolina Sandhills East; and (2) Fort Benning. This unit 
contains one secondary core population: the South Carolina Sandhills, consisting of 
Carolina Sandhills National Wildlife Refuge and Sandhills State Forest.  This RU also 
contains one essential support population: North Carolina Sandhills West, consisting of 
CM and SGL.  The NC Sandhills Region provides for a Primary Core Population.  The 
population recovery objective for a primary core population is 350 pbg(s).  The Recovery 
Plan states that this should be met with a minimum of 440 active clusters, assuming 80% of 
those represent breeding groups.  Currently, in 2004, FB has 396 active clusters (Table 1).   
Population size objectives must incorporate requirements for Primary Core Populations in 
the Recovery Plan.  These requirements are based on demographic viability; therefore only 
demographically viable subunits can contribute to recovery (RCW Strategy Working 
Group (SWG) unpublished report).   
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     In order for active clusters to be counted, in a Recovery population,  a cluster must have 
adequate protection and be under management agreements that are sufficient to sustain 
them in perpetuity.  The NC Sandhills Conservation Partnership (NCSCP) and RCW 
Sandhills Working Group (SWG) considered clusters on federal property and baseline 
clusters under Safe Harbor agreements to be adequately protected.  Adequate protection, 
however, does not ensure that management agreements are sufficient.  Adequacy of 
management must be decided on a property-by-property basis, and must include effective 
landowner cooperative agreements/easements/commitments to provide sufficient nesting 
and foraging habitat to sustain clusters long-term on the property to be counted toward 
recovery in perpetuity.  According to the Service, Safe Harbor agreements in the Sandhills 
currently do not include management provisions that would qualify as sufficient.  Thus, 
only FB RCW groups and those on adjacent lands that are protected in perpetuity will meet 
recovery population criteria for the Sandhills East population.     
 
     In the late 1990’s the RCW SWG recognized that there are two possible means to 
establish a Primary Core Population in the Sandhills, depending on how the Service treats 
the two subpopulations.  The first possibility the Service recognized is genetically 
connected populations as Primary Core Populations, in which case both Sandhills East and 
Sandhills West could be counted toward the recovery objective.  The second possibility 
only recognized demographically connected populations as Primary Core Populations.  The 
gap between Sandhills East and Sandhills West is a problem, and rates of movement across 
this gap are low.  Therefore, the SWG concluded that the population dynamics between 
two subpopulations and the demographic viability are independent issues.  Movement is 
sufficient to link the two subpopulations genetically however not demographically.  The 
SWG recommended that the best strategy is to manage Sandhills East as a Primary Core 
Population, and Sandhills West as a Secondary Core Population or Support Population, 
similar to the RCW Recovery Plan (USFWS, 2003). 
 
     The SWG indicated with simulation modeling that if all existing active clusters in 
Sandhills East were adequately protected and managed, this subpopulation would be viable 
demographically.  Hence, retaining the existing spatial configuration of the population is a 
sufficient means to ensure viability.  However, there is an inherent danger in that the 
habitat between the NEA and the remainder of Sandhills East will likely deteriorate, 
producing a gap that will isolate the NEA as a third subpopulation, just as habitat 
degradation produced the gap between Sandhills East and Sandhills West that separates 
them into two subpopulations.  In order to retain this existing spatial configuration, it is 
especially important to retain the link between the NEA and the remainder of Sandhills 
East, so that the NEA clusters can continue to function as a portion of a demographically 
viable subunit, and thus contribute to recovery.   

 
     The SWG also recommended a secondary option the “northern connector” between 
Overhills and the NEA and identified this area as a high priority for securing lands.  FB 
believes the northern connector should be a long-term goal, but there are several issues to 
consider before this corridor would become viable: 1) The corridor is not under FB or 
NCSCP control. 2) The number of known RCW groups is either unknown or non-existent 
throughout the corridor. 3) There are areas completely unforested and large unsuitable 
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forage areas within the corridor. 4) The corridor is not an occupied corridor.  Presently, the 
fate of this potential corridor remains uncertain because of development pressure from the 
surrounding communities.  For example, there is ongoing development pressure stemming 
from FB FYDP projects to develop the Manchester Tract.  This tract is significant and is 
juxtaposed in the middle of this potential corridor.  Most notably, the DA Army Modularity 
Initiative (Brigade Combat Training) (BCT) Complex selected the Manchester Tract as an 
alternative site.  In the BCT Environmental Assessment (EA), originally this area was 
chosen as the preferred site but was rejected by the Command because of Force Protection 
issues, as such was reduced to an alternative site.  FB ESB agrees the northeast connector 
has potential long-term, but cannot and should not replace short-term the GBA.  Currently 
the GBA is occupied with RCW groups and is serving some role with dispersal.  It stands 
to reason, short-term, the GBA should remain the primary corridor.  Having two 
demographic corridors would increase demographic robustness, reduce threats of 
demographic stochasticity through translocation and minimize risk of significant adverse 
impacts stemming from large scale catastrophes 

 
2.     FB Share of Recovery Goals 

 
     Previously stated, the NC Sandhills RCW population is a designated Primary Core 
Population (USFWS, 2003) and FB has the largest number of groups in the NC 
Physiographic Region.  The population recovery objective for a primary core population is 
a minimum of 440 active clusters, which is the number estimated to contain 350 PBGs, 
assuming 80% of active clusters represent breeding groups.  It is advisable to maintain a 
population size well above the minimum so that the population does not fluctuate in and 
out of recovered status.  Groups that are considered to reach this goal include all protected 
pbg(s) on FB and those on adjacent state and/or private lands, which are   protected in 
perpetuity as stated previously.   

 
     The RCW management objective for FB is based on two recovery goals, which consider 
our share of regional recovery and as mandated in the Dept of Army RCW Management 
Guidelines (Dept. of the Army, 1996).  This goal was based on density, distribution and 
home range size of clusters in context with the availability of potential “manageable” 
suitable habitat, as agreed upon by the Service and the Army (Dept. of the Army, 1997).  
The Army’s primary mission is to integrate an effective military training mission while 
contributing to RCW recovery efforts.  FB’s share of these recovery goals, especially with 
respect to the Sandhills East population, was initially outlined in our ESMP and also 
incorporated into the INRMP (Dept. of the Army, 2001).  

  
     FB’s MCG, with the addition of Overhills property in 1999, consists of managing and 
protecting 401 protected clusters (i.e., primary and baseline active), including 86 Primary 
Recruitment Clusters (PRCs).  A second goal is the Installation Regional Recovery Goal 
(IRRG) which includes the above clusters, in addition to 81 additional supplemental 
clusters (SRCs), that are “invisible on the landscape” for a total of 482 managed clusters.  
Supplemental clusters are managed for RCW occupation but not protected from training 
activities.  All recruitment clusters are designated and managed for the purpose of 
attracting new breeding groups and all managed clusters in the GBA are counted towards 
the MCG.  
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     In order to achieve these recovery goals, the maintenance and restoration of the GBA as 
a SMEA, remains a top priority.  Since 1995, the NRD and ESB, through continuing 
management efforts, have improved RCW forage, nesting, and roosting habitats, and 
initiated translocation efforts within the GBA (XII. Green Belt Area Management).  The 
GBA is not an ideal landscape for RCW occupation because the area has already been 
somewhat degraded and fragmented, however we believe our management has had a 
positive effect, as evidenced by the increase in cluster activity status and established 
groups, with 12 active clusters in 2004.  We have also documented more movements 
(dispersals) of RCWs within the GBA (Figure 26) and continue to document movements 
into and out of the NEA (Figure 27).  Although current data cannot exhibit “how” birds are 
moving between these areas, we do believe some level of demographic connectivity exists 
which likely perpetuates demographic viability for the Sandhills East population.   

III.  CONSULTATION HISTORY 
 
The following is a list of Formal consultation history between FB and the Service, Raleigh 
Field Office: 
  

1. Woodland Management Plan, November 25, 1980; Status: Jeopardy Opinion 
 
2. Multi-Purpose Range Complex, March 15, 1984; Status: Non-Jeopardy Opinion. 
 
3. Five-Year Range Modernization and Main Cantonment Construction Projects, May 

10, 1985; Status: Non-Jeopardy Opinion.   
 
4. Effects of Military and Associated Activities at FB, CM, and the SGL, February 2, 

1990; Status: Jeopardy Opinion.  
 
5. IMMD Complex, April 10, 1992; Status: Non-Jeopardy Opinion. 
 
6. Military Activities in Coleman Danger Area, July 31, 1992; Status: Non-Jeopardy 

Opinion. 
 
7. Construction of a Camp Ground Addition at Smith Lake Recreation Area, January 

26, 1993; Status: Non-Jeopardy Opinion. 
 
8. Military Activities in MacRidge Danger/Impact Area, December 8, 1994; Status: 

Jeopardy Opinion. 
 
9. Management Guidelines for the RCW on Army Installations, October 25, 1996; 

Status: Non Jeopardy Opinion based on implementation of these management 
guidelines. 

 
10. FB and CM ESMP at FB, NC, December 4, 1997; Status: Non Jeopardy Opinion 

based on the implementation of the ESMP.  
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IV.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

     As a result of a meeting held on June 22, 2004 between FB and the Service, reached an 
agreement to enter into consultation  on the FYDP projects sited in the GBA over the next 
5 years.  As a means to address cumulative impacts, the Directorate of Public Works 
(DPW) Master Planners developed a comprehensive list of OMA and MILCON projects in 
accordance with the FB FYDP.  The list of projects was based on the President’s budgeted 
FYDP and is supported by FB’s Real Property Planning Board (RPPB).  At the June 
meeting, the Service and FB discussed avoidance and minimization strategies used to site 
projects in the GBA.  Additional discussion pertained to how to conduct a cluster level 
analysis (CLA) and neighborhood level analysis (NLA) (X. Analysis of Project Affects).  
Both analyses will be performed for all clusters being impacted by FYDP.  Impact Analysis 
and cumulative analysis will be assessed to the Sandhills East population and FB’s MCG as 
it pertains to RCW recovery.  In addition, there will be some discussion directed toward the 
BA’s cumulative impact analysis.  Again, cumulative impacts are defined as the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions.  For the purpose of this BA, the FOL project will be included in 
the cumulative impact analysis.      
 
     At a meeting held on May 12, 2004 the Service was briefed by FB Master Planners on 
how the historical project planning led to the GBA Plan and how the RPPB would address 
future project development in the GBA.  FB demonstrated a detailed level of planning that 
went into site development and project site location.  FB’s Real Property Master Planner, 
Mr. Glen Prillaman, articulated to the group how FB attempted to minimize and avoid 
impacts to the GBA.  The briefing outlined each project’s description, line-item-by-line-
item, then discussed in detail the proposed sustainable planning in context with protection 
the GBA integrity.    
 
     The implementation of FYDP will result in orderly development of areas and plan other 
actions consistent with guidelines set forth in the FB DPW Master Plan (Long Range 
Component Master Plan, 2003).  Implementation of the planning document will be the 
impetus for the BA to include only projects impacting the GBA.  In other words, the BA 
will assess impacts (both direct and indirect) from OMA and MILCON projects as well as 
the facilitation of sustainable development inside the GBA on the 5 federally listed species 
on FB.  FYDP supports mission execution, which is designed not to jeopardize the RCW 
recovery efforts.  Also, the Department of the Army (DA) in support of Department of 
Defense (DoD) directives and mission requirements remains fully supportive and 
committed to RCW recovery ad fully recognizes the significant role of the GBA.  
However, not withstanding, it must be noted future FYDP projects beyond FY 09 will 
likely occur, some of which will be sited in the GBA.  These projects will have to be 
assessed cumulatively and collectively some time in the future. 
 
     All MILCON or OMA projects are subject to the guidelines of AR 415-15, Army 
Military Construction Program Development and Execution, as implemented under the FB 
Facility Reduction Program (FRP).  AR 415-15 and the FRP require new construction be 
offset with equivalent demolition.  This program ensures that for each square foot (sf.) of 
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new construction, a sf. of existing facility is identified and funded for demolition as an 
integral component of the new project.  In some cases, projects slate more square footage 
for demolition than the proposed new construction, potentially freeing up additional area(s) 
for future re-development.  The greatest benefit of implementation of the FRP is the 
reduction in need for development of undisturbed areas to meet facilities requirements of 
units assigned to FB.  This guidance will ultimately reduce or slow urban sprawl within the 
CA.  
  
    The implication of the FRP implementation on RCW management can be observed 
through re-use of built-up sites, which reduces pressure to develop existing habitat within 
the CA and GBA.  Extensive re-use of sites can potentially allow for restoration of areas 
through re-forestation and habitat management, as well as, curtail urban sprawl, thus, 
minimizing habitat fragmentation while improving habitat quality throughout the GBA.   
 
A.   OMA Projects 
 
     Construction projects are divided into two funding levels.  All OMA projects consist of 
projects under $750,000.00.  These projects are funded using the DA 4283 process.  Below 
is a list of FYDP projects, sited in the GBA (Table 2).  

 
Table 2.  FB FYDP OMA Project List FB, Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 

Project Number Project Name Cluster 
*GY-00015-3P Construct Dog Kennel 63 
*MD-00045-4P Extend Rigger Facility 64 
M3-0002-1P Fire Suppression and Water Supply 188 
M3-00004-4P Maintenance Building O-3735 Parking Lot 188 
M3-00005-4P Headquarters Parking, Parking Lot North 188 
M3-00007-4P 37-E Marksmanship Range Renovation 188 
M3-0008-3P Charge Construction Facility 188 
M3-00008-4P 37-G Marksmanship Range Renovation 188 
M3-00009-4P Maintenance Storage Facility 188 
No Project # Simulated City 188 
No Project # Miller Training Center Access Road 188 
No Project # Access Control Point (ACP) for Miller Training Center 188 
OA-00026-3P Western Extension of SAAF 207 
PA-40042-4P Construct Four 25 ft. X 40 ft. Cabins and Loop Road 266 
PA-40043-4P Construct 9 Cabins and a Bath House 266 
OA-00026-3P Eastern Extension of SAAF 267 
PA-40018-4P New Lodge at Smith Lake Recreation Area 267 
FA-20029-4P Widen Gruber Road at Zabitosky Road 280 
MB-00019-3P Parking Lot Additions for Building E-2929 280 
*ME-0007/10/11-4P 10,000 sf. Storage Buildings for 7th SFG 280 
MA-00026-3P CIF 12,000 sf. Building   NA 
MB-00040-4P 12,000 sf. Building NA 
ME-00013-4P Clear Trees for Formation Area NA 
MF-00002-5P Construct 6 Concrete Dumpster Pads NA 
M3-00004-3P Linear Close Quarter Battle Facility NA 
PA-40023-4P Relocate Paint Ball Course NA 
*Projects highlighted in red have been resited or redesigned to avoid adverse impacts. 
NA- Project falls outside of any managed cluster forage partition within the GBA.  
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B.   MILCON Projects 
 

     The MILCON projects are all projects >$750,000.00 and are considered “major” 
projects.  These project funds require a DA 1391 and must have congressional approval.  
Below is a list of MILCON projects, in the GBA, with a brief project narrative and the 
corresponding impacted cluster (Table 3).      
 
Table 3. FB FYDP MILCON Project List, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, 
NC. 
 
Project Number Project Name Cluster 

44485 SOF 528th Company Headquarters Vehicle Maintenance & 
Rigging Facility 

63 

61895 COSCOM Electric Substation ( Knox St. and Gruber Rd.) 63 
^59353 USASOC 96th Civil Affairs Company Operations Facility 64 

61138 SOF 96th CAB Battalion Headquarters 64 
33802 USASOC Physical Fitness Center 97 
59459 Expand 3rd SFG Compound 97 
26542 Range 37 Compound Expansion 188 
59479 44th Medical Command (MEDCOM) Phase II  264 
*43908 Charlie Company, 3rd Battalion, 7th SFG Weapons Storage  1002 

60360 Charlie Company, 3rd Battalion, 7th Special Forces Group, 
Company Operations Facility 

1002 

59354 SOF 112th Signal Battalion 2-story operations facility NA 
59459 Expand 3rd SFG Compound NA 
61653 Green Beret Club NA 

*Projects was already consulted on but is included to address cumulative impacts.  
^Project was resited on an existing ball field.  
OMA and MILCON Projects by Cluster: 
 
1. Cluster 63 (Figure 8). 
 
     a. GY-00015-3P:  Project involves constructing a Dog Kennel.  The proposed action 
would construct a dog kennel facility west of Knox Street.  The fenced facility will 
measure approximately 360 foot (ft.) X 120 ft., in addition to a supporting parking area 
measuring approximately 180 ft. X 120 ft., constructed adjacent to the facility including an 
access road.  Approximately 1.9 acres of forage would be removed from the forage 
partition of RCW cluster 63; roughly half of this project would occur within the managed 
stability habitat for cluster 63.  Tree removal would occur within stand 4094, a mixed pine 
stand with and average age of 29, site index of 77, and a pine basal area (ba) of 20.8 for 
pines greater than 10-inch (in.) diameter at breast height (dbh) per acre.  Note: A meeting 
on November 9, 2004, between FB PWBC Director Mr. Bean and USASOC Command 
(Colonel Koenig) both agreed the dog kennel would be relocated outside of cluster 63’s forage 
partition; therefore no trees will be impacted.  Impact Level: Negligible. 
 
     b. 44485:  This project involves the SOF 528th company headquarters vehicle 
maintenance & rigging facility.  This project has been fully designed but not constructed 
yet.   The project is waiting to be awarded for bid.  A Biological Assessment, dated March 
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31, 2004, was sent to the Service and the Service replied on June 15, 2004 and wanted to 
include this project in the FB FYDP BA to assess cumulative impacts of additional projects 
such as the FOL.  Approximately 1.3 acres of poor quality forage will be impacted within 
the RS area of cluster 63.  This project will remove 1.3 acre (ac) and 85.8 basal area (ba). 
Impact Level: Low.  
 
     c. 61895:  This project involves construction of COSCOM Barracks Phase III, which 
consists of constructing a 192-person barracks, expansion of the Gruber Road and 
Blackjack Street intersection, and construction of an electrical substation with underground 
feeder to the COSCOM complex.   Most of the proposed barracks and intersection work 
occur outside of any RCW foraging partitions.  However, a portion of this project involves 
construction of an electrical substation located within the foraging partition for Cluster 63.  
The proposed site location is at the northwest corner of the Knox Street and Gruber Road 
intersection.  Placement of the electrical substation at this location would require a feeder 
line from the main power line located just west of Knox Street and Beaver Creek.  The 
substation would impact approximately 2 acres in stand 4094, while the feeder line would 
pass through stand 4094.  Stand 4094 consists of 47-year old loblolly pine with a total pine 
basal area of 82.  The estimated start of construction for this project is April of 2007.  Stand 
4094 is part of the RS managed habitat.   This project will remove 1.0 ac and 82 ba.  
Impact Level:  Moderate. 
 
     d. FOL:  This project will remove 0.22 unsuitable acres and 11.93 unsuitable ba, 
according to the NCDOT FOL BA.  Impact Level:  Low. 
 
Summary: Total SMS loss is 0 acres and 0 ba; total RS loss is 2.52 acres and 179.73 
ba.   



                                                                                      20

 
 
Note: FYDP Project GY-00015-3P has been resited out of cluster 63’s forage partition. 
 
Figure 8.  FB FYDP projects located in cluster 63’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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2. Cluster 64 (Figure 9). 
 
     a. MD-00045-4P:  Project involves extending an existing Rigger Facility. 
The 4th PSYOP Group (A) plans to expand the current rigger facility located in building H-
1729.  A 3,160 square feet (sf) extension would be constructed on the current 4,980 sf 
rigger facility.  The 24 feet (ft) X 70 ft addition would be placed to the south of H-1729, 
south off SonTay Road.  This project would remove approximately 0.1 acres of SMS 
habitat within cluster 64’s forage partition.  Tree removal will occur in forest stand 4056, a 
62-year-old loblolly stand with a site index of 55, and basal area of 64.0 ≥ 10-in. dbh trees 
per ac.  Since the cluster was grossly deficient in SMS habitat requirements, impacts were 
avoided.  A meeting on November 9, 2004 between FB PWBC Director Mr. Bean and 
USASOC Command (Colonel Koenig) decided the expansion of the rigging facility could not 
impact forage trees.   Colonel Koenig stated the expansion of the facility would go up or to the 
side but not south into the tree line.  Impact Level:  Negligible.  
 
     b. 59353:  This project involves constructing a 4-story Company operations facility 
headquarters building for the USASOC 96th Civil Affairs.  The location of this project is 
sited on an existing recreation field.  In addition a parking lot is required in support of this 
building.  A total of 6 large pine trees ≥ 14-in. dbh will be removed. This project was 
approved through Section 7 informal consultation with the Service on November 2003.  A 
meeting on November 9, 2004, between FB PWBC Director Mr. Bean and USASOC, 
Command (Colonel Koenig) agreed the project will be sited on the existing ball field.  Any 
notion of possibly moving the project location was put to rest.  Impact Level:  Negligible. 
 
     c. 61138:  This project involves the construction of a 14,420 sf. two-story battalion 
headquarters building for SOF 96th Civil Affairs Battalion (CAB).  The 96th CAB is being 
expanded by one battalion to meet requirements of Army Structure Message POM 06-11.  
The expansion necessitates the provision of adequate facilities for approximately 70 
additional personnel.  Site improvements would include parking for privately owned 
vehicles, storm water management structures and landscaping.  The project location is at 
the northwest corner of  SonTay Road and 14th Street intersection.  This project lies within 
RCW foraging partition 64.  The habitat type at this site is classed as open by the FB forest 
stand inventory GIS coverage.   There will be approximately 7 mature loblolly pine trees ≥ 
10-in. dbh that need to be removed for the required parking lot.  The removal will occur in 
stand 4056.  Impact Level: Negligible.  

 
     d. FOL:  This project will remove 1.76 suitable acres, 112.64 suitable ba and 0.16 
unsuitable acres and 8.93 unsuitable ba in the SMS area and 0.22 unsuitable acres and 
11.93 unsuitable ba in the RS area.  Impact Level: Moderate. 

 
Summary: Total SMS loss is 1.76 acres and 112.64 ba; total RS loss is approximately 
1.92 ac and 130.81 ba. 
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Note: FYDP MD-00045-4P project will be redesigned so not to impact any RCW forage. 
 
Figure 9.  FB FYDP projects located in cluster 64’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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3. Cluster 97 (Figure 10). 
 
     a. 33802:  This project involves construction of a physical fitness center for United 
States Army Special Operations Command (USASOC).  The facility will be 44,800 sf 
standard design physical fitness center with an enclosed pool, associated parking area, and 
storm water runoff detention pond.  Currently, the southwest CA does not have a physical 
fitness center, forcing personnel assigned to barracks and working facilities in that portion 
of the base to travel 2 miles to the nearest facility.  The enclosed pool is needed to meet 
training requirements for swimming, rollover boat, and diver re-qualification for units from 
the 3rd and 7th SFG.  A new indoor pool would reduce the user pressure on two existing in-
door pools on post that are open to the public and military personnel.  The project will be 
located near the intersection of Canopy Lane and Chicken Road with a portion of Chicken 
Road being removed from service for the FOL interchange.  Access to facility would be 
from Canopy Road.  Approximately 9.5 acres of RS habitat would be impacted in cluster 
97’s forage partition.  The stands affected are 4046 and 4047.  Stand 4046 is 34-year old 
loblolly pine with a total pine ba of 48.  Stand 4047 is 34-year old loblolly pine with a total 
pine ba of 62.  The impacts fall outside of the SMS habitat.   Project construction will begin 
April 2006.  Impact Level:  Low. 
 
     b. 59459:  This project involves construction of a 77 space parking lot for the SFG 
Team buildings, E-1351.  Impacts will remove 1.0 acres in stand 4380, a 31-year old 
loblolly pine stand, with 22 ≥ 10-in. dbh per acre, and a ba of 89.  Impact Level: Low.  
 
     c. FOL: This project will remove 13.39 unsuitable acres and 437.41 unsuitable ba.  
There may be some impacts to the SMS area but no impacts to the RS area.  Impact Level:  
Moderate. 
 
Summary: Total SMS loss is 0 acres and 0 ba; total RS loss is RS 23.89 acres and 
991.41 ba.   
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Figure 10.  FB FYDP projects located in cluster 97’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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4. Cluster 188 (Figure 11). 
 
     a. Range 37 Master Plan.  Range 37 is a multi-purpose range operated by the United 
States of America John Fitzgerald Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School 
(USAJFKSWCS) in the vicinity of MacRidge Impact Area, FB, NC.  The following 
projects are part of this Master Plan:  
 
     b. M3-00002-1P: This project involves constructing a fire suppression and water supply 
system at Range 37.  The project would provide regulated water pressure, potable water, 
and fire suppression capabilities to the Close-Quarter Battle Facilities. This project would 
involve installing piping from the existing water supply at the Miller Training Complex 
(MTC) to the center of the entrance roadway at Range 37, then continue down the center of 
the existing unpaved roads on Range 37 to 5,000-gallon storage tanks. Two connected 
tanks would be installed between the ammunition supply point (ASP) and the MTC for 
storage purposes and three supply tanks would be installed south of the Range 37 entrance 
gate.  All three tanks would be placed on concrete pads and yard hydrants would be placed 
at each shoot house on each range within Range 37, 5 ft. off the road.  A few pine trees, 
outside the SMS and within the RS habitat, are expected to be impacted in order to install 
the water and electric lines.  Impact Level: Low. 

 
     c. M3-00004-4P and M3-00009-4P:  This project involves constructing a 120 ft. X 350 
ft. asphalt parking lot at building O-3735 and a 45 ft. X 100 ft. maintenance/storage 
building on the parking lot, respectfully.  The parking area would serve to consolidate 
parking locations and store tactical and maintenance vehicles.  These projects are located 
within Stand 10109, a 29-year old loblolly stand with a site index of 96. Project impacts 
include removing 12 trees total, eleven loblolly pines existing between 10 to 13.9 ins. dbh 
and one loblolly at ≥14 in. dbh.  Total non suitable ba removed is 10.21.  This project 
occurs within the forage partition but impacts occur outside the SMS and RS habitat.  
Impact Level:  Low.  
 
     d. M3-00005-4P: This project involves constructing a Headquarters parking lot north.  
The 120 ft. X 270 ft. asphalt parking lot is proposed north of the MTC.  This parking lot 
would include a 270 ft. long berm raised 8 ft. between the ammunition supply point and the 
new parking lot.  Currently, 41 parking spaces exist; this project would expand the total 
parking spaces to 80.  The impacts would remove approximately 120 loblolly pine trees 
ranging from 12 to 18 in. dbh.  These trees occur within Stand 4002, a 46-year old loblolly 
stand with a site index of 96.  Total non suitable ba removed is 147.26.  The impacts are 
within the forage partition of RCW cluster 188 and would remove approximately 1.89 
acres in the SMS habitat.  This parking lot would accommodate the increase in personnel 
from 49 to 83 within the lat ten months and provide space for 18-wheeled tractor-trailer 
delivery and motorcycle parking.  Impact Level:  Moderate.  

 
     e. M3-00007-4P: This project involves upgrading 37-E Marksmanship Range 
Renovation.  The proposed project would include construction of a 14 ft. X 160 ft. pavilion 
and a 15 ft. X 30 ft. storage building.  This construction would remove the existing pavilion 
occurring on Range 37 and would serve for advanced marksmanship.  This project occurs 
within the forage partition of RCW cluster 188 and would require removal of 
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approximately 40 trees occurring between 8 to 12 in. dbh.  These trees exist within stand 
10109, a 29-year-old loblolly pine stand with a site index of 96.  Total non suitable ba 
removed is 26.40.  Impact Level:  Low. 

 
     f. M3-00008-4P: This project involves upgrading G Marksmanship Range Renovation.  
The proposed project would include construction of a 14 ft. X 160 ft. pavilion and a 15 ft. 
X 30 ft. storage building.  Construction would remove the existing pavilion on Range 37 
and would serve for advanced marksmanship and parking.  This project occurs within 
cluster 188’s forage partition and would require removal of approximately 60 trees 
occurring between 8 to 12 ins. dbh.  These trees exist in stand 10109, a 36-year old loblolly 
stand with a SI of 78.  Total non suitable ba removed is 39.60.  Impact Level:  Low.  
 
     g. 26542:  This project involves the expansion of the existing Range 37 Compound. 
Forage habitat inside the SMS will be impacted.  Impacts will be in stand 4002, a 46-year 
old loblolly stand, with a SI of 58 and pine 28 ba for 10-in.trees and pine 36ba for 14-in. 
trees. This project will impact approximately 2.7 acres of stand 4002. Approximately 1.35 
ac. falls in the SMS and 1.35 ac. Falls in the RS.  Impact Level: Moderate. 
 
     h. No Project #:  This project involves expansion of the simulated city; an existing 
simulated city exists on Range 18-C and consists of three wooden facilities. The project 
would construct and additional seven buildings, a paved road, sidewalks, alleyway, 
streetlights and tunnel system. This simulated city would provide training for strategic 
relocate target attack and urban movement techniques.  Five of the new buildings would be 
constructed on previously disturbed land, the remaining two new buildings would impact 
approximately 5 pines from forest stand 10106 within RCW cluster 188.  Loblolly forest 
stand 10106 is approximately 36 years old, with a SI of 78 and total ba of 26.4 for pines ≥ 
10-in. dbh per acre.  Total pine ba removed is 2.73.  Impact Level:  Low. 
 
     i. No Project #:  This project involves widening and paving Range 37’s primary access 
road.  The proposed action would widen the existing main range road to allow for two lane 
traffic.  Currently, the existing road is not wide enough for two vehicle passage.  Widening 
would include resurfacing with asphalt.  The proposed road widening would increase the 
road with from 16 ft. to approximately 22 ft. wide.  This width would permit High Mobility 
Multipurpose Military Vehicle (HMMMV) two lane passage.  This project would impact 
approximately 75 trees within cluster 188’s forage partition, stands 10106 and 10109.  The 
majority of these trees will non suitable forage pines less than 4-in. dbh.   Impact Level: 
Negligible.  
 
     j. No Project #:  This project involves constructing an access control point (ACP) for 
the MTC.  The action would construct an ACP to control traffic flow between Range 37 
and the Miller Training Facility. This action would also construct a guard building; a paved 
parking lot, gate control and a means to divert traffic back to Lamont Road. The 
cumulative project layout would impact approximately 0.4 acres, west of the existing 
entrance road to the MTC.  The project would impact a few suitable forage trees 
approximately 7-10 in. dbh.  The project will attempt to minimize impacts by siting the 



                                                                                      27

location in an existing open area.  This project would occur within the forage partition of 
cluster 188 within stand 4002.  Impact Level: Negligible.  
 
Summary:  Total SMS loss is 3.24 acres and 233.66 ba; total RS loss is 4.59 acres and  
401.09 ba.   
 

 
 
 

 
Figure 11.  FB FYDP projects located in cluster 188’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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5. Cluster 207 (Figure 12). 
 
     a. OA-00026-3P (West): This project involves upgrading the western extension of 
SAAF runway.   Currently, the runway length does not meet acceleration/stop distance 
requirements for the fixed wing aircraft currently based at Simmons AAF.  As outlined in 
the Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 3-260-01 for Airfield and Heliport Planning and 
Design, Chapter 3 figure 3.13, states the first 1,000 ft. X 1,000 ft. must be 100% clear and 
grubbed from the end of the runway, where the approach/departure zone begins.  No 
waiver was granted for this area.  The threshold will be moved 500 feet from the end of the 
current runway.  Also, a 150 ft. extension will be added to the runway.  The treed area 
within the 40:1 glide slope will be removed. The aircraft that this affects must either 
operate with a wavier or be configured to operate with less fuel or reduced 
cargo/passengers.  There is a compelling need and a regulatory requirement set by the UFC 
3-260-01 to extend the current 4,600 ft. runway (only 3,650 ft. operational) for the safe 
operational standard of 5,000 ft. for the largest fixed wing aircraft, the C130, operated at 
SAAF.  The runway extension is designed to accommodate C-130 aircraft.  The current 
runway is 100 ft. wide with 15 ft. pf paved shoulders and would be extended 150 ft. on the 
west end to meet the Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) specifications for Army airfields and 
the requirements for aircraft ‘over-run’.  This will enable SAAF officials to not request a 
waiver (as per federal regulations) for aircraft taking off.  According to U.S. Army 
Technical Manual 5-803-4, the SAAF runway width is 500 ft. on either side of the 
centerline for an approximate distance of 3,000 ft., which requires all trees cleared in the 
glide path.  The west end of the approach/departure zone is currently forested.  The project 
would encompass 24 acres of total construction, to include 9.5 acres of tree clearing. Tree 
removal would occur within the forage partition of RCW cluster 207.  Approximately 8.7 
acres would be removed from forest stand 3109, a 35-year old slash pine stand, with a SI of 
66 and ba of 40 for pines ≥ 10-in. dbh per acre; 0.2 acres would be removed from slash 
pine stand 4085 that is 38-years old with a SI of 53 and a ba  20 for pines ≥ 10-in. dbh per 
acre; 0.6 acres would be removed from stand 4084 that is predominately longleaf, 74-years 
old, has a SI of 48, and ba of 27 for pines ≥ 10-in. dbh per acre.  The total RS acres 
removed is 8.7 acres and total ba lost is approximately 350.   Impact Level:  Moderate 

 
     b. FOL:  This project will remove approximately 1.82 unsuitable acres and 50.08 
unsuitable ba in the RS area.  Impact Level: Low.  
 
Summary:  Total SMS loss is 0 acres and 0 ba; total RS loss is 8.7 acres and 
approximately 350 ba.   
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Figure 12.  FB FYDP projects located in cluster 207’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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6. Cluster 264 (Figure 13). 
 
     a. 59479:  This project involves the SAAF component, 4th Medical Command 
(MEDCOM) Phase II construction of a 16,006 sf. Battalion Headquarters building for the 
56th Medical Battalion and a 14,453 sf. Company Operations Facility for the 57th Medical 
Company.  Additionally, an 80 space parking lot will be constructed.  Project location is on 
the north side of Apache Street, which is on the north periphery of the airfield.  
Construction of the proposed buildings and associated site improvements would impact 
approximately 2.7 acres of RS habitat in cluster 264’s forage partition.  The impacts occur 
in stand 3167, a 50-year old longleaf pine stand with a ba of 53 per acre.  Impact Level:  
Low. 

 
Summary:  Total SMS loss is 0 acres and 0 ba; total RS loss is 2.7 acres and 
approximately 143.1 ba.   
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Figure 13.  FB FYDP projects located in cluster 264’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
 
7. Cluster 266 (Figure 14). 

 
     a. PA-40042- 4P: This project involves constructing 4, 25 ft. X 40 ft. cabins. 
The project would add additional sleeping full service cabin sites at the Smith Lake Army 
Family Campground Facility.  This project would provide a minimum of 4 full service 
cabins measuring 25 ft. X 40 ft. including a 2 car parking area.  This project occurs 
adjacent to the core cluster area of RCW cluster 266, however, 3 of the 4 cabins occur on 
previously disturbed land and all 4 cabins occur outside of the SMS and RS habitat.  The 
project location will be sited in areas to minimize and avoid pine tree impacts.  According 
to the Smith Lake Recreation Area, Facilities Manager, there will be no pine tree removal 
with the five large cabins.  Impact Level: Low. 

 
     b. PA-40043-4P:  This project involves constructing additional sleeping full service 
cabin sites the existing Smith Lake Army family campground facility.  This project would 
construct nine cabins measuring 12 ft. 9 in. X 21 ft. and a bathhouse measuring 
approximately 80 ft. X 25 ft. The proposed project occurs within the forage partition of 
RCW cluster 266. Two of the proposed cabins and the bathhouse all occur within the 
recovery standard habitat for cluster 266.  The bath houses would occupy approximately 
0.06 acres, while the bath house would occupy an estimated 0.05 acres within forest stand 
3107, a 54-year old longleaf pine stand with a SI of 55 and a total ba of 28.1 for pines ≥ 10-
in. trees per acre.  According to the Smith Lake Recreation Area, Facilities Manager, there 
will be no pine tree removal associated with the 9 small cabins.  Impact Level: Low. 
 

 
     c. FOL:  This project will remove approximately 0.84 unsuitable acres and 18.31 
unsuitable ba in the RS area.  Impact Level: Low. 
 

Summary:  Total SMS loss is 1 acre and ?? ba; total RS loss is 1.84 acre and 
approximately ?? ba.   
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Figure 14. FB FYDP projects located in cluster 266’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
 
 
 



                                                                                      33

 
8. Cluster 267 (Figure 15). 
 
     a. PA-40018-4P:  This project will involve constructing a new lodge at Smith Lake. 
The project would involve constructing an 8,000 sf, 2-story facility.  This building will be 
located at the opposite end of parking area, closest to the middle of the park next to the 
existing dumpsters.  Currently the area is relatively open with a few scattered mature 
longleaf pine trees.  The project occurs within the SMS area of RCW cluster 267, located 
approximately 250 ft. east and 375 ft. west of the nearest cavity trees.  The lodge will 
impact approximately 1.76 acres of forage habitat within the SMS and RS habitat.  
Approximately 0.92 acres in stand 3180, a 51- year old longleaf pine stand, with a ba of 42 
and ≥ 19 10-in. dbh trees per acre, will be impacted.  Approximately 0.84 acres in stand 
3178, a 53-year old loblolly pine stand, with a ba of 59 and ≥ 27 10-in. dbh trees per acre, 
will be impacted.   A total of approximately 96 ba will be lost.  Impact Level: Moderate.  
 
     b. OA-00026-3P (East): This project involves upgrading the eastern extension of 
SAAF runway.   Currently, the runway length does not meet acceleration/stop distance 
requirements for the fixed wing aircraft currently based at SAAF.  As outlined in the 
Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) 3-260-01 for Airfield and Heliport Planning and Design, 
Chapter 3 figure 3.13, states the first 1,000 ft. X 1,000 ft. must be 100% clear and grubbed 
from the end of the runway, where the approach/departure zone begins.  No waiver was 
granted for this area.  The threshold will be moved 500 ft. from the end of the current 
runway.  This increase will be split by adding a 200 ft. extension to the east end of the 
runway.  The 1,000 ft. X 1,000 ft. box at the end of the runway will remove only trees that 
penetrate the 40:1 glide slope and trees within 10 feet of slope.  The aircraft that this affects 
must either operate with a wavier or be configured to operate with less fuel or reduced 
cargo/passengers.  There is a compelling need and a regulatory requirement set by the UFC 
3-260-01 to extend the current 4,600 ft. runway (only 3,650 ft. operational) for the safe 
operational standard of 5,000 ft. for the largest fixed wing aircraft, the C130, operated at S 
AAF.  The runway extension is designed to accommodate C-130 aircraft.  The current 
runway is 100 ft. wide with 15 ft. pf paved shoulders.  The runway extension would meet 
the Unified Facilities Criteria (UFC) specifications for Army airfields and the requirements 
for aircraft ‘over-run’.  This will enable SAAF officials to not request a waiver (as per 
federal regulations) for aircraft taking off.  According to U.S. Army Technical Manual 5-
803-4, the SAAF runway width is 500 ft. on either side of the centerline for an approximate 
distance of 3,000 ft., which is required to be clear of all trees.  The east end of the 
approach/departure zone is currently forested.  The project would encompass 9.04 acres of 
selective thinning of the tallest trees that encroach upon the 40:1 obstruction glide slope. 
Tree removal would occur within the RS habitat in cluster 267.  Approximately 140 pine 
trees within a 7.28 acre glide path would be removed from a 31- year old loblolly pine 
stand.  The total ba removed is ???.   Impact Level:  Moderate 
 

 
     c. FOL:  This project will remove approximately 23.37 unsuitable acres and 826.35 
unsuitable ba in both the SMS and RS areas.  
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Summary:  Total SMS loss is 25acres and 922.35ba; total RS loss is 31.28 acres and 
approximately ?? ba.   
  

 
 
 
Figure 15.  FB FYDP projects located in cluster 267’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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9. Cluster 280 (Figure 16). 
 
     a. FA-20029-4P:  Project involves widening Gruber Road at Zabitosky Road 
intersection to provide additional traffic lanes.  This intersection would be widened 12 ft. 
on both north and south sides and 200 ft. east and west of the existing intersection.  The 
proposed action would provide traffic control in accordance with the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and NCDOT.  This project would occur within the 
forage partition of RCW cluster 280 however, outside of the SMS and RS habitat.  This 
project would occur in managed forest stand 4054 which is a 38-year loblolly stand with a 
SI of 84 and a total ba of 51 for pines ≥ 10- in. dbh per acre.  The extension 200 ft. to the 
east would occur in forest stand 4055, a 48-year old loblolly stand with a SI of 68 and ba of 
74 for pines ≥ 10-in. dbh per acre.  Impact Level:  Negligible.  
 
     b. MB-00019-3P:  This project involves constructing two parking lots at building E-
2929 and building E-3323. One lot will be 1.4-acre in size and occur east of E-2929 and the 
other is a 1.3-acre lot occurring south of building E-3323.  Currently, vehicles are illegally 
parked near the proposed parking lot area blocking emergency vehicle access.  These 
parking lots would remove approximately 2.7 acres of trees within the forage partition of 
cluster 280; the trees occur within a managed forest stand, outside the SMS, but inside the 
RS habitat.  Impact Level:  Low. 
 
     c. ME-00007-4P, ME-00010-4P, ME-00011-4P:  This project involves constructing a 
10,000 sf. storage building for the 7th SFG.  The proposed project would occur north of 7th 
SFG on Andean Drive.  This facility would serve as a warehouse for high value equipment 
and would be designed for indoor pallets and drive-through capability.  The cumulative 
projects would capture approximately 1.4 acres of forage from RCW cluster 280.  All three 
projects would require tree removal from loblolly stand 4053 that is approximately 52-year 
old, has a SI of 82, and a ba of 46.0 ≥ trees 10-in. dbh per acre.  The three projects will 
impact the SMS and RS habitat. A meeting on November 9, 2004  between FB PWBC 
Director Mr. Bean and USASOC command (Colonel Koenig), agreed the storage buildings 
will be moved to avoid impacts to cluster 280’s SMS and RS areas.  Colonel Koenig stated the 
3 storage buildings are to be relocated into an area where no trees will be impacted; therefore 
no impacts are anticipated.   Impact Level:  Negligible.  
 

Summary:  Total SMS loss is 0 acres and 0ba; total RS loss is 2.7 acres and 
approximately ?? ba.   
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Figure 16.  FB FYDP projects located in cluster 280’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
 
10. Cluster 1002 (Figure 17). 
 
     a. 43908:  An approximate 25-acre special operations force Weapons Maintenance and 
Training Facility is currently under construction.  See BA dated May 6, 2002 and the 
Service concurrence letter dated July 22, 2002. This project was included adjacency issue 
and landscape fragmentation can clearly be assessed.  Impact Level:  Moderate 
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     b. 60360:  This project involves a 38,150 sf. company operations facility for the Charlie 
Company, 3d Battalion, 7th SFG.  The Charlie Company was recently moved to FB from 
Naval Station Roosevelt Roads, Puerto Rico, and currently is being housed in inadequate, 
temporary quarters.  The project will be located off Chicken Road adjacent to the SOF 
Weapons Training and Maintenance Facility.  The project would remove approximately 8.5 
acres in parts of two stands within the RS habitat, stands 4035 and 4037. Project will  
include a Force Protection fence be built around the entire facility.  Stand 4035 is 37-year 
old loblolly pine with a total pine ba of 53.  Implementation of the proposed project would 
also include realignment of an existing tank trail that parallels Chicken Road. Stand 4037, a 
58-year old loblolly stand has a ba of 54 and 31 trees ≥ 10-in. dbh per acre.  Impact Level:  
Low. 
 
     c. FOL:  This project would remove 12.05 unsuitable acres in the RS habitat, which 
equates to 478.01 sf. of pine ba. Impact Level:  Moderate. 
 

Summary:  Total SMS loss is 0 acres and 0ba; total RS loss is 20.55 acres and 
approximately 621.99 ba.   
 

 
Figure 15.  FB FYDP projects located in cluster 1002’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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C.   OMA and MILCON Projects sited in the GBA but not in a cluster forage 
partition: 
 
1. MB-00040-4P:  This project involves constructing a 40 ft. X 75 ft. pre-engineered 
12,000 sf. metal building near the corner of Yadkin and Reilly Road.  The facility would 
house approximately 30 personnel and requires water, sewer, phone and power to 
accommodate this site.  In addition, a 0.30 acre paved parking area would be positioned 
west of the proposed facility including a 24 ft. wide asphalt street access.  The street access 
would occupy approximately 0.22 acres.  This project would provide adequate 
administrative space for USASOC staff overflow.  The project occurs outside of any RCW 
forage partition.  Approximately 0.75 acres of trees would be removed from forest stand 
4047.  Loblolly pine is the dominate stand type.  Stand 4047 is a 34-year old stand, with a 
SI of 79, and a ba of 40.0 ≥10-in. dbh trees per acre (Figure 18).  Impact Level:  Low. 
 
 

 
 
 
Figure 18.  FB FYDP MB-00040-4P is south of cluster 280’s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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2. ME-00013-4P: This project involves clearing trees for a formation area.  The clearing 
would remove young longleaf pine trees   ≤ 4-in dbh in an area behind 3rd Battalion (Bn), 
7th SFG, building E-1733.  This area consists of immature trees that were likely planted 
after original construction of adjacent facilities was complete. Approximately 0.2 acres 
would be removed from loblolly pine stand 4047, which has a site index of 79, average age 
of 34, with a ba of 40 ≥ 10-ins. Dbh trees per acre.  This project does not occur within any 
RCW forage partition. Charlie Company 3rd/7th has no available area to hold a Battalion 
level formation or conduct limited training.  Without this project the unit would have no 
area to conduct Battalion level formations for awards ceremonies, change of command, etc.  
Also, the unit has no area to conduct limited training such as basic military qualification 
skills tasks, without traveling to a training area outside of main post (Figure 19).  Impact 
Level:  Low. 
 

 
 
Figure 19.  FB FYDP ME-00013-4P is located in E-Area, south of cluster 280s’ forage 
partition, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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3. PA-00023-4P:  This project involves relocating an existing recreation paint ball facility 
located in cluster 266’s forage partition to an area that is not occupied by any managed 
RCW forage partition (Figure 20).  Impact Level:  Low. 

 
 
 
Figure 20. FB FYDP PA-40023-4P is located southeast of cluster 267’s forage partition, 
FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
 
4. 59354:  This project involves the construction of a two-story company operations facility 
for the SOF 112th Special Operations Signal Battalion.  The proposed building footprint is 
approximately 9,850 sf.  Currently, the battalion consists of two 75-man companies but has 
undergone re-organization to consist of three companies and personnel increases to 90-man 
companies, necessitating the facility expansion.  Site improvements would include 
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landscaping, privately owned vehicle parking, and storm water control features.  The 
proposed site for the new facility is located just south of the Yadkin and Reilly Roads 
intersection.  The site is adjacent to, but outside of cluster 280’s forage partition, and would 
potentially affect stand number 4047  (Figure 21).  Impact Level:  Low. 
 

 
 
Figure 21.  FB FYDP 59354 is located outside of cluster 280’s forage partition, FB 
Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
 
5. 59459:  Expand 3rd SFG Compound, this project will provide additional square footage 
required to accomplish the 3rd SFG mission.  Due to the ever-expanding equipment storage 
needs for the Special Forces soldiers, the team rooms that were constructed for the 3rd SFG 
in the early 1990s can no longer handle the team operational space and equipment storage 
needs of the soldiers.  This project will provide additional team room and storage square 
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footage by constructing additions to the north side of three buildings, E-1351, E-1650, E-
1646, E-2048, E-1743, E-1541, E-1739, and E-2040.  These 10 buildings are located 
between Chicken Road and Stabo Loop.  The project will add 100,170 sf. to the existing 
facilities.  Each addition will be two-story, with a footprint between 4,860 sf. to 23,850 sf.  
Activities related to expansion of buildings E-1351 and E-1650 will occur within RCW 
foraging partition 97.  The building additions occur within a “open” forest stand type, 
however the required parking areas will impact 1.14 acres in stand 4380, a 31-year old 
loblolly pine stand with 22 ≥ 10-in. dbh per acre and a ba of 89.  Habitat impacts fall 
outside of any managed RCW forage partition (Figure 22). Impact Level:  Low. 
 
6. 63437:  This project involves construction of a 100 ft. X 230 ft. indoor range south of 
Sabo Loop road.   The project impacts 0.72 acres in stand 4380, a 31-year old loblolly pine 
stand with 22 ≥ 10 in. dbh per acre and ba of 89.  The habitat is outside of any managed 
RCW forage partition (Figure 22).   Impact Level:  Low.  
 

 
 
Figure 22.  FB FYDP 59459 and 63437 are located between cluster 97 and cluster 280’s 
forage partition, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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7. PN 61653:  This project involves constructing a 4,000 sf. Community Dining Facility 
(fast food) and Bar, formerly known as the Green Beret Club.  The proposed building 
would provide indoor seating for 100 customers and covered patio seating for an additional 
50-75 persons.  The purpose of the project is to relocate the existing facility closer to the 
new USASOC headquarters and replace a structure that is un-repairable and removed from 
the target client base.  Relocation of the facility would place it within walking distance of 
over 4,700 soldiers and civilians that work in the USASOC complex.  The project is to be 
sited at the northeast of the intersection of Reilly Street and Desert Storm Drive.  The 
proposed project is located adjacent to, but not within RCW forage partition 280.  The 
project area is considered open habitat and is not included in a forest management stand 
polygon  (Figure 23).  Impact Level:  Low: 
 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 23.  FB FYDP 61653 is located south of cluster 280s forage partition, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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V.  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
     The upland natural community types found in the GBA are typical of the longleaf 
pine/wiregrass ecosystem (Classification of the Natural Communities of North Carolina 
(Third Approximation ) Michael P. Schafale and Alan S. Weakley  1990), in fact, many 
habitat characteristics are similar to the rest of FB.  The most common soil type is Candor 
soils that have a SI of 65 for longleaf pine and 75 for loblolly pine  (USDA Soil Survey of 
Cumberland and Hoke Counties North Carolina, 1984).  Habitats inside this SMEA are 
managed and maintained in accordance with the FB ESMP and INRMP Plans.  
 
     The two dominant upland communities consist of xeric Sandhill scrub and pine scrub 
oak Sandhill community.  In the lower-lying areas the three most prominent wetland 
communities are Coastal Plain small stream swamp (Blackwater subtype), streamhead 
pocosin and Sandhill seep habitats.  Throughout the GBA landscape many of the known 
plant communities found on FB are present.  Soils that are present within the  project area 
include Wagram loamy sand (WaB), 0 to 6 percent slopes, Candor sand (CaB), 1 to 8 
percent slopes, Vaucluse loamy sand (VaB), 2 to 8 percent slopes, Blaney loamy sand 
(BaB), 2 to 8 percent slopes, and Lakeland sand (LaB), 1 to 8 percent slopes.  These soils 
are well-drained to somewhat excessively drained soils on broad, smooth flats and side 
slopes of uplands.  In general, these types of soils are generally moderately rapid 
permeability and available water capacity is low to medium (Hudson, 1984).  Terrain 
inside the GBA is gently sloping.   
 
     Project area physical features can be described as rolling terrain rising approximately to 
740 ft. above sea level.  Upland slopes range from steep to gently sloping (elevation 
changes ±100 ft.).  The soil is characterized as highly erodible based on factors such as 
drainage, permeability, texture, structure and percent slope (personal communication, Craig 
Lantz, Soil Conservationist, Water Management Branch, FB, 2004).  The physiological soil 
within the Sandhills soil units are characterized as loamy sands and sands, and are found on 
the Tuscaloosa, Eutaw and Cusseta geologies.  The dominant and codominant tree types 
are generally classified as pine and mixed pine/hardwoods with the pine trees composed of 
loblolly, longleaf, and shortleaf pines, respectively.   
 
     Toward the northwest end of the GBA the habitat consists of mixed longleaf and 
loblolly pine stands.  On the drier ridge tops longleaf dominates, but in the lower-lying 
mesic areas, loblolly is dominant.  In the mesic swales and poorly drained areas loblolly 
dominates, in most cases this is an artificial artifact from absence of fire.  Presettlement 
forest types depict the original natural vegetation would have consisted of dry-mesic 
longleaf pine/wiregrass savanna, mesic longleaf pine/wiregrass savanna, longleaf 
pine/turkey oak woodland, blackjack oak woodland, pyrophytic oak-hickory woodland, 
wet-mesic longleaf pine savanna, pond pine/canebrake and small stream swamp and 
pyrophytic wetland mosaic structured by fire and beaver.  However, in many parts of the 
GBA, the forest type structure has been severely altered in many of the mesic communities, 
primarily due to absence of fire.  In most areas dominated by loblolly pine, the loblolly 
stands are off-site (Cecil Frost unpublished report, 2004).  In many forest stands throughout 
the GBA, they are overly stocked and in need of thinning.  During the 2004 summer and 
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fall months all of the stands that needed thinning throughout the GBA were treated.  
Historically, the GBA was burned infrequently, but beginning in 1991 the SMEA was put 
on a 3-year prescribed fire regime.  Note: There still are areas inside the GBA that have not 
been burned or been burned infrequently.    
 
     Within the last decade, most habitats inside the GBA have been burned at least a couple 
times on a 3-5 year fire regime.  Consequently, many of the native forbs and warm season 
grasses that persisted are responding.  In areas where fire has been excluded, there exists a 
heavy duff layer, consisting mainly of nonpyrophytic leaf litter and excessive pine straw 
accumulations.  These areas are not burning well.  Prescribed fire managers have had 
difficulty effectively burning these areas.  Therefore, ground cover is typically sparse in 
these fire-suppressed areas and often overly stocked with a dense midstory of oaks.  Forest 
stands throughout the GBA are managed accordingly and are incorporated into the HMA 
habitat prescription process (Dept. of the Army, 2001) based on restoration needs and 
RCW recovery priorities.  
 
     Currently, the 6,329-acre GBA is mostly forested. However, over the past 10 years, 
there has been some restricted development in portions.  Currently, contiguous forest 
stands connect most suitable RCW forage habitat and travel substrate, although there are 
three critical “bottleneck” areas where the contiguous forests have experienced severe 
fragmentation from development (Figure 24).  Natural resource management has focused 
primarily on maintaining a ecologically functional forested condition suitable for growing 
woodpecker groups by coordinating efforts to off-set development.  This minimization 
strategy is implemented through FB Master Planning as the most effective means toward 
sustainable development.  Projects are sited systematically on a case-by-case basis to avoid 
and minimize pine tree impacts.  These projects are considered “smart” projects.  
 
     Limitations to GBA development have imposed a severe restriction of development 
potential in the CA.  As such, projects are sited in open areas or in reuse areas previously 
developed.  Additional challenges arise with implementing the habitat management area 
(HMA) prescription process across the landscape inside the GBA (Figure 24).  
 

VI.  PURPOSE 
 
A.   Primary  
 
     The GBA provides the military training opportunities closer to the CA.  Much of the 
area is used for training.  For example, areas are used as close-in training areas for the 82nd 
Airborne Division, 18th Field Artillery Brigade, 35th Signal Brigade, and SOCOM.  
Training facilities in these areas include a landing zone, navigation courses, CS chamber, 
defensive driving course, and sites for the Expert Infantry and Expert Field Medical Badge. 
The GBA BA will assess the implementation of FB’s FYDP and its affect on the GBA.  
Furthermore, cumulative project impacts will 
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Figure 24.  Environmental Baseline; FYDP Project Area, with emphasis on critical 
bottleneck areas, in addition to, the  FOL project, FB Military Installation, Cumberland 
County, NC. 
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be assessed for affects on the Sandhills East population.  The FYDP will facilitate orderly 
development of areas and plan other actions consistent with guidelines set forth in the FB 
PWBC Master Plan (Long Range Component Master Plan 2003).  
     
B.   Secondary 
 
     The GBA is considered vital for RCW recovery because it serves as a genetic and 
demographic linkage between the NEA and western training areas on FB.  If this area 
becomes nonfunctional, the NEA groups will become isolated from the rest of FB, which 
would create a subpopulation from the Sandhills East population. If this were to happen the 
FB MCG would be jeopardized.  The land bridge is considered a critical biological and 
physical link used to maintain and promote RCW ingress and egress through dispersal.  
Threats to the GBA stem from weakening of group connectivity.  At the western end, the 
RCW linkage › two territories in width but in the middle portion the linkage it’s down to 
only one territory (clusters 63, 97, 205, and 280).  The FYDP  will be assessed for both 
direct and indirect impacts.  The BA will assess the implementation as it pertains to the 
effects on the GBA corridor functionality.        
    

VII. FEDERAL PROTECTED SPECIES 
 
This BA is pursuant to Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as 
amended (16 USC 1531-1543).  The BA’s purpose is to evaluate the FB FYDP effects on 
endangered species in the GBA.  The Service for Cumberland County, NC, lists the 
following federally listed and proposed endangered species: 
 
A.   Vertebrates 
Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis)- Endangered  
American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis)-Threatened (S/A)** 
Cape Fear Shiner (Notropis mekistocholas)-Endangered** 
 
B.   Invertebrates 
Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii francisci)-Endangered 
 
C.   Vascular Plants 
Rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulifolia)-Endangered 
Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii)-Endangered  
American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana)-Endangered 
Small-whorled pogonia (Isotria medeoloides)-Threatened* 
Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia)-Endangered*** 
 
*Historic Record- the species was last observed in the county more than 50 years ago. 
Note: The species was likely misidentified. Surveyed for but never found on FB.  
**Uncertain Record- the species is known to occur in the Cape Fear River Basin but has 
not been surveyed for in the Little River.   
***Species was included in two prior surveys, but not found on FB. 
(S/A) Threatened due to Similarity of Appearance. 
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VIII.  METHODOLOGY 

 
A.   Overview 
 
 Project scope was assessed and evaluated to determine direct or indirect impacts on five 
federally listed species (RCW, Saint Francis’ satyr, rough-leaved loosestrife, American 
chaffseed and Michaux’s sumac) occurring in Cumberland County, FB, NC.  In addition, 
cumulative impacts were determined and assessed for each species accordingly.  Habitat 
analysis and habitat evaluations were performed through field surveys as well as through 
habitat analysis using ArcMap and the geographic information system (GIS) on FB.  
Project impacts were calculated by determining the project clearing limits based on a 
“worse case” basis, so as not to underestimate impacts.  Biologists calculated habitat loss in 
acres by overlaying GIS maps of project limits in ArcView 9 software, using ArcMap.  In 
spring 2003 and 2004 project locations within the GBA were surveyed for endangered 
plants to determine presence or absence for each species and their suitable habitats 
(Appendix 2).  In addition, the forest stands where projects were sited were surveyed for 
RCW cavity/start trees.  Forage habitat analyses (FHA) were conducted for each RCW 
cluster that received FYDP impacts to their forage partition. 
 
B.   RCW 
 
     A digital map was developed using ArcMap to depict natural resource information 
layers in relation to proposed project locations so potential positive or negative 
species/habitat impacts could be further evaluated and assessed.  RCW habitat impacts 
were evaluated through several types of analyses including: analyzing spatial relationships 
between cavity tree locations and project area; evaluating impacts from project area; 
evaluating impacts on forage partition(s) and forage amounts (Carter and Associates, 1995 
and U.S. Dept. of the Army, 1997); determining impacts to cluster core areas; evaluating 
impacts to quality and quantity of forage/dispersal habitat (USFWS, 2003); assessing 
woodpecker demographics through evaluation of habitat fragmentation and forest 
connectivity inside the GBA (Letcher, 1998 and USFWS, 2003) and analyzing forage 
equivalents for the SMS and RS equivalents (USFWS, 2003).  Woodpecker tree locations 
are based on those located during comprehensive inventories conducted in 1992, 1998-
1999, and on-going surveys since 2003.      

 
      Cluster centroids or epicenters are determined by the spatial arrangement of cavity and 
start trees.  Each cluster’s epicenter is fixed on the landscape.  Forage partitions are grown 
from each epicenter outward to a 0.5 mi radius (USFWS, 1989).   Within this area, tabular 
data from FB’s most recent forest stand inventory is used to determine forage availability 
within the SMS and RS polygons.  In many cases, the neighboring cluster(s) may influence 
the shape of specific forage partition(s).  Forage polygons are identified within the forage 
partition using the USFWS Recovery Plan forage standard requirements (USFWS, 2003).   
Both forage standards are maintained and used to achieve separate goals.   
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     The SMS is defined as a minimum forage acreage based on several parameters and is 
used to determine a legal “takings” under Section 7 of the ESA.  This standard is primarily 
used to determine short-term cluster/territory viability.  Conversely, the RS is a minimum 
forage acreage used to maintain a cluster that is part of a designated recovery population.  
This standard is applied to management/recovery efforts.  This standard  is used to 
prioritize management and recovery activities.  Basically, the SMS polygon is used to 
evaluate and assess project impacts under Section 7 of the ESA and the RS polygon is used 
to prioritize and designate NRD management activities aimed at achieving recovery in 
accordance with the Service Recovery Plan and FB ESMP.  Incidental take is determined 
using the SMS and RS determines the cluster viability as it pertains to demographic and 
genetic parameters. The FB Habitat Management Units (HMUs) will be implemented 
through the Habitat Management Area (HMA) prescription process.      
  
     The entire installation was resurveyed for new cavity trees during the 1999 and 2000 
field seasons, including the project area.  The GBA was systematically surveyed under 
contract for new cavity trees in 2003.  A supplemental field survey for trees was conducted 
during the summer of 2004.  The results of the project area survey found only one new 
woodpecker tree.  In cluster 528, on July 13, 2004, a new start was found, tree number 
12381.  If new cavity trees and/or start trees are found, they are plotted onto aerial 
photography, located using global position system, and then added to the GIS layer for 
further spatial analysis.  
 
C.   Forage Habitat Analysis (FHA)  
 
     Biologists determined RCW forage habitat partition boundaries based on an RCW 
Forage Assessment Tool (FAT).  FAT is a software program that uses ArcMacro language 
(AML) in conjunction with Environmental Systems Research Institute ( ESRI’s) ArcInfo 
software to calculate and create forage partitions.  This technique creates Theisson 
polygons from the epicenter of each cluster.  These polygons are the basis for each forage 
partition.   If a forage partition is shared or overlaps adjacent clusters, meaning the forage 
partition/s overlap within a 0.5 mi radius, then the habitat is divided up equally between 
clusters.  If a cluster forage partition has no forage partition overlap then it is grown out to 
a 0.5 mi radius circle, unrestrained (Henry, 1985).  The revised forage partition 
development method was created by Lipscomb in the early 1990’s and takes into account 
the complication of overlapping forage partitions. 
 

Once forage partitions have been created, forage habitat acreage requirements are 
determined for each cluster using the SMS and the RS forage guidelines (USFWS, 2003).  
Site indices were used to determine quality forage in each evaluated partition using both 
standards.  When calculating a FHA for each cluster the most recent stand inventory data 
(FB 2002) were used for this BA.  The individual forest stand data are depicted and 
summarized in tabular form in a Form 3. Form 3’s were calculated for all 10 RCW clusters 
impacted by FB FYDP (Appendix 2).  
 

Impacts were assessed pursuant to Section 7 of the ESA, as amended, using the 2003 
Recovery Plan’s two forage habitat management standards.  The SMS requires a minimum 
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of 3,000 total sf. of ba on at least 75 acres of good quality foraging habitat as defined below 
(USFWS, 2003): 
 

1. Pine stands must be at least 30 years of age or older. 
2. Average BA of pines ≥ 10-in. dbh should be between 40 and 70 sf/ac. 
3. Average BA of pine, < 10-in. dbh should be ‹ 20 sf/ac. 
4. No hardwood midstory exists, or if a hardwood midstory is present, it must be 

sparse and ‹ 7 ft. in height.  

5. Total stand baa, including overstory hardwoods, should be ‹ 80 sf/ac. 
6. All land counted as forage should be within 0.25 mi of the cluster and stands 

counted as forage habitat be within 200 ft. (61 m) of another foraging stand or the 
cluster itself.        

 
The RS requires a minimum of 120 acres of good quality forage (manageable) habitat 

in areas within a 0.5 mi of the cluster epicenter with high site productivity, or 200-300 
acres of good quality forage habitat in areas of low productivity.  Good quality forage must 
meet the following criteria below (USFWS, 2003): 
 

1. There should be a minimum of 18 pine stems >14-in. dbh per acre that are ≥60 
years of age.  The minimum ba for these pines should be 20 sf/ac.  

2. The ba for pines from 10-14-in. dbh should be from 0-40 sf/ac. 
3. The ba of pines <10-in. dbh should be below 10 sf/ac. and below 20 stems/ac.   
4. The minimum ba for categories 1 and 2 above should be 40 sf/ac. 
5. Native herbaceous ground cover should total 40 % or more on the ground. 
6. No hardwood midstory exists, or if present, is sparse and less than 7ft. in height.  
7. Canopy hardwoods are absent or ‹ 10% of the number of canopy trees in longleaf 

forests and ‹ 30% of the number of canopy trees in loblolly and shortleaf stands. 
8.  All habitat is within 0.5 mi of the center of the cluster. 
9. Foraging habitat is not separated by more than 200 ft. of non-foraging habitat.   

 
Specifically, the RS forage polygon is used by FB NRD to prioritize and plan 

silviculture forest restoration and maintenance activities within each cluster partition based 
on the recovery efforts outlined in the FB ESMP.  Also, this standard can be used to 
determine long-term incidental take from project impacts.  Forage habitat was evaluated 
using both standards pursuant to a draft memorandum issued by the Service RCW 
coordinator, Ralph Costa, on 25 May 2004 (Appendix 3).  According to guidelines 
presented in the memorandum, an incidental take is assumed for a group/cluster only if the 
post-project foraging habitat totals are below the minimum forage requirement (total BA 
and total acreage) required by the SMS forage standard.  Since, the FB RCW population is 
part of the Sandhills East Core Recovery Population (USFWS 2003), the RCW habitat on 
FB must be managed according to the RS forage requirements.  So if a cluster does not 
meet the RS requirements and a project will further impact (reduce) habitat then incidental 
take must be assumed long-term at this standard.  Long-term viability of a cluster would be 
threatened.   
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FB ESB using the following two procedures developed minimum forage habiat 
calculations for the RS & SMS: 
 

1. The RCW foraging guidelines recommend providing a minimum of 200 acres per 
cluster on poor sites with SI ‹ 60.  Since many forage partitions on FB have stands 
with SI › 60 than stands with SI ‹ 60, a determination of minimum forage is 
determined between the high and low site productivity minimum levels of 120 and 
200 respectively.   

 
2. The conversion factor of 1.67 is determined by dividing 200 by 120.  The FB 

formula is as follows.  ((120 minus number acres of SI › 60) x 1.67) + (number 
acres of SI › 60).  If the number of high quality acres is ≥ to 120 acres, then 
minimum forage is 120 acres and must include the high quality acres.  If the 
number of high quality acres is ‹ 120 acres then the minimum acreage required to 
support the cluster is between 120 and 200 acres. 

 
 
Note: FHA discrepancies with potential suitable forage totals will likely occur between FB 
ESB vs. Jay Carter and Associates (JCA).  Cluster differences can likely be attributed to 
different SI information, as well as, JCA’s interpretation of potential suitable forage habitat 
vs. FB’s interpretation of potential suitable forage habitat, which FB has defined as 
“manageable” forage habitat.  FB used SI in the FB stand inventory data.  JCA used SI in 
the USGS county soils survey maps.  FB did not count significant drainage features, open 
habitats, wildlife food plots, etc.   JCA used hardwood midstory and % ground cover 
characteristics to primarily define suitable habitat.  JCA basically assumed all potential 
suitable forage can meet GQFH criteria.  FB ESB did not use midstory and % ground cover 
characteristics to define suitable habitat.  Conversely, FB included habitat with hardwood 
midstory problems, over stocked stands, and minimal ground cover as potential suitable 
(i.e., “manageable”), under the assumption that these stands have potential to become 
suitable through proactive management.  FB is working under the premise that through 
reasonable progress many of these stands will one day meet GQFH criteria.  The unsuitable 
forage stands are treated at the stand level within each cluster’s forage partition using the 
HMA process. The FB ESB counted only those potential habitats that have real potential to 
one day achieve QGFH requirements.  How these stands are prioritized across the 
landscape depends on the ESMP goals and implementation of the HMA prescriptions.    
 
     FB did not include hardwood midstory or ground cover characteristics in their FHA.  
Also, FB excluded drainage habitat that was determined not manageable based on realistic 
pragmatic field evaluations.  Dominant drainage features were removed if unsuitable 
habitat was determined it could not meet GQFH criteria through management.  For the 
purpose of this assessment, the following guidance issued by the Service was not followed.  
“Pine stands containing a sparse hardwood midstory regardless of height and a moderately 
dense hardwood midstory that was low or moderate in height and a dense hardwood 
midstory that was low in height were considered suitable foraging habitat” (personal 



                                                                                      52

communication, J. Hammond, USFWS.)   FB counted all forage stands containing varying 
degrees of hardwood density and height classifications, knowing short-term conditions are 
not desirable but long-term will become suitable.   
 
     FB’s position is these stands are actively being managed and are continually being 
improved to meet GQFH criteria.  FB recognizes the forest stand conditions are very 
dynamic.  For example, on application of an intense prescribe fire can radically change 
midstory height and density from high to low if conditions are ideal.  In general, removal of 
midstory hardwoods is ongoing at the landscape level, so unsuitable stands with hardwood 
problems are becoming suitable habitat.  Dense pine stands with a ba of >90 sq. ft. per ac. 
were only counted if the majority of pines present were >14-in. dbh.  Note: FB NRD is 
currently prioritizing the GBA for midstory hardwood control.  The 10 clusters impacted 
by FYDP will be targeted first.  All 10 clusters should have all hardwoods removed within 
their forage partitions by end of 2005.   
  
D.   Cluster-Level Analysis (CLA) 
 
     The RCW forage impact analysis was performed using a cluster-level analysis (CLA).  
The CLA is based on the revised forage recovery guidelines.  The 2003 Recovery Plan RS 
calls for forage habitat within 0.8 kilometer (km) (0.5 mi) of the cluster center, and that 
preferably, 50% or more fall within 0.4 km (0.25 mi) of the cluster center.  Since cavity 
tree locations across the landscape are spatially dynamic, foraging partitions should be 
reevaluated periodically.  However, FB intends to manage forage partitions by stands rather 
than by a “moving target”, meaning constantly changing cluster epicenter.  By doing this, 
FB has developed “fixed” forage partitions that are quasi-permanent.  The forage 
partition’s center should not change much long-term.   This prevents reoccurring changes 
from cluster epicenter flux.  Partitions will change only to accommodate new groups, 
replacement stands, or in a case of radical cluster reconfiguration, as requested by Service 
in 2004.  By defining the cluster epicenter as a fixed point, and setting forage equivalent 
baselines, the forage problems associated with a moving epicenter and its affects on 
partition boundaries are greatly reduced across the landscape.  This method prevents 
baseline forage fluctuations for each standard, which reduces planning cost and allows for 
effective NRD resource allocation.  

 
     The NDR management objective is to demonstrate reasonable progress toward meeting 
the RS by improving forage habitat to meet all the elements of this standard.   In most 
cases, the vast majority of habitats across FB do not meet good quality forage parameters.  
To determine management priorities, forage habitat that has potential good quality forage 
standards is categorized as “manageable” forage.  “Manageable” acreages include suitable 
forage that meets the forage requirements for both standards as well as forage that does not 
meet requirements.   All >30 year old pine forest, ≥ 50% pine canopy, that is contiguous to 
the cluster is counted.  Even forage that does not meet the midstory and groundcover 
criteria is included.  This habitat will still be counted toward the suitable forage acreages in 
both the SMS and RS as long as this habitat can be managed to meet necessary 
requirements.  If the habitat can never meet the midstory and/or groundcover criteria 
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through management, such as mesic mixed pine/hardwood drains, these acres will not be 
counted.   

 
     Site index was used to calculate the acreage needed to meet RS forage guidelines.  If 
forage stands are <60 SI for longleaf pine stands, then additional acreage will be added to 
the minimum best 120 acres.  Cluster that have all forage acres with SI <60 requires 
allocation and management of 200-300 acres for low productivity sites, while RCW 
clusters on high SI sites ≥60 are allocated 120 acres.  Clusters that have forage acres made 
up of stands with SI <60 and stands with SI >=60 require allocation and management of 
120 to 200 acres based on the conversion factor defined above.    

 
     The BA depicts the SMS threshold by identifying the most “manageable” forage habitat 
within 0.25 mile radius from the epicenter of each cluster.  The Service recommends a 
minimum of 75 acres of “manageable” forage within the 0.25 mi radius from the epicenter 
of a cluster.  Suitable forage is defined as pine forest stands >50% pine 30 years old and 
older.  FB determines potential suitable forage habitat as only habitat that is manageable. If 
the minimum forage requirements can’t be met within the 0.25 mi radius then additional 
acreage can be obtained from the RS polygon.  
 
     Using the SMS guidelines, a minimum 3,000 ft.² ba is needed to support a group in a 
minimum of 75 acres within 0.25 mi cluster epicenter.  At the cluster level, indices used to 
characterize those clusters most vulnerable to negative impacts include group status 
(potential breeding groups, solitary males, non breeding groups etc.) Measures that 
determine a viable group can be determined through reproductive success and group size.   

 
     The RS was depicted by identifying the minimum manageable forage habitat polygon 
≥120 acres, of which >50% or more GQFH falls within a 0.25 mile from the cluster 
epicenter.  The RS manageable forage must attempt to meet GQFH outlined in the 
Recovery Plan.  In other words, FB identifies stands as manageable RS habitat, and then 
demonstrates efforts to meet these parameters.  The forage polygons for the SMS and RS 
are the same within the 0.25 mi radius within the 0.5 mile forage partition.  Note: The SMS 
polygon is embedded within the RS polygon.  The SMS and RS polygons for each cluster 
inside the GBA are depicted at the neighborhood scale (Figure 25).  

 
     Project impacts are quantified by subtracting project clearing limits (post-project) 
acreage from the 10 impacted clusters SMS and/or RS (Appendix 2).  At some later date, a 
cluster matrix forage evaluation will be performed at the stand level to help prioritize 
effective stand management.  If the SMS equivalents are surplus post-project no incidental 
take will occur.  If SMS forage totals are deficient post-project, incidental take is assumed.  
To offset or minimize incidental take, the Service will determine functional compensation, 
but FB would expect a 2:1 functional compensation ratio per incidental take cluster.  The 
functional compensation must consider “in kind” minimization through enhancement, 
creation or replacement to off-set the impacted cluster/s considering both genetic and 
demographic importance.   In kind minimization requires replacement of the impacted 
cluster by a similar cluster that is demographically and genetically linked to the same 
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population or subpopulation.  In this case, any incidental take in the GBA must be replaced 
in the Sandhills East population either in or adjacent to the GBA, closest to the impacts.      

 
     Without these parameters being met functional compensation is not considered 
appropriate.  If RS forage totals are surplus post-project there is no incidental take and 
recovery related issues are likely being met.  However, if RS forage totals are deficit post-
project then cluster specific case-by-case habitat management prescriptions must be 
directed toward offsetting or minimizing project impacts.  If post-project habitat is between 
SMS and RS, no incidental take is assumed, however, this information will be used later in 
the neighborhood and population level analyses impact determination.  Note: This is based 
on Service guidance from May/June 2004.      
 
E.   Neighborhood-Level Analysis (NLA) 
 
     Guidance set forth by the Service (i.e., Endangered Species Consultation Handbook 
1998) states that “when determining an action area, it must include the project site and all 
the areas surrounding the activity up to where the effects will no longer be felt by the listed 
species.”  The intent of this “neighborhood analysis” is to account for the potential negative 
impacts of a project on RCW demography through habitat loss or fragmentation at the 
neighborhood level.  Understanding RCW dispersals within a project area is necessary in 
order to define the action area or “neighborhood.” 

 
     The “neighborhood” action area is defined by understanding RCW dispersal distances 
within the project area.  Extensive research has been done on the RCW in the NC Sandhills 
from 1973 to date (NCSU RCW Research Project, SEI, and FB ESB).  The action area 
neighborhood for the proposed implementation of the FB FYDP “project area” was defined 
by using many observed dispersals within the project area and reported in Walters (1990) 
and FB ESB (unpublished data).  The average dispersal distance in the Sandhills East and 
West populations is less than 5 km or 3.1 mi (Walters, 1990).  The action area will consider 
a 3mi buffer around the project impact limits.  If project impacts drop the SMS forage 
requirement standard below the forage habitat guidelines or below the RS post-project, the 
impacts will be considered adverse pursuant to the NLA.  The potential manageable forage 
habitat removed is considered in the analysis.  If a cluster is determined to remain viable, 
based on post-project forage acreages, then demographic and genetic connectivity can be 
addressed and we can determined if neighborhoods remain functionally linked at the 
population scale.         

 
     Forage habitat loss or alteration can have direct or indirect effects on group size and 
reproduction.  As such project impacts must be closely evaluated and assessed accordingly.  
Projects that may affect fitness, behavior and distribution of RCW groups at a 
neighborhood scale could potentially pose a serious threat toward recovery efforts.  For 
example, post-project impacts, effects, stand conditions…could severely disrupt population 
viability demographically and/or genetically by adversely affecting landscape configuration 
and connectivity through forest fragmentation.  Therefore, it’s imperative that cumulative 
impacts from FYDP projects within the GBA be addressed at a landscape “neighborhood” 
level.   This impact analysis will have to take place at the NLA.   
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     Since habitat fragmentation adversely affects dispersal of individuals in adjacent or 
nearby groups by disrupting group retention rates, the likelihood that breeding vacancies 
become filled is severely reduced when groups become isolated.  Effective dispersal 
depends on dispersed birds becoming “effective” breeders (Walters et. al.,   2004).  
Therefore, demographic viability of groups, neighborhoods, subpopulations, and 
populations is primarily dependent on the ability of group members to disperse effectively.  
If dispersal opportunities are limited or inhibited by a large project, or by incremental 
cumulative effects from several smaller projects, even if sufficient foraging habitat remains 
available per cluster, group status, group size, and reproduction may become adversely 
affected.  As such, it’s important that NLA effects be assessed accordingly so that recovery 
issues are addressed at a landscape level.   The true difficulty then becomes attempting to 
quantify and qualify those adverse impacts as they relate to subpopulation and population 
stability demographically.  Genetically speaking impacts to a population are more clearly 
defined and understood.  The NLA is a means to clarify this complex paradigm. 
 
     In order to retain a functional spatial configuration of the Sandhills East population, it is 
imperative to maintain the existing cluster configurations throughout the landscape as 
stated earlier.  Thus for the NEA clusters to continue to function as a portion of a 
demographically viable subunit and contribute to recovery, the GBA must remain viable.  
Currently, the GBA is the only land linkage under federal regulatory protection.  The 
potential northeast connector is only partially under federal protection, therefore is not 
secure in perpetuity and cannot be considered for demographic linkage.  The intent of a 
NLA is to account for direct and indirect impacts of a project, as well as, consider 
incremental impacts on RCW demography through forage habitat loss and forest 
fragmentation at the landscape scale.  The determination of whether the GBA remains 
functional through implementation of the FB FYDP in addition to the FOL project remains 
the fundamental question both short-term and long-term.   
 
F.   Saint Francis’ Satyr  
      
     The endangered butterfly is not known to occur within the GBA.  A field evaluation in 
2003 and 2004 determined no suitable habitat occurs in project area.  Habitat suitability 
was further evaluated using GIS data layers.  Analysis of the results confirms no suitable 
butterfly habitat is present in project area. 
 
G.   Endangered Flora 
      
     The three federally listed plant species and their associated habitats were evaluated 
using results of two comprehensive rare flora surveys conducted in 1991 through 1993 and 
1998 through 1999, respectively.  Also, in 2004 the FB botanist surveyed the project area 
(OMA and MILCON projects) and determined no T/E species occur in the GBA 
(Appendix 1).  There were no occurrences found for Michaux’s sumac rough-leaved 
loosestrife and American chaffseed.  Note: There was a state endangered rare plant 
Pickering’s Dawn flower (Stylisma pickeringii) found in the project area (IX. AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT).       
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IX.  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 

Overview: 
 
     The FB FYDP is a master list of projects (OMA and MILCON) that the Army has 
programmed through a logical planning process (through the RPPB).  The RPPB is a 
conglomeration of military user groups who meets quarterly to discuss and guide mid-
range planning and programming.  FYDP will involve development of projects and other 
associated actions necessary to establish or maintain orderly physical development of areas, 
consistent with guidelines as set forth by the FB’s DPW Master Planners (Dept. of the 
Army, 2003).  The objective of FYDP is to: 
 

• Detail unit support and training facility requirements versus existing facilities in 
order to identify future construction needs. 

• Ensure the prudent use of land and facility resources. 
• Balance the unit mission with environmental constraints in the GBA. 

 
     Unit master plans are contributing elements of an installation’s Real Property Master 
Plan (RPMP), which is described in Army Regulation (AR) 210-20, Master Planning for 
Army Installations.  Implementing guidance is contained in Master Planning Instructions 
published by the Office of the Chief of Engineers.  
 
     Sustainable design and development is an evolving concept and process for the 
systematic consideration of current and future impacts on any activity, or decision 
pertaining to planning as it relates to the environment, mission requirements, and quality of 
life.  This movement has become an important guide toward approaches to planning and 
development that consider their affects on the society and the environment.  This concept 
“sustainability” is especially important as it relates to the GBA.  

 
     Development pressures in the GBA have been growing over the last 10-15 years. This 
trend can be witnessed by the latest FB FYDP.  Ten FYDP projects are sited in portions of 
the GBA (IV. PROJECT DESCRIPTION).  In addition, a significant project impacting the 
GBA, independent of FYDP, is the FOL project along the GBA’s southern boundary.  The 
FOL project will severely impact four clusters (65, 208, 267 and 528) and impacts a total of 
13 RCW clusters (Figure 25).   

 
     The FYDP supports facilities infrastructure operations that impact mainly clusters 97, 
267 and 1002 (Figure 10, Figure 15 and Figure 17).  Clusters 188 and 207 will receive 
moderate impacts (Figure 11 and Figure 12).  Clusters 63, 64 and 280 will receive minimal 
impacts (Figure 8, Figure 9 and Figure 16).  The potential direct and indirect affects from 
FYDP on forage habitat and travel substrate will impact RCW’s primarily at the cluster 
level.  However, there are additional concerns at the neighborhood level with incremental 
impacts that may affect the future functionality of the GBA as an effective dispersal 
corridor.  Since the GBA is an occupied corridor demographic interactions with the 
associated groups of RCWs is imperative, therefore cumulative project impacts (direct and 
indirect) could adversely affect RCW behavior through this corridor.  The occupying 
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groups make this corridor much more significant than just providing for foraging habitat or 
travel substrate.   
 
     The affected environment pertaining to the RCW forage habitat will be assessed in 
greater detail through the CLA and NLA as it pertains to subpopulation and population 
recovery (X. ANALYSIS OF PROJECT EFFECTS).  CLA impacts will be quantified 
using the SMS and RS minimum forage requirements (USFWS, 2003) as they relate to 
calculated pre-project and post-project acreage totals (Table 5).  Table 5 depicts forage 
equivalents at the cluster level for the SMS and RS. The NLA will address genetic and 
demographic population issues as they relate to project impacts.  Demographic analysis 
will examine individual cluster impacts and how those impacts may adversely affect group 
fitness and group behavior at the neighborhood scale.  Cluster viability is determined at the 
RS level.  However, incidental take is determined under the SMS requirement.  Incidental 
take will be assumed if the SMS is not met.  A “take” will likely be offset by way of 
functional compensation “in-kind” as determined by the Service.  The loss of those clusters 
and how that may affect the “neighboring” clusters in the GBA is addressed through the 
NLA.                                       
 

 
  
Figure 25.  RCW cluster 0.25 mile minimum 75+ acre forage polygons in the SMS area 
and 0.5 mile minimum 120+ acre forage polygons in the RS area, FB Military Installation, 
Cumberland County, NC.    
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     When addressing population demographics it’s important to consider density and 
distribution of occupied clusters across the landscape (Walters 2002b).  RCW clusters 63, 
64, 65, 95, 96, 97, 205, 228, 229, 280 and 528 all have forage partitions in the interior 
portion of the GBA.  Demographically it is vital these territory overlaps be retained 
through the narrowest part of the GBA (X. ANALYSIS OF PROJECT EFFECTS).  
Effective demographic connectivity is likely dependent upon occupied overlapping forage 
territories.  The RCW forage partition overlap throughout most of the GBA is occupied by 
two, or in some cases three clusters.  However, there are three distinct bottleneck areas 
where this connectivity is severed or remains precarious, only one cluster wide (63, 205 
and 280) (Figure 3 and Figure 24).  Interestingly, three of these clusters (63, 64 and 205) 
are unoccupied and remain a high conservation priority.  As territory overlaps shrink to a 
single partition, fragmentation becomes pronounced.  Currently, at the narrowest width of 
the GBA, the contiguous habitat is being severely threatened by project encroachment.  For 
example, the OMA project OA-00038-3P, the western extension of SAAF runway/glide 
path clear zone may severely encroach into this severely restricted bottleneck area.  
Fortunately, the 9.0 ac. Impacts is removing poor quality overstocked slash pine plantation, 
which is in need of stand conversion.  
      
     Reactivating cluster 63, 64 and 205, as well as maintaining cluster 280 as a pbg can 
enhance the demographic cluster viability in these areas of narrow cluster overlaps.  Thus, 
FB will continue to enhance clusters 63, 64 and 205 with intense habitat management, 
though prior fragmentation effects are difficult to overcome.  Another concern is isolation 
of habitat within cluster core areas.  Often situations like this create conditions unfavorable 
for implementing effective habitat management activities.  For example, cluster 280 has 
remained a breeding group for some years, but more recently has needed intervention to 
maintain a breeding pair (XII. GREEN BELT AREA MANAGEMENT), C. 
Translocation).  This cluster appears vulnerable and rather unstable in recent past and may 
be a good candidate for translocation.   
 
Of the 10 RCW cluster forage partitions impacted by FYDP none of them will be adversely 
impacted.  All 10 post-project will meet the minimum SMS requirements.  The direct 
impacts from loss of forage habitat in the SMS and RS are rather minor (Table 4).  
However, indirect impacts are more difficult to quantify short and long-term.  

 
     FB is expressing belief that the FOL post-project will cause the short-term (1-5 years) 
loss of cluster 65 and possibly 528, and long-term (5 10 years) the loss of clusters 208 and 
267.  The loss of these 4 clusters will likely make it more difficult to maintain and restore 
surrounding inactive clusters (63, 205).  Currently 64 and 207 are occupied.  Recently, 
cluster 64 became captured from cluster 65.  Also a bird at cluster 207 may be associated 
with cluster 208.  In reality, the surrounding inactive groups (63 and 205) will be 
marginalized by the absence of one or more of these active clusters.  By reducing cluster 64 
and 207 to only one-cluster territory width it will likely compromise effective dispersal 
through the GBA.  Another concern is the loss of 208 and how that might adversely affect 
cluster 207.  Cluster 207 is at the edge of the eastern bottleneck, the nearest cluster leading 
into the NEA, and cluster 208 is the nearest breeding group leading into the NEA.  The loss 
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of this cluster will likely strain the potential movement between the GBA and NEA, to 
what degree remains uncertain.  

  
A.   Timber Clearing and Construction Direct and Indirect Impacts   

 
     The following clusters within and adjacent to the GBA will receive direct impacts from 
FYDP and/or FOL project in their SMS and RS (Table 4 and Table 5):   

 
Table 4.  RCW clusters manageable suitable habitat acreages lost by FYDP and/or FOL 
Project within the GBA, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC.   

 
Cluster Projects Removed Manageable  

Acres  
Removed BA 

63 44485 
61895 
FOL 

RS 1.30 ac. 
 RS 1.00 ac. 
 RS 0.22  ac.  

RS 179.73 
 

64 59353 
61138 
FOL 

0 
0 

       SMS 1.92 ac. 
   RS 1.92  ac.  

SMS 9.24 
RS 121.57 

97 33802 
59459 
FOL 

RS 9.5 ac. 
       RS 1.0 ac. 
       RS 13.39 ac.  

 
 
 

RS 991.41 

188 M3-00002-1P 
M3-00004-4P 
M3-00005-4P 
M3-00007-4P 
M3-00008-4P 
M3-00009-4P 
No Project # 
No Project # 
No Project # 

26452 
 

SMS 3.24 ac. 
RS 4.59 ac. 

SMS 1.89 ac. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SMS 1.35 ac. 
RS 1.35 ac. 

SMS 233.66 
RS 401.09 

207 OA-00026-3P 
FOL 

RS 9.5 ac. 
RS 1.82  ac 

RS 350 

264 59479 RS 2.70  ac. RS 143.10 
266 PA-40042-4P 

PA-40043-4P 
FOL 

SMS 1.0 ac. 
RS 1.84 ac. 

RS 18.31 

267 PA-400018-4P 
OA-00026-3P 

FOL 

SMS 25.0 ac. 
RS 31.28 ac.  

SMS 922.35 
RS ?? 

280 FA-20029-4P 
MB-00019-3P 

RS 2.7 ac. RS ?? 

1002 60360 
FOL 

RS 8.5 ac. 
RS 12.05 ac. 

RS 621.99 
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*The red font indicates significant project impacts that will adversely affect cluster 
viability because potential manageable forage acreage does not meet the SMS and/or RS, 
which may lead toward long-term cluster uncertainty or not facility cluster reactivation.  

 
     In summary, the major forage impacts from FB FYDP projects will occur in clusters 97 
and 207.  Major cumulative impacts to the RCW forage partition environmental baseline 
from FOL will occur in clusters 97 267 and 1002.  Additive project impacts in most 
clusters are not significant to reach incidental take at the SMS threshold.  The following list 
of projects would have had significant major forage impacts to cluster viability by reducing 
the SMS and/or RS below forage equivalents; however these projects were either resited to 
other locations, scaled back, or not approved. 
 
Cluster 63:  

 GY00015-3P, Dog kennel (Project will be resited out of forage partition to avoid 
significant impacts). 

  
Cluster 64: 

 MD-00045-4P, 4th PSYOP Group (A). (USASOC Command proposed to redesign 
rigging facility extension into an open area or build-up instead). 

 59353, USASOC 96th Civil Affairs Company operations facility (USASOC 
Command resited project location into an existing ball field in Smoke Bomb Hill 
Area). 

 
Cluster 267: 

 OA-00026-3P, Eastern runway extension at SAAF (Grubbing waiver approved only 
trees that penetrate the 40:1 slope and trees that approach within the 10 feet) will 
need to be removed). 

 
Cluster 280: 

 PN   ME-0007/10/11-4P, 10,000 SF storage buildings for 7th SFG (USASOC 
Command agreed to resite project location out of cluster 280’s forage partition). 

 
B.  Operation and Maintenance Direct and Indirect Impacts   

 
     Often times additive direct forage impacts stem from individual project operation and 
maintenance.  For example, many projects in the 3rd and 7th SFG E-Area have subsequently 
required Force Protection fencing requirements associated with individual projects.  This 
type of impact stems from an operational cost.  In most cases, operation and maintenance 
of FYDP projects post-project (IV. PROJECT DESCRIPTION) will have minimal additive 
impacts to forage habitat in the GBA.  In most cases habitat loss from project operation and 
maintenance is negligible and will not cause significant forest fragmentation or forage loss 
in the SMS and/or RS areas. 

 
     Operation and maintenance can have direct and indirect impacts that involve utilities 
(i.e., natural gas, electric, water and sewer).  Another is future construction add-ons, such 
as subsequent roads or parking lots.  There have been times when impacts from utilities are 
additive toward habitat loss and micro fragmentation.  Sometimes segmentation of projects 
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through project phasing ends up as additive impacts not considered in the original project 
scope.  To eliminate this the original 1391 (funding mechanism) must outlines in the 
project a clear, concise, scope of what the detailed construction footprint, which should 
depict the site layout  and clearing limits to include in most cases any utilities or add-ons.    
 
     RCW group size and reproduction (two variables associated with cluster level-analysis) 
can be affected by habitat loss or alteration.  Also, landscape scale alterations or additive 
impacts may affect populations and demographics (two variables associated with 
neighborhood-level analysis) (Conner and Rudolph, 1991; Ferral, 1997 and 1998; Jackson 
and Parris, 1995; Rudolph and Conner, 1994; and USFWS, 2003).  As an example, 
Rudolph and Conner (1994) suggest RCW groups within 0.50 mi of actions that fragment 
upland forests are vulnerable to negative impacts on group fitness, dispersal and foraging 
behavior (Figure 3 and Figure 24).  Calculations for approximate distance to other active 
clusters and densities of those nearby clusters are also assessed when determining RCW 
vulnerabilities to fragmentation. 

 
     Operation and maintenance activities have had associative direct and indirect adverse 
affects that make managing the surrounding forest more challenging.  For example, in the 
past, associated direct impacts from large vehicle maintenance shops have adversely 
impacted RCW forage habitat through storm water run-off and soil erosion impacts.  Years 
ago, suitable forage habitat in cluster 280 had succumbed to severe soil erosion and 
sedimentation.   

 
     Examples of indirect impacts to endangered species habitat may occur through 
hindrance of management activities.  For example, the greatest management challenge FB 
NRD faces is the urban-interface problem stemming from encroachment.  The negative 
impacts of encroachment (i.e., physical presence) often indirectly affect the effective 
application of prescribed burning.  Also, urban encroachment into previously undisturbed 
areas, along the GBA boundary, will likely disrupt silviculture management.  Therefore, 
the greatest challenge land manager’s face will be implementation of maintenance and 
habitat restoration activities within the GBA.   

 
X.  ANALYSIS OF PROJECT EFFECTS 

 
The results of assessing and evaluating FYDP project impacts on five federally listed 
species are as follows:  

 
RCW. 
      
     The two factors that limit most populations of RCW’s are habitat fragmentation, which 
disrupts dispersal processes (Conner and Rudolph, 1991; Letcher et al., 1998), and lack of 
suitable cavity trees, which renders habitat unsuitable (Walters, 1991).  The latter is not a 
significant factor involving the implementation of the FYDP.  However, the construction of 
the FOL will remove 4 cavity trees (970E, 12265, 12266 and 10972) in cluster 65.   The 
2004 nest tree will be removed.  Also, one cavity tree will be lost in cluster 66 (Historical, 
no longer managed) and cluster 377 (Historical, no longer managed).  Note: Both cluster 
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66, 206 and 377 are no longer managed cluster and are not included in the FB MCG.  
Unfortunately it is not just the removal of cavity trees that make the FOL impacts so severe 
(NCDOT FOL BA, 2004).   
 
     As previously stated, habitat fragmentation remains a serious concern within the GBA.  
Research has determined that RCW’s need contiguous stands of mature forests to meet 
forage and dispersal requirements; therefore managers emphasize conserving large 
contiguous stands inside the GBA.  As such, FB’s efforts are directed toward minimizing 
further fragmentation, however currently, this task presents a significant conservation 
challenge.  Fortunately, cumulative impacts of the FYDP do not adversely fragment the 
GBA.  Also, the FYDP will have no adverse impact to the MCG.   
 
A.   CLA 
 
      The CLA analyzed short-term and long-term project impacts at a more refined scale.  A 
determination of incidental take was determined from FYDP pre and post project impacts.  
These impacts were quantified and post project revealed if minimum acreage and total ba 
under the SMS requirement either were or were not met.  CLA’s were done for only 10 
clusters impacted by FYDP in the GBA (Table 4, Table 5 and Table 6).  Note: Other 
clusters within the GBA were impacted by FOL but were not included in the CLA because 
there were no FYDP project impacts, in accordance with Service’s request.   
 
Table 5.  FB FYDP pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the SMS 
Guidelines (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC.                                            
 
Pre-Project                                              Removals         Post-Project 
 
Cluster  Cluster 

Mgt. Cat. 
Suitable 
Acres 

Unsuitable 
Acres 

Suitable 
BA  

Unsuitable 
BA 

Suitable 
Acres 

Unsuitable 
Acres 

Suitable 
BA 

Unsuitable 
BA 

Suitable 
Acres 

U
A

63 PRC          
64 PRC          
97 PRC          

188 PRC          
207 PRC          
264 PRC          
266 BLA          
*267 BLA          
280 BLA          
1002 PRC          

* At the RS level these clusters will have incidental take post-project.  
PRC=Primary recruitment cluster 
BLA=Baseline Active cluster.   
 
Table 6. FB FYDP pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the RS 
Guidelines (USFWS 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
Pre-Project                                              Removals         Post-Project 
 
Cluster  Cluster 

Mgt. Cat. 
Suitable 
Acres 

Unsuitable 
Acres 

Suitable 
BA  

Unsuitable 
BA 

Suitable 
Acres 

Unsuitable 
Acres 

Suitable 
BA 

Unsuitable 
BA 

Suitable 
Acres 

U
A
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63 PRC          
64 PRC          
97 PRC          

188 PRC          
207 PRC          
264 PRC          
266 BLA          
*267 BLA          
280 BLA          
1002 PRC          

Note: None of the 10 impacted RCW clusters are deficient in the SMS, therefore no 
adverse impacts are anticipated.  The following clusters received direct and/or indirect 
impacts from FYDP, as well as some additive impacts from the FOL project: 
 
1.  Cluster 63 
      a.  Status:  Cluster 63 is a PRC (Table 7) and contains 7 cavity/start trees (Table 8).  

This cluster has been inactive since at least 1995.  Two juvenile RCW’s (1 male and 1 
female) were translocated into this cluster in 1999, but both birds left the cluster.  The 
male was never observed again, and the female dispersed to nearby cluster 65.  The 
cluster remains inactive in 2004 and is only linked by one territory width between 
cluster 64 and 205.  Forage habitat has steadily improved over the years through the 
HMA process but still needs further improvement. The old Gabriel training site, All-
American highway, Gruber Road, Knox Street, Beaver Creek and the 528th motor 
pool complex fragment cluster 63’s SMS and RS habitat. Development must be 
restricted in these places. Management should prioritize restoring habitats along 
beaver creek.  Prescribe fire needs to be reintroduced to habitat around the 528th 
motor pool complex.  Midstory hardwood problems must be prioritized throughout 
this forage partition.  This cluster’s SMS and RS habitat needs a lot of midstory 
hardwood work and should be the number one priority in the GBA.  

 
      b.  FHA:  In the SMS habitat, pre-project cluster 63 is deficient by 17.53 forage       

acres and 64 ba (Table 5), within in the 0.25 miles, however is sufficient if RS 
habiat is included.  Within the RS area a total of 176.00 acres of poor quality 
manageable forage acres is available.  The calculated required forage necessary for 
viability using FB stand data SI is 160.55 acres (Table 6).  Pre-project a surplus of 
15.45 acres exists within the RS area (Table 7) and Post-project a surplus of 
13.98 acres exists, respectfully.  Two FYDP projects are proposed in cluster 63’s 
forage partition, both will impact RS habitat (Figure 8).  No forage impacts to the 
SMS area. Project impacts will remove 1.47 forage acres and 95 total ba in the RS.  
Project 44485, 528th vehicle motor pool, will impact 34-year old LB with a ba of 66, 
while project 61895, COSCOM substation, will impact 47-year old LB with a ba of 
82.  In summary, cumulative post-project FYDP projects will impact a total of 4.0 
acres of unsuitable manageable RS forage habitat.  Post-project depicts a total of 
57.47 forage acres and 2,936 ba will remain in the SMS (Table 7).  Since post 
project acreage for both acres and total ba are below the SMS minimum forage 
requirements, minimum requirements will be met in the RS.  The FYDP will not 
likely to adversely impact cluster viability because a surplus of manageable acres will 
remain in the RS (Appendix 2).    
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c. Cavity/Start Trees:  No cavity trees will be impacted from the FYDP projects or the  
    FOL project.  

 
Table 7.  Cluster 63’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals for the SMS 
and RS Guidelines (USFWS 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland  
County, NC. 
 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center  
   Pre Project Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10"  

4073 LB 30 6.25 341 6.25 341  
4074 LL 56 42.35 2,287 42.35 2,287  
4075 LL 46 3.48 194 3.48 194  
4094 PMIX 29 5.31 110 5.31 110  
4076 LB 55 0.08 4 0.08 4  

               
   57.47 2,936 57.47 2,936  
        
* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.   
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 2,936 Total Pre-Project Acreage 57.47 
Total Removal 0 Total Removal 0 
Total Post-Project BA 2,936 Total Post-Project Acreage 57.47 

 
Recovery Standard: 1/2 mile from cluster center 

   Pre Project  
Post 
Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" SI 

4073 LB 30 22.20 1,209.9 22.20 1,209.9 75 
4074 LL 56 51.43 2,777.4 51.43 2,777.4 54 
4075 LL 46 19.37 1,080.9 19.37 1,080.9 53 
4076 LB 55 11.67 583.7 11.67 583.7 70 
*4079 LB 42 26.59 2,287.1 25.61 2,202.7 79 
4094 PMIX 29 44.73 930.4 44.24 920.3 77 
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Total pine acres >=30 
years old 

176.0
0

8,869.4
4

174.5
3 8,774.90  

        
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in 
yellow.   
Note:  See notes on Cluster Totals Worksheet concerning clusters 4095 and 4096. 

160.5457 
Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required 
to support cluster 63. 

       
Formula used: (120 - 10.72)*1.67 
+ 10.73      
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 8869 Total Pre-Project Acreage 176.00 
Total Removal 95 Total Removal 1.47 
Total Post-Project BA 8775 Total Post-Project Acreage 174.53 

 
Table 8.  RCW 2004 cluster status and management category type for clusters in and 
adjacent to the GBA, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
 

Management 
Area 

Cluster 2004 Cluster Status Management 
Category 

GBA 63 INA PRC 
GBA 64 *ACT PRC 
GBA 65 BRE PRC 
GBA 95 BRE PRC 
GBA 96 BRE BLA 
GBA 97 ACT PRC 
NEA 165 BRE BLA 
GBA 187 ACT PRC 
GBA 188 ***INA PRC 
GBA 189 ACT PRC 
GBA 205 INA PRC 
GBA 207 **INA-ACT Fall PRC 
GBA 208           **ACT PRC 
GBA 228 BRE BLA 
GBA 229 BRE BLA 
GBA 231 ACT PRC 
GBA 264 INA PRC 
NEA 265 BRE PRC 
NEA 266 BRE BLA 
NEA 267 BRE PRC 
GBA 280 BRE BLA 
NEA 375 ACT PRC 
MCA 394 ***INA PRC 
MCA 395 INA PRC 
GBA 405 INA PRC 
MCA 435 BRE PRC 
GBA 528 ACT PRC 
GBA 1002 INA PRC 
GBA 1031 INA PRC 
GBA 1032 INA PRC 
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*Cluster is captured by cluster 528. 
**Cluster is occupied by a solitary male(s), translocated a female this fall. 
***Translocated a juvenile pair of birds this fall. 
RCW Management Compartments (Area) 
MCA=Main Cantonment Area 
NA=Not Applicable, cluster was created fall/winter 04 
ACT=Active, solitary male, non-breeding pair or captured 
BRE=Breeding group 
INA=Inactive 
PRC=Primary recruitment cluster 
BLA-Baseline Active cluster in 1996 
 
Table 9. RCW cavity trees associated with clusters being impacted by FYDP projects 
and/or FOL, in the GBA, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 

 
Cluster Number Tree Number Stage 2004 Activity 

063 0560E CAV-D INA 
063 0584E CAV-D INA 
063 0585E ASD INA 
063 0586E ASD INA 
063 0587E CAV-D INA 
063 0858E CAV-I INA 
063 0972E ASD INA 

    
064 0580E CAV-I INA 
064 0582E CAV-I ACT 
064 06705 CAV INA 
064 07348 CAV INA 
064 07349 CAV INA 
064 07803 CAV INA 
064 0973E ASD INA 
064 0975E ASD INA 

    
065 0576E CAV-I ACT 
065 07353 CAV INA 
065 0970E CAV-D ACT 
065 1030E CAV-I ACT 
065 1064E CAV-I INA 
065 10972 CAV ACT 
065 12007 AS INA 
065 12264 ST INA 
065 12265 ST INA 
065 12266 ST INA 

    
096 0821E CAV-I ACT 
096 0820E CAV-I INA 
096 06001 CAV-R INA 
096 06209 CAV ACT 
096 06210 AS-R INA 
096 06561 AS INA 
096 07643 CAV INA 
096 07644 CAV-R INA 
096 07646 CAV INA 
096 1068E CAV-I INA 
096 10296 AS INA 

    
97 0985E AS-D INA 
97 0986E AS-D INA 
97 0987E AS-D INA 
97 0930E CAV-I INA 
97 0931E CAV-I INA 
97 1851E CAV-I ACT 
97 07648 CAV INA 
97 07649 CAV INA 
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188 0935E ASD INA 
188 0936E ASD INA 
188 0937E ASD INA 
188 0965E CAV-I INA 
188 0966E CAV-I INA 
188 10007 CAV-REL INA  
188 10008 CAV-REL INA 
188 1846E CAV-I INA 

    
205 0617E CAV-D INA 
205 0627E CAV-I INA 
205 0628E CAV-D INA 
205 0629E AS-D INA 
205 0789E AS-D INA 
205 0790E CAV-D INA 
205 07140 CAV-REL INA 

    
207 0588E CAV-I INA 
207 0589E CAV-I INA 
207 0590E CAV-D INA 
207 0618E CAV-D INA 
207 07138 CAV-REL INA 
207 07145 CAV INA 
207 0949E ASD INA 
207 0950E CAV-I INA 

    
208 0564E CAV-D ACT 
208 0565E CAV-D INA 
208 0566E CAV-D INA 
208 0567E CAV-D INA 
208 07137 CAV-REL INA 
208 07146 AS ACT 
208 07147 CAV ACT 
208 0951E AS-D(complete cav) ACT 
208 0952E AS-D(complete cav) ACT 
208 1078E CAV-I INA 
208 1079E CAV-I INA 
208 1138E CAV-I INA 
208 12218 S ACT 
208 12311 SS INA 

    
264 07154 CAV-REL INA 
264 0927E CAV-I INA 
264 0962E CAV-I INA 
264 0980E CAV-I INA 
264 1565E CAV-I INA 

    
265 06189 CAV-REL INA 
265 06190 CAV INA 
265 07071 CAV-REL INA 
265 07105 AS-REL INA 
265 07106 CAV-REL INA 
265 07107 CAV-REL INA 
265 1826E CAV-I INA 
265 1827E CAV-I INA 
265 1828E CAV-I ACT 
265 1829E CAV-I ACT 

    
266 06177 CAV-REL INA 
266 06182 CAV INA 
266 06772 CAV ACT 
266 07072 AS-REL INA 
266 07073 CAV ACT 
266 07074 CAV-REL INA 
266 07075 CAV-REL INA 
266 07076 CAV INA 
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266 07077 S-REL INA 
266 07108 CAV ACT 
266 0848E CAV-D ACT 
266 0863E CAV-D ACT 

    
267 0845E CAV-D PACT 

267 0945E CAV-I INA 
267 10948 CAV-D ACT 
267 10253 AS ACT 
267 06547 AS ACT 
267 1246E CAV-D INA 
267 1228E CAV-D INA 
267 07097 CAV INA 
267 06200 CAV-REL INA 
267 06178 S INA 
267 06199 CAV INA 
267 06198 CAV INA 
267 06615 S PACT 
267 06545 CAV-REL INA 
267 06546 S-REL INA 
267 06551 AS-REL INA 
267 07098 S-REL INA 
267 07152 CAV-REL INA 
267 11210 S ACT 

    
280 06442 CAV-RES ACT 
280 06586 AS INA 
280 07344 CAV-REL INA 
280 07345 CAV ACT 
280 07346 CAV INA 
280 07347 S-REL INA 
280 1011E CAV-I ACT 
280 10193 AS INA 
280 1020E CAV-I ACT 
280 10244 S INA 
280 10256 S INA 
280 12260 S ACT 
280 1699E CAV-I PACT 
280 1850E CAV-I ACT 

    
528 12267 S ACT 
528 1856E CAV-I ACT 
528 12381 S ACT 
528 0573E AS-D INA 
528 0574E CAV-D INA 
528 07355 CAV-R INA 
528 0879E AS-D INA 
528 0971E CAV-D ACT 

    
1002  CAV-I INA 
1002  CAV-I INA 
1002  CAV-I INA 
1002  CAV-I INA 

  
 
  
 
2.  Cluster 64 
      a.  Status:  Cluster 64 is a PRC (Table 8) and contains 8 cavity/start trees (Table 9).     

The cluster had been inactive since monitoring began in 1996, a total of 18 years.  
Two juvenile RCW’s (1 male and 1 female) were translocated into this cluster in 
October 1996, but retention was unsuccessful.  The male disappeared (later found 
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east in clusters 207/208) and another male was translocated there in November 
1996.  Subsequently, the second male and the original female left the cluster.  The 
second male was never observed again, and the female dispersed to nearby cluster 
65.  In fall of 2003, the cluster became active because it was captured by newly 
budded group 528 (from 65).  Through 2004 breeding season and fall the cluster 
remained captured.  The SFG Smoke Bomb Hill area, Sontay Road, All-American 
highway, Big Branch, and a large motor pool complex fragment cluster 64’s SMS 
and RS habitat.  This cluster has a severely restricted forage partition.  Habitat 
along Beaver creek must be prioritized and restored.  The future development of 
Smoke Bomb Hill must practice sustainable development.  Trees in the Smoke 
Bomb Hill need to be retained.  Forage habitat has steadily improved over the years 
through the HMA process but still needs further improvement.  Additional 
hardwood midstory work is needed.  

 
               b.  FHA:  Currently, pre-project cluster 64 is deficient by 4.66 forage acres; however a 

surplus of 1,502 ba occurs within the SMS polygon (Table 5).  Post-project the 
SMS is further reduced by 0.05 acre forage and 3 total ba.  The project that reduces 
the SMS further is PN MD-00045-4P (Table 5).   Within the RS area a total of 
110.19 acres of poor quality forage acres is available.  The calculated required 
forage necessary for viability is at 193.22 acres (Table 6).  Pre-project a deficit of 
83.03 acres exists with the RS area (Table 7).   Post-project a deficit of 85.05 acres 
exists.  Two FYDP projects fall within cluster 64’s forage partition both of which 
fall in the RS area.  Project impacts are direct loss of forage habitat in RS areas.  In 
summary, the FYDP will not likely adversely affect cluster viability in the SMS and 
RS (Table 5, Table 6 and Table 7).   

 
                c.  Cavity/Start Trees: No cavity trees will be impacted from the FYDP projects or 

the FOL project.   
 
Table 10.  Cluster 64’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the 
SMS and RS Guidelines (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland  
County, NC. 
 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center  
   Pre Project Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10"  

*4056 LL 62 70.34 4,502 70.34 4,502  
               

   70.34 4,502 70.34 4,502  
* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.   
        
  BA   Acres 
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Total Pre-Project BA 4,502 Total Pre-Project Acreage 70.34
Total Removal 0.00 Total Removal 0.00
Total Post-Project BA 4,502 Total Post-Project Acreage 70.34

 
Recovery Standard: 1/2 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project  Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" SI 

*4056 LL 62 98.28 6,289.9 96.31 6,164.0 55 
4058 LB 35 10.72 728.7 10.72 728.7 97 
*4075 LL 46 1.19 66.4 0.00 0.0 53 

                
Total pine acres >=30 years 
old 110.19 7,085.0 107.03 6,892.7  
        
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in 
yellow. 
Note:  Stand 4075 is fragmented post project.  See notes on Cluster Totals Worksheet. 

193.22 Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required to support cluster 64. 
        
Formula used: (120 - 10.72)*1.67 + 
10.72     
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 7085 Total Pre-Project Acreage 110.19 
Total Removal 192 Total Removal 3.16 
Total Post-Project BA 6893 Total Post-Project Acreage 107.03 

     
 3.  Cluster 97  
      a.  Status: Cluster 97 is a PRC (Table 8) and contains 8 cavity/start trees (Table 9).  

This cluster had been inactive since monitoring began in 1986. However, in 2004 
the cluster became active and is occupied by a solitary male.  Forage habitat has 
steadily improved over the years through the HMA process, but additional midstory 
hardwood work is necessary within the RS habitat. This cluster will be evaluated 
and targeted fall/winter 2005, if needed.  Custer 97’s SMS and RS habitat is 
fragmented by the 3rd SFG motor pool, Canopy Lane road, Yadkin road, future 
Chicken road realignment, 3rd SFG E-Area and FYDP project 33802. Future 
additive impacts stemming from the FOL will be significant due to a large 
interchange with exit ramps.    
 

b. FHA:  Currently, pre-project cluster 97 has a surplus of 15.24 forage acres and 
2,263 ba within the SMS (Table 11).  Post-project the SMS is minimally reduced, 
with a surplus of 10.42 forage acres and 2,042 total ba remaining.  Pre-project 
within the RS area a total of 290.20 acres of poor quality forage “manageable” 
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acres is available and post-project 268.01 acres (Figure 11).   The calculated 
required forage necessary for viability is at 120.00 acres (Table 6 and Table 12).  
Pre project a surplus of 170.20 acres exists with the RS area.   Post-project 
surplus of 148.01 acres exists (Table 7 and Table 11).  Cluster 97’s forage is 
being impacted by 2 FYDP projects.   Approximately 10.5 acres of RS habitat will 
be lost to FYDP. The FOL will remove an additional 22.19 acres.  Note: Cluster 97 
will also be impacted by the realignment of Chicken Road due to the construction 
of the FOL project.  Cluster 97 is mainly being impacted from 33802 and FOL 
(Table 3 and Figure 10) and the realignment of Chicken Road.  Recommend 
improving the “manageable” unsuitable forage habitat within the SMS and RS 
polygons that have a moderately dense to dense hardwood midstory problem.  
Recently, the stands within the RS and SMS have been thinned in accordance with 
the GQFH criteria. 

 
c. Cavity/Start Trees:  No cavity trees will be impacted from the FYDP projects or 

the FOL project.   
 
Table 11.  Cluster 97’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the 
SMS and RS (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 

 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center   
   Pre Project Post Project   

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 
BA 
=> 
10"   

4029 LL 62 25.38 1,561 25.38 1,561   
4030 LB 37 2.66 210 2.66 210   
4032 LB 50 16.9 1,251 16.90 1,251   
*4045 LB 49 33.37 1892 30.29 1,717   
*4046 LB 34 8.87 227 7.30 187   
*4047 LB 34 3.06 122 2.89 116   

                
   90.24 5,263 85.42 5,042   
         
* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.    
         
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 5,263 Total Pre-Project Acreage 90.24 
Total Removal 221.63 Total Removal 4.82 
Total Post-Project BA 5,042 Total Post-Project Acreage 85.42 

 
Recovery Standard: 1/2 mile from cluster center 
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    Pre Project  Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" SI 

4029 LL 62 45.16 2,777.6 45.16 2,777.6 62 
4030 LB 37 25.27 1,996.0 25.27 1,996.0 85 
4031 LB 46 1.66 99.8 1.66 99.8 82 
4032 LB 50 17.11 1,265.9 17.11 1,265.9 81 
4043 LB 37 6.69 281.0 6.69 281.0 77 
4044 LB 39 35.09 2,175.3 35.09 2,175.3 89 
*4045 LB 49 58.32 3,306.7 53.80 3,050.7 82 
*4046 LB 34 34.30 878.1 25.04 640.9 88 
*4047 LB 34 46.65 1,866.0 38.79 1,551.8 79 
4048 LB 39 15.30 856.8 15.30 856.8 64 
*4049 LB 41 4.66 235.3 4.10 207.2 81 

Total pine acres >=30 years 
old 290.20 15,738.5 268.01 14,902.9  
         
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in 
yellow. 
         

120 Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required to support cluster 97. 
         
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 15738.49 Total Pre-Project Acreage 290.20 
Total Removal 835.59 Total Removal 22.19 
Total Post-Project BA 14902.91 Total Post-Project Acreage 268.01 

 
4.  Cluster 188 
     a.  Status: Cluster 188 is a PRC (Table 8) and contains 8 cavity/start trees (Table 9).  

This cluster had been inactive since monitoring began in 1988.  Forage habitat has 
steadily improved over the years through the HMA process, but additional midstory 
hardwood work is necessary within the RS polygon. We translocated 2 juvenile birds 
fall/winter 2004.   The cluster partition is fragmented by Longstreet Road, MacRidge 
Road and Latham Road, MCT and Range 37.    

 
      b.  FHA:  Currently, cluster 188 has a pre-project surplus of 16.24 forage acres 

and 1,923 ba within the SMS polygon (Table 13).  Post-project the SMS is minimally 
reduced, with a surplus of 14.02 forage acres and 1,781 total ba remaining.  Within the 
RS area pre-project a total of 185.02 acres of poor quality forage “manageable” acres is 
available and post-project 181.90 acres (Figure 11).   The calculated required forage 
necessary for viability is at 120.00 acres (Table 6 and Table 12).  A surplus of 65.02 
acres exists with the RS area pre-project.   Post-project surplus of 61.90 acres exists 
(Table 7 and Table 12).  Cluster 188’s forage is being impacted by 10 FYDP projects; 
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approximately 3.26 acres will be lost within the forage partition.  FB has recently 
conducted silvicultural thinning operations in the RS and SMS in 2004. 

   
      c.  Cavity/Start Trees:   No cavity trees will be impacted from the 
           FYDP projects or the FOL project. 
 
Table 12.  Cluster 188’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the 
SMS and RS Guidelines (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, 
NC. 
 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center  
   Pre Project Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10"  

*4002 LB 46 16.79 1,075 14.45 925  
4003 LB 50 67.73 3,522 67.73 3,522  

10106 LB 36 0.89 24 0.89 24  
               

   85.41 4,620 83.07 4,470  
        
* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.   
  BA   Acres
Total Pre-Project BA 4,620 Total Pre-Project Acreage 85.41
Total Removal 150 Total Removal 2.34
Total Post-Project BA 4,470 Total Post-Project Acreage 83.07

 
Recovery Standard: 1/2 mile from cluster center   
        
   Pre Project  Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" SI 

4001 LB 51 0.21 8.7 0.21 8.7 60 
*4002 LB 46 21.96 1,405.4 18.69 1,196.2 58 
4003 LB 50 111.97 5,822.2 111.97 5,822.2 66 
4009 LB 39 3.28 160.6 3.28 160.6 78 
10099 LL 50 9.25 129.5 9.25 129.5 51 
10106 LB 36 28.13 715.4 28.13 715.4 78 

                
Total pine acres >=30 years 174.79 8,241.9 171.53 8,032.7  
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old 
        
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in 
yellow. 
        
123.1869 Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required to support cluster 188. 

        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 8,242 Total Pre-Project Acreage 174.79 
Total Removal 209 Total Removal 3.267 
Total Post-Project BA 8,033 Total Post-Project Acreage 171.53 

 
5. Cluster 207 
    a.  Status: Cluster 207 is a PRC (Table 8) and contains 8 cavity/start trees (Table 9).  

This cluster had remained inactive since monitoring began in 1988, except in 1997 
when a solitary male occupied the cluster (from translocation attempt in GBA cluster 
65).  By 1998 the male moved to 208 where he bred for the rest of his life.  This 
cluster was activated fall 2004 by a HY male from the NEA, cluster 376, and we 
translocated a juvenile female same fall.  Forage habitat has steadily improved over 
the years through the HMA process, but additional midstory hardwood work is 
necessary within the RS.  

 
b.  FHA:  Currently, cluster 207 has a pre-project surplus of 28.30 forage acres and 

a deficit of 233 ba within the SMS polygon (Table 13).  Post-project the SMS will 
not change.  Within the RS area pre-project a total of 210.74 acres of poor quality 
forage “manageable” acres is available and post-project 199.30 acres (Figure 12, 
Table 7).   The calculated required forage necessary for viability is at 177.77 acres 
(Table 16).  A surplus of 32.97 acres exists with the RS area pre-project.   Post-
project surplus of 21.53 acres exists (Table 13).  Project OA00026-3P will have 
moderate impacts to cluster 207’s RS.  Also, the FOL project will remove 1.82 acres 
of manageable forage habitat in the RS area, which equates to 50.08 sq. ft. of pine ba 
(Figure 12).  Recommend silviculture treatments remove or reduce the midstory 
problems in most of the RS and remaining slash pine plantation within the forage 
partition be converted.  

 
c.  Cavity/Start Trees:   No cavity trees will be impacted from the FYDP projects or 

the FOL project. 
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Table 13.  Cluster 207’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the 
SMS and RS Guidelines (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, 
NC. 
 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 
BA 
=> 
10"  

4083 LL 50 19.85 729      
4084 LL 74 52.86 1,427      
4085 SL 38 30.57 611      

               
   103.28 2,767 0.00 0  
* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.   
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 2,767 Total Pre-Project Acreage 103.28
Total Removal 0.00 Total Removal 0.00
Total Post-Project BA 2,767 Total Post-Project Acreage 103.28

 
Recovery Standard: 1/2 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project  Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" SI 

*3109 SL 35 23.35 934.0 21.55 862.0 66 
*4084 LL 74 69.84 1,885.7 68.67 1,854.1 48 
*4085 SL 38 34.80 696.0 34.45 689.0 53 
3099 LL 43 4.20 85.0 4.20 85.0 75 
4081 SL 33 1.52 48.8 1.52 48.8 56 
4082 LL 37 5.27 69.0 5.27 69.0 53 
4083 LL 50 56.26 2,064.8 56.26 2,064.8 55 
4087 LB 36 15.49 980.6 15.49 980.6 78 

                
Total pine acres >=30 years 
old 210.74 6,763.9 207.43 6,653.3  
        
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in 
yellow. 
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187.20 Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required to support cluster 207. 
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 6763.9 Total Pre-Project Acreage 210.74 
Total Removal 110.6 Total Removal 3.31 
Total Post-Project BA 6653.3 Total Post-Project Acreage 207.43 

 
6.  Cluster 264 

a.  Status: Cluster 264 is a PRC (Table 8) and contains 5 cavity/start trees (Table 9).  
This cluster has remained inactive for 14 years between the periods of 1986-2004.  
The cluster was active in 1989, 1992, and 1995-1996.  The cluster has never bred.  
There has not been a pbg that occupied this site in recent years. During the active 
periods, the cluster was captured from adjacent cluster 165.  Forage habitat has 
steadily improved over the years through the HMA process, but additional midstory 
hardwood work is necessary within the SMS and RS areas.  
 

b.  FHA: Currently, pre-project cluster 264 has a surplus of 20.54 forage acres 
and 225 ba within the SMS polygon (Figure 13 and Table 14).  Post-project the 
SMS is minimally reduced to a surplus of 19.88 forage acres and further reduced to 
a surplus of 205 ba.  Within the RS area pre-project a total of 161.23 acres of poor 
quality forage “manageable” acres is available and post-project 159.39 acres (Table 
6 and Table 14).  The calculated required forage necessary for viability is at 146.93 
acres (Table 14).  A surplus of required forage habitat exists for both pre-
project and post-project in the RS area, at 14.3 and 12.46, respectively (Table 
14).   Project 59479 will minimally impact this cluster.  Cluster forage equivalents 
in the SMS will remain surplus.  The FOL project does impact this cluster (Figure 
24). Recommend restoring the eastern bottleneck in the GBA to optimal forage and 
travel substrate conditions using silviculture thinnings and midstory control where 
SMS and RS forage requirements are not met.  Recommend replanting open areas 
at western end of cluster’s forage partition with longleaf pine trees.  Project impacts 
are minimal; SMS and RS remain a surplus.   Recommend converting all remaining 
slash pine plantations in the forage partition to longleaf by end of 2008.  
 

c.  Cavity/Start Trees:   No cavity trees will be impacted from the FYDP projects or 
the FOL project. 

 
Table 14.  Cluster 264’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the 
SMS and RS Guidelines (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, 
NC. 

 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project Post Project  
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Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10"  

3094 LL 56 1.46 66 1.46 66  
*3097 LL 61 42.68 1464 42.11 1,444  
3098 LB 33 12.53 702 12.53 702  
3099 LL 43 38.78 993 38.78 993  

               
   95.45 3,225 94.88 3,205  
        
* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.   
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 3,225 Total Pre-Project Acreage 95.45 
Total Removal 19.55 Total Removal 0.57 
Total Post-Project BA 3,205 Total Post-Project Acreage 94.88 

 
Recovery Standard: 1/2 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project  Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" SI 

3094 LL 56 10.35 468.9 10.35 468.9 57 
*3097 LL 61 46.90 1,576.6 45.97 1,545.4 50 
3098 LB 33 12.53 701.4 12.53 701.4 75 
3099 LL 43 38.78 992.8 38.78 992.8 75 
*3100 LL 41 14.16 368.2 13.25 344.6 54 
3101 LB 45 10.01 479.6 10.01 479.6 68 
4087 LB 36 28.50 1,804.0 28.50 1,804.0 78 

                
Total pine acres >=30 years 
old 161.23 6,391.5 159.39 6,336.6  
        
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in 
yellow. 
        

146.9297 
Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required to support cluster 
264. 

        
Formula to determine acres of good quality foraging habitat required.  
(120-(12.53+38.78+28.5))*1.67+12.53+38.78+28.5    
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  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 6392 Total Pre-Project Acreage 161.23 
Total Removal 55 Total Removal 1.84 
Total Post-Project BA 6337 Total Post-Project Acreage 159.39 

 
7.  Cluster 266 
     a.   Status: Cluster 266 is a BLA (Table 8) and contains 12 cavity/start trees (Table 9).  

This cluster has remained active since monitoring began in 1988.  For three years 
(1988-19900) the cluster was active.  For the next 14 years (1991-2004) the cluster 
bred.   A breeding pair and 1-3 helpers have occupied this cluster since 1995.  
Forage habitat has steadily improved over the years through the HMA process, but 
additional midstory hardwood work is necessary within the SMS and RS polygon.  

 
b.  FHA:  Currently, pre-project cluster 266 has a surplus of 19.93 forage acres and 
483 ba within the SMS polygon (Figure 14, Table 5 and Table 15).  Post-project the 
SMS was reduced by 2.01 acres and 67 ba but still remains a surplus of 17.92 acres and 
416 ba, respectively. The RS pre-project was 188.88 acres and post-project was 182.34 
acres.  A total loss of 6.54 acres in the RS occurred post-project.  Post-project the SMS 
remains a surplus for both criteria, while the RS has a deficit of 6.67 acres of poor 
quality forage “manageable” acres (Table 15).  The calculated required forage necessary 
for cluster viability at the RS level is 189.01 acres (Table 6 and Table 15).  A deficit of 
required forage habitat exists for both pre-project and post-project in the RS area, 
at 0.13 and 6.67 acres respectively (Table 15).   FYDP projects will have minimal 
impacts in the SMS and RS.  Recommend no tree removal for projects PA-40042-4Pand 
PA-40043-4P within the SMS.  In addition, the FOL project will minimally impact 
forage habitat by .84 acres. The forage impacts stemming from the Smith Lake entrance 
road widening associated are negligible (Figure 14).   

 
    c.  Cavity/Start Trees:  No cavity trees will be impacted from the FYDP projects or the 

FOL project. 
 
Table 15.  Cluster 266’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the 
SMS and RS Guidelines (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland 
 County, NC. 
 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10"  

3103 LL 62 0.13 7 0.13 7  
3104 LL 72 13.67 1,152 13.67 1,152  
3105 LL 44 4.17 53 4.17 53  
3106 LL 42 8.01 187 8.01 187  
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*3107 LL 54 63.24 1777 62.93 1,768  
3117 LB 31 5.77 311 5.77 311  

               
   94.99 3,487 94.68 3,478  
        
* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.   
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 3,487 Total Pre-Project Acreage 94.99 
Total Removal 9 Total Removal 0.31 
Total Post-Project BA 3,478 Total Post-Project Acreage 94.68 

 
Recovery Standard: 1/2 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project  Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" SI 

3102 LB 52 5.93 385.5 5.93 385.5 77 
3103 LL 62 0.14 6.8 0.14 6.8 51 
3104 LL 72 18.94 1,596.4 18.94 1,596.4 52 
3105 LL 44 14.19 180.3 14.19 180.3 50 
3106 LL 42 61.35 1,429.5 61.35 1,429.5 52 
*3107 LL 54 74.05 2,080.8 73.74 2,072.1 55 
3113 LL 32 0.96 1.3 0.96 1.3 52 
*3117 LB 31 13.29 716.3 13.24 713.8 60 

                
Total pine acres >=30 years 
old 188.84 6,396.9 188.49 6,385.6  
        
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in 
yellow. 
        
187.5538 Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required to support cluster 266. 

        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 6396.91 Total Pre-Project Acreage 188.84 
Total Removal 11.26 Total Removal 0.36 
Total Post-Project BA 6385.65 Total Post-Project Acreage 188.49 

 
 
     
 
 8.  Cluster 267 
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      a. Status: Cluster 267 is a PRC (Table 8) and contains 19 cavity/start trees (Table 9).  
This cluster bred for six years from 1988-93 and for seven years from1998-2004.  
For three years the cluster was inactive (1994, 1996 and 1997).  In 1995, the cluster 
was active.   Since 1998 a breeding pair has occupied this cluster.  In 1995, a 
solitary bird occupied the site, but in April was found dead in a cavity tree. Forage 
habitat has steadily improved over the years through the HMA process, but 
additional midstory hardwood work is necessary within the SMS and RS areas. 
Historically, human activities associated with the operation of Smith Lake 
recreation area have caused problems in this cluster.  This cluster is only 1 of 2 
forage partitions that encompass a recreation site in the FB RCW population. 
Cluster 267 is rather isolated to the SE from the NEA groups and the cluster has 
been experiencing adverse edge effects.  Combined impacts from FB FYDP 
projects and the FOL project will result in adverse impacts to this pbg. The SMS 
and RS habitat is fragmented by Smith Lake, Smith Lake Recreation Area, SAAF, 
Cross Creek, natural gas line, and the Army Travel Camp.  Impacts from the FOL 
project will further fragment this cluster’s habitat.  The edge effect from the 
highway will be significant due to its close proximity to the existing active RCW 
cavity trees.  Recommend treating the remaining hardwood problems throughout 
the cluster partition.  
 

 
     b.  FHA:  Currently, pre-project cluster 267 has a surplus of 11.96 forage acres 

and a deficit of 182 ba within the SMS polygon (Table 16).  Post-project the SMS 
was significantly reduced by 35.64 acres and 1,140 ba, which equates to a deficit of 
23.68 forage acres and 1,322 ba, respectively.  The RS pre-project was 169.24 acres and 
post-project was 97.41 acres.  A total loss of 71.83 acres in the RS occurred post-project.  
Post-project the SMS remains a significant deficit for both criteria. Also the RS remains 
a deficit of 25.59 acres of poor quality forage “manageable” acres.  The calculated 
required forage necessary for cluster viability at the RS level is 123.00 acres (Table 6 
and Table 16).  Within the RS a surplus of required forage habitat existed pre-
project 46.24 acres, however post-project a 25.6 acres deficit remained (Table 5 
and Table 16).   Two FYDP projects moderately impact this cluster in the SMS and RS.   
In addition, the FOL project will severely reduce forage habitat by 23.37 acres (Figure 
15 and Figure 24).  Cluster 267’s SMS and RS are significantly impacted by cumulative 
impacts.  Adverse impacts are anticipated long-term for cluster 267 and are based on the 
SMS forage requirements not being met.  

 
    c.  Cavity/Start Trees:  No cavity trees will be impacted from FYDP or FOL project.  

Cavity tree 1595 will be within 200 feet of the proposed FOL (Figure 15 and Table 9).  
 
Table 16.  Cluster 267’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the 
SMS and RS Guidelines (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland 
 County, NC. 
 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project Post Project  
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Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10"  

3110 LB 43 15.02 568 15.02 568  
3111 LL 46 62.81 1922 53.36 1,633  
3112 LL 54 9.13 329 5.49 198  

               
   86.96 2,818 73.87 2,398  
        
* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.   
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 2,818 Total Pre-Project Acreage 86.96
Total Removal 420.21 Total Removal 13.09
Total Post-Project BA 2,398 Total Post-Project Acreage 73.87
        
3.25 acres of stands 3111 and 3112 are fragmented by the FOL and not 
included in the above numbers. 

 
Recovery Standard: 1/2 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project  Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" SI 

*3110 LB 43 53.73 2,804.7 46.05 1,740.8 80 
*3111 LL 46 71.34 3,324.4 59.68 1,826.1 56 
*3112 LL 54 28.81 1,469.3 14.25 512.8 46 
3117 LB 31 6.93 373.4 6.93 373.4 60 
3107 LL 54 2.17 61.0 2.17 60.9 55 

                
Total pine acres >=30 years 
old 162.98 8,032.9 129.07 4,514.0  
        
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in 
yellow. 
        
6.29 acres of stands 3111 and 3112 are fragmented by the By-Pass highway. Stand 
3101 and 0.69 acres of 3110 are fragmented by Simmons Extension. 
        

164.90 Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required to support cluster 267. 
        

Formula used:  (120-(45.36+3.97))*1.67+(45.36+3.97)   
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  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 8033 Total Pre-Project Acreage 162.98 
Total Removal 3519 Total Removal 33.91 
Total Post-Project BA 4514 Total Post-Project Acreage 129.07 

 
 
9. Cluster 280 

  a. Status: Cluster 280 is a BLA (Table 8) and contains 14 cavity/start trees (Table 9).  
Monitoring began in 1988.  For the past 16 years this cluster has fluctuated between 
breeding and active status (primarily solitary males).  From 1988-89 the cluster was 
active and from 1990-1994 it bred, then in 1995 there was no female.  We moved our 
first translocated bird, a juvenile female in 1995 to the solitary male group of 
father/son.  The group bred from 1996-1999 but not 2000 (the 1st translocated female 
moved east to cluster 208 and bred thru 2003 until she died – 2 new birds moved into 
this area and also bred).  In 2001 and 2002, 280 bred then became solitary group 
(another father/son) in 2003. We translocated another female in 2003 and they 
attempted nesting in 2004 but were not successful in producing any fledglings.  
Currently there is a breeding pair occupying the site. Forage habitat has steadily 
improved over the years through the HMA process, but additional midstory hardwood 
work is necessary within the SMS and RS.  Historically, activities associated with 3rd 
and 7th SFG have presented challenges potentially impacting forage habitat and its 
location challenges habitat management, specifically prescribed fire; however this 
area was burned early in 2004.   Cluster 280’s forage partition is severely threatened 
from potential development of the 7th SFG barracks complex area, Alamo motor pool 
complex, Building D-1457, 6th Quarter Master Company parachute packaging 
facility, and the 112th Signal Battalion parachute rigging facility.  The forage partition 
is further fragmented by Zabitosky Road, Reilly Road Yadkin Road and Sabo Loop 
Road.  The narrow undeveloped land bridge that connects to the east and west 
remains precariously connected.  The forest stands between the Alamo motor pool 
complex and 3rd SFG area are critical for connectivity.  The stands around the Stabo 
Loop Road are critical to maintain connectivity between clusters 97 and 280.  These 
reduced bottleneck areas must be prioritized to restore them to optimal conditions.   

  
  b. FHA:  Currently, pre-project cluster 280 has a deficit of 8.59 forage acres and a 

deficit of 311 ba within the SMS polygon (Table 17).  Post-project the SMS was 
significantly reduced by 0.78 forage acres and 36 ba, which equates to a deficit of 
9.37 forage acres and 347 ba, respectively.  The RS pre-project was 224.04 acres and 
post-project was 220.47 acres.  A total loss of 3.57 acres in the RS occurred post-
project.  Post-project the SMS remains a significant deficit for both criteria.  
However, the RS post project remains a surplus of 88.47 acres.  The calculated 
required manageable forage necessary for cluster viability at the RS level is 132.00 
acres (Table 6 and Table 17).  The FOL project does not impact this cluster.  

 
c. Cavity/Start Trees:  No cavity trees will be impacted from the FYDP projects or the 

FOL project. 
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Table 17. Cluster 280’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using  
the SMS and RS Guidelines (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland  
County, NC. 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10"  

4049 LB 41 12.54 633 12.54 633  
*4051 LL 69 27.15 1303 27.04 1,298  
4052 LL 45 19.3 411 19.30 411  
*4053 LB 52 7.42 341 7.31 336  

               
   66.41 2,689 66.19 2,679  
        
* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.   
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 2,689 Total Pre-Project Acreage 66.41 
Total Removal 10.34 Total Removal 0.22 
Total Post-Project BA 2,679 Total Post-Project Acreage 66.19 

 
Recovery Standard: 1/2 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project  Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" SI 

4047 LB 34 19.23 679.0 19.23 679.0 79 
*4049 LB 41 68.75 3,471.9 67.48 3,407.9 81 
*4051 LL 69 32.80 1,574.5 32.61 1,565.3 56 
4052 LL 45 19.30 411.1 19.30 411.1 61 
*4053 LB 52 14.99 689.5 14.11 649.0 82 
*4054 LB 38 22.11 1,127.6 22.07 1,125.5 84 
*4055 LB 48 28.25 2,090.5 28.02 2,073.4 68 
4056 LL 62 7.83 501.1 7.83 501.1 55 
4058 LB 35 10.78 732.8 10.78 732.8 97 

Total pine acres >=30 years 
old 224.04 11,278.1 221.42 11,145.0  
        
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in yellow. 
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132.80 Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required to support cluster 280. 

        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 11278 Total Pre-Project Acreage 224.04
Total Removal 133 Total Removal 2.61
Total Post-Project BA 11145 Total Post-Project Acreage 221.42

 
10.  Cluster 1002 
       a. Status: Cluster 1002 is a PRC (Table 8) and contains 4 cavity trees (Table 9).    

Cluster 1002 had cavities provisioned in fall 2004 in anticipation of nearby cluster 
translocations.  Forage habitat will be steadily improved over the years through the 
HMA process.  Future stand treatment will include midstory hardwood removal in 
the SMS and RS.   
 

b. FHA:  Currently, pre-project cluster 1002 has a surplus of 33.16 forage acres 
and 2,051 ba within the SMS polygon (Table 18).  Post-project the SMS remains 
unchanged.  The RS pre-project has a surplus of 272.50 manageable forage acres.  
Post-project the RS will be reduced by 52.22 forage acres down to 220.28 acres 
(Figure 17).  A surplus of 73.28 manageable forage acres will remain.  The 
calculated required forage necessary for cluster viability in the RS is 147.00 acres 
(Table 6 and Table 18).  

     
       c. Cavity/Start Trees: No cavity trees will be impacted from the FYDP projects or the 

FOL project. 
 
Table 18.  Cluster 1002’s pre-project and post-project RCW forage habitat totals using the 
SMS and RS Guidelines (USFWS, 2003), FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, 
NC. 
 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine 

BA => 
10"  

4026 LB 32 0.13 6.2 0.13 6.2  
4027 LB 49 16.36 703.5 16.36 703.5  
4034 LL 61 56.19 2,848.8 56.19 2,848.8  
4092 LL 58 23.04 1,221.1 23.04 1,221.1  
10157 LB 38 0.32 16.0 0.32 16.0  
10158 LB 36 12.12 256 12.12 256  

               
   108.16 5,051 108.16 5,051  
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* Change in pine stands >=30 years old due to project.   
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 5,051 Total Pre-Project Acreage 108.16 
Total Removal 0 Total Removal 0 
Total Post-Project BA 5,051 Total Post-Project Acreage 108.16 

 
Standard Managed Stability: 1/4 mile from cluster center 
   Pre Project  Post Project  

Stand Type 
Pine 
Age 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Pine BA 
=> 10" SI 

4026 LB 32 4.59 220.3 4.59 220.3 91 
4027 LB 49 28.01 1,204.6 28.01 1,204.6 80 
4034 LL 61 67.19 3,406.4 67.19 3,406.4 54 
*4035 LB 37 77.26 2,889.5 25.05 936.9 56 
4092 LL 58 20.72 1,097.9 20.72 1,097.9 61 
10062 LB 35 0.41 19.5 0.41 19.5 68 
10156 LB 36 3.94 183.3 3.94 183.3 76 
10157 LB 38 33.33 1,666.3 33.33 1,666.3 81 
10158 LB 36 37.00 780.8 37.00 780.8 78 
10161 LL 52 0.05 2.1 0.05 2.1 53 

                
Total pine acres >=30 years 
old 272.50 11,471 220.28 9,518  
        
Acres of minimum recovery standard forage cover all or part of stands highlighted in 
yellow. 
        

147 Acres of good quality foraging habitat are required to support cluster 1002. 
        
  BA   Acres 
Total Pre-Project BA 11471 Total Pre-Project Acreage 272.50 
Total Removal 1953 Total Removal 52.21 
Total Post-Project BA 9518 Total Post-Project Acreage 220.28 
        

Although stand 4034 has a site index of 54 it is some of the best forage in the partition 
and much of it is within 1/4 mile of the cluster trees geographic center.  As a result only 
part of stands 10157 and 10158 are included in minimum forage required. 

 
     While conducting FHA’s, FB scrutinized the SMS requirements based on the Service’s 
recommendation that 50% of the GQFH be within 0.25 mi of the cluster, and that all land 
counted as forage habitat be with 0.25 mi of the cluster.  Also the stands counted as forage 
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habitat must be within 61 m (200 ft.) of another foraging stand or the cluster itself.  Post-
project FYDP impacts to clusters 63 and 280 indicate deficiencies for minimum acreage 
and total ba.  These clusters will have to obtain forage from the RS to reach the minimum 
requirements.   Post-project FHA reveals three clusters (64, 207 and 267) only meet the 
minimum acreage within the 0.25 mil but not total ba.  These clusters will also have to 
obtain minimum total acres and ba from the RS.   Lastly, five clusters (97, 188, 264, 266 
and 1002) met the minimum SMS requirements pre project within the 0.25 mi.   
 
 
     The FB FYDP projects impact forage in eight RCW cluster forage partitions (63, 64, 97, 
188, 207, 264, 280 and 1002) located in the GBA and two clusters (266 and 267) adjacent 
to the GBA, at the east end.  Cluster 280 is the only pbg being impacted in the GBA.   
However, four clusters (64, 97, 188 and 207) are active (captured, solitary male or female, 
or a translocation attempt) and three clusters 63, 264 and 1002 are inactive.  Cluster 1002 
was provisioned with two cavity trees this fall (2004). 
 
     A total of approximately 53acres is being removed from the 10 RCW clusters impacted 
from FYDP projects, their size range from 1.0-9.5 acres of removal.  The total cumulative 
acres being removed from FYDP projects in the SMS is approximately 10 acres and the 
total RS is 53 acres (Table 4).  Within the 0.25 miles pre-project only five clusters (97, 188, 
264, 266 and 1002) are surplus for both forage acres and total ba in accordance with SMS 
requirements; three clusters (64, 207, 267) are sufficient for acreage but not total ba; and 
two clusters (63 and 280) are deficient for both acreage and ba.  In the RS habitat post 
project eight clusters (63, 97, 188, 207, 264, 266, 280 and 1002) have sufficient total 
acreage remaining post project. Only two clusters (64 and 267) post project have a deficit 
of forage below the calculated minimum forage required for cluster viability.   
 
 There are a total of six clusters (65, 96, 205, 208, 265, and 528) in and adjacent to the 
GBA that only receive impacts from the FOL project (Figure 24).  Seven of the clusters 
(63, 64, 97, 207, 266, 267 and 1002) that are being impacted by FYDP will also be 
impacted by the FOL project.  Three clusters (188, 264 and 280) impacted by FYDP have 
no additive impacts from FOL.   

 
B.   NLA 

 
     Of particular importance are the three bottleneck areas and the one choke point within 
the GBA (Figure 24).  The two bottleneck areas that link cluster 97 and 280’s territories are 
being threatened by 3rd and 7th SFG development pressure.  The northern chokepoint that 
connects cluster 97 and 280 is almost completely severed by the 112th signal battalion’s old 
parachute rigging facility and parking lot.  The southern bottleneck connectivity is linked   
through the Sabo Loop area.  Another bottleneck area lies within cluster 205’s forage 
partition, which is threatened by potential expansion of the IMMD complex, Stryker golf 
course and the five ball fields.  The ball fields disrupt the contiguous forage base in cluster 
205.  And lastly at the eastern end of the GBA, a bottleneck between cluster 207, and 264 
is severely restricted from COSCOM Area and SAAF.  This bottleneck connects to the 
NEA.  This area is dangerously narrow and is in need of intensive management.  All stands 



                                                                                      87

in this area should be restored to optimum conditions (XII. GREEN BELT AREA 
MANAGEMNT).      

 
     In the central portion of the GBA RCW territories are only one territory wide (cluster 63, 
97, 205 and 280).  Management should prioritize these restricted areas, as well.  Within 
these restricted areas only 97 and 280 are active, the other two clusters (63 and 205) are 
inactive.  These restricted areas present significant management challenges.  A course scale 
macro fragmentation analysis at the cluster level reveals several clusters’ forage partitions 
need restoring.   
 
For example:  
 
 205  The SMS and RS habitat in cluster 205’s forage partition is fragmented from Bragg 
Boulevard, Knox street, IMMD complex, 5 ball fields, Striker Golf course, in addition to 
the many transition trails that meander through the core habitat, between Honeycutt Road 
and Gruber Road.  The many meandering trails alone fragment the ground cover and make 
prescribed burning very difficult.  Most of these roads need to be closed so they can be 
reclaimed.   
 
208  The IMMD complex, Little Cross creek and Highway 210 both fragment cluster 208’s 
habitat within the SMS and RS areas.  Future impacts from the FOL project will further 
reduce this clusters habitat.  The adjacency issues with “edge effect” will become 
increasing significant once FOL is constructed.   
 
     Crowder et al. (1998) showed that if RCW clusters are not aggregated, the probability of 
persistence is much lower than if they are aggregated.  In addition, Conner and Rudolph 
suggest that population density of 2.5 active groups or less within 1.25 miles of a cluster 
are relatively low.  Demographic concern also stems from cluster connectivity at each end 
of the GBA.  At the northwest (NW) and southwest (SW) ends the density of 
active/breeding groups at the periphery of the GBA is seemingly low.  This dilemma is of 
great concern.  This situation presents a significant challenge toward maintaining effective 
demographic linkage.  The FB ESB 5-year translocation plan (2004-2008) aims at 
addressing this issue (Figure 30).  

 
     At the SW end in particular, the nearest active group is cluster 393 in MacRidge Impact 
area, approximately 2.8 miles away.   Four inactive groups lie between.  At the NW end of 
the GBA the closest clusters are 394, 395 and 435.  Cluster 435 has recently become a 
breeding group, while cluster 394 and 395 remained inactive.  However, this fall 2 pairs of 
juvenile RCW’s were translocated to clusters 394 and 188.  To date, both remain inactive. 
This effort is an attempt to facilitate stability by increasing the active group density at the 
northern edge of the GBA.  Further NW of the GBA there still remains a rather large area 
void of active groups between cluster 435 and 325, approximately 2.4 miles – this area still 
needs habitat improvements.  Recently, cluster 428 has become active. Translocation 
efforts have recently activated cluster 407 and 1016.  Both clusters have potential breeding 
groups.  The intent is to achieve active territory linkage from the dense source of active 
groups in Manchester Impact Area southward to the GBA.    
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     The active territory connection at the east end of the GBA is somewhat better, although 
still limited.  At the eastern end, the closest adjacent clusters are cluster 264, 165 and 267.  
The closest cluster 264 is inactive, however, the next closest cluster, 165 is a potential 
breeding group.  The next nearest cluster heading into the NEA is cluster 375.  This cluster 
recently became occupied through provisioning.  Cluster 267 is a PBG in the NEA, 
although is isolated from the GBA by SAAF.   There is no contiguous habitat link between 
267 and the GBA.  The neighboring cluster to the north, cluster 266 is a pbg.  Equally 
important is the importance of maintaining adequate quantity and quality of forage habitat 
to support active clusters and primary recruitment clusters inside the GBA.   
      
     The effective ingress and egress of RCW movement within and through the GBA to 
areas the NEA or the western portion of FB is increasingly important for demographic 
Sandhills East population stability. Understanding if the NEA is a separate subpopulation 
or is demographically connected to the Sandhills East population is fundamental for 
recovery of the species.  To better understand demographics one must study the area 
between the NEA and the recently purchased Overhills.  However, accurate documentation 
of effective dispersal is incomplete because RCW monitoring and banding activities occur 
on a 30 percent sample of active clusters on Overhills since 2000.  During fall 1997 and 
winter 1998 ESB conducted a group census of all active clusters on Overhills but only 
identified 3 banded birds out of a total of 126 banded RCWs in 45 active clusters.  One of 
those was a female that was banded at her natal cluster in the NEA in 1995 and seen on 
Overhills through the 2002 breeding season.  An additional second-year female from 
Overhills was seen in conflict, in a cluster in the NEA in 2002, but was never documented 
anywhere again.  And a third was also observed.   

 
     To date, ESB has only documented 23 RCW movements into and out of the NEA, based 
on banded bird observations (Figure 26 and Figure 27 and Table 23).  The number of birds 
leaving the NEA was double that of those entering the NEA through dispersals (Walters et 
al. 2004).  This phenomenon may be due in part to the NEA having a high density of 
RCW’s, which may lead toward a possibly saturation of existing territories.  Competition 
for vacated territories is high, making the NEA a source of RCW fledglings for 
surrounding vacant territories. 
 
     FB has supported banding of RCWs on private lands adjacent to the NEA since the 
early 1990’s and continues to document those birds as highly interactive with FB birds, 
primarily observed in the NEA clusters.  Interestingly in 2004, 2 second-year RCWs from 
Overhills successfully bred at a (private lands) cluster adjacent to the NEA on FB, which 
was the first nest at that cluster since 1998.  FB has documented unbanded RCWs that 
appeared in some of the NEA and MCA clusters, but are uncertain of their origin.  This is 
likely because over 40 percent of the population on FB is not banded or censused.  This 
makes documenting dispersal events into and from the GBA more difficult    

 
     In order to better understand neighborhood demographics, at a neighborhood scale, a 3-
mile distance of vacant territories plotted on a map of the GBA helped provide important 
insight.  Currently, the GBA is an occupied corridor, however there are some vacant 
territories (63, 64 and 205) that if occupied, should help facilitate effective dispersal and 
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provide more functional connectivity.  Surrounding these clusters is a low density of active 
groups (they are isolated), with even fewer breeding clusters surrounding these clusters 
(Table 19 and Table 20).  A common denominator is that their partitions only overlap one 
or two territories in the east-west direction.  The chance of these clusters reactivating on 
their own is small.  

 
     In 2004, cluster 97 became active from a solitary male and a solitary female is at 231.  If 
cluster 97 does not attract a dispersing female and cluster 231 does not attract a dispersing 
male this season, the clusters will be evaluated and targeted for translocation.  This fall, to 
facilitate demographic connectivity, the FB ESB translocated a pair of young birds into 
unoccupied PRC clusters 188 and 394, and juvenile females to solitary male clusters 207 
and 208.  To date, both clusters (188 and 394) remain inactive.      
 
     One cannot accurately determine project impacts unless cumulative impacts are 
assessed at both the individual cluster level and the neighborhood level.  By doing so, the 
NLA considered impacts to subpopulations, populations at the neighborhood scale with 
regard to the GBA and adjacent clusters in the NEA and MCA RCW management 
compartments.  In this way, cluster dynamics can be assessed and analyzed from a 
landscape perspective.  Also, forest fragmentation impacts from projects were considered 
and related to their potential adverse affect/s on dispersal.  Of significant importance are 
potential adverse impacts from projects that may cause incidental take of a cluster and how 
that may disrupt the connectivity between groups in the GBA by disrupting or eliminating 
overlapping occupied territories.  Also, how that may affect nearby group behaviors, group 
fitness and dispersal.  RCW cluster territory overlap seems to function in a positive manner 
by supporting group interaction so a loss of overlapping clusters may have a negative 
cascading affect (i.e. “domino” effect).  Cluster viability and stability (group retention rates 
and group fitness) often depend on the density of active groups surrounding the cluster 
(Figure 3 and Figure 36).  Minimal forage impacts may likely be benign or present minimal 
impacts to the FYDP clusters if the SMS and RS forage requirement levels maintain cluster 
viability (Table 4 and Table 5).    

 
     Effective dispersal may be further understood through a demographic analysis that 
examined distance and densities of active clusters from those active clusters impacted by 
fragmentation.  As stated previously, critically low population densities (3.0 active groups 
or less within 1.25 miles from impacted clusters) have compounding problems associated 
with fragmentation (Table 26 and Table 27).  Cumulative project impacts may adversely 
affect groups, therefore by analyzing clusters at a landscape scale cluster dynamics may be 
understood through association of proposed FYDP OMA/MILCON projects and the 
Fayetteville Outer Loop project. 

 
 
Table 19.  RCW 2004 active clusters densities within 1.25 miles of impacted clusters pre- 
project from FYDP and FOL Project, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC. 
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Clusters w/in ± .50 Miles of Project 
Clearings 

# of Active Clusters w/in 1.25 of 
Impacted Clusters 

Density Ratio 
(6 w/in 1.25) = Dense 
(4-5 w/in 1.25)= Moderate 
(0-3 w/in 1.25) = Sparse 
 

63          Inactive 4  Moderate 
 64        Active 3  Sparse 
65         Breeding 2  Sparse 
96         Breeding 4   Moderate 
 97        Active 4  Moderate 
188       Inactive 8  Dense 
205       Inactive 3  Sparse 
 207      Ina/Act fall 5  Moderate 
 208      Active 3  Sparse 
264       Inactive 13  Dense 
265**   Breeding 10  Dense 
266       Breeding 8  Dense 
267**   Breeding 4  Moderate 
280       Breeding 5  Moderate 
528       Active 2  Sparse 
1002     Inactive 3  Sparse 
Totals: 16 ***Average 5.06 Sparse =6, Moderate 6, 

Dense=4 
** Cluster is adjacent to the GBA.  
***Density= 81 active clusters within 1.25 miles ÷16 impacted clusters. 
 

FB FYDP pre-project analysis reveals out of the 10 clusters being impacted by 
projects, (%) fall in the sparse density ratio, (%) into moderate, and 4 (26.7%) into the 
dense category (Table 26). 
 
 
Table 20.  RCW 2004 active cluster  densities within 1.25 mile of impacted clusters post-
project from FYDP and FOL Project, FB Installation, Cumberland, County, NC. 
. 
Clusters w/in ± .50 Miles of Project 
Clearings 

# of Active Clusters w/in 1.25 of 
Impacted Clusters 

Density Ratio 
(6 w/in 1.25) = Dense 
(4-5 w/in 1.25)= Moderate 
(0-3 w/in 1.25) = Sparse 
 

63         Inactive 2 Sparse 
64         Active 1 Sparse 
65         Breeding 1 Sparse 
96         Breeding 4   Moderate 
97         Active 4 Moderate 
188       Inactive  8 Dense 
205       Inactive 1 Sparse 
207       Ina/Act fall  4 Moderate 
208       Active  2 Sparse 
264       Inactive  12 Dense 
265**   Breeding  9 Dense 
266 **  Breeding  7 Dense 
267**   Breeding  4 Moderate 
280       Breeding 3 Sparse 
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528       Active 1 Sparse 
1002  Inactive 3 Sparse 
Totals 16 ***Average 5.13 Sparse=8, Moderate=4, 

Dense=4 
** Cluster is adjacent to the GBA.  
***Density=  77 active clusters within 1.25 miles ÷15 impacted GBA Area clusters. 
   
     FB FYDP post-project analysis reveals that out of the 10 clusters being impacted by 
projects 8 (53%) fall in the sparse density ratio, 3 (20%) into moderate, and 4 (26.7%) into 
the dense category. Notice there is a difference in sparse and moderate categories.  The 
clusters that were most affected demographically were 63 and 280.  Since these clusters are 
only linked by one territory, the lowering of active densities surrounding these clusters 
poses more demographic isolation from additive project impacts.  This cluster isolation 
becomes relevant due a cause and effect relationship through potential reduction in group 
fitness, dispersal and adverse RCW behavior in surrounding groups.  Also, the potential to 
reactivate nearby clusters (63, 64, 205 and 207) at a neighborhood level is likely reduced 
for similar reasons previously mentioned.   

 
     As a means to address functional demographics at the population level RCW dispersal 
records may shed light on some insight to how clusters may be interrelated and 
interdependent.  Historical dispersal patterns for translocated birds into the GBA reveal that 
there is movement within and through the GBA.  Notice that some birds dispersed within 
the GBA, while others moved out of the GBA into the NEA, Overhills, MCA and 
Manchester Impact Area.   
 
     Based on dispersal records for banded birds within the GBA, 2 clusters (266 and 267) 
indicate a strong interdependence and interrelatedness with the GBA.  Both clusters lie 
adjacent to each other at the southern edge of the NEA (Figure 24).  Birds from 266 have 
dispersed north on a frequent basis to several clusters in the NEA.  Since 1987, out of 15-
banded birds only 1 has dispersed into the GBA from cluster 267, to cluster 65. Only 3 
birds 20 % have dispersed west of the NEA but 12 of 15 (80%) have dispersed to other 
parts of the NEA. The three birds that dispersed west likely dispersed through the GBA. 
One bird appeared to use the GBA to disperse because it settled in the center portion of the 
GBA.  A second bird moved to the Southern Pines/Pinehurst area and the third bird moved 
to the northwest MacRidge Impact Area.  Observational data suggests connectivity 
between nearby clusters 265, 266 and 267 at the neighborhood scale.  Forty percent of the 
total known dispersals occurred between these groups.  Unfortunately cluster 267 is 
projected to be lost. So this loss may disrupt or adversely impact the connectivity between 
these groups.  To what extent remains uncertain.   
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Figure 26.  Effective RCW dispersals for translocated birds in the GBA from 1995 to 
present, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC.  
 
     Since the NLA was conducted by determining project impacts at a landscape level scale 
as impacts relate to clusters at the neighborhood level, further analysis of RCW dispersal 
records helps shed light on neighborhood relationships.  Another level of demographic 
analysis addressed demographic and genetic connectivity between RCW subpopulations 
within the Sandhills East population.  This was explained in earlier discussions.    

 
     Some of the RCW cluster dynamics can be observed from successful dispersal events 
for banded birds since 1985.  Records depict dispersals were observed between the NEA 
and GBA and the GBA and western portions of FB, as expected.  Since 1985, a 19-year 
period, there doesn’t appear to be any strong correlations as to a preferred dispersal 
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direction based on dispersal data.  We suspect the dispersal between the NEA and the 
western portion of FB is through the GBA but we have no way of proving this in absence 
of radio telemetry data.  Dispersal records suggest cluster 65 and 280 help facilitate 
dispersal within the GBA, as well as the breeding clusters closest to the edges (228 and 
208) seem to facilitate dispersal outward.  The projected loss of cluster 65 may disrupt 
demographic connectivity but to what extent is unknown.   
 
The following list of endangered species were also assessed and evaluated for project 
impacts:  
 
Saint Francis’ satyr. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no suitable satyr habitat is present within the 
project area; therefore no impacts are expected.   
 
American Chaffseed. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no individuals or suitable habitat is present within 
the project area; therefore no impacts are expected. (Appendix 1).   
 
Michaux’s sumac. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed suitable habitat is present, however, no individuals 
are present within the project area; therefore no impacts are expected.  (Appendix 1).  
 
Rough-leaved loosestrife. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no individuals or suitable habitat is present within 
the project area; therefore no impacts are expected. (Appendix 1).   
 
Pondberry. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no individuals or suitable habitat is present within 
the project area; therefore no impacts are expected.   
 
Small-whorled pogonia. 
GIS analysis and a field visit confirmed no individuals or suitable habitat is present within 
the project area; therefore no impacts are expected.   
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Note: Successful dispersal is defined as dispersal that eventually becomes part of a pair that 
produced eggs at least one year following the dispersal event.  
 
Figure 27.  Successful RCW dispersals into and out of the GBA since 1985, FB Military 
Installation, Cumberland County, NC.  
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XI.  CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

 
     Cumulative effects are the sum of efforts of future private, state and tribal activities, as 
well as past present and future projects, which are reasonably certain to occur in close 
proximity to the project area.  There are no private or tribal activities known to occur near 
project, however, there is a major state project, the NCDOT FOL, which will go through 
the southern portion of the GBA, which will further fragment and restrict the GBA.  In 
summary, the FOL will remove significant amounts of RCW habitat in clusters 65, 96, 97, 
208, 267 and 1002.  The loss of habitat will further restrict the width of the GBA (Figure 
24 and Figure 25).    
 
     Significant amounts of RCW forage will be removed due to four large interchanges.  
The interchanges will cause significant forest fragmentation (Figure 25).  Of great concern 
post-project, is the difficulty FB will encounter in implementing prescription fire in parts of 
the GBA.  JCA’s FHA has determined incidental take for 1 cluster, cluster 65.  This cluster 
will likely be lost through either cumulative impacts and/or direct project impacts.  In 
cluster 65 direct impacts to forage and cavity trees will cause incidental take.  Both the 
SMS and RS forage requirements will be deficient post-project.  Long-term viability in 
clusters 208, 267 and 528 may become more unstable because of direct and indirect 
cumulative impacts to habitat loss, forest fragmentation and demographic isolation. 

 
     The integrity of the GBA will be compromised because of loss of one pbg and further 
restriction of the GBA width.  For example, in some cases a reduction from a two-partition 
width to a one-partition width occurs in the corridor interior, which will increase the 
demographic chokepoint.  The operational phase of the FOL may present unforeseen 
consequences.  In reality, these challenges may adversely affect implementation of FB’s 
ESMP and INRMP.  NCDOT plans on mitigating direct “take” impacts on individual RCW 
clusters at a 1:1 ratio based on their BA.  How and where this functional demographic 
compensation is going to take place is still unknown.  The Service will likely determine 
this.   It has been suggested that NCDOT plans on creating at least one new cluster on the 
Calloway Tract in Hoke County, however, FB does not think this offset is equal functional 
compensation and does not represent true in-kind replacement value demographically for 
the Sandhills East population.  The NDOT cluster minimization plan consists of protecting 
the existing clusters on the Calloway property, and creating and monitoring the newly 
created cluster/s.  Unfortunately, the down side to this so called functional compensation is 
not truly equal replacement value “in-kind”.  The demographic value will be lost due to the 
location of these new clusters, which does not benefit demographic function in or nearby 
the GBA clusters.  Therefore, FB is concerned that the compensatory mitigating is not truly 
in-kind functional compensation.  
 
     FB anticipates direct and indirect cumulative impacts to forage habitat from both FYDP 
projects, as well as from the FOL project.  These cumulative impacts will further impact 
and degrade forage and travel substrate inside the GBA, this is fairly certain.  What 
remains most uncertain is the functional integrity of the GBA.  FB ESB believes the 
indirect cumulative impacts will severely strain the effective implementation of forest 
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management activities, especially prescribed fire.  Inevitably application of prescribed fire 
will become more challenging.  Also, FB believes the functional structure of the GBA is 
being further compromised through reasons mentioned previously.  In fact, the greatest 
potential threat stems from direct impacts through urban encroachment driven by future 
FYDP and from the operation of the FOL.  Land mangers effectiveness in the GBA will 
inevitably decline considerably.  Knowing this harsh reality FB’s resolve should emphasize 
focusing on maintaining and restoring the GBA for future RCW occupation so that 
effective dispersal is perpetuated long-term.      

XII.  GREEN BELT AREA  MANAGEMENT 
 

A.   Habitat Management.  
 

     Significant and intensive habitat restoration activities have occurred over the past 10-
year period to offset or minimize development impacts to the GBA.  Short-term and long-
term objectives included: reforestation of non-forested land, conversion of off-site species, 
fire management, emphasizing growing season burns, prohibition of pine straw harvesting, 
mechanical and chemical hardwood treatments, soil erosion prevention and stabilization, 
nesting habitat improvements, translocation, forest management in built-up areas, 
sustainable landscape plans, and implementation of conservation measures to minimize or 
avoid further encroachment (Figure 28 and Figure 30).   
  
     In 1990 a proactive management approach began inside the GBA.  Earlier activities 
involved conventional timber-stand improvement (TSI) in nesting and forage habitat in a 
few specific clusters (228, 229, 231 and 96).  TSI involved reduction of midstory 
hardwoods as a top priority within each cluster core area.  Treatments were a minimum of 
20-40 acres in size.  The intent was to stabilize the few existing active clusters first before 
improving habitat in inactive sites.  Once all the active clusters were treated within the core 
areas around the cavity trees, adjacent inactive sites were treated.   Cavity provisioning first 
began in 1992 in the GBA.  By the end of 1993 all the clusters were augmented with a least 
2 suitable cavities and a couple starts.  In 1995 the first of other future translocations 
occurred in cluster 280.  

  
     By this time the growing season prescribed burn program grew to a comprehensive 
program across the entire installation.  In the early 1990’s FB was converted to a 3-year 
prescribed fire regime, with emphasis on growing season burns.  After 10 years of 
comprehensive habitat improvements within the GBA noticeable changes were apparent. 
The forest became more open.  In the mid 1990’s FBESB developed an installation ESMP 
and began implementation in 1997 (ESMP 1997).  Through implementation of this plan the 
GBA became a special management emphasis area and was designated a critical 
demographic corridor for RCW’s.   RCW population recovery was in a high priority at this 
point in time.     

 
     Through HMA prescription process, ongoing silviculture thinning activities are 
achieving the good quality forage requirements throughout the GBA.  Also, restoration 
continues through various efforts such as the prescribed burn program, the cavity provision 
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program, midstory hardwood control, and translocation activities. Many portions of the 
GBA in SMS areas forage habitat have vastly improved.  As a result of ongoing 
management activities for the past 15 years, the GBA RCW occupation has grown 
considerably.  In 1995 only 4 of 20 (20%) clusters (96, 228, 229, and 280) were active. Of 
those 4 clusters only two clusters (96 and 228) were breeding.  Cluster 528 budded in 2003 
and is the only cluster to ever bud in the GBA.  In 2004, 12 of 21 clusters in the GBA were 
active (57%) and 6 successfully produced fledglings (Figure 29).     

 
     Constraints resulting from increased development pressure continue to inhibit natural 
resource management to include restoration efforts.  Today, it is now more difficult than 
ever to burn large parcels within the GBA closest to major highways, roads and housing 
areas.  Consequently, in some years the burning program has been hindered due to smoke 
management concerns.  Portions of the GBA are in good shape, while other areas require 
further intensive management, most notably prescribed fire.   

 
     FB is divided into 106 Habitat Management Areas (HMA) in order to prioritize 
ecosystem management activities.  The HMA Working Group Committee, an 
interdisciplinary team of natural resource personnel, takes into consideration all facets of 
land use when recommending management.  A primary goal of the Habitat Restoration 
Working Group (HRWG) is to write HMA prescriptions to restore longleaf/wiregrass 
habitat on FB.   Fire is the primary management tool for habitat management.  Other forest 
management options include pine forest thinning and mechanical and chemical treatments 
to control midstory hardwood.   
  
     Midstory hardwood is controlled primarily by prescribed burning.  Approximately one 
third of RCW foraging habitat is prescribed burned each year.  Prescribed burning is the 
most economical and efficient tool for controlling hardwood.   Prescribed burning also 
most closely mimics the controlling agent that maintained the historical longleaf/wiregrass 
system.   
 
     Where past fire suppression allowed uncontrolled hardwood growth other tools is 
utilized to assist restoring the system.  Wheeled mowers, roller choppers and chainsaws, 
(mechanical tools) and herbicides, (chemical tools) are used to supplement burning where 
midstory height reduces effectiveness of control burns.  In cluster core areas both 
mechanical and chemical means are utilized where midstory trees are cut by chainsaws and 
the stumps painted with herbicide to prevent new sprouting  

 
     Pine stands are thinned to between 40 and 60 ba.  This stocking level is within the range 
recommended for suitable RCW habitat and when juxtaposed with the NC Sandhills 
network of densely vegetated drains and pocosin, provides an environment that meets most 
military training landscape requirements on FB and CM. 
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     The following is a brief summary of the hardwood control and pine thinning treatments 
in the GBA Area.  Habitat restoration prescriptions were completed during the mid to late 
1990s for each HMA in the GBA.  Treatments are underway and much more 
comprehensive than originally written to comply with the revised RCW recovery plan. 
 

• Treatments are as follows: 
      Chemical (VELPAR) ~ 654 acres. 
      Mechanical: ~172. 
      Total hardwood treatments ~826 acres. 

 
• Known mechanical treatments are all chainsaw cut hardwoods less than 10” dbh. 
      Known chemical treatments are all VELPAR ULW granular. 

 
• All treatments took place North of Chicken Rd. (Most work performed north of 

Yorktown Victor Rd.) and HMA 8, again not technically part of the GBA. 
 

• Some undocumented treatments may have occurred during the mid 1990s.  These 
are thought to be small amounts of acreage and have since grown up requiring re-
treatment. 

 
• Pine thinning treatments generally reduce the stocking level of standing pine to 

approximately 60 BA by thinning from the bottom. 
 
     Approximately 2,736 acres are thinned to date between MacRidge Road and the CA 
east of Yadkin road.  Approximately 2,241 acres are scheduled to be thinned between 
Simmons air field and Yadkin Rd. during FY 2005 and 2006 to complete thinning 
treatments in the GBA.  Controlled fire is prescribed to control Midstory vegetation in the 
GBA and has been applied since the early 1990s.  An initial treatment of VELPAR ULW 
was sprayed over 654 acres to control Midstory hardwoods and mechanical tools were used 
to cut Midstory hardwood on 172 acres.  Initial mechanical and chemical treatments will 
continue until all Midstory on RCW foraging areas can be controlled by burning (Figure 
31).        
 
B.   Artificial Cavities 
 
     The USFWS BO for the proposed IMMD Complex, dated April 10, 1992, stated under 
Conservation Recommendations, that the proposed GBA Plan provide a comprehensive 
outline for the creation and maintenance of a forested corridor between the two segments 
(NEA and western FB) of the FB Sandhills East population.  These courses of action lead 
to the creation of a FB Cavity Enhancement program.  Program implementation began in 
1991.  The first priority was to provision all clusters in the GBA, as well as, monitor-
augmented clusters, band adjacent groups, and use triggers to implement translocation of 
birds, in accordance with the Service recommendation.   The short-term primary goal was 
to prioritize the GBA and provide all clusters with a minimum of 4 suitable cavities. 
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During the period from 1993-1995 all 20 clusters inside the GBA had been provided 
sufficient suitable cavities (Table 21).   
 
     In a 1991 FB BA, the Army discussed the management activities associated with 
implementation so that the following objectives were met.   The GBA will be managed to 
maintain the following objectives: 
 

1. Provide habitat for red-cockaded woodpecker dispersal/immigration 
between the NEA birds and the main western FB population. 

2. Provide high quality clusters of suitable cavity trees for establishment and 
retention of active territories. 

3. Provide high quality forage substrate for red-cockaded woodpeckers. 
 
     The management tasks outlined in each management area, inside the GBA, was for 
short-term and long-term management strategies.  Objective 5 addressed improvement of 
existing cavities and provisioning of new cavities and starts in existing clusters within the 
GBA.  Planning for future cavity trees included retention of all flattops and relicts and 
extended forest rotations surrounding the aggregate of cavity tree and starts. 
 
Below is a list of clusters in and adjacent to the GBA that have been provisioned: 
 
Table 21. Provisioned RCW clusters in the GBA, FB Military Installation, and Cumberland 
County, NC. 
 

CL  
MGMT 
CAT 

SAMPLE 
BLOCK Comments 

ACTIVE
2003 INS

DRILL 
CAV

DRILL 
START RES DEAD 

63 PRI MCA  INA 1 3 3 0 0 
64 PRI MCA  ACT 2 0 2 0 2 
65 PRI MCA  BRE 3 0 1 1 1 
66 NTM MCA  INA 0 2 3 0 1 
95 PRI MCA  ACT 5 1 2 0 1 
96 BLA MCA 3 restrictors removed BRE 3 0 0 0 0 
97 PRI MCA  ACT 3 0 3 0 0 

165 BLA NE2 No provisioned trees BRE 0 0 0 0 0 
187 PRI MCA  ACT 5 0 3 0 0 
188 PRI MCA  INA 3 0 3 0 0 
189 PRI MCA  BRE 7 1 3 0 0 
205 PRI MCA 1drill cav convert to insert INA 2 3 2 0 2 
206 NTM MCA  INA 0 3 0 0 1 
207 PRI MCA 2 drill start convert to insert INA 3 2 1 0 1 
208 PRI MCA  ACT 3 4 2 0 0 
228 BLA MCA  BRE 0 1 0 1 0 
229 BLA MCA  BRE 2 2 1 0 1 
231 PRI MCA 1restrictor removed ACT 7 0 3 0 0 
264 BLA NE2  INA 4 0 1 0 0 
266 BLA NE2  BRE 0 2 0 0 0 
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267 PRI NE2  BRE 1 4 0 0 0 
280 BLA MCA 3 restrictors removed BRE 4 0 0 1 1 
405 PRI MCA  INA 3 0 1 0 1 
528 PRI MCA split from cl 65 new grp 03 ACT 1 3 1 1 0 

    total 62 31 35 4 12 
Cluster numbers in italics are not in the GBA 
 
 
Artificial cavities have also been created outside the GBA in accordance with the ESMP to create 
new clusters, attract RCWs to inactive clusters, and to stabilize active clusters.   
 
C.   Translocation  
 
     The GBA corridor has been a target for translocation efforts on FB in an effort to 
facilitate movement of birds between the GBA and the NEA and with the remainder of 
FB/SOPI subpopulation.  In a 2003 paper describing dispersal events of the NC Sandhills 
RCW population, Walters et al. estimated the rate of immigration into NEA at 11-14 birds 
per generation.  This estimated rate of movement is predictably sufficient to decrease a loss 
of genetic variability. Furthermore, it supports the belief that NEA is part of the greater 
Sandhills genetic population and hypothesis that NEA is also likely part of the Sandhills 
East demographic population (Walters et. al., 2003).  Intrapopulation translocation efforts 
on FB have supported stabilizing and attempting establishment of new clusters within and 
in support of the GBA (Figure 52).  
 
      FB ESB summarized complete translocation efforts and results through 2004 in the 
annual reports.  The 1995 breeding season, compared to the 2004 breeding season indicates 
that 7 of the unoccupied clusters in 1995 became occupied by 2004 (Figure 53).  In 2003, 
an additional cluster was established through budding, for a total of 12 active clusters 
currently in the GBA. This is the only budded site ever recorded in the GBA; however 
long-term viability is deceptive, especially with project impacts 
 
 Note: the change in cluster activity status over a 9-year period likely due to the 
culmination of years of habitat restoration and cluster translocation (64, 65, 95, 280, and 
187). 
 
1995 
Cluster 280 
      
Summary: The first translocation attempt in the GBA took place in fall of 1995; moving a 
juvenile female RCW (RERELB ORA8), to cluster 280, in an attempt to stabilize one 
breeding group.   The recipient cluster was occupied by a 12-year breeding male and 10-
year helper male; she successfully bred at cluster 280 until 1999, then she dispersed to 
cluster 208 during the 2000 breeding season.  
  
     The original males at 280 have died and/or been replaced.  The current male (LGLGPU 
REB4) is a fourth year male, originally translocated to GBA cluster 95 (discussed below, 
November 2000). 
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Figure 28.  RCW cluster translocation, by year, within the GBA and surrounding adjacent 
clusters, FB Military Installation, Cumberland County, NC.  
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Figure 29. RCW GBA cluster activity status from 1995-2004, FB, Military Installation, 
Cumberland County, NC. 
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Translocated Individual Summary 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #             Age (Days) 
 RERELB ORA8               F 165             8071 98377 195 
 
The translocated RCW was the breeding female, at cluster 280, throughout the 1999-
breeding season.  During the 2000-breeding season, biologists observed her in cluster 208 
located on the eastern edge of the GBA, where she successfully bred through 2003 and has 
since disappeared.  
 
1996 
Cluster 64 
Cluster 65 
 
Summary: In the fall of 1996, 5 juvenile RCW’s were translocated.  FB attempted to 
establish 2 groups, one in cluster 64 and one in cluster 65.   
 
     FB attempted to establish a breeding group, by translocated two juvenile RCWs into 
cluster 64.  The male (DBDBRE ORA8) quickly dispersed to cluster 65 after that 
translocated male dispersed.  We attempted to keep the female (LBLBRE A8LB) in cluster 
64 by translocating in another male (DBDBPU A4LB).  The female was seen after the 
1997 breeding season, in Overhills cluster 465.  The male was not seen again.  Cluster 64 
remained inactive through the breeding season 2003, but was determined captured by 
cluster 528 in the fall of 2003.  The cluster was again captured in 2004, by cluster 528. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
  Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #           Age (Days) 
 DBDBRE ORA8              M 283             8071 98462   162 
 LBLBRE A8LB                F 162             8071 98446   172 
 DBDBPU A4LB   M 224             8071 98400   192 
 
The male (DBDBRE ORA8) quickly dispersed to cluster 65 after that translocated male 
dispersed.  He was not seen after 1997 breeding season.    
 
We attempted to keep the female (LBLBRE A8LB) in cluster 64 by translocating another 
male (DBDBPU A4LB). The male immediately disappeared.  The female was seen after 
the 1997 breeding season, in Overhills cluster 465.        
      
 
     FB attempted to establish a breeding group, by translocated two juvenile RCWs into 
cluster 65.  The male (DBDBPU A4LG) immediately began leaving the area, and soon 
after translocation disappeared.  The female (WHWHDG DGBA8) stayed at cluster 65 and 
bred with the male RCW originally translocated into cluster 64.  She remained solitary 
during the 1998 season and was not seen again. 
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Cluster 65 had a breeding pair during the 2000-breeding season.  In 2003 the breeding male 
was a third year male from the Northeast Training Area, Cluster 267, with a second year 
female with direct relation to the GBA translocation efforts, Cluster 280.  The pair 
successfully bred in 2002, 2003, and 2004.   
 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #           Age (Days) 
 DBDBPU A4LG             M 224             8071 98398   168 
 WHWHDG DGBA8           F          31             8071 98409   182 
 
The male (DBDBPU A4LG) immediately began leaving the area, and soon after 
translocation disappeared.    He was observed the following spring, at cluster 208, and 
remained solitary until the 1998- breeding season.  He successfully bred during the 1998 
season and throughout 2001.  He was not observed during the 2002-breeding season.  
 
The female (WHWHDG DGBA8) stayed at cluster 65 and bred with the male RCW 
originally translocated into cluster 64.  She remained solitary during the 1998 season and 
was not seen again. 
 
1997 
Cluster 208      
        
Summary: In the fall of 1997, FB translocated a female RCW (REREYE A4LG) into 
cluster 208.  The solitary male was originally translocated to cluster 65, in 1996.  The 
female RCW, banded as a nestling in cluster 334, was roosting and captured for 
translocation in cluster 213.  She did not stay in cluster 208.   
           
     Cluster 208 has been active and successfully bred from the 1998 season throughout 
2003.  In 2000, a female, originally translocated in 1995, dispersed to this cluster and was 
the breeding female until 2003.  During the 2004 breeding season, only a former male 
helper and his brother were observed.  The cluster remained solitary throughout nest 
checks. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #           Age (Days) 
 REREYE A4LG              F 334             8061 64492   143 
 
FB translocated a female RCW (REREYE A4LG) to a solitary male in cluster 208.    The 
female RCW, banded as a nestling in cluster 334, was roosting and captured for 
translocation in cluster 213.  She did not stay in cluster 208.  She eventually returned to 
cluster 213, as a helper.  The female was not seen after the 1998-breeding season. 
 
1998 
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Summary: No translocation attempted this year on FB; however biologists supported SEI 
with translocations within the SOPI area. 
 
1999 
Cluster 63 
 
Summary: In the fall of 1999, FB translocated two juvenile RCW’s to cluster 63.  The male 
(WHWHYE A8RE) disappeared after translocation, not to be observed again.  The female 
(YEYEDG A8DG) dispersed to cluster 65 and joined a third year male.  A second year 
female from Cluster 280 replaced her in the 2002 breeding season. 
 
Cluster 63 remained inactive throughout 2003. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #             Age (Days) 
 WHWHYE A8RE             M 30             8101 12073 159 
 YEYEDG A8DG             F 228             8101 11856 172 
 
The male (WHWHYE A8RE) disappeared after translocation, not to be observed again.   
The female (YEYEDG A8DG) immediately dispersed to cluster 65 and joined a third year 
male.  She bred successfully in both 2000 and 2001 seasons. The breeding male 
disappeared during the 2001 breeding season and was “replaced’ by a second year male 
from the Northeast Area.   She was not observed during the 2002-breeding season. 
 
2000 
Cluster 95 
Cluster 231 
Cluster 280 
 
Summary: In the fall of 2000, FB attempted to establish two new groups into adjacent 
clusters 95 and 231.  In addition, a single female was translocated to cluster 280 in a 
stabilization attempt. 
 
      
     A juvenile male (LGLGPU REB4) and a juvenile female (YEYEOR YEA4) were 
moved into cluster 95.  The male remained in the area for a short time then dispersed.  He 
was observed in cluster 280, during the 2001-breeding season.  The female stayed in cluster 
95 and successfully bred with the translocated male from adjacent cluster 231.  The cluster 
has had a successful breeding group since 2002. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #               Age (Days) 
 YEYEOR YEA4               F 208             1681 72325       199 
 LGLGPU REB4              M 132             1681 72349   191 
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The male (LGLGPU REB4) remained in the area for a short time then dispersed.  He was 
observed in cluster 280, during the 2001-breeding season. He successfully bred during the 
2001 and 2002 seasons.  During the 2003-breeding season, he was solitary with a male 
helper (related).  We translocated a juvenile female to this cluster on 7 OCT 03 and the 
three birds were observed foraging together without conflict on numerous occasions.  The 
pair did not nest in 2004. The female (YEYEOR YEA4) stayed in cluster 95, 
unsuccessfully bred in 2001, with the translocated male from adjacent cluster 231.  The 
same pair bred successfully during the 2002, 2003, and 2004 breeding season. 
 
      
A juvenile male (PUPULB A8RE) and a juvenile female (RERELB B4YE) were moved 
into cluster 231.  The male moved into cluster 95, shortly after that male dispersed.  The 
female was not seen after her release.  The cluster remained inactive throughout 2003.  
Cluster 231 was active for entire 2004 breeding season with an unbanded adult RCW.  This 
bird was captured on 7/8/04 and verified to be a solitary female, assume this is the same 
bird. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary:  
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #           Age (Days) 
 PUPULB A8RE             M 266             1681 72320   189 
 RERELB B4YE              F 165             1681 72346   173 
 
The male (PUPULB A8RE) moved into cluster 95, shortly after that male dispersed, and 
bred during the 2001, 2002, 2003, and 2004 breeding season.   
The female (RERELB B4YE) was not seen after her release.   
 
      
     FB translocated a female RCW (PUPULB DGBA8), into cluster 280 with a solitary 
male, in an attempt to stabilize the cluster.  The female disappeared shortly after her 
release.  The solitary male dispersed and was found to be the breeding male in cluster 65 
during the 2001-breeding season.   
  
A second year male (LGLGPU REB4), originally translocated to cluster 95 (2000), was 
observed dispersed into 0280 during the 2001-breeding season. He bred in 2001 and 2002.  
He was solitary with a male helper (related) during the 2003-breeding season.  FB 
translocated a juvenile female to this cluster on 7 OCT 03.  The pair did not nest in 2004. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #             Age (Days) 
 PUPULB DGBA8     F 266             1681 72319 188 
 
The solitary male dispersed and was found to be the breeding male in cluster 65 during the 
2001-breeding season.  The female disappeared shortly after her release.  She was observed 
in cluster 186, in Manchester Impact Area, during 2001 tree updates.  Her cluster status is 
unknown. Cluster 186 is in Manchester Impact area and is not visited for monitoring 
activities.   



                                                                                      107

 
 2001 
Cluster 407 
Cluster 1016 
 
Summary:  In the fall of 2001, FB made 2 attempts at RCW translocations to establish 
potential breeding pairs in the GBA.  The attempts were in clusters 407 and 1016, both 
unoccupied sites. Translocation clusters were chosen based on research findings, by Jeff 
Walters et al, of simulated population dynamics of the North Carolina Sandhills Red-
cockaded woodpecker population.  Findings showed “…it is appropriate to establish 
connections between the NEA and the remainder of Sandhills East through the GBA and 
through the Gap between Overhills and the NEA…and to use recruitment clusters to 
stimulate occupation of other vacant areas…This should be done by gradually building 
outward from existing occupied areas into these Gap and vacant areas”  (J. R. Walters et 
al., “Simulated Population Dynamics of the North Carolina Sandhills Red-Cockaded 
Woodpecker Population,” 2001, p. 19).  Clusters 407 and 1016 were placed in the northern 
edge of the GBA, within a 1-mile radius of seven active clusters.      
 
     FB translocated a juvenile male (A5LG YELGLG) and a juvenile female (ORA5 
LBRERE) cluster 407.  The juvenile male, (A5LG YELGLG), was observed roosting in 
Cluster 407 on April 17, 2002 with an unbanded female RCW.  The two birds were 
associated with each other for the entire 2002-breeding season.  There was no nesting 
attempt.  The unbanded bird was banded on July 30, 2002 and confirmed to be a female. 
The pair successfully bred during the 2003 and 2004 breeding seasons. 
A third bird was observed, on July 20, 2002, and later determined to be a hatch year male.  
His red crown patch was still visible.  He was captured and banded on August 7, 2002.   
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #             Age (Days) 
 ORA5 LBRERE               F 518             1681 72638 164 
 A5LG YELGLG              M 346             1681 72626 169 
 
The juvenile male (A5LG YELGLG) was observed roosting in Cluster 407 on April 17, 
2002 with an unbanded female RCW.  The two birds were associated with each other for 
the entire 2002-breeding season.  There was no nesting attempt.  The unbanded bird was 
banded on July 30, 2002 and confirmed to be a female.  During both breeding seasons 2003 
and 2004, A5YE was the breeding male at cluster 407. 
 
The juvenile female (ORA5 LBRERE) was observed foraging with the translocated male 
from 1016 in the fall of 2001.  By the beginning of the 2002 breeding season, she was 
roosting exclusively in Cluster 1016 and had an unbanded male roosting in that site.  They 
attempted breeding at 1016, but nest failed at egg stage.  The same pair bred successfully at 
1016 during the 2003-breeding season.  She was not observed during the 2004-breeding 
season. 
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FB translocated a juvenile male (LBA5 LGDBDB) and a juvenile female (LGBA5 
WHLBLB) cluster 1016.  The female, (LGBA5 WHLBLB) originally translocated to 
cluster 1016 dispersed south to the northern edge of the GBA.  The male (LBA5 
LGDBDB) originally translocated to cluster 1016, stayed in the cluster and was observed 
foraging with the female translocated into Cluster 407 (see above discussion).  He 
disappeared and has not been observed since October 30, 2001. 
Cluster 1016 has been active since the 2001 translocation. In 2002, a pair attempted 
breeding (see above at 407 – same female originally translocated to 407 and an unbanded 
male), but nest failed at egg stage. They bred successfully during 2003.  The breeding 
female was replaced in 2004.  The new pair was also successful in breeding. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary:  
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #            Age (Days) 
 LGBA5 WHLBLB              F 372             1681 72612    169 
 LBA5 LGDBDB             M 418             1681 72419    167 
 
The male (LBA5 LGDBDB) originally translocated to cluster 1016, stayed in the cluster 
and was observed foraging with the female translocated into Cluster 407. He disappeared 
and has not been observed since October 30, 2001. 
 
The female, (LGBA5 WHLBLB) originally translocated to cluster 1016 dispersed south 
into the GBA and was observed flushing from an insert tree in cluster 435 on January 17, 
2002.  Her roost tree was an insert on which she had began normal flaking and resin well 
production.  She has not been observed since. 
 
2002 
 
At the request of the Service, FB was called upon to support Fort Jackson in their search 
for donor RCW’s to be integrated into their population. 
 
FB and Fort Jackson are located in similar geographic locations and are linked by the 
Service RCW Recovery Plan as populations within the Sandhills Recovery Unit.  The 
recovery unit is made up of two primary core populations, a secondary core population, 
significant support populations, and important support populations.  FB is the majority 
stakeholder in the primary core population, North Carolina Sandhills, as designated by the 
recovery plan.  Fort Jackson has been designated a significant support population within 
the Sandhills Recovery Unit.  The recovery plan states, “Maintaining viable populations 
with each recovery unit, to the fullest extent possible, is essential to the recovery and long-
term survival of red-cockaded woodpecker as a species, across their range” (USFWS RCW 
Recovery Plan, p.130).  In order to maintain viable populations within the unit, each 
member population is obligated to protect and maintain recovering populations and their 
respective ecosystems.  “The system of recovery units provides the foundation of the 
strategy to recover the RCW”.  The integrity of the recovery unit was the driving force 
behind the efforts to augment Fort Jackson’s population by translocating RCWs from FB. 
 
Ft. Jackson (15C-A) 



                                                                                      109

Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #              Age (Days) 
 YEYEOR A4OR             F  208             1781 72243      142 
 WHWHLB A8RE  M 263  1681 72 485          151 
 
Ft. Jackson (31A-A) 
Translocated Individual Summary: 

Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #              Age (Days) 
            DBDBDG  A4WH M 16             1781 72024      150 
 PUPURE   ORA4             F 371             1781 72254  99 
 
Ft. Jackson (BA3-A) 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster      FWS #     Age (Days) 
YEYEDG  B4RE                F 228                 1681 72491     152 
   A5PU             DBWHWH    M     401                 1681 72500     147 
 
2003 
Cluster 280 
Cluster 187 
 
Summary: FB biologists conducted 3 separate translocation efforts in 2003.  The first two 
involved stabilizing a solitary cluster and populating inactive GBA clusters.  The last 
attempt was further support of the Sandhills Recovery Unit, specifically Ft. Jackson 
Military Reservation.  
      
     In 2003, cluster 280, an integral cluster in the GBA, was considered a solitary male 
cluster.  The cluster actually contained a solitary male (translocated and dispersed in 2000) 
and a male helper.  Biologists translocated a juvenile female (B5LG LBDBDB) into this 
site on October 7, 2003.  She actually roosted in a cavity the first night after release and 
eventually foraged with the solitary male and helper.  All three RCWs were foraging 
together as of February 4, 2004.  
  
Cluster 280 remained active during the 2004-breeding season and attempted breeding, but 
was not successful past the nest stage. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
  Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #             Age (Days) 
 B5LG LBDBDB  F 347             1581 22816 144 
 
FB translocated a female RCW (B5LG LBDBDB) into cluster 280 with a solitary male, in 
an attempt to stabilize the cluster.  The cluster actually contained a solitary male 
(translocated and dispersed in 2000) and a male helper.   
      
In continuing with the translocation plan set forth in 2001, biologist prepared GBA clusters 
187 and 189 for translocation.  There are five active clusters within a 1-mile radius of these 
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adjacent clusters. Two of the five clusters (407 & 1016) are active and breeding as a result 
of the 2001 translocation.   
 
An attempt to translocate two pair of juvenile RCWs was made on the evening of October 
29, 2003.  Before capturing all RCWs, a biologist stationed in cluster 189 observed the 
breeding female from an adjacent cluster foraging and eventually roosting in the cluster.  
The decision was made to abort the translocation to cluster 189 and continue on with 
cluster 187.   
 
FB translocated a juvenile male (REB5 DBRERE) and a juvenile female (DGDGOR 
PUB4) to cluster 187.  Upon release, biologists followed the RCWs for about two hours.  
There was some interaction, but the birds eventually separated.  No RCWs were identified 
during the next week, however there were a few sightings of a lone RCW flying through 
the cluster.  Unsuccessful attempts were made to locate other possible roosting sites.  The 
cluster became activated and was confirmed active with (REB5 DBRERE) flushing from 
one of the inserts (1848E) at cluster 187 on January 23, 2004. 
 
Along with the translocated male, a second year female from cluster 396 was observed 
roosting in cluster 187 at the beginning of 2004 breeding season.  On 7/6/04, an unbanded 
bird was observed roosting in cluster 187 with him.  There was no sign of the second year 
female. No nesting attempts were observed. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary:  
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #          Age (Days) 
            DGDGOR PUB4              F 190            1781 72409   162 
            REB5             DBRERE        M         443                 1781 72277   171 
 
The male (REB5 DBRERE) was first seen after release on January 23, 2004.  He was 
observed flushing from one of the inserts (1848E) at cluster 187 on January 23, 2004.  He 
was present throughout the 2004-breeding season. 
The female (DGDGOR PUB4) was not seen after release. 
 
Ft. Jackson 
 
Summary: Final translocation activities involved the continued cooperation of FB and Fort 
Jackson military reservations.  On November 13, 2003, biologists from FB and Ft. Jackson 
captured three juvenile female RCWs for release on Ft. Jackson.  All three RCWs came 
from the Northeast Training Area.  They were transported to Ft. Jackson and released on 
November 14, 2003.  The last report, on 20 November 2003, indicated all three females 
still with the males they were placed with. The RCW Recovery Plan mandates that all 
translocations between populations will be restricted to recovery units, except in rare cases.  
The plan seeks to “retain genetic integrity and protect the unit’s progression toward 
recovery.” 
 
Ft. Jackson (30B-?) 
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2003  
Translocated Individual Summary: 

Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #           Age (Days) 
 LGLGYE A8PU     F 133             1781 72283   185Ft. Jackson (33D-?) 
 2003 
 Right Leg Left Leg  Sex Natal Cluster FWS #           Age (Days) 
  DGDGLG A4DG     F 281                  1681 72593   179Ft. Jackson (34C-?) 
 2003  
           Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster FWS #          Age (Days)  
 LBLBDG      REB4 F 333             1781 72266  190 
 
2004 
Cluster 188 
Cluster 394 
Cluster 207 
Cluster 208 
 
Summary:  In continuing with the translocation plan set forth in 2001, biologist prepared 
GBA clusters 188 and 394 for translocation.  There are five active clusters within a 1-mile 
radius of these adjacent clusters. Two of the five clusters (407 & 1016) are active and 
breeding as a result of the 2001 translocation. As part of this translocation effort, suitable 
cavity trees will be provided for in the surrounding clusters (395 and 405).  In addition, FB 
translocated juvenile females to clusters 207 and 208 in a stabilization attempt.  Both have 
2 male birds and were lacking a female. 
      
FB translocated a juvenile male (REB5 ORRERE) and a juvenile female (DGB5 
DBLBLB) to cluster 188.  Upon release, biologists attempted to follow the RCWs.  
However, the pair flew into the impact area limiting the amount of observation.  There was 
some interaction and the birds remained together for the entire follow.  
 
The juvenile male was seen once in the cluster, along with a juvenile female translocated to 
adjacent cluster 394, the day after release. The juvenile female was seen opening roosting 
the night after her release, at cluster 394.  She was seen there again the next morning, and 
has not been observed since.  Unsuccessful attempts were made to locate other possible 
roosting sites.  The cluster remains inactive. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster  FWS #            Age (Days) 
 DGB5 DBLBLB    F 447              1781 72457 178 
 REB5 ORRERE  M 504               1891 14013 164 
 
The juvenile male (REB5 ORRERE) was observed the day after his release.  He flew into 
the impact area and has not been observed since. 
The juvenile female (DGB5 DBLBLB) was observed in cluster 394 the day after release 
and has not since. 
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     FB translocated a juvenile male (PUPULB B4DG) and a juvenile female (LBLBYE 
A4WH) to cluster 394.  Upon release, biologists attempted to follow the RCWs.  However, 
conflict with the group from adjacent cluster 435 hampered these efforts.  There was some 
interaction, but the birds eventually separated.  The juvenile male was not seen after 
release.  The juvenile female was observed in cluster 188 on two different occasions 
throughout the next week.  Unsuccessful attempts were made to locate other possible 
roosting sites.  The cluster remains inactive. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg Sex Natal Cluster  FWS #              Age (Days) 
 LBLBYE A4WH  F 267  1781 72437 184 
 PUPULB B4DG  M 266  1781 72428 176 
 
The juvenile male (PUPULB B4DG) was not observed after his release. 
The juvenile female (LBLBYE A4WH) was observed in cluster 188 the day after her 
release.  She was in the cluster at the same time along with a juvenile male translocated to 
that cluster.  They did not interact at that time.  She was seen once again foraging with the 
group from adjacent cluster 187.  There was little to no conflicting between them.  There 
are no other observations since. 
 
     FB translocated a juvenile female (DBDBRE B4RE) to cluster 207 in a stabilization 
attempt.  A juvenile male had dispersed, from cluster 376, into this inactive cluster by mid-
October 2004.  The cluster had been active once since 1986, so the decision was made to 
attempt to keep the male in the site by translocating a female into him. 
Upon release both birds headed in the same general direction.  There was no interaction 
observed.  They eventually separated flying off in opposite directions, with the female 
returning and flying off towards the male.  That evening, an unidentified RCW was 
believed to have open-roosted in the general area of the cluster.  It can be assumed it was 
the female, but cannot be confirmed. 
 
The male continues to roost within the cluster and forage in the territory around it.  The 
translocated female was seen in the cluster two other times, but has not been seen roosting 
in it.  A second translocated female, from adjacent cluster 208, did roost in insert tree # 
589E on one evening.  She had been staying in her release cluster up to that point.  There 
are no further observations at this time. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg  Left Leg   Sex   Natal Cluster       FWS #        Age (Days) 
            DBDBRE B4RE        F   283                   1891 14108      150 
 
The juvenile female (DBDBRE B4RE) was observed in the cluster the morning after her 
release.  She flew in from west and foraged by herself in the outer edge of the buffer.  She 
was observed two days later foraging and conflicting with a male and the translocated 
female from cluster 208. She has not been observed since. 
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     FB translocated a juvenile female (WHWHDG YEB4) to cluster 208 in a stabilization 
attempt.  After maintaining a breeding pair in this cluster since 1998, the cluster became 
solitary with two related males during the 2004-breeding season.  The location of this site 
is integral in maintaining the functionality of the GBA Special Emphasis Area, so the 
decision was made to translocate in a female. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary:  

Right Leg Left Leg     Sex  Natal Cluster  FWS #               Age (Days) 
 WHWHDG  YEB4          F   31  1781 72447   184 
 
      
The juvenile female (WHWHDG YEB4) was observed to roost in her release cavity the 
night after she was released.  She was seen foraging with the males from 208 over the next 
couple of days.  There was very little conflicting between them.  She did roost in cluster 
207 on the last night of follows, but after seemingly attempting to roost in 208. 
 
Ft. Jackson 
 
Final translocation activities involved the continued cooperation of FB and Fort Jackson 
military reservations.  On November 16, 2004, biologists from FB and Ft. Jackson captured 
three juvenile female RCWs for release on Ft. Jackson.  Both RCWs came from the 
Northeast Training Area.  They were transported to Ft. Jackson and released on November 
16, 2004. 
 
Translocated Individual Summary: 
 Right Leg Left Leg  Sex   Natal Cluster     FWS #         Age (Days) 
 REREPU REB4             F  320      178172451 193 
 LGLGLB LGBA8  F  210      1781 72475 190 
 
 
During the 2004 breeding season, five GBA clusters (187, 208, 65, 280, and 95) and two 
clusters north of the GBA (1016 and 407) were active as a direct result of translocation 
efforts. Three of the seven did not breed. Cluster 64 was determined captured by cluster 
528 in the fall of 2003 and remain the same throughout the 2004 season.  We will continue 
to monitor all GBA clusters. 
 
The establishment of new groups is mainly through translocating birds into inactive PRC’s 
within the GBA. FB is attempting to reactivate recruitment clusters on the edges of existing 
populations, to fill gaps and make maximum use of natural dispersal.  In doing so, FB will 
conduct intrapopulation translocations to meet similar goals, where recipient sites should 
be restricted to areas with adequate management and donor sites should be restricted to 
core areas such as the NEA.  
 
The GBA remains a high priority for establishing active RCW groups, FB continues to 
work with local USFWS and Sandhills Ecological Institute and NCSU researchers to 
identify critical areas/links within adjacent private lands, within the Southern 
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Pines/Pinehurst, and within the GBA to identify areas for placement of strategic 
recruitment clusters and identify recipient translocation sites.  The history of translocation 
in the GBA seems to be facilitating movements, stabilizing sites, and reactivating clusters 
(Figure 28 and Table 22).  The observation of translocated birds helps determine the level 
of success (Figure 27 and Table 23).   
 
The increase of project impacts from the proposed FYDP and the FOL project will create 
additional cumulative impacts.  These adverse consequences to existing groups could 
ultimately affect and possibly jeopardize the RCW Sandhills East population by reducing 
demographic viability between NEA and the rest of the FB population.    
 
Table 22.  RCW translocation history from 1995 through 2003, FB Military Installation, 
Cumberland County, NC. 
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RERELB ORA8 F 165 280 11/30/95 

 
 

208,BF 208,BF 208, BF 208, BF 280, BF 280, BF 280, BF 280, BF * 

DBDBRE 
ORA8 M 283 64 10/29/96 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 65, BM * * 

LBLBRE A8LB F 162 64 10/29/96 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 465, ~ * * 

DBDBPU A4LG M 224 65 10/29/96 ~ ~ 208, BM208, BM 208, BM 208, BM208, Sol * * 

WHWHDG 
DGBA8 F 31 65 10/29/96 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 65, Sol 65, BF * * 

DBDBPU A4LB M 224 64 11/22/96 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ * * 

REREYE A4LG F 334 208 10/21/97 ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 213, H * * * 

*** * *** **** 1998                  

WHWHYE 
A8RE M 30 63 10/21/99 ~ ~ ~ ~ * * * * * 

YEYEDG 
A8DG F 228 63 10/21/99 ~ ~ 65, BF 65, BF * * * * * 

PUPULB 
DGBA8 F 266 280 10/24/00 ~ ~ 186, ~ * * * * * * 

PUPULB A8RE M 266 231 10/25/00 

 
 

95,BM 95, BM 95, BM * * * * * * 

RERELB B4YE F 165 231 10/25/00 

 
~ 

~ ~ * * * * * * 

LGLGPU REB4 M 132 95 11/15/00 

 
 

280,M 280, BM 280, BM * * * * * * 

YEYEOR YEA4 F 208 95 11/15/00 

 
 

95,BF 95, BF 95, BF * * * * * * 

A5LG YELGLG M 346 1016 10/17/01 

 
 

407, BM 407, M * * * * * * * 

ORA5 LBRERE F 518 407 10/17/01 

 
 

1016, F * * * * * * * 
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1016, BF

LBA5 LGDBDB M 418 407 10/17/01 

 
 

~ ~ * * * * * * * 

LGBA5 
WHLBLB F 372 1016 10/17/01 ~ 435,F * * * * * * * 

DBDBDG 
A4WH M 16 FJ 10/7/02 

 
31-A,SM

 * * * * * * * * 

PUPURE 
ORA4 F 371 

 
 

FJ 10/7/02 ~ * * * * * * * * 

A5PU 
DBWHWH M 401 

 
 

FJ 10/8/02 

 
Rec A,BM

* * * * * * * * 

YEYEOR 
A4OR F 208 

 
 

FJ 10/8/02 
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Key to table:  BM-Breeding Male, BF-Breeding Female, SOL-Solitary, H-Helper, ~ - No Data/Observation 
FJ=Fort Jackson 

 
Table 23.  RCW GBA translocation observations, FB Military Installation, Cumberland 
County, NC.  
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     The translocation plan for the period of 2004-2008 is described below.  The 
management activities for each cluster are listed below, addressing individual concerns 
required to alter habitat into a condition acceptable to support RCWs.  The plan calls for 
occupancy attempts in the northern and western side of the GBA, followed by attempts in 
the SIC 1 sample block, west of Lamont Road (Figure 3). 

     The decision was made to hold-off on translocation into the south/central portion of the 
GBA, to not attempt establishment of new groups in clusters 64, 63, and 205 so that habitat 
improvements and cavity enhancement can be prioritized and executed.  These 
improvements should, in theory, allow for areas of refuge for RCWs potentially displaced 
by the FOL project, which will affect adjacent clusters 65, 528, and 208.  Stabilization of 
existing groups, in this area, will be reviewed on an annual basis and appropriate actions 
initiated. 

     The following is the FB ESB 5-year Translocation Plan aimed at stabilizing and 
restoring demographic connectivity of the GBA with the rest of FB:   
 
2004  
394 – 4 suitable cavities (2 new inserts) & outlying hardwood removal within 120-acre 
minimum 
188 – 4 suitable cavities (1 new inserts) & outlying hardwood removal within 120-acre 
minimum 

 Activities will also include installation of additional cavities (2 inserts/cluster) in 
adjacent clusters (395, 405) to allow for extra bird movement.  Habitat within these 
clusters are not in the highest qualities, but can be manipulated around the cavity 
trees to provide suitable refuge. 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 
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 Installation of cavities (2 inserts/cluster) within created clusters (1031, 1032, & 
1002).  This will be an attempt at self-recruitment and eventually for translocation 
efforts in 2005.  Chemical treatments of midstory hardwoods began in 2004 and 
will be completed by the summer of 2005. 

 
2005   
1032 – 4 new cavities (inserts) & removal of any hardwood not chemically treated in 
spring ‘04 
1031 – establish 120-acres minimum; confer with range control on access into MacRidge 
IA; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 120-acre minimum; area selected 
for chemical treatment for spring ‘05 
1002 – 4 new cavities (inserts) & removal of any hardwood within the 120-acre minimum; 
area selected for chemical treatment for spring ‘05 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 

2006   
395 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum 
428 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum; removal of any hardwood not chemically treated in spring ‘03 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 
 
2007   
1030 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum 
26 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 120-
acre minimum 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 
 
2008   
326 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum 
1014 - establish 120-acres minimum; 4 new cavities & removal of hardwoods within the 
120-acre minimum 

 Evaluate existing groups for stabilization attempts. 
 

 The implementation of this 5-year translocation plan should vastly improve demographic 
cluster connectivity at northwest end of the GBA (Figure   ).  Note: The priorities may 
change due to the dynamic nature of cluster activity.  For example, cluster 26 and 428 
became active in late 2004 so priorities will likely change for these clusters. 
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Figure 30.  FB 5-year RCW Translocation Plan in the GB, FB Military Installation, 
Cumberland County, NC.  
 
 
 

XIII.  ALTERNATIVES TO PRECLUDE ADVERSE AFFECTS 
 
     Three alternatives to the proposed action have been identified and considered in detail.  
These are the Locating Projects in the CA Alternative, the No Action Alternative and the 
Proposed Alternative.  Adverse impacts to RCW populations and RCW habitat are 
anticipated from the implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative. Alternatives to the 
proposed action were developed as part of the planning process.  The action of locating 
construction in the CA Alternative and the Proposed Action Alternative were analyzed in 
detail.  Other alternatives considered were eliminated due to feasibility and environmental 
constraints. 
 

A.  CA Alternative.   
 
     This alternative would re-locate all projects (OMA and MILCON) to other locations 
within FB’s CA, outside of the GBA.  The CA consists of 5,700 acres of land; however, 
5,128 acres are constrained by the following: cultural resources, endangered species, 
streams, lakes, wetlands, solid waste management units, airfield safety, rights-of-way, 
school boundaries, and aircraft noise.  Approximately 572 acres within the CA are suitable 
for construction with none of the above-mentioned constraints.  Nine categories of land use 
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designation exist within the CA including the Housing and Community Support District, 
Airfield District, Medical District, Soldier Housing District, Administration/Operations 
District, Industrial District, GBA Area District, and the Recreational District. The 
remainder of FB exclusive of the CA is considered as Range and Training Area (FB Master 
Plan, 2004).  Note: In this paragraph the CA is defined the same as the Main Cantonment 
Area (MCA) in the Master Plan.  
 
     World War II barracks predominate in the administrative and industrial districts. Most 
of these barracks will be demolished.  Some of this land will remain undeveloped to serve 
as the clear zone for Pope Air Force Base. The remainder of this land will be re-developed 
with the following proposed projects: North Carolina National Guard Academic Facility, 
barracks, Installation Training Support facilities for Reserve Component units and unit 
administration and vehicle maintenance facilities for the separate battalions of the 82nd 
Airborne Division. The Soldier Housing Area will undergo major construction in the near 
future. Existing barracks will be demolished and replaced with new barracks facilities, 
dining facilities, brigade, battalion and company headquarters, parking, green space and 
soldier community buildings. These facilities will be constructed for the 1st, 2nd and 3rd 
Brigades. A small portion of the Nijmegen housing area will be redeveloped for soldier 
housing for the Division Artillery soldiers. In addition to barracks renovation in the western 
CA, barracks renovation will also occur between Highway 87 and Highway 210. Barracks 
will be constructed for the Corps Support Command (COSCOM), and Medical Command 
(MEDCOM) personnel. A shoppette, GBAs station, vehicle maintenance complex for the 
530th Supply and Services Battalion, and 44thMEDCOM/1st COSCOM administrative 
complex will also be constructed.  Much of the developed land within the CA that is not in 
the GBA is currently occupied. All facilities removed during demolition projects within the 
CA will be replaced with newly constructed facilities.  
 
     The remaining land on FB is used for training. FB was able to sustain training for the 
82nd Airborne Division’s platoon, company and battalion exercises; however, training land 
is in shortage currently, due to the addition of Special Operations, Army Reserve and 
National Guard units to FB. The Range and Training Land Program-Development Plan 
recommended that the U.S. Army obtain additional land to adequately support training for 
FB units. To accommodate training requirements, off-post training occurs at the Sandhills 
Wildlife Management Area, Pisgah National Forest, Nantahala National Forest, Uwharrie 
National Forest, Camp Mackall, Croatan National Forest and privately owned property 
leased to the U.S. Army (FB Master Plan, 2004).  
 
B.   No Action Alternative. 

 
     The No Action Alternative would entail not constructing the proposed projects. Units 
would have to use existing facilities should the No Action Alternative be implemented. 
With the current political climate and increased deployments of military units overseas, the 
number of personnel and training requirements is elevated.  Military units assigned to FB 
have expanded, or units have been transferred from other bases, requiring increases in 
operational and training facilities.  Many of the proposed projects would facilitate 
supporting training requirements. Without the appropriate and functional facilities, troops 
will not obtain the necessary skills required to function successfully. Failure to support 
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troop-training requirements would not allow units assigned to FB to meet their mission 
requirements due to inadequate facilities.  
 

The No Action Alternative option of not constructing OMA and MILCON projects 
is neither feasible nor realistic.  This alternative does not support unit mission readiness 
standards; therefore this alternative was eliminated from detailed analysis.   
 
C.   Proposed FB FYDP Alternative. 
 
     The proposed alternative would entail implementing the FB FYDP through sustainable 
limited development within the GBA.  Limited construction potential is vital to 
maintaining troop-training requirements. Construction of these projects can facilitate 
training while being designed to minimize natural resource impacts. In order to maintain 
the GBA as a functional corridor, sustainable design will have to be implemented 
comprehensively.  A sustainable requirement would involve the GBA landscape to be 
maintained; this will require installation command support that integrates and incorporates 
sustainable development practices with natural resource management activities. 
 
     Some examples of integration include constructing buildings in existing open areas or 
reuse low use areas to minimize impacts within the GBA.  Design and construct facilities 
around existing trees and preserve the existing natural landscape.  Minimize fragmentation 
by consolidating existing parking lots in the GBA and MCA.  Construct parking structures 
(i.e., parking decks) so to free up valuable space for future construction.  Provide for 
parking alternatives by providing mass transit (i.e., buss taxies, and shuttle).  Design 
barracks complexes that encourage use of bikes and walking similar to college campuses. 
Reduce existing parking lot space by constructing a large satellite parking area/s in 
strategic locations in the CA.  Provide shuttle or bus service from satellite parking areas so 
troops can get to their appropriate work stations.  Or build-up by adding stories to admin 
and barracks facilities to significantly reduce urban sprawl.      
 
     The Proposed Action Alternative was considered in detail.  The project construction and 
implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative is the preferred alternative.  Each FB 
FYDP project location was carefully considered and chosen to minimize impacts to the 
RCW and to the GBA.  However, the result of this alternative will lead to a “may affect” 
determination for the FB FYDP GBA BA because the loss of 1 cluster, 65, from the FOL 
project, at the NLA, will adversely affect the FB MCG and GBA demographics.     
 

XIV.  CONSERVATION MEASURES 
 
A.   Develop and Implement the 5-year (2004-2008) GBA Plan. 
 
B.   Fund a RCW radio telemetry pilot study in the GBA. 
 
C.   Recommend FB Command develop a policy statement that supports no further        

development in the Manchester Tract.  
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D.   Prioritize midstory hardwood control in the GBA until all clusters meet Service forage 
guidelines by 2006. 

 
E.   Maintain a two width territory between cluster 64 and 65 in the GBA. 
 
F.   Restrict development in the critical bottlenecks in the GBA, as outlined in this BA        

(Figure 24).  
 

XV.  STATEMENT OF EFFECTS 
 
A.   Direct Impacts 

 
The proposed FYDP identifies over 66 OMA projects and 19 MILCON projects 

that are planned to be built in the GBA.  However, most of these project impacts will 
not impact managed forage habitat in the SMS and RS areas.  The majority of projects 
have been sited in either open areas or previously developed sites.  Cumulative 
(additive) project impacts will not remove significant amounts of forage and travel 
substrate throughout the GBA corridor.  The functionality of the GBA will be 
minimally compromised.   There will be no incidental take for any of the 10 impacted 
clusters.  However, incidental take will likely occur from FOL project for cluster 65, 
short-term and possibly others clusters (528, 208 and 267) long-term, based on total 
forage deficits in the SMS and RS areas.  Any incidental take that occurs will likely 
affect the FB MCG, therefore must be functionally compensated through replacement 
clusters, at a minimum of 1:1or 2:1 compensation ratio (to be determined by FWS).  
The cluster replacement must be in-kind and attempt to meet the Sandhill East 
population demographic and genetic recovery requirements.  The 10 impacted clusters 
will likely remain viable based on sufficient SMS and RS manageable habitat acreages 
remaining post-project.    

 
1.  RCW 

 
The FB MCG (recovery) goal of 401 clusters for the Sandhills East Population at FB, 

as well as, the ongoing RCW management inside the GBA is going to be minimally 
compromised by FYDP project impacts imposed short-term, however long-term the 
cumulative impacts of future FYDP projects remains a potential concern.  Short-term the 
integrity of the GBA will be no be further compromised.  However, the impacts stemming 
from the FOL project pose an additional ominous threat to the GBA.  The FOL will remove 
significant amounts of forage in the SMS and RS for 4 groups (65, 208, 267, and 528).  
Their long-term survivorship as PBG, as well as, the functionality of the GBA as an 
effective dispersal corridor may be reduced.   

 
Habitat fragmentation and habitat loss is the most serious threat toward maintaining 

group viability within the GBA.  According to FB FHA’s the FOL by itself reduces 
potential available forage acres below minimum required acres for RS in the following 
clusters (64, 65, 205, 208, and 528). If these clusters are lost, the NLA indicates the 
demographic connectivity between the NEA and the western portion of FB will be lost 
unless extreme measures are taken to ensure future development meets sustainable 
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parameters inside the GBA.   In summary, the FYDP will not cause incidental take inside 
the GBA, however the FOL will cause (short-term) a net loss of 1 cluster (65) and possibly 
a loss of three others long-term (208, 267 and 528).  The loss of cluster 65 will have to be 
offset through maintaining a demographic minimum of one territory width through the 
GBA.  Otherwise, demographic territory fragmentation may jeopardize species recovery on 
FB and the Sandhills East population.  In order to maintain the MCG of 401 actively 
managed clusters, a minimum of 1 replacement or new clusters is necessary.   Biological 
Conclusion: The implementation of the FB FYDP is a may affect determination for 
the RCW.   
 

2.  Plants (Rumi, Scam and Lyas) 
 

Since no known populations of federally endangered plants are found within the project 
area, the implementation of FYDP projects proposed over the next 5-year period in the 
GBA will have no effect on these species.  The protection and conservation of a few State 
rare plants located within the GBA will be given consideration in the CA planning process.  
Biological Conclusion: The implementation of the FB FYDP is a no effect for the 
federally listed plant species. 
 

3. Saint Francis’ Satyr 
 

Since no known populations of SFS are found within the project area, the 
implementation of FYDP projects proposed over the next 5-year period in the GBA Area 
will have no effect on this species.  Biological Conclusion: The implementation of the 
FB FYDP is a no effect on the SFS. 
 

B.   Indirect and Cumulative Impacts 
 

1.  RCW   
 

Indirect cumulative (additive) impacts resulting from FYDP include forest 
fragmentation, noise and hindrance of necessary management activities (e.g., prescribed 
burning and silvicultural thinning), which may ultimately affect or interfere with normal 
RCW behavior that may disrupt demographic processes (particularly dispersal).  The most 
severe indirect impact is on the implementation of prescribe fire.  If effective 
implementation of prescribed burning in the GBA becomes a problem, mid-story hardwood 
control may be controlled by other means such as conventional or mechanical clearing 
and/or use of herbicides.  These secondary options are not as effective long-term because 
they don’t provide the ecological benefits of fire and may not be able to promote Recovery 
Standard habitat as defined by the Service (USFWS, 2003).  Ultimately, loss of prescribed 
burning will decrease native ground cover and likely have an indirect adverse affect on 
insect abundance, which is vitally linked to groundcover diversity in the longleaf pine 
ecosystem (James, Hess, and Kufrin, 1997).  Increased forest fragmentation and habitat 
degradation may result in increased potential cavity competitors (kleptoparsites) and 
predators, such as European starlings and southern flying squirrels.  Additional noise may 
stem from high traffic volume within several hundred feet of cavity trees in cluster 65, 528, 
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208 and 267.  Concern how this disturbance may affect RCW’s is present, however, some 
noise studies have indicated RCW’s seem to be able to handle certain noise levels with not 
adverse impacts  (Doresky et al., 2000, Delaney, 2002).  The FOL may also increase risk of 
RCWs being hit and killed by vehicular traffic.  Automobiles on FB and SOPI have killed 
several RCW’s.  Anecdotal evidence at FB suggests this threat may legitimate concern.  

 
Potential impacts on RCW behavior or population demographics are rather difficult to 

qualify and quantify.  Impact analysis becomes even more complex in the context of 
temporal and spatial scale.  It’s noted the GBA ultimate purpose is to provide for an 
effective demographic link through occupation and dispersal between the NEA and the 
remainder of FB (Department of Army, 1992).  The primary question remains.  Does the 
effectiveness of the corridor linkage remain with a single cluster territory width in certain 
sections and can this corridor continue to function in perpetuity?  There will be significant 
forage losses in cluster 65, 208, 267 and 528 stemming from the FOL project.  The loss of 
cluster 65 may have an indirect effect on its nearby neighbor cluster 528. A source of 
replacement birds will be reduced.   
 

2.  Plants (Rumi, Scam and Lyas) 
 

There are no cumulative impacts for these species; however, there may be indirect 
impacts from hindrance of implementing the prescribed burn program in areas adjacent to 
the GBA.  
 

3.  Saint Francis Satyr 
 

There are no direct, indirect and cumulative impacts for this species.  
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APPENDIX 2: FB Endangered Species Branch Botanist Memo 
 
 
         26 August, 2004 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR Erich Hoffman, Wildlife Biologist, ESB 
 
THROUGH CHIEF, ESB 
 
SUBJECT: Rare Plant Reviews, GBA 
 
1.     The following projects contained within the GBA have been reviewed for potential 
impacts to federally listed plant species: 
CA-0004-4P 35th Signal BriGBAde 
FA-20006-4-P Widen Gruber Rd. to Zabitoski 
FA-20011-4P Upgrade Honeycutt to SAAF 
FF-00025-4P Sprint Communications 
FW-00060-1P Big Branch Stream Restoration 
M3-00004-3P CQB 
M4-00004-4P: Maintenance Bldg, Parking lot 
M3-00005-4P Headquarters Parking, Parking Lot North 
M3-00007-4P 37-E Marksmanship Range Renovation 
M3-00008-4P G Marksmanship Range Renovation 
M3-00009-4P Charge Construction Facility 
M3-00010-4P Proposed Action and Site Description 
MB-00011-4P Modular Buildings 
MB-00040-4P 12,000 sq ft Bldg 
MD-00045-4P Extend Rigger facility 
ME-00007-4P 
ME-00010-4P 
ME-00011-4P 
ME-00013-4P 
PA-0016-4P Bath House 
PA-40018-4P Construct Lodge at Smith Lake 
PA-40023-4P Relocation of Paint Ball Facility 
PA-40040-4P Riding Stable Facilities 
FF-00089-4P:  647th QM Warehouse  corner of Logistics and Old Butner. 
PN-61895:  1st COSCOM Barracks Phase III Electrical Substation 
 
2.     Through GIS analysis and plant by plant surveys, no impacts to federally listed 
species will occur by proposed projects.   Project FA-20006-4-P will impact Pickering’s 
dawnflower, a state endangered and federal species of concern.  Twenty-six clumps occur 
within the construction footprint (50 ft. from edge of pavement).  Most of these individuals 
occur 40 to 50 feet from the edge of payment.   Recommend minimal ground disturbance 
within this zone to minimize impact to this species.   
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      Janet B. Gray 
      BOTANIST, ESB 
 
 
 
 
 
 
AFZA-PW-NE      8 October 2004 
 
 
MEMORANDUM FOR Erich Hoffman, Wildlife Biologist, ESB 
 
THROUGH CHIEF, ESB 
 
SUBJECT: Rare Plant Reviews, GBA 
 
1.  Subject projects lie in Cumberland County of which the following federally protected 
plant species are listed by the USFWS:  Rough-leaved loosestrife Lysimachia asperulifolia, 
American chaffseed Schwalbea americana, Michaux’s sumac Rhus michauxii, Pondberry 
Lindera melissifolia and Small-whorled pogonia Isotria medeoloides. 
 
OMA list 
FA-20029-4PF 
GY-00015-3P 
M3-00002-1P 
M3-00003-3P 
M3-00008-3P 
Sim City 
Miller Training Center Access Road 
Earthen Berm Upgrades 
Paved Parking at the Miller Training Facility 
Rebuild Sniper Range 
Renovate Range 37-M 
Access Control Point 
18-C Storage 
MA-000026-3P 
MA-40121-4P 
MB-00012-3P 
MB-00013-2P 
MB-00019-3P 
MD-01134-1P: date of survey (letter to FWS completed) 
ME-00001-2P and ME-00020-3P (letter to FWS completed) 
ME-00004-3P, ME-00006-3P, ME-00007-3P, ME-00008-2P (letter to FWS completed, 
however this is the project that the unit is re-aligning the fence) 



                                                                                      130

ME-00006-4P 
ME-00010-3P 
ME-00012-4P 
MF-00018-3P 
MF-00024-4P 
 
 
AFZA-PW-NE      8 October 2004 
SUBJECT: Rare Plant Reviews, GBA  
 
MF-00025-2P, MF-00029-3P, MF-00030-3P, MF-00031-3P (letter to FWS completed) 
MF-00026-4P 
MF-10000-3P 
OA-00038-3P 
OA-00026-3P 
PA-20042-4P 
PA-40043-4P 
 
MILCON 
PN-26542 
PN-33802 
PN-49185 
PN-53462 
PN-55326 
PN-59352 
PN-59353 
PN-59479  
PN-60360 
PN-61653 
PN-61138 
PN-59354 
PN-59458 
PN-59459 
PN-43908 
PN-44485 
PN-59355 
PN-58644 
 
2. Through GIS analysis and plant by plant surveys, no impacts to federally listed species 
will occur by proposed projects.    

       
 

Janet B. Gray 
      BOTANIST,ESB 
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APPENDIX 2:  FB RCW Form 3’s: 
 
Cluster 63 
 
Cluster 64 
 
Cluster 97 
 
Cluster 188 
 
Cluster 207 
 
Cluster 264 
 
Cluster 266 
 
Cluster 267 
 
Cluster 280 
 
Cluster 1002 
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APPENDIX 3: Daft Section 7 Project Analysis Guidelines, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
Draft Section 7 Project Analysis Guidelines US Fish and Wildlife Service 2004 
 
Section 7 Project Analysis Guidelines: 
 
Below is an outline on how to conduct biological assessments on projects that impact RCW 
habitat.  Format is a question followed by: (1) how (what is necessary) to answer that 
question, and (2) statements to assist biologist/agency in how to interpret results to 
answers. 
 

Will project impact RCW foraging habitat? 
 
Conduct Matrix evaluation 
 
If recovery standard is met post-project no habitat issues with project. If  standard for 
managed stability is met no incidental take is required based on loss of foraging habitat 
quantity.   
 
If SMS is not met, assume incidental take for group.  If post-project habitat is between 
SMS and RS, no incidental take is assumed, however, this information will be later in the 
neighborhood and population level analyses (see below). 
 
Will project impact RCW group demography or fitness?  That is, will project result in 
potential reduction of group size or reproductive output? 
 
Determine the number of groups remaining post-project within 2 kilometers of any affected 
groups and/or use population-specific data.  Use published literature (see Conner and 
Rudolph 1991, Hooper and Lennartz 1995, Beyer et al. 1996, and others) and/or population 
specific data to estimate whether the density of groups post-project will result in impacts to 
the group’s demography or fitness, i.e., size, or reproduction.  If impacts are anticipated, 
incidental take is appropriate.   
 
The above analysis will involve issues related to fragmentation, dispersal, and population 
size. 
 

Will project affect the neighborhood? 
 
If, based on the above 2 analyses, the project results in proposed incidental take for one or 
more groups a neighborhood analysis must be conducted.  
 
Assess whether the predicted loss of groups will indirectly affect the health (demography 
and fitness) of surrounding groups.  Metrics for this assessment are similar metrics for #2 
above, i.e., the neighborhood density and size, post-project (e.g., <X# groups within 2 km, 
fewer than 10 groups remaining in a subpopulation); scale, size, and configuration of 



                                                                                      133

fragmentation; and, impacts of fragmentation on dispersal opportunities, which then affects 
group fitness.  Use published literature on these issues (Conner and Rudolph 1991, 
Rudolph 1994, Crowder et al. 1998, Ferral 1998, and others) and/or population-specific 
data to determine whether direct loss of groups or adverse impacts to their fitness (based on 
#1 and 2 above) will result in further, albeit indirect, loss of groups or impacts to 
surrounding groups fitness.  If neighborhood impacts are assumed, then additional 
incidental take is appropriate.  
 

Will project affect the population? 
 
Determine whether the losses (if any) anticipated from analyses of #’s 1, 2, and 3 above 
will adversely impact the population’s ability to meet its recovery goal, e.g., 350 potential 
breeding groups. 
 
Some basics: 
 
To achieve recovery all 350 potential breeding groups (given natural habitat limitations) 
must be able to meet (in the future) the recovery standard foraging guidelines.  Recovery 
populations do not have the option of managing the SMS.  The SMS is the “take,” from 
leGBAl section 9 perspective, and “incidental take”, from a regulatory section 7 
perspective, standard-it is not an acceptable “management” standard for habitat in recovery 
populations.  
 
 Calculating whether 350 potential breeding groups can be achieved requires knowledge of 
the % of : (1) inactive clusters, (2) solitary bird groups, (3) captured clusters.  If these data 
are not available, population goals will default to 500 active clusters. 
 
Will project result in Jeopardy?  -Determine this is a Service responsibility and is not 
provided in the biological assessment or evaluation. 
 
If the amount of spatial configuration (e.g., project results in creating 2 sub-populations 
where one existed (or potentially exists) pre-project of anticipated incidental take from 
direct (see 1 and 2 above) and indirect (see 3 above) impacts is such that a population 
cannot achieve recovery, the Service may be warranted in issuing jeopardy determination. 
 
Jeopardy determinations are concluded at the recovery unit scale.  Therefore, once an 
adverse impact to a population is made, i.e., its goal cannot be achieved, a further analysis 
at the recovery unit level would be required.  For example, one question to ask is, “Does 
the loss of this population’s ability to be recovered result in the inability to achieve 
recovery without the recovery unit?” If so, a jeopardy determination would be required. 
Note, that with a jeopardy determination, no incidental take authorization would be 
permitted.  As part of a jeopardy determination, the Service offers reasonable and prudent 
alternatives that would avoid jeopardy, allowing the project to proceed, albeit modified.  
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1.  Introduction 
 
    Fort Bragg intends to construct facilities and develop 
supporting action areas necessary to establish/maintain orderly 
physical development and training exercises that would occur in 
and around the Security Operations Training Facility (SOTF).  
The 586-acre SOTF was constructed in 1987 at the intersections 
of Manchester, Lamont, and Mckellar’s Roads west of the main 
cantonment area and Manchester Impact Area, Fort Bragg, North 
Carolina.  The SOTF consists of a landing zone to the south, 
centralized urban compound, and a training complex area to the 
north.  The SOTF is a United States Army Special Operations 
Command (USASOC) facility which provides logistics and 
administrative support to Army elements involved with the 
development, testing, and evaluation of Army security and the 
special operations doctrine.  Additionally, the facility 
provides training for select national and foreign military 
personnel learning operational and personal security techniques 
directed by the Department of the Army (DoA) in support of the 
Department of Defense (DoD).  The SOTF consists of the Director, 
an Army Colonel, a Budget Officer, an Adjutant General Officer 
and military and civilian administrative support personnel 
(e.g., contract guard force, facility engineers, and financial 
support specialists).  The Director operates the facility and 
coordinates specialized training for national, allied, and/or 
foreign personnel with emphasis on weapons systems, physical 
security systems, and security operations (HB&A 2003).   
 
    The original design of the SOTF buildings provided 
functional space allowing for growth without changing floor 
plans or compromising functionality, however; previously 
unanticipated significant growth of staff, mission, and 
equipment requirements are expected to negatively impact the 
facility.  The existing facilities and training areas do not 
provide operation efficiency.  Proposed construction would 
accommodate projected growth and correct current operational and 
support space deficiencies within the SOTF.   
 
2.  SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
    The SOTF compound exists within the Pinus palustris 
(longleaf pine)/ Aristida stricta (wiregrass) ecosystem of the 
Sandhills region between the Piedmont and Inner Coastal Plains.  
Broad sandy ridges and long, sandy side slopes characterize the 
Sandhills.  An urbanized landscaped of ornamentals intermixed 
with native vegetation characterizes the SOTF terrain.  The 
proposed SOTF projects occur on Candor Sand 1-8% slope, Bragg  
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Sandy Loam 1-4% slope, and Wagram Loamy Sand 0-6% slope.  Wagram 
Loamy Sand is well drained, occurring on smooth flats and upland 
side slopes.  The surface layer is grayish-brown, loamy sand 
approximately 8-inches thick.  The pale brown loamy sand 
subsurface extends 17-inches; this deep layer covers the 
yellowish-brown, sandy-clay loam subsoil that reaches 72-inches 
deep.  Wagram Loamy Sand has low to medium available water 
capacity and moderately rapid permeability.  Candor sand 1-8% 
occurs in broad areas and on rounded upland side slopes.  The 9-
inch surface layer consists of dark grayish brown sand.  The 
subsurface layer extends 11-inches and consists of yellowish- 
brown sand.  A yellow-brown, loamy-sand subsoil extends 30 to 
60-inches below the subsurface and overlays a strong brown, 
sandy- clay, loam mottled with yellowish-red and light gray 
extending approximately 80- inches deep.  Available water 
capacity is very low and permeability is moderate.  Bragg Sandy 
Loam 1-4% slope derives from the Coastal Plain and has been 
graded, excavated, smoothed, or filled.  The dark brown surface 
layer extends 6 inches and overlies a gray, sandy-clay loam 
which extends approximately 80-inches deep.  Soil permeability 
is moderately slow to slow (U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1984).  The SOTF reaches its highest elevation at 305 feet above 
mean sea level.  The elevation gradually slopes downward 
radiating in all directions which contributes to accelerated 
water run-off and soil erosion (HB& A 2003). 

 
    Soil conditions at Fort Bragg support growth of Pinus 
palustris (longleaf pine) and Pinus taeda (loblolly pine) 
forests consisting of a Cornus florida (dogwood), Quercus laevis 
(turkey oak), Oxydendrum arboreum (sourwood), and Sassafras 
albidum (sassafras) understory (U.S. Department of Agriculture 
1984).  Pine/wiregrass communities occur within Fort Bragg 
uplands dominated by xeric Sandhill scrub and pine scrub oak 
Sandhill conglomerates consisting of loblolly, longleaf and 
shortleaf pines (U.S. Department of the Army 1997).  A mature 
longleaf pine canopy, and native warm season grasses 
interspersed with native vegetative herbaceous plants 
characterize upland Sandhills plant communities and variants; 
this ecosystem fosters 33 natural plant communities reflecting 
spectrums of geologic, topographic, hydrologic, climatic, and 
pyric interactions (Russo 1993).  The SOTF consists 
predominantly of Mesic Longleaf Pine/ Wiregrass Sandhill 
vegetation communities. 

 
    Currently, 50 mammalian, 50 reptilian, 41 amphibian, and 197 
avian species exist on Fort Bragg.  Fort Bragg supports 
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monitoring programs including the Monitor Avian Winter 
Survivorship program, Monitoring and Avian Productivity and 
Survivorship Program, and a life history survey for four rare 
species occurring on Camp Mackall and Fort Bragg including the 
Northern Pine Snake, Carolina Gopher Frog, Southern Hognose, and 
Eastern Tiger Salamander.  
 
    The pine/wiregrass ecosystem at the SOTF supports suitable 
habitat for five federally endangered species including Rhus 
michauxii (Michaux’s sumac), Lysimachia asperulifolia (rough-
leaved loosestrife), Schwalbea americana (American chaffseed), 
Lindera melissifolia (Pondberry) and Picoides borealis (red-
cockaded woodpecker, (RCW).  A 2002 survey (excluding the 
central portion of cluster 181 which has yet to be surveyed) did 
not indicate the presence of Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha 
mitchellii francisci).  Reference Appendix A for a comprehensive 
list of federally threatened/endangered species existing in the 
county of the proposed action.  The 2005 RCW cluster activity 
status (determined through monitoring or incidental discovery) 
indicates 414 active/breeding clusters exist on Fort Bragg 
(Appendix B. Table 1). 

 
    The North Carolina Sandhills houses the second largest RCW 
population and is designated 1 of 13 primary core recovery 
populations (USFWS 2003).  General demise of the longleaf pine 
forest loss of RCW groups between Camp Mackall and Fort Bragg 
lead to fragmentation resulting in the Sandhills RCW population 
being split into the Sandhills East and West subpopulations; 
today, a demographic gap separates both subpopulations (Walters 
et al. 2004).  The Sandhills East subpopulation consists of Fort 
Bragg, private land south (Hoke County) and east of Fort Bragg 
(Cumberland County), State-owned McCain tract, Weymouth Woods 
Sandhills Nature Preserve, and private lands in the Southern 
Pines/Pinehurst (SOPI) area west of Fort Bragg.  The Sandhills 
West subpopulation includes Camp Mackall, the Sandhills Game 
Lands, the Blue Tract, and other adjacent private lands 
(Appendix C, Figure 1).  Although the Sandhills East and West 
subpopulations are genetically linked, a low rate of movement 
between these sub-populations renders them demographically 
disconnected resulting in managing the Sandhills East as a 
primary recovery population and the Sandhills West as an 
essential support population.  RCW clusters considered within 
this biological assessment (BA) contribute to the Sandhills East 
subpopulation, Fort Bragg Mission Compatible Goal and 
Installation Regional Recovery Goal.  The Mission Compatible 
Goal includes protecting and managing 401 clusters including, 
primary and baseline active clusters and 86 primary recruitment 
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clusters.  The Installation Regional Recovery Goal involves 
managing and protecting 482 clusters comprised of the 86 primary 
recruitment clusters and 81 supplemental clusters in addition to 
the primary and baseline active clusters (U.S. Department of the 
Army 1996).  In December 2005, the Sandhills East population 
exceeded the 350 potential breeding groups (PBG) recovery 
objective due to aggressive management efforts such as midstory 
hardwood control, thinning, growing season burns, and providing 
artificial cavities.  Other factors included elevating the ratio 
of PBGs to active clusters from 0.85 to 0.90 for population 
estimates, adding PBG supplemental clusters towards the 
population estimate (28 PBG supplemental clusters existed in 
2005), and counting 21 PBGs occurring on adjacent Partnership 
lands towards the population estimate (Myers and Schillaci 
2005). 
 
3.  CONSULTATION HISTORY 
 
    The following lists the consultation history between Fort 
Bragg and the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
Raleigh Field Office concerning the SOTF.  The dates listed 
reflect correspondence sent from Fort Bragg. 
 
    a.  Antiterrorism/Force Protection Fence:  June 28, 2004 

 
        1)  Construct a 9,000-foot, 8-foot high fence along the 
south side of McKellars Road within the forage partition of 
cluster 429. 
        2)  Project removed 59 pines between 4-9.9-inches (in) 
diameter at breast height (dbh), 24 pines between 10 and 13.9-in 
dbh and 16 pines at 14-in or greater. 
        3)  Project would not affect Rhus michauxii (Michaux’s 
sumac), Lysimachia asperulifolia (rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Schwalbea americana (American chaffseed), Lindera melissifolia 
(Pondberry, or Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii 
francisci). 
 
    b.  Dog Kennel:  April 17, 2002 
 
        1)  Construct a 60 x 130-foot dog kennel within the 
partition for cluster 184. 
        2)  Project required removing 11 longleaf pines 
        3)  Project would not affect Rhus michauxii (Michaux’s 
sumac), Lysimachia asperulifolia (rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Schwalbea americana (American chaffseed), Lindera melissifolia 
(Pondberry), or Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii 
francisci). 



   5 
 

    c.  Range 19 Upgrades: March 18, 2002: 
 
        1)  Remove 6 mature longleaf pines to prevent blocking 
downrange target view of Range 19A. 
        2)  Project occurred within open stand of cluster 180. 
        3)  SOTF re-planted 50 longleaf pines within the 
Compound. 
        4)  Project would not affect Rhus michauxii (Michaux’s 
sumac), Lysimachia asperulifolia (rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Schwalbea americana (American chaffseed),Lindera melissifolia 
(Pondberry), or Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii 
francisci). 
 
    d.  Perimeter Security Guard Gate Upgrades: January 16, 
2002: 
 
        1)  Install 300 meters of fence both north and south of 
the existing security gate parallel to Lamont Road. 
        2)  Project occurred within cluster 396. The project 
removed trees less than 30-years which did not contribute to 
forage. 
        3)  SOTF planted 30 longleaf pines adjacent to Pioneer 
Helicopter Landing Zone. 
        4)  Project would not affect Rhus michauxii (Michaux’s 
sumac), Lysimachia asperulifolia (rough-leaved loosestrife, 
Schwalbea americana (American chaffseed), Lindera melissifolia 
(Pondberry) or Saint   Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii 
francisci). 

 
4. PURPOSE 
 
    In accordance with the Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973, 
Section 7(a) (2), as amended (16 USC 1531-1543) this BA will 
identify and assess future development plans at the SOTF, North 
Carolina, reflecting direct, indirect, interdependent and 
resulting cumulative impacts to endangered species.  All 
projects must be surveyed for new RCW cavity/supplemental trees 
and threatened/endangered plants within one year of the proposed 
construction in accordance to the Army RCW Guidelines (U.S. Army 
Environmental Center 2005) and Integrated Natural Resource 
Management Plan (INRMP; U.S. Department of the Army 2001).  A 
combination of the Arc Geographic Information System (GIS) 
1998/1999 plant layer, 1999 RCW survey data, and the SOTF Master 
Plan (HB&A 2003) aided in generating project descriptions.  Any 
new threatened/endangered species information or project scope 
alteration would warrant consultation re-initiation with the 
USFWS.  This BA does not provide guidance for any required Clean 
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Water Act (CWA) 404/401 permitting; CWA permitting may be 
required for all of the considered projects.  All square 
footages represent the project footprint unless otherwise noted.  
Contiguous forest stands link suitable RCW travel and forage 
substrate; Fort Bragg Master Planning attempted to position 
development outside of the Recovery Standard (RS)/0.5 mile 
partition and Standard for Managed Stability (SMS)/0.25 mile 
partition.  The following sections describe the proposed project 
phases and components.  Impacts to individual clusters are 
discussed in Section 6. 
 
    a.  Project Number(PN) SF-00006-5P Tree Removal for Storage 
Yard:  
 
    The project occurs within a forest stand outside of 
designated 0.5-mi/0.25-mi partitions for cluster 396 (Appendix 
C, Figure 2).  A total of 80 trees, primarily loblolly and 
shortleaf pines (Pinus taeda and Pinus echinata respectively), 
would be removed for the project:  44 pines occurring between 4 
and 9.9 in dbh, 25 pines between 10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 11 
pines at or above 14-in dbh.  The proposed project would exist 
1,475-feet (ft) east from the nearest cavity tree (tree 12041).  
The project site exists approximately 1,121 and 1,478-ft east 
from two Pyxidanthera barbulata variety brevifolia populations 
(state endangered species and federal species of concern).  Pre-
settlement (c. 1750) plant mapping indicates the site consisted 
of Mesic Longleaf Pine/ Wiregrass Sandhill vegetative 
communities (Appendix C, Figure 3).  The proposed completion 
date is FY 2006. 
 
    b.  PN SF-00007-5P Construct Forward AirRefueling Point 
(FARP): 
 
    The 5.5-acre project is southwest of Pioneer Airfield 
located south of McKellar’s Road (Appendix C, Figure 4).  Project 
construction would occur within the designated 0.5-mi partition 
of RCW cluster 429.  The FARP would clear approximately 4.47 
acres of trees within longleaf pine stand 9082 and 0.1 acres 
within longleaf stand 9081.  Stand 9081 is approximately 40 years 
old while stand 9082 is approximately 52 years old.  The project 
would occur 1078 ft northwest of cavity tree 0558E.  An 
estimated 257 pines are proposed for removal; 152 pines exist 
between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 49 pines occur between 10 and 13.9-in 
dbh, and 56 pines are 14-in or greater dbh.  The project 
location is immediately south of Pioneer Airfield, and would 
provide a hardstand for helicopter landing and parking.  Pre-
settlement (c. 1750) plant mapping indicates the site contained 
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vegetation typical of Xeric and Dry Mesic Longleaf Pine/ 
Wiregrass Sandhill communities.  The proposed completion date is 
FY 2006 (Appendix C, Figure 5). 

 
    c.  PN: SF-00020-5P Road Widening: 
 
    The project would remove trees within a 30-foot buffer from the 
center line of an existing road (Appendix C, Figure 6) within cluster 
180.  Erosion control measures necessitate the clear zone for this 
project.  The clear zone will protect adjacent buildings from a 
helicopter glide-path flight hazard.  The total project area covers 
0.93 acres; 0.42 acres (of which 0.12 acres exist in the 0.25 
partition) occur within loblolly pine stand 9137 which is 
approximately 46 years-old.  A total of 40 trees would be removed for 
this project; approximately 14 trees occur between 4 and 9.9-in dbh, 
22 exist between 10 and 13.9-in dbh, and 4 trees are 14-in dbh or 
greater.  Pre-settlement (c. 1750) plant mapping indicates the site 
contained vegetation typical of Mesic Longleaf Pine/ Wiregrass 
Sandhill communities.  The proposed completion date is FY 2006 
(Appendix C, Figure 7). 

 
    d.  PN 64479 Northwest Building M Addition, 64483 Northeast 
Building M Addition, and 66315 SOF North Operational Addition: 
 
    The projects occur adjacent to one another within cluster 
184 in an open forest stand.  A total of 22 pines would be 
removed for this project; 4 pines occur between 4 and 9.9-in 
dbh, 1 exists between 10 and 13.9-in dbh and 17 are 14-in dbh or 
greater. The proposed project would be constructed 1,130 ft from 
the nearest cavity tree, 1015E (Appendix C, Figure 8).  Pre-
settlement (c. 1750) plant mapping indicates the site contained 
vegetation typical of Mesic Longleaf Pine/ Wiregrass Sandhill 
communities (see Appendix C, Figure 9).  PN 64479 Northwest 
Building M Addition consists of constructing a two-story 23,599 
sq. ft. facility addition for a high priority operational 
mission section.  The project includes site improvements, 
utilities, generator and switchgear, mechanical and 
architectural features, force protection, Intrusion Detection 
System (IDS), fire detection/protection systems, communications, 
public address system, audio-visual, arms vaults, classrooms, a 
conference room, latrines, showers, team rooms, offices, vehicle 
bay, storage, parking and erosion control measures.  The project 
also includes renovating 66,172 sq. ft. of existing space for 
selection, training and support.  The proposed completion date is 
August FY 2009.  PN 64483 Northeast Building M Addition includes 
constructing a new 2-story rigid steel frame, block and brick 
30,355 sq. ft. facility addition for a high priority operational 
mission section.  The project includes site improvements, 
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utilities, generator and switchgear, mechanical and 
architectural features, force protection, IDS system, fire 
detection/protection systems, communications, public address 
system, audio-visual, arms vaults, classrooms, a conference 
room, latrines, showers,  team rooms, offices, vehicle bay, 
storage, parking and erosion control measures. The project will 
include renovating 53,572 sq. ft. of existing space for a third 
high priority mission section.  The project requires an 
additional uninterrupted power and housing, tie-in to an 
existing oil fired boiler and chiller, and improvement of 
existing transformers/switchgear.  The proposed completion date 
is March FY 2010.  Project 66315 includes a 2-story 30,355 sq. 
ft. footprint addition to O-1900 M containing  arms vaults, IDS 
system, latrines, conference room, classrooms, offices, team 
rooms, storage, and vehicle bay.  Proposed executing for project 
66315 would occur in FY 2008.  Additionally, the projects 
necessitate approximately 500 parking spaces to provide for 
augmented personnel.  The proposed parking area is sited to the 
southwest of building O-1900 M outside of any RCW forage 
partition to minimize adverse endangered species impacts.  The 
estimated project footprint is approximately 14.6 acres, of 
which 10.4 acres involves removing trees from longleaf stand 
9164 (Appendix C, Figure 10).  Stand 9164 is a 65-year-old 
longleaf stand with a site index of 46 and total pine basal area 
of 26 for pines at or greater than 10-in dbh.  The project would 
occur approximately 1,818 ft from the nearest cavity tree (tree 
number 06403) located within the forage partition of cluster 
396.  Pre-settlement(c. 1750) plant mapping indicates the site 
contained vegetation typical of Mesic Longleaf Pine/ Wiregrass 
Sandhill Slope in the northern project tier and Xeric and Dry 
Mesic Longleaf Pine /Wiregrass Sandhill communities in the 
remaining project footprint (Appendix C, Figure 9).   

 
    e.  Compound Construction PNs: 60816 O-1900 M Addition, 
63508 SOF Motor Pool Additions, 64484 Building M Additions, 
64669 SOF Operations Support Additions, 65052 Building L Medical 
Addition, and 65266 SOF Military Working Dog Facility: 
 
    The proposed projects would expand current facilities 
existing within the main compound (Appendix C, Figure 11).  The 
main compound occurs in conjunction with RCW forage partitions 
184, 185, and 396.  Tree removal is not anticipated for the 
proposed projects (except 64484 which may remove landscaped 
pines to the west of building O-1900 M); all projects exist 
within an open forest stand outside of designated critical 
forage habitat.  Juxtaposition and project dimensions are not 
finalized; construction would be limited to areas presently 



   9 
 

designated as open forest stands to maximize existing facility 
function and minimize environmental impacts/disturbance and are 
included in the BA for informational/reference purposes only.  
Pre-settlement (c. 1750) plant mapping indicates the site 
contained vegetation typical of Xeric and Dry Mesic Longleaf 
Pine/ Wiregrass Sandhill and Mesic Longleaf Pine/ Wiregrass 
Sandhill communities (reference Appendix C, Figure 9). 

 
        1)  60816 O-1900 M Addition: 
 
    The proposed project would construct a 20,683 sq. ft., 2-
story addition to the southeast wing of building O-1900 M.  The 
building addition would provide space for Sensitive 
Compartmented Information Facilities (SCIF), planning, tactical 
operations, operational, office space, mapping/document storage, 
and locker rooms/latrines/showers.  The proposed completion date 
is March FY 2009   
 
        2)  63508 SOF Motor Pool Additions: 
 
    The proposed project includes constructing a new Armored 
Ground Mobility System (AGMS), 2,411 sq. ft. vehicle maintenance 
bay, and 1,206 sq. ft. addition to an existing building.  Tree 
removal is not anticipated for this project.  The proposed 
completion date is July FY 2006. 
 
        3)  64484 Building M Additions: 
    The project includes two 1-story and two 2-story rigid 
steel, 32,234 sq. ft. facility addition for high priority 
operational mission support sections.  The project consists of 
site improvements, utilities, generator and switchgear upgrades, 
mechanical and architectural features, force protection, IDS 
system, fire detection/protection systems, communications, 
public address system, audio-visual, arms vaults, conference 
room, latrines, showers, team rooms, offices, vehicle bay, 
storage, parking, and erosion control measures.  The project 
will also renovate 92,106 sq. ft. space for mission support 
elements.  The proposed completion date is March FY 2011. 

 
        4)  64669 SOF Operations Support Additions:  
 
    The project would construct two 1-story and two 2- story 
rigid steel, block and brick 33,723 sq. ft. facility addition 
for high priority support sections.  The project includes site 
improvements, utilities, generator and switchgear upgrade, 
mechanical and architectural features, force protection, IDS 
system, fire detection/protection systems, communications, 
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public address system, audio-visual, classrooms, conference 
room, latrines, parachute heavy drop area, showers, offices, 
vehicle bay, storage, parking and erosion control measures. The 
project also includes renovating 56,285 sq. ft. of existing 
space for mission support elements.  The proposed completion date 
is March FY 2011. 
 
        5)  65052 Building L Medical Addition: 
 
    The project involves constructing a 1-story rigid steel 
frame, block and brick 3,000 sq. ft. facility addition for high 
priority support sections including supporting utilities, 
generator upgrades, mechanical and architectural features, force 
protection, IDS system, fire detection/protection systems, 
communications, public address system, audio-visual, classrooms, 
conference room, latrines, showers, offices, storage, and 
erosion control measures.  The project would also renovate 
15,030 sq. ft. of existing space for a mission support element.  
The proposed completion date is March FY 2012. 
 
        6)  65266 SOF Military Working Dog Facility: 
 
    The proposed project would construct a 5,200 sq ft, 1-story 
storage and training space for all assigned personnel/military 
working dogs and equipment.  The existing facility does not 
provide space to accommodate assigned personnel/military working 
dogs and equipment or projected future assignments.  The 
proposed completion date is FY 2005. 
 
5. METHODS  
 
    a.  Overview 
 
    Habitat implications contingent upon proposed project 
impacts regarding maximum foreseeable construction limits drove 
assessment of the federally listed species existing at the SOTF. 
Post–project impacts were assessed pursuant to Section 7 of the 
ESA, as amended, using the 2003 Recovery Plan SMS and RS 
guidelines (USFWS 2005 and 2003, Costa 2006).  Field surveys, 
GIS data, Arc View 9 software data, and project designs enabled 
resulting habitat analysis.  Cavity tree location relative to 
the project area and potential habitat fragmentation determined 
project impact evaluation of RCW habitat (Letcher 1998 and 
U.S.FWS 2003), SMS and RS minimum forage acreage requirements 
(USFWS 2003).  A comprehensive inventory conducted in 1998/1999 
provided locations of threatened and endangered plants and RCW 
start and cavity trees respectively; the next RCW cavity survey 
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is scheduled for FY 2008.  Analysis of RCW forage habitat, cavity 
trees, start trees and threatened/endangered plants occurred on 
a project level.  

 
    Implementation of the RCW Forage Assessment Tool (FAT) 
determined forage partitions.  The FAT software program applies 
Arc Macro Language (AML) in conjunction with Environmental 
Systems Research Institute (ESRI) Arc Info software to calculate 
and delineate forage partitions.  Cavity and start trees 
comprise the cluster epicenter and a surrounding 0.5 mile radius 
determines the cluster forage partition boundary (USFWS 1998). 
Habitat is distributed equally between adjacent clusters where 
forage partitions overlap.  The 0.25 mi and 0.5 mi partition 
identification occurs within each forage partition using the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Recovery Plan forage 
standard requirements (USFWS 2003).  Forage availability is 
contingent upon the recent forest stand inventory data.  
Extrapolation of the Fort Bragg 2002 stand inventory data 
enabled determining forage habitat quality and forest stand site 
indexes for each cluster. 

 
    The SMS/0.25-mi guidelines requires a minimum of 3,000 total 
square feet (sq. ft.) of basal area (ba) on at least 75 acres of 
good quality foraging habitat to support individual cluster 
viability defined below: 
 
        1)  Pine stands must be at least 30 years of age or 
older. 
        2)  Average ba of pines ≥ 10 inches dbh should be between 
40 and 70 sq. ft. /acre. 
        3)  Average ba of pine, < 10 inches dbh should be less 
than 20 sq ft/acre. 
        4)  No hardwood midstory exists, or if a hardwood 
midstory is present, it must be sparse and less than 7 feet (ft) 
in height.  
        5)  Total stand ba, including overstory hardwoods, 
should be less than 80 sq ft/acre. 
        6)  All land counted as forage should be within 0.25 mi 
of the cluster or extend beyond to the 0.5 mi radius if the 0.25 
mi threshold is not met.        

 
    The RS/0.5-mi partition is the minimum forage acreage (best 
120 acres) applied for management/recovery efforts for high site 
productivity habitat and good forage 0.5 miles from the cluster 
epicenter, or 200-300 acres of low productivity habitat with 
good forage (USFWS 2003).  Implementation of the RS/0.5-mi 
partition requirements aid in prioritization of Natural Resource 
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Division (NRD) management practices aimed at achieving recovery 
of the RCW.  Good quality forage must meet the following criteria 
below: 
 
        1)  There should be a minimum of 18 pine stems >14 
inches dbh per acre that are ≥60 years of age.  The minimum ba 
for these pines should be 20 sq ft/acre.  
        2)  The ba for pines from 10-14 inches dbh should be 
from 0-40 sq ft/acre. 
        3)  The ba of pines <10 inches dbh should be below 10 sq 
ft/acre and below 20 stems/acre.   
        4)  The minimum ba for categories 1 and 2 above should 
be 40 sq ft/acre. 
        5)  Native herbaceous ground cover should total 40 
percent or more on the ground. 
        6)  No hardwood midstory exists, or if present, is 
sparse and less than 7 feet in height.  
        7)  Canopy hardwoods are absent or less than 10% of the 
number of canopy trees in longleaf forests and less than 30% of 
the number of canopy trees in loblolly and shortleaf stands. 
        8)  All habitat is within 0.5 mi of the center of the 
cluster. 
        9)  Foraging habitat is not separated by more than 200 
feet of non-foraging habitat.   
 
    Fort Bragg included forage with stands consisting of 
moderate to dense midstory and low height and dense midstory 
hardwood stands; these stands are actively managed toward 
improving RCW habitat (USFWS 2003).  Management 
effort/recommendations to convert unsuitable to suitable habitat 
are addressed in Section 7 of this BA.   
 
    b.  RCW Forage Habitat Analysis (FHA)  
 
    Fort Bragg subjectively characterized hardwood midstory 
density accordingly:  a dense hardwood stand had restricted 
visibility and movement throughout the stand, a sparse stand had 
few to no hardwoods present, and a stand with intermediate 
hardwood density was classified as moderate.  Midstory hardwood 
height was also recorded.  Hardwoods greater than 15-feet were 
listed as tall, hardwoods 7 to 15-feet were considered 
intermediate and hardwoods less than 7-feet were classified as 
low (Carter 2004).  Fort Bragg excluded non-manageable habitat 
when determining suitable forage habitat (e.g. hardwood stand 
forest stands, etc.).  Varying degrees of hardwood density and 
height classifications were included in the habitat analysis to 
aid in determining habitat management; current stand conditions 
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may not be immediately desirable, however, long-term management 
may convert these stands to suitable habitat.  Each partition 
was surveyed in its entirety; the typical midstory and 
herbaceous groundcover attributes were recorded on data sheets 
and laminated aerial photographs.  Herbaceous ground cover and 
hardwood data was collected at the partition level and 
attributes were denoted as they changed on the landscape.  Data 
was collected prior to finalization of the RCW Matrix Program 
and Matrix summaries are included as supplemental information 
only.  The Matrix assigns one value each for hardwood density, 
hardwood height, and herbaceous ground cover to each forest 
stand; data collected for the SOTF BA was similar to the Red-
Cockaded Woodpecker Biological Assessment for the Fayetteville 
Outer Loop Cumberland, Hoke, and Robeson Counties North Carolina 
(Carter 2004) where each forest stand may have several hardwood 
and/or ground cover attributes and potential/ good quality 
forage habitat, supporting data, and forest habitat management 
was generating using this methodology (personal communication 
with John Hammond March 9 and April 11, 2006).  Herbaceous 
ground cover and hardwood data was intersected with existing 
forest stand data to determine stand quality.  Fort Bragg 
categorizes suitable forage habitat into manageable acres 
including suitable forage meeting the forage requirements for 
SMS/0.25 mi and RS/0.5 mi partitions, and forage failing to meet 
these requirements.  All ≥30 year old pine stands, ≥ 50% pine 
canopy contiguous to the cluster is counted including forage 
that does not meet the midstory and groundcover criteria if this 
habitat can be managed to meet necessary requirements (reference 
section 7 for proposed habitat management).   
 
    c.  RCW Cluster-Level Analysis (CLA) 
 
    CLA stems from the revised forage recovery guidelines.  
Implementation of CLA determines RCW forage impacts.  The USFWS 
2003 Recovery Plan calls for forage habitat within 0.5 mi of the 
cluster center, of which 50% preferably occurs within 0.25 mi of 
the cluster center.  Cavity tree locations are spatially dynamic; 
however, Fort Bragg intends to manage forage partitions enabling 
Fort Bragg to develop “fixed” forage preventing continuous 
cluster epicenter flux.  Partitions change only to accommodate 
new groups, as requested by the USFWS in 2004.   

 
    Cluster level project impacts are assessed by subtracting 
project clearing limits of manageable forage habitat from the 
allocated forage habitat.  Inability to meet the SMS/0.25-mi 
partition guidelines determines a legal taking under Section 7 
of the ESA.  According to guidelines presented by the USFWS, an 
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incidental take is assumed for a group/cluster only if the post-
project foraging habitat totals are below the minimum forage 
requirement (total ba and total acreage) within the 0.25 mi 
radius or contiguous 0.5 mi radius from the cluster center; if 
the post project habitat exists between the SMS/0.25-mi and 
RS/0.5 mi-partitions, incidental take is not assumed (USFWS 
2003).  

  
    d.  RCW Neighborhood Analysis (NLA) 
 
    The neighborhood action area is determined by assessing RCW 
dispersal distances within the project area.  Extensive research 
conducted in the North Carolina Sandhills from 1973 to date, 
scrutinized RCW dispersal (North Carolina State University, 
Sandhills Ecological Institute, and the Fort Bragg Endangered 
Species Branch).  The average dispersal distance in both 
Sandhills East and West subpopulations is less than 3.1 mi 
(Walters 1990). The action area includes a 3-mi buffer around 
the project impact limits.  Demographic and genetic connectivity 
occurs if the neighborhoods remain functionally linked at the 
population scale pending the clusters remain viable after 
project impacts.  Persistence of RCW clusters decreases if RCW 
cluster aggregation erodes (Crowder et al. 1998); population 
densities of 2.5 active groups or less within 1.25 mi are 
considered low (Conner and Rudolph 1991).  Cluster long-term 
viability must be considered at the NLA if project impacts 
prevent a cluster from meeting the SMS/0.25-mi or RS/0.5-mi 
partitions. 
 
    Forage habitat loss or alteration directly or indirectly 
affects RCW group size and reproduction.  Management and 
maintenance of contiguous forest stands reduces fragmentation of 
habitat.  RCW population viability may decline if demographic 
and genetic linkage between subpopulations or populations 
deteriorates.  Habitat fragmentation adversely affects dispersal 
of individuals to adjacent or nearby groups decreasing the 
likelihood that breeding vacancies become occupied.  Dispersal 
depends on dispersed birds acting as effective breeders.  Group 
status, size and reproduction may be adversely affected if 
project impacts limit dispersal even if sufficient foraging 
habitat remains available per cluster.  Maintaining occupied 
overlapping forage partitions is directly related to effective 
demographic connectivity (U.S Department of the Army 2005). 
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    e.  Saint Francis’ Satyr Assessment 
 
    The endangered butterfly is not known to occur at the SOTF 
(a portion of cluster 181 has yet to be surveyed).  A field 
evaluation in 2002 indicated no suitable habitat occurs in 
project area.  Habitat suitability was further evaluated using 
GIS data layers.  Analysis confirmed no suitable butterfly 
habitat exists in project areas. 

 
    f.  Endangered Flora Assessment 
 
    The four federally listed plant species and associated 
habitats known to occur at SOTF were evaluated using results of 
two comprehensive rare flora surveys conducted in 1991 through 
1993 and 1998 through 1999, respectively.  Site visits confirmed 
no individuals were present at any of the proposed project 
locations. 
 
6. EFFECTS  
 
    This section addresses direct, indirect, interdependent and 
cumulative impacts of the proposed project on endangered species 
and endangered species habitat to include intensity of 
disturbance, action proximity, and disturbance severity.  Direct 
effects include immediate endangered species impacts due to the 
proposed project.  Indirect impacts affect endangered species 
after or during the project action; examples include increased 
activity within RCW habitat due to construction operations and 
reduced ability to manage habitat resulting from urban 
encroachment.  Interdependent effects occur only as a result of 
and are justified by the proposed action.  Interdependent 
effects include any related action resulting as a direct need 
and would not be separately implemented from the original 
proposed action. Cumulative effects include all federal and non-
federal actions projected to occur in the action area within the 
foreseeable future (U.S. Government Printing Office 2004).  See 
Appendix B, Table 2 for a comprehensive list of required forage 
for viability, RS/0.5-mi partition and SMS/0.25-mi partition 
acreage, and basal area requirements for each impacted cluster 
and non-impacted clusters within the SOTF complex. 
 
    a.  Cluster 180 CLA:  

 
        1)  Direct impacts:   
 
    Base Line Active (BLA) cluster 180 contains 5 cavity trees 
including 3 artificial cavities inserted in 1995, 2001, and 
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2006.  Tree 512E is dead with no visible needles and has an 
incomplete break approximately two-thirds of the way up; 
currently this tree poses a safety hazard.  Cluster 180 is not 
intensively monitored; breeding information is not available 
(Patten 2005a).  However, cluster 180 will be minimally 
monitored during the 2006 breeding season including nest checks, 
determining group composition and incidental foraging locations.  
See Appendix B, Table 3.  The cluster has not been monitored due 
to limited access for RCW breeding season with required weekly 
visits necessary for nest checks and banding, and several autumn 
visits to capture/band adults.  Biologists update the cluster 
activity status each spring and inspect and maintain cavities or 
create artificial cavities in the fall (Britcher 2006).   

 
    Cluster 180 is pooled with other active clusters with 
restricted access within Manchester Impact Area to estimate 
population trends.  Only 72% of these active clusters are 
counted towards the number of estimated breeding groups (lower 
percentage because biologists cannot visit to verify groups); 
this protocol was developed the USFWS in the initial sampling 
design.  These restricted clusters must still be visited in the 
spring to determine activity status, must be provisioned for 
cavities as needed in the fall, and contain suitable foraging 
habitat to count towards recovery (Britcher 2006).   

     
    Nearly all contributing stands to the 0.25/0.5-mi partitions 
of cluster 180 have at least 18 pine stems measuring 14 inches 
dbh per acre that are greater or equal to 60 years of age 
(Appendix C, Figure 12); this includes stands 9308, 9138 and 
9306.  Pre-settlement data indicates stand 9306 and portions of 
stand 9308 were historically Pond Pine Canebreak.  Additionally, 
hardwood and herbaceous ground cover data collected February 17, 
2006 corroborated historical observations indicating a patchy 
mosaic of canebreak interspersed with pockets of pocosin 
understory and an extremely sparse midstory characterize stands 
9306, 9308, 9138 and portions of 9307(Crawford 2006).  Long-term 
impacts would occur due to tree removal within the forage 
partition of RCW cluster 180.  The total project footprint (PN 
SF-00020-5P road widening) measures 0.93 acres; 0.42 acres would 
be removed from loblolly pine stand 9137 of which 0.12 acres 
occur within 0.25-mi partition. Approximately 145.99 acres and 
8,291.30 ba for 10-14-in dbh trees /5,677.35 ba for trees 14-in 
dbh and greater exist pre-project within the 0.5-mi partition; 
post-project, cluster 180 would maintain 8,269.54 ba for 10-14-
in dbh trees (5,664.09 ba for trees at or greater than 14-in 
dbh) and 145.57 acres.  Approximately 4,379.94 ba for 10-14-in 
dbh trees/ 3,238.44 ba for trees at or greater than 14-in dbh 
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and 71.03 acres occurs pre-project, while 4,373.64 ba for 10-14-
in dbh trees/3,234.59 ba for trees at or greater than 14-in dbh 
and 70.91 acres remain post-project within the 0.25- mi 
partition.  The SMS acreage cannot be met within the 0.25-mile 
radius post-project; however can be met within the 0.5 mi 
radius.  Surplus SMS ba exists post-project (Appendix D, Form 
1).  The Arc GIS 1998/1999 data layer indicates no 
threatened/endangered plant species exist within the project 
location; a site survey conducted September 13, 2005 indicated 
no suitable habitat exists for USFWS federally listed flora for 
Cumberland County, North Carolina (Appendix E, Memo 1).  The 
closest watch list plant population, Pyxidanthera barbulata var. 
brevifolia (federal species of concern), occurs 1,160 ft west of 
the project location.  Additionally, no new RCW cavity/start 
trees were identified during the September 13, 2005 survey.  No 
known populations of Neonympha mitchellii francisci exist within 
the project area.  

 
        2)  Indirect impacts:  
 
    Disruption within the forage partition of RCW cluster 180 
due to machinery operations, increased personnel and vehicular 
traffic is expected to occur due to road widening activities.  
All augmented traffic related to the project implementation 
would occur outside of any identified 200-ft cavity tree buffer. 

  
        3)  Interdependent effects:  
 
    Additional parking, fencing, utility or sewer requirements 
have not been identified for this project beyond the provided 
scopes of work. 

 
        4)  Cumulative effects:  
 
    No state, local, private or tribal actions are forecasted to 
occur in the action area. 

 
    b.  Cluster 184 CLA: 
 
        1)  Direct impacts:  
 
    BLA cluster 184 contains 8 cavity trees including a total of 
four artificial cavities (2 inserted in July 1993, 1 inserted in 
November 1995, and 1 inserted in November 2004)(Patten 2005a).  
Data collected since 2000 indicates cluster 184 has been a 
breeding cluster until 2005.  See Appendix B, Table 3.  Project 
implementation (PNs 64479/64483/66315 O-1900 M building 
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additions) would not affect designated forage habitat.  
Approximately 75.05 acres and 2,726.34 ba for 10-14-in dbh 
trees/ 1,516.86 ba for trees at or greater than 14-in dbh exists 
pre and post-project within the 0.5-mi partition.  Approximately 
2,034.54 ba for 10-14-in dbh trees/ 1, 165.29 ba for trees at or 
greater than 14-in dbh and 58.48 acres occur pre and post-
project within the 0.25-mi partition. Currently, all pine stands 
in cluster 184 contribute as potentially good quality forage 
habitat except pine stands 9137, 9141, and 9164.  Cluster 184 
will likely not achieve its designated recovery standard 
acreage, therefore, habitat management and construction 
restricted to designated ‘open’ stands is critical.  Only stand 
9137 contains at least 18 pine stems measuring 14 in dbh per 
acre that are greater or equal to 60 years of age (Appendix C, 
Figure 13; Appendix D, Form 2).  The proposed construction site 
occurs within existing urbanized terrain and adjacent to the 
main compound.  Trees proposed for removal for this project are 
approximately 85-ft south of designated 0.5 mi partition for 
cluster 184. The Arc GIS 1998/1999 data layer indicates no 
threatened/endangered plant species exist within the project 
location; the project occurs on a maintained lawn therefore a 
plant survey was not conducted for this project.  The closest 
watch list plant population, Pyxidanthera barbulata var. 
brevifolia (federal species of concern), occurs 3,800 ft west of 
the project location.  No known populations of Neonympha 
mitchellii francisci exist within the project area.  

 
        2)  Indirect impacts:  
 
    Forage disruption within the partition of RCW cluster 184 is 
not anticipated.  Machinery operations, increased personnel, and 
augmented vehicular traffic are expected, however, the 
construction site exists in the southern urbanized portion of 
the forage partition. The project would not extend into the 
primary forage/travel habitat for cluster 184.  All augmented 
traffic related to the project implementation would occur 
outside of any identified 200-ft cavity tree buffer. 

  
        3)  Interdependent effects:  
 
    Additional parking, fencing, utility or sewer requirements 
have not been identified for this project beyond the provided 
scopes of work. 
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        4)  Cumulative effects:  
 
    No state, local, private or tribal actions are forecasted to 
occur in the action area. 
 
    c.  Cluster 396 CLA: 
 
        1)  Direct impacts:   
 
    Supplemental cluster 396 contains eight cavity trees 
including 2 artificial cavities inserted in January 2000 and 1 
inserted in November 2002 (Patten 2005a).  Data collected since 
2000 indicates cluster 396 has been a breeding cluster since 
2000.  See Appendix B, Table 3. Long-term impacts would occur 
due to tree removal within the forage partition of RCW cluster 
396 causing a loss of 0.31 acres within an open forest stand due 
to demolition of the existing berm and proposed parking lot 
construction. Approximately 202.83 acres and 8,093.65 ba for 
trees 10-14-in dbh/3,907.02 ba for trees at or greater than 14-
in dbh exist pre-project while 8,077.66 ba for trees 10-14-
inches dbh/ 3,897.27 ba for trees at or greater than 14-in dbh 
and 202.52 acres remain post-project within the 0.5-mi 
partition.  Approximately 3,889.41 ba for trees 10-14-inches 
dbh/1,932.39 ba for trees at or greater than 14-in dbh and 95.21 
acres occur both pre and post-project within the 0.25- mi 
partition.  The cluster core within stand 9042 and stands 9038, 
9055, 9137 maintain at least 18 pine stems measuring 14 in dbh 
per acre that are greater or equal to 60 years of age within the 
partition of 396 (Appendix C, Figure 14; Appendix D, Form 3).  
The Arc GIS 1998/1999 data layer indicates no 
threatened/endangered plant species exist within the project 
location; a site survey conducted September 13, 2005 indicated 
suitable habitat exists for Rhus michauxii however no 
individuals were found (Appendix E, Memo 1).  The closest watch 
list plant population, Pyxidanthera barbulata var. brevifolia 
(federal species of concern), occurs 1,400 ft west of the 
project location. Additionally, no new RCW cavity/start trees 
were identified during the September 13, 2005 site survey.  No 
known populations of Neonympha mitchellii francisci exist within 
the project area.  

  
        2)  Indirect impacts:   
 
    Forage disruption within the partition of RCW cluster 396 
due to machinery operations, increased personnel, and vehicular 
traffic is expected due to the berm demolition and parking lot 
construction.   
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        3)  Interdependent effects:   
 
    Additional parking, fencing, utility or sewer requirements 
have not been identified for this project beyond the provided 
scopes of work. 

 
        4)  Cumulative effects:  
 
    No state, local, private or tribal actions are forecasted to 
occur in the action area.  All augmented traffic related to the 
project implementation would occur outside of any identified 
200-ft cavity tree buffer. 
 
    d.  Cluster 429 CLA: 
 
        1)  Direct impacts:   
 
    Supplemental cluster 429 contains 7 artificial cavity trees 
four of which were inserted between January and May of 1993, 1 
inserted in March 1997 and 2 inserted in January 2005 (Patten 
2005a).  Data collected since 2000 indicates cluster 429 was an 
inactive cluster from 2000 to 2003 and became an active breeding 
cluster in 2004.  See Appendix B, Table 3.  Long-term impacts 
would occur due to tree removal within the forage partition of 
RCW cluster 429 causing a loss of 4.47 acres within longleaf 
pine stand 9082 and 0.01 acres within stand 9081 due to 
demolition for the proposed FARP.  Approximately 238.71 acres 
and 9,111.57 ba for trees 10-14-in dbh/ 5,122.82 ba for trees at 
or greater than 14-in dbh exist pre-project while 234.23 acres 
and 9,008.47 ba for trees 10-14-in dbh/5,073.54 ba for trees at 
or greater than 14-in dbh remain post-project within the 0.5-mi 
partition. Approximately 4,627.31 ba for trees 10-14-inches dbh/ 
2,722.01 ba for trees at or greater than 14-inches and 120.63 
acres exist both pre and post-project within the 0.25-mi 
partition.  Stand 9091 contains at least 18 pine stems measuring 
14-in dbh per acre that are greater or equal to 60 years of age 
(Appendix C, Figure 15; Appendix D, Form 4).  The Arc GIS 
1998/1999 data layer indicates no threatened/endangered plant 
species exist within the project location; a site survey 
conducted September 13, 2005 indicated no suitable habitat 
exists for USFWS Federally listed flora for Cumberland County, 
North Carolina (Appendix E, Memo 1).  The closest watch list 
plant population, Pyxidanthera barbulata var. brevifolia 
(federal species of concern), occurs 4,900 ft east of the 
project location.  Additionally, no new RCW cavity/start trees 
were identified during the September 13, 2005 site survey.  No 
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known populations of Neonympha mitchellii francisci exist within 
the project area.  

 
        2)  Indirect impacts:   
 
    Disruption of forage within the partition of RCW cluster 429 
due to machinery operations, increased personnel, aircraft and 
vehicular traffic is expected to occur due to implementation of 
FARP construction.  All augmented traffic related to the project 
implementation would occur outside of any identified 200-foot 
cavity tree buffer.  According to research conducted by Delany 
et al. at Fort Stewart, Georgia, RCWs did not flush from cavity 
trees when military helicopters were greater than approximately 
98 ft from nests and the sound exposure level was less than 88 
decibels (Delaney et al 2001). Cavity tree 12602 and 12601 exist 
approximately 1495 and 1500 ft east respectively of the proposed 
FARP. 

  
        3)  Interdependent effects:   
 
    Additional parking, fencing, utility or sewer requirements 
have not been identified for this project beyond the provided 
scopes of work. 

 
        4)  Cumulative effects:  
 
    No state, local, private or tribal actions are forecasted to 
occur in the action area. 
 
    e.  Project Assessment Outside of Partitions 
 
        1)  Direct impacts:   
 
    PN 64479, PN 64483, and PN 66315 supporting parking lots 
occur outside of any identified RCW forage partition.  The 
approximate 14.6 acres project would remove approximately 10.41 
acres from longleaf pine stand 9164.  The identified project 
footprint does not affect forest stands attributed with at least 
18 pine stems measuring 14-in dbh per acre that are greater or 
equal to 60 years of age (reference Appendix D, Form 3 for stand 
information regarding 9164).  Although this project does not 
occur within any identified partition, long term impacts are 
anticipated due to removal of suitable forage and travel 
substrate.  Travel/forage on the east side of Lamont Road may be 
restricted post-project implementation to the west side of 
Lamont Road at the McKelllar’s Road intersection.  Forage in the 
southwest corner of partition 185 is sparse; currently, 300-feet 
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of an ‘open’ forest stand separate the eastern forested portion 
of the project site to the closest stand within cluster 185.  
Project implementation would augment this gap fragmenting forage 
and may shift travel patterns of birds moving east to west at 
the McKellar’s and Lamont Road intersection.  This project is 
not anticipated to hamper successful dispersal and ability to 
fill breeding vacancies in adjacent groups (USFWS 2005). The 
Fort Bragg Endangered Species Branch (ESB) has identified 
territory west of the proposed project site to implement a 
possible supplemental recruitment cluster (implementation date 
has not been identified).  See Appendix C, Figure 16. 

  
        2)  Indirect impacts:   
 
    Disruption of travel substrate and forage outside of any 
identified RCW partition due to machinery operations, increased 
personnel, and vehicular traffic is expected to occur due to 
implementation of the supporting parking lot construction.  All 
augmented traffic related to the project implementation would 
occur outside of any identified 200-foot cavity tree buffer. 

  
        3)  Interdependent effects:  
 
    Additional parking, fencing, utility or sewer requirements 
have not been identified for this project beyond the provided 
scopes of work. 

 
        4)  Cumulative effects:  
 
    No state, local, private or tribal actions are forecasted to 
occur in the action area. 
 
    f. NLA 
 
    The active cluster group density affects stability and 
viability of surrounding individual clusters.  Cumulative 
project impacts alter cluster dynamics.  Density ratios of 6, 4-
5, and 0-3 active clusters within 1.25 miles of individual 
active clusters are considered dense, moderate, and sparse 
deceptively.  Degradation of overlapping territories may lead to 
demographic disruption and potential isolation (U.S. Department 
of the Army 2005).  NLA was not conducted for clusters included 
in the SOTF BA; projects assessed in the SOTF BA will not 
contribute to diminishing the 0.25 mi partition below 75 acres.  
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7. HABITAT MANAGEMENT  
 
    a. Controlled Burns, Mechanical, and Chemical Control 
 
    Fort Bragg conducts prescribed burns on a 3-year rotation 
and is divided into 107 Habitat Management Areas (HMA) to 
prioritize habitat management activities; the SOTF occurs in HMA 
107.  Habitat management objectives include thinning of pine 
stands, reforestation of denuded land, conversion of off-site 
species, fire management emphasizing growing season burns, pine 
straw harvesting, mechanical and chemical hardwood treatments, 
soil erosion control, nesting habitat improvements, forest 
management in urban areas, and native landscaping. 
 
    Prescribed burning controls midstory hardwood growth. 
Wheeled mowers, roller choppers, chainsaws, and herbicides, 
supplement burning where controlled burns are ineffective in 
managing midstory height.  Both mechanical and chemical methods 
are implemented in core cluster areas.  Pine stands are thinned 
between 40 and 60 ba; this stocking level is within the range 
recommended for suitable RCW habitat and provides an effective 
military training environment.  
 
    Known mechanical treatments include all chainsaw cut 
hardwoods less than 10-in dbh and chemical treatments 
implementing VELPAR ULW granular.  Pine thinning treatments 
generally reduce the stocking level of standing pine to 
approximately 60 ba.  Mechanical and chemical treatments will 
continue until burning controls RCW forage partition midstories. 
Project implementation would not hinder habitat management. 
 
    b. Proposed Habitat Management 
 
    The SOTF is bordered by Manchester Impact Area to the east 
and training lands to the west; projects addressed in the SOTF 
BA occur on the western side of the SOTF compound within 
clusters 180, 396 and 429.  Hardwood and herbaceous ground cover 
attributes were characterized throughout partitions occurring in 
conjunction with the entire SOTF compound (180, 181, 183, 184, 
185, 396 and 429).  Portions of clusters 183, 184, and 185 
overlapping the impact area could not be surveyed from adjacent 
roadways.  Implementing controlled habitat management in the 
adjacent impact area is difficult; therefore partitions 
bordering the proposed action area need to be maintained to 
maximize group and neighborhood health/fitness. 
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    The 2003 Recovery Plan guidelines were implemented to 
determine habitat suitability (pine ba, pine age, pine dbh, 
herbaceous ground cover and hardwood density and height).  Most 
of the habitat considered in the SOTF BA is currently considered 
unsuitable primarily due to hardwood density/height and 
subsequent herbaceous ground cover; however, this habitat can be 
remedied with management practices.  Approximately 425 acres 
have been identified for VELPAR treatment; an additional 25.2 
acres would be treated by mechanical hardwood removal (Appendix 
C, Figure 17).  Removing dense and tall hardwoods will aid in 
opening the canopy allowing for augmented herbaceous ground 
cover, establishment of natural pine regeneration and release 
existing pines occurring in the stand.  Hardwood treatment may 
restore stands identified as contributing towards good quality 
forage habitat (GQFH).  Additionally, hardwood treatment may 
improve stands that currently do not contribute as GQFH.  The 
Habitat Restoration Group has scheduled VELPAR ULW application 
starting in April 2006 and finishing by late spring 2006.  
Habitat suitable for cut stump treatment will be identified as 
the Habitat Restoration Group applies the VELPAR and treated at 
a later date.  Growing season burns are proposed throughout 
clusters 180, 181, 183, 184, 185, and 396 and a dormant season 
burn is scheduled in cluster 396 during FY 2006. Additionally, 
interior portions of the SOTF compound would be treated with 
dormant season burns followed up with growing season burns 
beginning in FY 2007 (see Appendix C, Figure 18). Appendix B, 
Table 4 (reference Appendix C, Figure 19) contains historical 
burn data for FY 2001-2005.  Pine thinning would occur primarily 
from the Lamont and McKellar’s Road intersection north to the 
Little River and west to Little Creek throughout RCW partitions 
25, 26, 94, 180, 396, 1024, and 1030.  Pines would also be 
thinned south of the SOTF fence and project SF-0007-5P to the 
firebreak just north of the partition boundary of cluster 429 
and east from the landfill to the western-most, north-south 
firebreak within cluster 1016.  Thinning would primarily target 
trees less than 10-in dbh unless stand data indicates removal of 
10-in dbh trees or larger is warranted and that the stand 
contains at least 18 pine stems at 14-in dbh or greater per 
acre(Figure 20). 
 
        1)  Cluster 180 
 
        a.  existing forest stand attributes 
 
    Currently 33.11 acres currently meet all of the recovery 
criteria, 12.65 acres meet all but one of the recovery criteria 
(9.31 acres were included that meet the 14-in stem and ba 
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requirement but were not 60+ years of age), and 91.47 acres met 
all but two of the recovery criteria (all 91.47 acres met the 
14-in stem and ba requirement but are not 60+ years of age).  
See Appendix C, Figure 21; Appendix D, Form 1.  

 
        b.  proposed treatment 
 
    All of cluster 180 south of Manchester Road and east of 
Lamont Road will be treated with VELPAR during the FY 2006 
spring season and stands 9305, 9306, 9307 and 9138 will be 
identified for future cut stump treatment. The following stands 
would be targeted for thinning:  9039, 9040, 9043, 9140, and 
9121. Cluster 180 would receive a 2006 growing season burn from 
the Lamont Road/Manchester Road intersection west to the 
partition boundary, and a 2008 dormant season/2010 growing 
season burn from the Lamont Road/Manchester Road intersection 
east to the partition boundary. 

 
        2)  Cluster 181 
 
        a.  existing forest stand attributes 
 
    Cluster 181 contains 76.65 acres and 2,628.57 ba for trees 
10-14-in dbh/ 1,463.73 ba for trees 14-in or greater within the 
0.5-mi partition (including 44.79 acres and 1,465.41 ba for 
trees 10-4-in dbh and 956.68 ba for trees 14-in dbh or greater 
within the 0.25-mi partition).  Only 8.37 acres meet all but two 
of the recovery standard criteria (7.27 acres met the 14” stem 
and ba requirement but are not 60+ years of age). See Appendix 
C, Figure 22; Appendix D, Form 5. 

 
        b.  proposed treatment 
 
    Approximately 62.2 acres within cluster 181 will be treated 
with VELPAR during the spring of FY 2006/2007; land west of the 
compound perimeter road was treated April-May of 2006.  
Additionally, stands 9305, 9307 and 9138 will be identified for 
cut stump treatment.  A growing season burn in FY 2006 is 
scheduled through stands 9142, 9144 and 9145.  Additionally, a 
2008 dormant season burn/2010 growing season burn would occur 
from the compound perimeter road west to the partition boundary.  
Commercial thinning cannot occur within the fence line at SOTF 
due to munitions contamination and an archeological survey has 
not been conducted within this area (Stancar 2006).  
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        3)  Cluster 183 
 
        a.  existing forest stand attributes 
 
    Approximately 76.29 acres 2,722.06 ba for trees 10-14-in 
dbh/ 1, 384.45 ba for trees 14-in dbh or greater (of which 72.94 
acres and 2,604.64 ba for trees 10-14-in dbh/ 1, 318.95 ba for 
trees 14-in dbh or greater occur within the 0.25-mi partition) 
contribute to the 0.5-mi partition.  The majority of the forest 
stands contributing to cluster 183 occur within Manchester 
Impact Area; hardwood attributes and ground cover could not be 
collected within the impact area therefore it is uncertain if 
any of these forest stands adhere to no less than two of the 
recovery criteria.  See Appendix C, Figure 23; Appendix D, Form 
6. 

 
        b.  proposed treatment 
 
    Cluster 183 in its entirety except hardwood stand 9145 will 
be treated with VELPAR during the spring of FY 2006/2007; land 
west of the compound perimeter road was treated April-May of 
2006.  Additionally, stand 9160 will be treated with a growing 
season burn in FY 2006.  A 2008 dormant/2010 growing season burn 
is proposed from the compound perimeter road west to the 
partition boundary.  Commercial thinning cannot occur within the 
fence line at SOTF due to munitions contamination and an 
archeological survey has not been conducted within this area 
(Stancar 2006).  

 
        4)  Cluster 184 
 
        a.  existing forest stand attributes 
 
     Currently 8.70 acres meet all but two of the recovery 
criteria (1.82 acres met the 14” stem and ba requirement but are 
not 60+ years of age).  See Appendix C, Figure 24; Appendix D, 
Form 2. 

 
        b.  proposed treatment 
 
    All of cluster 184 (except portions of stands 9161, 9162, 
and 9165 and stand 9145) will be treated with VELPAR during the 
spring of FY 2006/2007; land west of the compound perimeter road 
was treated April-May of 2006.  Hardwoods will be mechanically 
removed from stand 9165 during the spring of FY 2006 and within 
the core of the cluster after the 2006 breeding season.  Stand 
9160 will be treated with a growing season burn in FY 2006.  The 
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northern third of the partition would receive a dormant 
2008/2010 growing season burn while the southern two-thirds of 
the compound would be burned during the 2007 dormant season/2009 
growing season.  Commercial thinning cannot occur within the 
fence line at SOTF due to munitions contamination and an 
archeological survey has not been conducted within this area 
(Stancar 2006).  

 
        5)  Cluster 185 
 
        a.  existing forest stand attributes 
 
    Currently, the contributing forest stands meet no less than 
two of the recovery standard criteria.  Approximately 57.54 
acres 1,989.53 ba for trees 10-14-in dbh/ 1, 192.36 for trees 
14-in dbh or greater (of which 31.45 acres and 1,073.83 ba for 
trees 10-14-in dbh and 629.82 ba for trees 14-in or greater dbh 
occur within the 0.25-mi partition) contribute to 0.5-mi 
partition.  See Appendix C, Figure 25; Appendix D, Form 7. 

 
        b.  proposed treatment 
 
    All of cluster 185 except hardwood stand 9145 and portions 
of stands 9081 and 9083 will be treated with VELPAR during the 
spring of FY 2006/2007; land west of the compound perimeter road 
was treated April-May of 2006. Stand 9160 will be treated with a 
growing season burn during FY 2006.  Additionally, this cluster 
would be burned during the 2007 dormant season/2009 growing 
season from the perimeter road west to the partition boundary.  
Commercial thinning cannot occur within the fence line at SOTF 
due to munitions contamination and an archeological survey has 
not been conducted within this area (Stancar 2006).  

 
        6)  Cluster 396 
 
        a.  existing forest stand attributes 
 
    Currently, 22.19 acres meet all but one of the recovery 
standard criteria and 14.22 acres meet all but two of the 
recovery standard criteria (all 36.41 acres met the 14 -in stem 
and ba requirement but are not 60+ years of age).  See Appendix 
C, Figure 26; Appendix D, Form 3. 

 
        b.  proposed treatment  
 
    VELPAR application is proposed for stands 9161 and 9137 
within cluster 396.  A growing season burn is proposed in stands 
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9055, 9056, and 9057 and a dormant season burn would occur in 
stand 9305 in 2006.  A 2007 dormant season burn/2009 growing 
season burn would be applied on the southern half of the 
partition from the eastern partition boundary west to Lamont 
Road.  Thinning from the following stands may also improve stand 
suitability: 9042, 9043, 9055, 9056, 9057, 9137 and 9161.  

 
        7)  Cluster 429 
 
        a.  existing forest stand attributes 
 
    Approximately 52.24 acres meet all but two of the recovery 
standard criteria (all 52.24 acres met the 14” stem and ba 
requirement but are not 60+ years of age).  See Appendix C, 
Figure 27; Appendix D, Form 4. 

 
        b.  proposed treatment 
 
    VELPAR will be applied to portions of stands 9081, 9082, and 
9083 during the spring of FY 2006.  Cluster 429 was thinned in 
the 2002 calendar year.  

 
8.  Considered Alternatives 

 
    Three alternatives were considered regarding construction at 
the SOTF compound.  Alternative locations were confined within 
the existing compound perimeter or adjacent land blocks in order 
to support long-term mission requirements and “theoretical 
command guidance” that the SOTF perpetuate operations from one 
complex (Nakata 2004). 

 
    a.  Alternative I:  No Action Alternative 
 
    Under the No Action Alternative, the SOTF would operate 
using the current facilities/compound confines.  Currently, the 
SOTF needs an additional 182,000 sq. ft. (combination of 
vertical or horizontal construction) to support existing and 
additional personnel.  All of the requested projects (see 
Section 4) either directly or indirectly support training and 
mission requirements. The No Action Alternative fails to support 
troop training and mission requirements. 
 
    b.  Alternative II:  Unit Preferred Alternative 
 
    The Unit Preferred Alternative proposes a construction 
layout provided by the unit engineer to best suit unit and 
compound functional flow and aesthetics.  The Unit Preferred 
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Alternative consisted of constructing the supporting parking lot 
required for the northern additions to building O-1900 M (PNs 
64479 and 64483) north of the proposed additions.  The parking 
lot would remove approximately 3.9 acres of forage from cluster 
184 within the 0.25 mi partition.  The Unit Preferred 
Alternative also consists of constructing the supporting parking 
for PN 64479, PN 64483, and PN 66315 directly north of 
McKellar’s Rd and east of the main compound entrance; the 
project would remove approximately 2.5 acres from cluster 185 
within the 0.25 mi partition. Under this alternative the dog 
kennel extension would be constructed to the south of the 
existing facility removing forage within the 0.25 mi partition 
from cluster 184.  Additionally, the FARP would be constructed 
at the east end of Pioneer Airfield removing forage from cluster 
185 (see Figure 28). 

 
    The Unit Preferred Alternative is not the primary 
alternative of choice; this alternative would further deplete 
forage-deficient clusters 184 and 185.  This alternative was not 
pursued due to its potential adverse impact to the RCW. 
  
 
    c.  Alternative III:  Proposed Action Alternative  
 
    The Proposed Action would implement the construction in the 
project locations as outlined in section 4.  Project locations 
were sited to facilitate unit training requirements while 
attempting to minimize endangered species impacts.  
Implementation of this action is the preferred action; tree 
removal and impacts to endangered species habitat is 
anticipated, however, the loss of habitat is projected to not 
likely adversely affect endangered species or endangered species 
habitats. 

 
9. SUMMARY 
 
    The SOTF BA outlines unit requirements and environmental 
constraints.  Contiguous forest stands link suitable RCW travel 
and forage substrate; Fort Bragg Master Planning and the project 
requestor attempted to position development in previously 
disturbed areas to minimize habitat impacts.   
 
    No direct, indirect, interdependent or cumulative effects 
are anticipated for the Saint Francis’ satyr, Rough-leaved 
loosestrife, Pondberry, Michaux’s sumac or American chaffseed. 
Identified RCW habitat will be affected within clusters 180, 396 
and 429.  Direct and indirect impacts to travel and forage 
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substrate are anticipated to occur primarily at the cluster 
level.  Proposed projects would impact habitat occurring within 
the 0.25 and 0.5-mi partitions of cluster 180.  Proposed 
projects would impact habitat beyond the 0.25 mi radius of 
clusters 396 and 429.  Cluster 184 does not meet the required ba 
or acres of good quality foraging habitat, however proposed 
projects would not further deplete contributing forage within 
the 0.25 or 0.5 mi partitions.  No incidental takes are 
anticipated and endangered species are not likely to be 
adversely affected by the proposed SOTF projects, although 
projects impacting forage may lead to forest fragmentation, 
habitat degradation and kleptoparsitism (USFWS 2003).  Proposed 
projects and removal of tree 512E are not likely to affect 
continued habitat management. Project placement was carefully 
oriented to maximize the ability to maintain habitat management 
leading to native ground cover diversity (James et al, 1997) and 
minimize urban encroachment into identified RCW forage 
partitions.  Hardwood midstory management is proposed for 
clusters impacted by proposed project implementation.  
Additionally, adjacent partitions would be treated to remove 
midstory hardwoods (see section 8).  
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11. Acronyms 
 
AGMS Armored Ground Mobility System  
 
AML: Arc Macro Language 
 
BA: Biological Assessment 
 
ba: basal area 
 
BLA: Base Line Active 
 
CLA: Cluster-Level Analysis 
 
CWA: Clean Water Act 
 
dbh: Diameter at Breast Height 
 
DoA: Department of the Army 
 
DOD: Department of Defense 
 
ESA: Endangered Species Act 
 
ESB: Endangered Species Branch 
 
ESRI: Environmental Systems Research Institute 
 
FARP: Forward Air Refueling Point 
 
FAT: Forage Assessment Tool 
 
FHA: Forage Habitat Analysis 
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ft: Feet 
 
FY: fiscal year 
 
GIS: Geographic Information System  
 
GQFH: Good Quality Forage Habitat 
 
IDS: Intrusion Detection System 
 
INRMP: Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 
 
mi: mile 
 
NLA: Neighborhood-Level Analysis 
 
NRD: Natural Resource Division  
 
PBG: potential breeding groups 
 
PN: Project Number 
 
RCW: Red-cockaded woodpecker 
 
RS: Recovery Standard 
 
SCIF: Sensitive Compartmented Information Facilities  
 
SI: Site Index 
 
SMS: Standard of Managed Stability 
 
SOPI: Southern Pines Pinehurst  
 
SOTF: Security Operations Training Facility 
 
sq ft: square feet 
 
USASOC: United States Army Special Operations Command 
 
USFWS: United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
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This BA is pursuant to Section 7(a) (2) of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended (16 USC 1531-1543).  The 
purpose of the BA is to evaluate proposed SOTF project effects on 
endangered species in Cumberland County.  The U.S. FWS for 
Cumberland County, NC, lists the following federally listed and 
proposed endangered species: 
 

A.   Vertebrates 
1. Red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis), endangered   
(U.S. FWS 2005). 
   
2. American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis), 
threatened (S/A) **, (U.S. FWS 2005). 

3. Cape Fear Shiner (Notropis mekistocholas), endangered**, 
(U.S. FWS 2005). 

B.   Invertebrates 
  

1. Saint Francis’ Satyr (Neonympha mitchellii francisci), 
endangered (U.S. FWS 2005).  The 2002 survey did not indicate 
any suitable habitat existing at the SOTF for St. Francis 
Satyr. 

C.   Vascular Plants 
 

1. Rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulifolia), 
endangered (U.S. FWS 2005). 

2. Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii), endangered (U.S. FWS 
2005). 

3. American chaffseed (Schwalbea americana), endangered (U.S. 
FWS 2005).  

4. Small-whorled pogonia (Isotria medeoloides), threatened   
   *(U.S. FWS 2005). 

   5. Pondberry (Lindera melissifolia), endangered***(U.S. FWS  
      2005). 

 
*Historic Record- the species was last observed in the county 
more than 50 years ago.  Note:  The species was likely 
misidentified.  Surveyed for but never found on Fort Bragg.  
**Uncertain Record- the species is known to occur in the Cape 
Fear River Basin, but has not been surveyed for in the Little 
River.   
***Species was included in two prior surveys, but not found on 
Fort Bragg. 
(S/A) Threatened due to Similarity of Appearance. 
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Table 1.2005 RCW cluster activity status. 
 Fort Bragg 
Known Clusters 523 
Know Active Clusters 161 
Know Breeding Groups  253 
Total Active/Breeding Clusters 414 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    
 

Table 2. Cluster Level Impacts. Comprehensive detail of available acres and basal area 
requirements for each impacted cluster within the 0.5 mi and 0.25 mi partition pre- and 
post-project implementation. 

Cluster 
Number 

Cluster 
Management 
Category 

0.25-mi 
partition pre-
project 
(acres/basal 
area 10- 14-in 
dbh/ basal area 
14-in+ dbh ) 

0.25-mi 
partition post-
project 
(acres/basal 
area 10- 14-in 
dbh/ basal area 
14-in+ dbh) 

0.5-mi 
partition 
pre- 
project 
(acres/basal 
area 10- 14-
in dbh/ basal 
area 14-in+ 
dbh) 

0.5-mi 
partition 
post-
project 
(acres/basa
l area 10- 
14-in dbh/ 
basal area 
14-in+ dbh) 

Projects  
Impacting 
Forage 

180 Managed 

71.03/ 
4,379.94/ 
3,238.44 

70.91/ 
4,373.64/ 
3,234.59 

145.99/ 
8,291.30/ 
5,677.35 

145.57/ 
8,269.54/ 
5,664.09 Road Widening

181 Managed 

 
44.79/ 
1,465.41/ 
956.68 

44.79/ 
1,465.41/ 
956.68 

76.65/ 
2,628.57/ 
1,463.73 

76.65/ 
2,628.57/ 
1,463.73 None 

183 Managed 

 
72.94/ 
2,604.64/ 
1,318.95 

72.94/ 
2,604.64/ 
1,318.95 

76.29/ 
2,722.02/ 
1,384.45 

76.29/ 
2,722.02/ 
1,384.45 None 

184 Managed 

58.48/ 
2,034.54/ 
1,165.29 

58.48/ 
2,034.54/ 
1,165.29 

75.05/ 
2,726.34/ 
1,516.86 

75.05/ 
2,726.34/ 
1,516.86 None 

185 Managed 

31.45/ 
1,073.83/ 
629.82 

31.45/ 
1,073.83/ 
629.82 

57.54/ 
1,989.53/ 
1,192.36 

57.54/ 
1,989.53/ 
1,192.36 None 

396 Managed 

 
95.21/  
3,889.41/ 
1,932.39  

95.21/ 
3,889.41/ 
1,932.39 

202.83/ 
8,093.65/ 
3,907.02  

202.52/ 
8,077.66/ 
3,897.27 Berm 

429 Managed 

120.63/ 
4,627.31/ 
2,722.01  

120.63/ 
4,627.31/ 
2,722.01 

238.71/ 
9,111.57 
5,122.82 

234.23/ 
9,008.47/ 
5,073.54  FARP 

 
 
 



    
 

Table 3. 5-Year Activity Status of SOTF Clusters with Proposed Projects. 
Activity status clusters with projected SOTF projects since 2000, where ACT indicates 
active, BRE indicated breeding, and INA indicates inactive (Schillaci 2005). 
Cluster Number 2000 

Status 
 

2001 
Status 

2002 
Status 

2003 
Status 

2004  
Status 

2005 
Status 

180 
Eggs 
Fledged Birds 
 

ACT ACT  ACT  ACT  ACT  ACT 

181 
Eggs 
Fledged Birds 
 

ACT ACT  ACT  ACT  ACT  ACT 

183 
Eggs 
Fledged Birds 
 

ACT ACT ACT ACT ACT ACT 

184 
Eggs 
Fledged Birds 
 

BRE 
3 
1 

BRE 
4 
3 

BRE 
3 
2 

BRE 
3 
2 
 

BRE 
3 
2 

ACT 

185 
Eggs 
Fledged Birds 
 

ACT ACT ACT ACT ACT ACT 

396 
Eggs 
Fledged Birds 

BRE 
Unknown 
1 
 

BRE 
3 
2 
 
 

BRE 
4 
3 

BRE 
3 
3 

BRE 
4 
3 
 

BRE 
2 
0 

429 
Eggs 
Fledged Birds 

INA INA INA INA BRE 
2 
1 

BRE 
4 
2 



  

Table 4. Historic Burn Data 2001-2005. Dormant Season Controlled Burn (CBD), Growing Season 
Controlled Burn (CBG), and Wildfires (WF) throughout clusters 180, 184, 185, 396 and 429 
where the numbers in the chart represent the fire management block numbers (Hinkle 2006). 

FY   2001   2002   2003   2004   2005 
Cluster CBD CBG WF CBD CBG WF CBD CBG WF CBD CBG WF CBD CBG WF
180   1485 1485            
                
184 1485               
                
                
396     179

180
176
179

 176   180 176  179  

                
429 156          156  156   
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Figure 1. Location of RCW Sandhills East and West Subpopulations (U.S Department of the  
          Army 2005)    

 



    
 

 
Figure 2. Cluster 396 Proposed Projects 

 
 



    
 

Figure 3. Cluster 396 Pre-settlement Vegetation 

 
 
 



    
 

 Figure 4. Cluster 429 Proposed Projects 

 
 
 



    
 

Figure 5. Cluster 429 Pre-settlement Vegetation 

 
 
 



    
 

Figure 6. Cluster 180 Proposed Projects 

 
 
 



    
 

Figure 7. Cluster 180 Pre-settlement Vegetation 

 
 
 



    
 

Figure 8. Cluster 184 Proposed Projects 

 
 
 



    
 

Figure 9. Cluster 184 Pre-settlement Vegetation 

 
 
 



    
 

 
Figure 10. Project 64479/64483/66315 

 
 



    
 

Figure 11. Compound Construction 

 
 
 



    
 

Figure 12. Cluster 180 14-in Pine Distribution 

 
 
 



    
 

 
Figure 13. Cluster 184 14-in Pine Distribution 

 
 



    
 

 
Figure 14. Cluster 396 14-in Pine Distribution 

 
 



    
 

 
Figure 15. Cluster 429 14-in Pine Distribution 

 
 
 
 
 



    
 

Figure 16. Future Supplemental Recruitment Cluster Location 

  
 



    
 

 
Figure 17. VELPAR/Mechanical Treatments (Merk 2006) 

 
 



    
 

 
Figure 18. Controlled Burn Map 

 
 



    
 

 
Figure 19. Burn Blocks 

 
 



    
 

 
Figure 20. Proposed Pine Thinning 

  



    
 

 
 
Figure 21. Cluster 180 Hardwood/Ground Cover Attributes 

 



    
 

 
 
Figure 22. Cluster 181 Hardwood/Ground Cover Attributes 

 



    
 

 
 
Figure 23. Cluster 183 Hardwood/Ground Cover Attributes 

 



    
 

 
 
Figure 24. Cluster 184 Hardwood/Ground Cover Attributes 

 



    
 

 
 
Figure 25. Cluster 185 Hardwood/Ground Cover Attributes 

 



    
 

 
 
Figure 26. Cluster 396 Hardwood/Ground Cover Attributes 

 



    
 

 
 
Figure 27. Cluster 429 Hardwood/Ground Cover Attributes 

 



    
 

 
 
Figure 28. Alternative Project Locations 
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Memo 1 
 
 

IMSE-BRG-DPW-E      13 September 2005 
 
 

MEMORANDUM THRU CHIEF, ESB 
 
FOR Ginny Carswell, Biologist, NRD 
 
SUBJECT:  Rare Plant Review for SOTF project(s) Construct Storage 
Yard/Remove Existing Berm, SF00006-5P; Construct FARP, SF00007-
5P; Design and Widen Range 19 Road, SF-00020-5P: Cumberland 
County.   
 
1.  A survey for rare flora was conducted for subject 
projects in Cumberland County, 8 September 2005.  Federally 
listed flora listed by the USFWS for Cumberland County are 
Rough-leaved loosestrife Lysimachia asperulifolia, American 
chaffseed Schwalbea americana, Pondberry Lindera 
melissifolia and Michaux’s sumac Rhus michauxii.  
 
2.  The three proposed projects occur within the SOTF 
Compound.  No suitable habitat is present for SF00006-5P 
and SF00007-5P.  A plant-by-plant survey was conducted for 
Michaux’s sumac along the proposed road widening at a 
distance of 30’ from the centerline on both sides.  No 
individuals were found.  No impacts to federally listed 
plant species will occur. 
 
 
 
 
      JANET B. GRAY 
      Botanist, ESB 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



    
 

 
Memo 2 

IMSE-BRG-DPW-E      20 October 2005 
 
 

MEMORANDUM THRU CHIEF, ESB 
 
FOR Ginny Carswell, Biologist, NRD 
 
SUBJECT:  Rare Plant Review for SOTF project Construct Parking 
Area, PN 64479/64483: Cumberland County.   
 
1.  A survey for rare flora was conducted for subject 
project in Cumberland County, 19 October 2005.  Federally 
listed flora listed by the USFWS for Cumberland County are 
Rough-leaved loosestrife Lysimachia asperulifolia, American 
chaffseed Schwalbea americana, Pondberry Lindera 
melissifolia and Michaux’s sumac Rhus michauxii.  
 
2.  Suitable habitat is present for Michaux’s sumac within 
a pine scrub-oak sandhill community (surveyed portion from 
the McKellar’s Road entrance west to Lamont road, and north 
approximately 375 feet).  A plant-by-plant survey was 
conducted for Michaux’s sumac.  No individuals were found. 
No impacts to federally listed plant species will occur. 
Suitable habitat is present for Michaux’s sumac within a 
pine scrub-oak sandhill community; a plant-by-plant survey 
for Michaux’s sumac will need to be conducted during the 
2006 growing season starting 375-feet north of the Lamont 
and McKellar’s road intersection north to project limit 
boundary. 
 
 
 
 
      JANET B. GRAY 
      Botanist, ESB 
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APPENDIX I 

USFWS CONCURRENCE WITH BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT FOR 
SECURITY OPERATIONS TRAINING FACILITY STRUCTURAL 

DEVELOPMENT AND ADDITIONS  
FORT BRAGG MILITARY RESERVATION, NORTH CAROLINA 
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
RaleighFieldOffice

PostOfficeBox33726
Raleigh,NorthCarolina27636-3726

September 27,2006

Mr. Gregory G. Bean
Department of the Army
Director of Public Works Business Center

Headquarters, XVIII Airborne Corps and Fort Bragg
Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28310

Dear Mr. Bean:

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your June 21, 2006 letter and Biological
Assessment (BA) entitled "Biological Asse~sment for the Security Operations Training Facility
(SOTF) Structural Development and Additions, Fort Bragg Military Installation, North Carolina."
The work proposed would occur in the 586-acre SOTF, located at the intersections of Manchester,
Lamont, and McKellar's roads, on Fort Bragg, in Cumberland County, North Carolina. The SOTF
contains several clusters and associated territories used by the federally listed endangered red-
cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis; RCW). Our comments are provided in accordance with
section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 USC 1531 et seq.).

The RCW groups that would be affected by the proposed construction occupy baseline clusters 180,
184, as well as supplemental recruitment clusters 396 and 429. The BA describes the activity history
of each cluster. All four are currently active.

Cluster 180 contains five cavity trees including three artificial cavities provisioned in 1995, 200 I,
and 2006. This cluster is contained within the Manchester Impact Area. Therefore access for
monitoring is limited to only about two visits per year. Table 3 of the BA shows Cluster 180 has
been active every year since at least 2000. The Y2-mileradius partition contains 145.99 acres of pine-
forested habitat that can be managed for RCW conservation. The '/4-milecore partition provides
71.03 acres of this total. The proposed SOTF Development will remove about 0.93 acres of
manageable foraging habitat from within the Y2-mileradius foraging partition for Cluster 180. Out of
this 0.93-acre amount, the '/4mile partition will lose about 0.12 acres.

In accordance with the criteria contained in the Recovery Plan for the Red-cockaded Woodpecker,
2ndRevision (Service 2003) defining the Standard for Managed Stability, Cluster 180's Y2-mileradius
foraging partition is comprised of stands containing about 13,968.65 square feet (fr) of pine stems ~
10 inches DBH. The core foraging area ('/4-mile radius) contains a total basal area of7,618.38 ft2 for
pines ~ 10 inches DBH. Project-related removal of pine timber in the lO-inch-plus DBH classes will
remove only about 21.76 fr of basal area from the Y2mile partition. About 6.3 ft2will come out of
the '/4mile core area. In terms of the Recovery Standard, 5,677.35 ft2of basal area for pines ~ 14
inches DBH are contained within the Y2-mileradius partition for Cluster 180; 3,238.44 ft2'ofthis total
are currently present within the '/4-mile radius core area surrounding the cluster. Approximately
13.26 ft2 in the 14-plus inch diameter classes would be removed from the Y2-mile;only about 3.85 ft2
would be deleted from the core '/4-mile.



Cluster 396 is comprised of eight cavity trees including two artificial cavities provisioned in January
2000 and one in November 2002. The cluster has been occupied by an active breeding group each
nesting season since 2000. The Y2-mileradius partition contains 202.83 acres of manageable pine-
forested habitat. The Yt-milecore partition provides 95.21 acres of this total. The proposed SOTF
Development will remove about 0.31 acres of manageable foraging habitat from within the Y2-mile
radius foraging partition for Cluster 396. No acreage will be removed from the Yt-milepartition.

Cluster 396's Y2-mileradius foraging partition is comprised of stands containing about 12,000.67 ff
of pine stems:::: 10 inches DBH. The Yt-mile core foraging area contains a total basal area of 5,821.8
ff for pines ::::10inches DBH. Project-related removal of pine timber in the lO-inch-plus DBH
classes will remove only about 16.0 ft2of basal area from the Y2mile partition. No pine forest
removal will take place within the Ytmile core area. In terms of the Recovery Standard, 3,907.02 ft2
of basal area for pines:::: 14 inches DBH falls within the Y2-mileradius partition for Cluster 396;
1,932.39 ff of this total are currently present within the Yt-mileradius core area surrounding the
cluster. Approximately 9.75 ft2 in the 14-plus inch diameter classes would be removed from the Y2-
mile partition, none of which would come out of the core Yt-mile.

Cluster 429 contains seven artificial cavities, as described in the BA. The cluster was inactive from
2000 to 2003 but became an active breeding cluster in 2004. The Y2-mileradius partition contains
238.71 acres of manageable pine-forested habitat. The Yt-milecore partition provides 120.63 acres
of this total. The proposed SOTF Development will remove about 4.48 acres of manageable foraging
habitat from within the Y2-mileradius foraging partition for Cluster 429. No acreage will be removed
from the Yt-milecore area.

Cluster 429's Y2-mileradius foraging partition is comprised of stands containing about 14,234.39 ff
of pine stems:::: 10 inches DBH. The Yt-mile core foraging area contains a total basal area of
7,349.32 ff for pines ::::10inches DBH. Project-related removal of pine timber in the lO-inch-plus
DBH classes will remove only about 103.1 ft2of basal area from the Y2mile partition. No pine forest
removal will take place within the Ytmile core area. The Y2mile radius partition for Cluster 429
contains 5,122 ff of basal area for pines:::: 14 inches DBH; 2,722.01 ff of this total are currently
present within the Yt-mileradius core area surrounding the cluster. Approximately 49.28 ff in the
14-plus inch diameter classes would be removed from the Y2-milepartition, none of which would
come out of the core Yt-mile.

Baseline active cluster 184 contains eight cavity trees including four artificial cavities: two inserted
in July 1993, one provisioned in November 1995 and one in November 2004. This territory
contained an active breeding group 2000 through 2005. Cluster 184's Y2-milepartition contains
about 75.0 pine-forested acres that can be managed for RCW conservation. 58.5 acres fall within the
Yt-milecore area. The proposed construction site occurs within the existing urbanized enviromnent
and adjacent to the main compound and would not affect forested stands being managed for RCW
conservation.

Cluster 184' s Y2mile foraging partition encompasses about 4,242.12 ft2 in basal area for pines::::10
inches DBH. The Yt-mileradius core area contains about 3,199 ff BA for pines in the ten-inch-plus
diameter classes. The Y2mile radius partition for Cluster 184 contains 1,516.86 ff of basal area for
pines:::: 14 inches DBH; 1,165.29 ft2of this total are currently present within the cluster's Yt-mile
core area.
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The BA identifies the locations and timeline for forest management that will be implemented to
improve habitat characteristics for the RCW in the affected territories. Most of the substrate that is
considered unsuitable but potentially suitable is interspersed with high and dense hardwood midstory
and contains suppressed herbaceous ground cover. Approximately 425 acres have been delineated
for YELPAR treatment and 25.2 acres would be treated by mechanical hardwood removal. The BA
also contains information regarding forest stand treatments in the affected clusters and nearby RCW
territories that are ongoing and which will move these foraging partitions closer to the characteristics
expressed in the RCW Recovery Plan that define good quality foraging habitat under the Recovery
Standard.

The BA indicates that surveys for the four federally listed plant species known to occur in
Cumberland County: rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia asperulaefolia), chaffseed (Schwalbea
americana), Michaux's sumac (Rhus michauxii), and pondberry (Lindera melissifolia), conducted in
1991 through 1993 and 1998 though 1999 did not detect any of these species. A field evaluation to
identify potential effects to the federally listed butterfly, Saint Francis' satyr (Neonympha mitchellii

francisci) determined that no suitable habitat for this species occurs within the project areas.

Based on a review of the information provided, the Service concurs with your determination that the
proposed project is not likely to adversely affect the RCW or any other federally-listed species on
Fort Bragg. We believe that the requirements of section 7(a)(2) of the Act have been satisfied. We
remind you that obligations under section 7 consultation must be reconsidered if: (I) new
information reveals impacts of this identified action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in
a manner not previously considered; (2) this action is subsequently modified in a manner that was not
considered in this review; or, (3) a new spe~ies is listed or critical habitat determined that may be
affected by the identified action.

If you have any questionsregardingthis matter,please contactMr. John Hammondat 919-856-4520
(Ext. 28). Thankyou for your continuedcooperationwith our agency.

Sincerely,

f?~~.- ~ , J
Pete Benjamin
Field Supervisor

Literature Cited: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 2003. Recovery plan for the red-cockaded
woodpecker (Picoides borealis): second revision. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Atlanta,
GA. 296 pp.

cc: Ralph Costa,USFWS
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APPENDIX J 

ECONOMIC IMPACT FORECAST SYSTEM (EIFS) MODEL 

Socioeconomic Impact Assessment 

Socioeconomic impacts are linked through cause-and-effect relationships.  Military payrolls and local procurement 
contribute to the economic base for the region of influence (ROI).  In this regard, renovation, demolition, and 
construction of family housing at Fort Bragg would have a multiplier effect on the local and regional economy.  
With the proposed action, direct jobs would be created, generating new income and increasing personal spending.  
This spending generally creates secondary jobs, increases business volume, and increases revenues for schools and 
other social services. 

The Economic Impact Forecast System 

The U.S. Army, with the assistance of many academic and professional economists and regional scientists, developed 
EIFS to address the economic impacts of NEPA-requiring actions and to measure their significance.  As a result of its 
designed applicability, and in the interest of uniformity, EIFS should be used in NEPA assessments for RCI.  The entire 
system is designed for the scrutiny of a populace affected by the actions being studied.  The algorithms in EIFS are 
simple and easy to understand, but still have firm, defensible bases in regional economic theory. 

EIFS is developed under a joint project of the U.S Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), the U.S. Army 
Environmental Policy Institute (AEPI), and the Computer and Information Science Department of Clark Atlanta 
University, Georgia. EIFS is an on-line system, and the EIFS Web application is hosted by the USACE, Mobile 
District. The system is available to anyone with an approved user-id and password.  University staff and the staff of 
USACE, Mobile District are available to assist with the use of EIFS.   

The databases in EIFS are national in scope and cover the approximately 3,700 counties, parishes, and independent cities 
that are recognized as reporting units by federal agencies.  EIFS allows the user to define an economic ROI by identifying 
the counties, parishes, or cities to be analyzed.  Once the ROI is defined, the system aggregates the data, calculates 
multipliers and other variables used in the various models in EIFS, and prompts the user for forecast input data. 

The EIFS Model 

The basis of the EIFS analytical capabilities is the calculation of multipliers that are used to estimate the impacts 
resulting from Army-related changes in local expenditures or employment.  In calculating the multipliers, EIFS uses 
the economic base model approach, which relies on the ratio of total economic activity to basic economic activity.  
Basic, in this context, is defined as the production or employment engaged to supply goods and services outside the 
ROI or by federal activities (such as military installations and their employees).  According to economic base theory, 
the ratio of total income to basic income is measurable (as the multiplier) and sufficiently stable so that future 
changes in economic activity can be forecast.  This technique is especially appropriate for estimating aggregate 
impacts and makes the economic base model ideal for the EA and EIS process.   

The multiplier is interpreted as the total impact on the economy of the region resulting from a unit change in its base 
sector; for example, a dollar increase in local expenditures due to an expansion of its military installation.  EIFS 
estimates its multipliers using a location quotient approach based on the concentration of industries within the region 
relative to the industrial concentrations for the nation. 

The user inputs into the model the data elements which describe the Army action: the change in expenditures, or 
dollar volume of the construction project(s); change in civilian or military employment; average annual income of 
affected civilian or military employees; the percent of civilians expected to relocate due to the Army’s action; and 
the percent of military living on-post.  Once these are entered into the EIFS model, a projection of changes in the 
local economy is provided.  These are projected changes in sales volume, income, employment, and population.  
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These four indicator variables are used to measure and evaluate socioeconomic impacts.  Sales volume is the direct 
and indirect change in local business activity and sales (total retail and wholesale trade sales, total selected service 
receipts, and value-added by manufacturing).  Employment is the total change in local employment due to the 
proposed action, including not only the direct and secondary changes in local employment, but also those personnel 
who are initially affected by the military action.  Income is the total change in local wages and salaries due to the 
proposed action, which includes the sum of the direct and indirect wages and salaries, plus the income of the civilian 
and military personnel affected by the proposed action.  Population is the increase or decrease in the local population 
as a result of the proposed action. 

The Significance of Socioeconomic Impacts 

Once model projections are obtained, the Rational Threshold Value (RTV) profile allows the user to evaluate the 
significance of the impacts.  This analytical tool reviews the historical trends for the defined region and develops 
measures of local historical fluctuations in sales volume, income, employment, and population.  These evaluations 
identify the positive and negative changes within which a project can affect the local economy without creating a 
significant impact.  The greatest historical changes define the boundaries that provide a basis for comparing an 
action’s impact on the historical fluctuation in a particular area.  Specifically, EIFS sets the boundaries by 
multiplying the maximum historical deviation of the following variables: 
 

  Increase Decrease 
Sales Volume X 100% 75% 
Income X 100% 67% 
Employment X 100% 67% 
Population X 100% 50% 

 

These boundaries determine the amount of change that will affect an area.  The percentage allowances are arbitrary, 
but sensible.  The maximum positive historical fluctuation is allowed with expansion because economic growth is 
beneficial.  While cases of damaging economic growth have been cited, and although the zero-growth concept is 
being accepted by many local planning groups, military base reductions and closures generally are more injurious to 
local economics than are expansion. 

The major strengths of the RTV are its specificity to the region under analysis and its basis on actual historical data 
for the region.  The EIFS impact model, in combination with the RTV, has proven successful in addressing 
perceived socioeconomic impacts.  The EIFS model and the RTV technique for measuring the intensity of impacts 
have been reviewed by economic experts and have been deemed theoretically sound. 

The following are the EIFS inputs and output data and the RTV values for the ROI.  These data form the basis for 
the socioeconomic impact analysis presented in Section 4.10. 
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FORT BRAGG EIFS REPORT 
              
            
              
     FORECAST INPUT 
 
            Change In Local Expenditures  $400,206,400 
            Change In Civilian Employment                      9 
            Average Income of Affected Civilian           $38,188 
            Percent Expected to Relocate     100 
            Change In Military Employment   2204 
            Average Income of Affected Military            $41,151 
            Percent of Military Living On-post       34 
 
        
      FORECAST OUTPUT 
 
            Employment Multiplier       2.82 
            Income Multiplier        2.82 
            Sales Volume – Direct   $296,348,000 
            Sales Volume – Induced   $539,353,300 
            Sales Volume – Total   $835,701,400  6.62% 
            Income – Direct    $139,970,200 
            Income - Induced    $102,173,700 
            Income – Total (place of work)  $242,143,900  2.1% 
            Employment – Direct      3867 
            Employment – Induced      3011 
            Employment – Total      6879  2.38% 
            Local Population       5510 
            Local Off-base Population      3644  1.04% 
 
        
      RTV SUMMARY  
 
                                    Sales Volume       Income      Employment         Population 
            Positive RTV         11.9 %               9.1 %           6.39 %                   2.16 %  
            Negative RTV      -6.82 %            -5.97 %           -7.4 %                  -0.68 % 
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APPENDIX K 

DD 1391S USED FOR ANALYSIS 

Project No. Facility Date 1391 Was Prepared 
20347 Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) 01 April 2004 
33802 USASOC Physical Fitness Facility 28 August 2004 
44968 82nd Division Modular Headquarters 14  September 2004 
54912 Child Development Center 17 June 2005 
55121 Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex 06 January 2006 
57836 Central Load-out Area Control Center  08 September 2004 
58708 Robinson Clinic Addition 09 September 2005 
60828 Operational Readiness Training Complex 10 March 2006 
61035 Chapel, 82nd Airborne Division  17 July 2005 
61891 USASOC Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool 06 April 2006 
63437 Indoor Baffle Range 27 June 2005 
64244 Consolidated Troop Clinic 11 August 2005 

64305a FORSCOM/USARC HQ  08 November 2005 

64326 Joint Pre Deployment Mobilization Site Ph I 31 August 2005 
64329 Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT 30 June 2005 
64340 1st BCT Complex 08 September 2005 
64342 3rd  BCT Complex 14 September 2005 
64446 4th BCT Roundout 29 June 2005 
64447 2nd BCT Complex 28 September 2005 
64479 SOF Operational Northwest Addition 28 June 2005 
64483 SOF Operational Northeast Addition 28 June 2005 
64968 Contingency Warehouse 10 August 2005 
64969 Surface Distribution Center 21 October 2005 
64974 Ball Fields 09 January 2006 
65204 Fires Brigade COFs 20 January 2006 
65558 Special Forces Qualification Barracks (USAJFKSWCS) 30 November 2005 
66655 Gen Officer Quarters 02 March 2006 
SF00007-5P SOTF Forward Aircraft Refueling Point FARP Parking Lot N/A (used SOTF BA) 
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APPENDIX L 

CUMULATIVE ON-POST PROJECTS FOR FORT BRAGG  
AND POPE AFB, NC 

Project Number Project Title 
TBD SOF Hangar/Squad Ops Facility  
TBD South Post Class Six/Gas/Burger King 
TBD SOF Joint Operations Command & Control Facility (TF SWORD) 
TBD 82d Combat Aviation Brigade Extended Range / Multi-Purpose (Warrior) UAV Hangar 
TBD New Army Lodging 
TBD 108th ADA Brigade Barracks Complex 
2885 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 44th Medical, Phase 1 
12289 Vehicle Maintenance Shop/ 16th MP Brigade 
16992 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 525th MI  
19179 Water Distribution System Upgrade  
19181 Whole Barracks Renewal/44th Medical Now 44th Medical Deployment Support Command 
20127 Distance Learning Center 
20804 Vehicle Maintenance Shop/ 7th Transportation Bn 
20805 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 264th Combat Sup Bn 
20807 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 7th Trans Bn 
20815 Vehicle Maintenance Complex/ 82 Sep Bns (Phase 1)    
20825 Chapel / 82d Avn Brigade 
20827 Utility Upgrade / Camp Mackall 
25133 General Purpose Warehouse / DOL 
26542 SOF Expand Training Compound (Range 37) / USAJFKSWCS 
27836 2/311th Training Support Bn HQ 
30459 Water Treatment Plant / Post 
35361 Whole Barracks Renewal/3d Brigade (1 of 4)  Now 2d Brigade Combat Team 
36195 Whole Barracks Renewal/82d DIVARTY (1 of 3) Now 4th Brigade Combat Team 
41240 Chapel / Smoke Bomb Hill 
44494 Whole Barracks Renewal/COSCOM (2 of 2) Now 82d Sustainment Brigade 
44684 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / Dragon Brigade 
44968 Division Headquarters / 82d Airborne Division 
46806 Airborne Equipment/ Parachute Rigging 
46828 Courthouse 
47349 Whole Barracks Renewal/82d DIVARTY (2 of 3) Now 4th Brigade Combat Team 
50342 Whole Barracks Renewal/2d Brigade (3 of 4) Now 2d Brigade Combat Team 
52514 Longstreet Shoppette/Gas  
53460 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 3 - 4th ADA Bn 
53461 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 327th Signal Bn 
53552 Physical Fitness Center  (Lee Replacement) 
53554 Whole Barracks Renewal/3d Brigade (2 of 4) Now 2d Brigade Combat Team 
53555 Whole Barracks Renewal/3d Brigade (3 of 4) Now 2d Brigade Combat Team 
54316 Company Ops  Facilities & Bn HQ/ 192d OD Bn 
54911 Child Development Center/ NTA  
55121 Digital Multipurpose Range 
56528 Resistance Training Facility/ JSOC 
57314 Urban Assault Course (Range 60) 
57316 Whole Barracks Renewal/2d Brigade (4 of 4) Now 2d Brigade Combat Team 
57317 Whole Barracks Renewal/3d Brigade (4 of 4) Now 2d Brigade Combat Team 
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57388 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / Fires Brigade 
57389 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 1-321st Field Arty Reg 
57390 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 44th Medical, Phase 2 
57391 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 3-321st Field Arty Reg  
57392 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / Fires Brigade 
57791 Engineer Assault Course 
58489 Whole Barracks Renewal/Sep Bns (5 of 5) LOSAT Now 3d Brigade Combat Team 
58491 Whole Barracks Renewal/1st Brigade Now 1st Brigade Combat Team  
58642 Davis Dental Clinic 
59354 SOF HQ Building / USASOC (Addition To E-2431) 
59464 Fire Station - Camp Mackall (UMMCA) 
59479 Company Ops/44th Medical 
59517 Rowe Training Facility, Phase 4 
59518 Rowe Training Facility, Phase 5 
59616 Whole Barracks Renewal/82d DIVARTY (3 of 3) Now 4th Brigade Combat Team 
59895 SOF Resistance Training Facility (Congressional Add) 
60272  SOF Communications Training Facility  
60272 SOF Communications Training Facility / USAJFKSWCS 
60360 Company Ops Building / B Co, 2d of the 3d SFG  
60743 SOF Consolidated HQ Facility, Ph 1 / CA & PSYOPS 
60803 Indoor Firing Range/ SOTF  
60816 SOF Ops-Intel Addition / SOTF 
60833 Special Forces Prep Training Facility/ JFKSWCS 
61063 SOF Rowe Training Facility , Ph 5 / USAJFKSWCS 
61172 Army Field Spt Brigade/AMC Elements 
61344 Chapel / 82d Sustainment Brigade (East Post) 
61539 Murchison Road Widening (Defense Access Rd) 
61874 SOF Consolidated HQ Facility, Ph 2 / CA & PSYOPS 
61895 Whole Barracks Renewal/COSCOM (Phase 3 Now 82d Sustainment Brigade 
62467 108th ADA Brigade Facilities 
62467 Ammunition Supply Point 
62801 Warehouse Replacement / DOL 
63046 Expand Shoppette (Honeycutt) 
63516 Addition / Alternation To Building R-2261 
63595 SOF Battalion Headquarters  
63686 Barracks--Addition to 3d BCT Complex  
64379 Fire Station - Control Tower Replacement / Pope 
64426 Barracks / 82 Combat Aviation Brigade 
64484 SOF Operations Support Additions / SOTF 
64508 SOF Motor Pool Addition  
64575 Expand MMD 
64579 UMMCA--GISA 
64669 SOF Ops Spt Additions, Bldg O-1900-N / SOTF  
64713 Physical Security / Pope Flight Line 
64761 Installation NBC Defense School 
64914 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 1st BCT 
64915 Vehicle Maintenance Shop/2d BCT 
64970 Non-Tactical Vehicle Motor Pool 
64971 Forward Distribution Center 
64972 CIF Expansion 
64973 Purchase Land Between Water and Wastewater Plants 
65052 SOF Medical Clinic Addition / SOTF 
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65178 Pope Airfield Runway Extension, Phase 1 
65202 Company Ops Roundout / 16th MP Bde  
65205 Company Ops Roundout / 20th Engineers  
65266 SOF Military Working Dog Facility 
65497 Company Ops / 3-4th ADA  
65539 Additional Rail Siding  
65559 Transient Barracks (D-3026) / USAJFKSWCS 
65685 SOF Support Battalions Complex / 3d SFG 
65813 Pope Airfield Runway Extension, Phase 2 
65822 SOF Training Support Center  
65830 Community Emergency Services Station / NTA 
65876 SFPC Transient Training Barracks and DFAC/ USAJFKSWCS 
66315 SOF North Operations Addition / SOTF 
66639 DODEA School Construction 
67013 Sniper Range 
67107 Vehicle Maintenance Shop / 108th ADA Brigade 
67168 Child and Youth Service Center  
67531 Combined FORSCOM/ USARC Headquarters, Phase 2 
68227 SOF CA Battalion Headuarters / 95th CA Brigade 
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APPENDIX M 

TRANSPORTATION ANALYSIS 

FORT BRAGG MILITARY INSTALLATION, NORTH CAROLINA 
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1. Introduction 
This report constitutes a transportation analysis to be developed in conjunction with the 
Environmental Assessment  (EA) of the Implementation of BRAC 05 Realignment and Army 
Modular Transformation Actions at Fort Bragg, NC.  The analysis and findings contained in this 
analysis build on previous transportation studies conducted in and around Fort Bragg and were 
used as the basis for the transportation analysis included in the EA. 

2. Existing Conditions 
An existing conditions analysis was conducted to identify the current level of service at numerous 
intersections throughout the Fort Bragg Cantonment.  Defining existing conditions is necessary in 
order to identify existing problem areas and consider them while analyzing the impact of 
implementing the preferred alternative or any of the other alternatives (including the no-action 
alternative) defined in the EA.  By definition, existing conditions are those conditions currently 
being experienced on the transportation system.   
 
As part of the 2005 Traffic Study by Arcadis, traffic counts were collected in 2003 and 2004, as 
well as information on intersection geometry and signal timing.  This information was used to 
construct a simulation model using the software platform Synchro.  This model simulates existing 
conditions experienced during the AM and PM peak hours of operation at the intersections 
included in the model.  
 
The base year for this analysis is 2006, and because the counts included in the Arcadis study were 
taken in 2003 and 2004, it was necessary to adjust them to reflect 2006 conditions that have 
developed since.  Historic past growth rates were used to adjust the 2003/2004 estimates and 
estimate 2006 conditions.  Growth rates both off and on post were used to prepare and adjusted 
2006 baseline.   

2.1. Historic Traffic Growth Rates 
 
To separate the traffic growth inside and outside the post AADT traffic counts posted on the 
NCDOT website for years 1998, 2000, 2002 and 2004 were assigned in those two categories. 

2.1.1. Inside the Post 
Table 1 show the locations inside the post where the 1998 and 2004 AADT volumes were 
reported by NCDOT. Individual growth rates for each location were estimated as well as an 
overall growth rate for the Installation which were used to adjust the 2003 and 2004 traffic 
counts.   
 
The historic average annual traffic growth rate between 1998 and 2004 was 1.2%.  There are 
facilities and periods that show higher increases (as well as lower) that reflect new projects, 
changes to the road network and their associated traffic patterns. Nevertheless, the overall 
average growth rate was applied consistently to estimate baseline conditions on post. 
 

2.1.2. Outside the Post 
Table 2 shows the locations outside the post where the 1998 and 2004 AADT volumes were 
reported by NCDOT. Individual growth rates for each location were estimated as well as an 
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overall growth rate for the Installation which were used to adjust the 2003 and 2004 traffic 
counts.  The average annual growth rate for the 1998-2004 period is 2.6%.  This growth rate is 
notably higher than what was observed on post. 
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Table 1   On-Post Traffic Counts and Annual Traffic Growth Rates 
Inside Post Location 1998 2004 1998-2004

Yadkin Rd South of Reilly 22,000 29,000 5%
Yadkin Rd North of Reilly 13,000 20,000 7%
Reilly Rd South of Yadkin 6,400 25,000 25%
Reilly Rd North of Yadkin 33,000 34,000 0%
Gruber Rd South of Butner 9,000 8,700 -1%
Gruber Rd South of Longstreet 13,000 14,000 1%
Gruber Rd South of Bastogne 25,000 22,000 -2%
Gruber Rd West of Mederet 17,000 12,000 -6%
Gruber Rd West of Reilly 28,000 22,000 -4%
Gruber Rd West of All American 23,000 22,000 -1%
Gruber Rd West of Bragg Blvd 20,000 16,000 -4%
Longstreet Rd West of Gruber 3,500 7,200 13%
Longstreet Rd West of Rhine 13,000 18,000 6%
Butner Rd East of Gruber 5,400 5,600 1%
Butner Rd West of Sunchon 12,000 13,000 1%
Butner Rd East of Reilly 13,000 14,000 1%
Butner Rd North of Letterman 18,000 15,000 -3%
Butner Rd West of 5th 18,000 15,000 -3%
Reilly Rd North of Butner 8,500 13,000 7%
Reilly Rd South of Letterman 20,000 22,000 2%
Reilly Rd South of Segwick 28,000 29,000 1%
Reilly Rd South of Zabitosky 23,000 20,000 -2%
Reilly Rd South of Honeycutt 20,000 18,000 -2%
Reilly Rd South of Bastogne 20,000 20,000 0%
Reilly Rd North of Gruber 19,000 19,000 0%
Reilly Rd South of Gruber 20,000 19,000 -1%
Honeycutt South of Longstreet 1,700 1,600 -1%
Honeycutt South of Normandy 4,600 3,700 -4%
Honeycutt South of Zabitosky 13,000 12,000 -1%
Honeycutt East of Reilly 26,000 21,000 -3%
Honeycutt West of Knox 21,000 20,000 -1%
Honeycutt West of Bragg Blvd 18,000 22,000 3%
Honeycutt East of Bragg Blvd 12,000 na na
Bragg Blvd North of Butner 41,000 53,000 4.4%
Bragg Blvd South of Butner 34,000 34,000 0%
Bragg Blvd South of Randolph 33,000 33,000 0%
Bragg Blvd North of Gruber 33,000 32,000 -1%
Bragg Blvd North of Knox 27,000 38,000 6%
Bragg Blvd South of Knox 31,000 40,000 4%
All American South of Longstreet 5,800 9,700 9%
All American South of Normandy 11,000 13,000 3%
All American South of Zabitosky 16,000 16,000 0%
All American South of Honeycutt 24,000 23,000 -1%
Knox South of Letterman 4,800 3,700 -4%
Knox South of Randolph 12,000 15,000 4%
Knox North of Irwin 4,900 8,500 10%
Knox West of Bragg Blvd 3,200 7,000 14%

Total 827,800 878,700
Corrected Total 815,800 878,700

1998-2004 CAGR 1.2%
Corrected 1998-2004 CAGR for 30% Deployment 1.6%  

Source: LBG with traffic counts from NCDOT 
 
Table 2   Off-Post Traffic Counts and Annual Traffic Growth Rates 
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CAGR
1998 2004 1998-2004

Yadkin Rd North of Santa Fe 28,000 37,000 4.8%
Santa Fe East of Yadkin Rd 19,000 22,000 2.5%
Santa Fe West of Yadkin Rd 16,000 22,000 5.5%
Amboy Dr South of Fleyow Rd 35,000 32,000 -1.5%
Amboy Dr North of Fleyow Rd 24,000 28,000 2.6%
Vass Rd East of Nursery Rd 3,000 3,300 1.6%
SR-24/87 South of Long Valley 17,000 22,000 4.4%
SR-24/87 North of Manchester 24,000 29,000 3.2%
SR-24/87 South of Manchester 26,000 31,000 3.0%
SR-24/87 South of Superior Dr 36,000 36,000 0.0%
SR-24/87 North of SR-210 32,000 33,000 0.5%
Manchester West of SR-24/87 10,000 9,700 -0.5%
Manchester East of SR-24/87 5,800 5,200 -1.8%
SR-210 North of Manchester 16,000 18,000 2.0%
SR-210 North of Langley Rd 13,000 17,000 4.6%
SR-210 South of Chapel Hill Rd 14,000 20,000 6.1%
SR-210 South of 5th St 15,000 22,000 6.6%
Spring Ave West of 210/24/87 2,700 2,600 -0.6%
Spring Ave East of 210/24/87 3,900 3,500 -1.8%
SR-210/24/87 South of Spring Ave 36,000 49,000 5.3%
Murchison Rd North of Gigi St 15,000 15,000 0.0%
Murchison Rd Sourth of Gigi St 15,000 16,000 1.1%
Murchison Rd South of Shaw Rd 23,000 23,000 0.0%
Murchison Rd North of Parmalee Dr 18,000 20,000 1.8%
Murchison Rd South of Parmalee Dr 23,000 23,000 0.0%
Parmalee Dr West of Murchison 30,000 43,000 6.2%
Parmalee Dr East of Murchison 27,000 34,000 3.9%

Total 527,400 616,300 2.6%

Out of Post Location

 
Source: LBG with traffic counts from NCDOT 
 

2.1.3. Deployment Ratio 
The historic traffic growth rates inside the post reflect the level of activity at the Installation in a 
given period of time; however, this level of activity may reflect a different population from the 
population implied by the assigned units to the post.  After 9/11 the level of activity at the post 
has increased and the associated troop deployment level has increased.  It is then deemed 
necessary to adjust the historic traffic growth rates inside the post to reflect the impact of troop 
deployment. 
 
Based on 2004 and 2005 deployment data , it is estimated that in 2004 about 30% of the troops 
were deployed while in 2005 this number was around 20%. No other data are available to refine 
this estimate.  The 30% deployment level was used to adjust the historic growth rate shown in 
Table 1, yielding a corrected average annual growth rate including deployment of 1.6%. 
 

2.1.4. Combined Growth Rate 
Considering that there is a natural interaction between what happens inside and outside the post, 
such as relatives of military and civilian personnel living off-post entering the installation to shop 
or get medical attention, among other things, it was necessary to prepare a combined historic 
growth rate that includes locations inside and outside the post. 
The locations used to estimate this combined annual growth rate were driven by additional 2006 
traffic counts collected by NCDOT as part of the Murchison Road expansion project.  The 
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resulting average annual growth rate using the 1998 and 2006 traffic counts is 2.4%, which 
represents a reasonable estimate of growth in activity that has occurred both inside and outside 
the post in the recent years.  As a result, a 2.4% annual growth rate was applied to the 2003 and 
2004 traffic counts to ultimate define 2006 (existing) conditions.  
 
 
Table 3   Combined (On and Off-Post) Traffic Counts and Annual Traffic Growth Rates 

Road Location 1998 2006
CAGR 1998-

2006
Bragg Blvd North of Butner 41,000 52,400 3.1%
Bragg Blvd South of Butner 34,000 38,300 1.5%
Butner Rd West of Bragg 18,000 22,200 2.7%
Murchison North of Honeycutt 16,000 19,300 2.4%
Murchison South of Honeycutt 15,000 15,000 0.0%
Honeycutt East of Murchison 16,000 19,800 2.7%
Honeycutt West of Murchison 12,000 12,700 0.7%
Bragg Blvd North of Murchison 52,000 57,700 1.3%
Bragg Blvd South of Murchison 41,000 51,300 2.8%
Bragg Blvd North of Spring Ave 32,000 32,400 0.2%
Bragg Blvd South of Spring Ave 36,000 52,300 4.8%
NC210 North of Spring Ave 15,000 22,100 5.0%
Spring Ave West of Bragg 2,700 4,600 6.9%
Spring Ave East of Bragg 3,900 3,600 -1.0%

Total 334,600 403,700 2.4%  
Source: LBG with traffic counts from NCDOT 
 
This growth rate was used to augment the existing 2003 and 2004 traffic counts to represent 2006 
conditions.  These grown traffic counts are then entered into the Synchro model. 
 

2.2. Levels of Service (LOS) and Model Development 
 
To evaluate how well the roads serve the travel demand in a consistent and objective manner, the 
Transportation Research Board in its Highway Capacity Manual defined the concept of level of 
service (LOS).  The LOS for signalized intersections is defined as the amount of delay that a 
vehicle experiences while waiting to cross an intersection.   
 
The Highway Capacity Manual (Transportation Research Board, 2000) defines the levels of 
service to represent reasonable ranges in control delays as described below: 
 
LOS A describes operations with low control delay, up to 10 seconds/vehicle.  This LOS occurs 
when progression is extremely favorable and most vehicles arrive during the green phase. Many 
vehicles do not stop at all. Short cycle lengths may tend to contribute to low delay values. 
 
LOS B describes operations with control delay greater than 10 and up to 20 seconds/vehicle.  
This level generally occurs with good progression, short cycle lengths, or both.  More vehicles 
stop than with LOS A, causing higher levels of delay.  Cycle failure occurs when a given green 
phase does not serve queued vehicles, and overflows occur. 
 
LOS C describes operations with control delay greater than 20 and up to 35 seconds/vehicle.  
These higher delays may result from only fair progression, longer cycle lengths, or both.  
Individual cycle failures may begin to appear at this level.  Cycle failure occurs when a given 
green phase does not serve queued vehicles, and overflows occur.  The number of vehicles 
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stopping is significant at this level, though many still pass through the intersection without 
stopping. 
 
LOS D describes operations with control delay greater than 35 and up to 55 seconds/vehicle.  At 
LOS D, the influence of congestion becomes more noticeable.  Longer delays may result from 
some combination of unfavorable progression, long cycle lengths, and high v/c ratios.  Many 
vehicles stop, and the proportion of vehicles not stopping declines.  Individual cycle failures are 
noticeable. 
 
LOS E describes operations with control delay greater than 55 and up to 80 seconds/vehicle.  
These high delay values generally indicate poor progression, long cycle lengths, and high v/c 
ratios. Individual cycle failures are frequent. 
   
LOS F describes operations with control delay in excess of 80 seconds/vehicle.  This level, 
considered unacceptable to most drivers, often occurs with over saturation, that is, when arrival 
flow rates exceed the capacity of lane groups.  It may also occur at high v/c ratios with many 
individual cycle failures.  Poor progression and long cycle lengths may also contribute 
significantly to high delay levels. 
 
For the purposes of this analysis, it is said that an intersection has experienced failure when it has 
an LOS of E or F.  At that point, a significant level of congestion has been reached and further 
increases create unsafe (frequent stops) and intolerable driving conditions. 
 
To simplify and make more consistent the implementation of the methodology proposed by the 
Transportation Research Board through its Highway Capacity Manual, the use of simulation 
models is quite common.  For this project, the software platform Synchro was used to represent 
the prevailing traffic conditions and the characteristics of the transportation system at the 
intersections, such as number of lanes per approach, striping, lane width, number of pedestrians 
crossing, signal phases and timings. 
 
Once the 2006 existing traffic volumes were estimated, they were entered into the model along 
with the geometric characteristics that define the road network.  The final elements that define the 
capacity of the transportation network are the signal splits (green, amber and red times), the 
phases (order in which the different approaches move) and offsets (time difference between the 
first phase of a “master” intersection and the first phase of another intersection nearby).  The 
simulation model, in essence, determines how well the “traffic demand” (volumes) is met by the 
“highway offer” (infrastructure capacity).  The simulation model also allows its users to test 
different scenarios of traffic demand (existing, future no-action and future action) and of highway 
offer (existing highway system, future funded highway system and future unconstrained highway 
system). 
 

2.2.1. Study Area Definition 
 
The study area for this analysis was developed based on the locations of the proposed projects 
contained in the Description of the Proposed Action and Alternatives (DOPAA). This study area 
was used to define the transportation network that was used to conduct the transportation analysis 
contained in the EA. The network shown in Figure 1 includes all the primary roads in the 
Cantonment area, as well as relevant secondary roads.  In addition, the study area definition 
includes access roads to the Cantonment outside Fort Bragg that will be affected by the proposed 
projects through increases in traffic and corresponding congestion levels.  The definition of the 
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network used in the transportation model is driven by the data collection work conducted by 
Arcadis, which was provided as a starting point for this analysis.  
 
 
Figure 1   Road Network 
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Figure 2 Intersections Studied 

 
 
During the data collection phase of the 2005 Fort Bragg Traffic Study, Arcadis collected turning 
movement traffic counts, geometric characteristics and signal timings at 82 intersections located 
throughout the Cantonment area of Fort Bragg.  These traffic counts were collected during 
August to November 2003 and October to November 2004. 
 
The level of service analysis was performed for the entire network in the study, which made it 
possible to analyze the interconnectivity between different areas of the Cantonment and its 
surrounding community through the access control points (ACPs).  When evaluating the future 
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impacts of the implementing the BRAC mandated and Transformation projects, it is necessary to 
distribute the increase in traffic in many areas of the Cantonment as vehicles move from the 
access control points to their destinations and vice versa.   
 
The results of this analysis are grouped by geographic areas, dividing Fort Bragg and Pope AFB 
into nine homogenous areas.  These same geographic areas were used to analyze other resources 
in the EA. 

2.3. Existing Levels of Service (LOS) 
 
Table 4 presents the results for the LOS analysis generated using the simulation model for the 
AM and PM peak hours.  The results shown in the table mainly indicate that the signal timings 
are not adequately reflecting the traffic volumes at the intersections.  A simple adjustment of the 
signal timings and coordination between them (offsets) would result in improved LOS to 
acceptable levels at most intersections, as was observed during the preparation of the next 
scenario (No-Action). 
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Table 4  Existing LOS Analysis 
Number Road A Road B Zone AM Peak PM Peak

1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B B
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post A B
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post D F
4 Canopy Lane Commissary South Post C D
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post B F
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post C B
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A C
10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post B B
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post B E
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C D
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post C C
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post C B
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B F
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A
18 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C F
19 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C F
20 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B A
21 Gruber Rd Motorpool 1 82nd Brigade A A
22 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A
23 Gruber Rd Motorpool 2 82nd Brigade A A
24 Gruber Rd Motorpool 3 82nd Brigade A A
25 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C B
26 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C E
27 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade D C
28 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade C B
29 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B
30 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B
31 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C F
32 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East B B
33 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C
34 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C D
35 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East B A
36 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B
37 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East B B
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons D E
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons A B
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B A
41 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post C E
42 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C D
43 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post B D
44 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A
45 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post A B
46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post D B
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post B B
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post C D
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post B B
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B A
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B C
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post C B
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post E F  

Source:  LBG 
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3. Future Conditions 
 
The objective of this transportation analysis is to quantify the impact of the implementation of the 
proposed action (BRAC and Transformation projects) on the transportation infrastructure.  The 
implementation of all BRAC projects is to be completed by the end of FY 2011.  Because of that 
milestone, FY 2011 was selected as the future horizon date for this analysis. 
 
The future transportation network should reflect the major transportation projects expected to be 
completed by 2011.  These projects, confirmed by staff of Fort Bragg, Fayetteville Area 
Metropolitan Planning Organization (FAMPO) and NCDOT, are contained in Section 3.1 of this 
report. 

3.1. Relevant Projects 

3.1.1. Installation Roadway Projects 

3.1.1.1. Bragg Boulevard Closure 
Definition.  A joint project between Fort Bragg and NCDOT has identified the section of Bragg 
Boulevard from south of Knox Street to north of Butner Road (Fort Bragg boundaries) for closure 
to civilian through traffic.  This closure will effectively close the eastern side of the cantonment 
area to non-Bragg related traffic and redirect this traffic to Murchison Road, which is being 
expanded to handle the additional traffic. 
Predicted Result.  The most notable outcome from the road closure is its associated traffic 
diversion.  Vehicle trips that normally would use Bragg Boulevard to travel between Fayetteville 
and Spring Lake (or points beyond) will be diverted from Bragg Boulevard into Murchison Road.  
Additionally, once the through trips are moved away from Bragg Boulevard, there will be spare 
traffic capacity that would divert other trips from congested routes.   
Analysis.  The analysis of the turning volumes at the intersections along Bragg Boulevard were 
used to estimate through traffic in the AM and PM peak hours (900 and 1,100 vehicles, 
respectively).   
 
The analysis of the turning volumes at the intersections along Bragg Boulevard were used to 
estimate through traffic in the AM and PM peak hours.  It was also assumed that there will be a 
redistribution of traffic from other routes into Fort Bragg to take advantage of the extra capacity 
left by the diverted traffic.  This redistribution of traffic was assumed to be equal to 20% of the 
diverted traffic, reducing the amount of traffic that was removed from Bragg Blvd. to 710 and 
890 for AM and PM peak hour, respectively.  Considering that the exact redistribution is not 
possible to determine in advance, and taking a conservative approach, traffic from the other 
intersections was not subtracted to account for the 20% of the diverted traffic assumed to move 
into Bragg Boulevard.   
 
Finally, the southbound traffic that currently turns left at the intersection of Butner Road and 
Bragg Boulevard is assumed to have made that movement at the future interchange between 
Bragg Boulevard and Murchison Road (Routes 210 and 87). 

3.1.1.2. Widen Gruber Road intersection with Zabitosky 
Predicted Result.  It is expected that this improvement will increase the intersection capacity and 
improve the LOS. 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Appendix M 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 14 

3.1.1.3. Widen Gruber Road intersection with Reilly Road 
Predicted Result.  It is expected that this improvement will increase the intersection capacity and 
improve the LOS. 

3.1.1.4. Widen and resurface Vass Road to Morrison Bridge 
Predicted Result.  It is expected that this improvement will increase the road capacity in that 
segment as well as improve the LOS at the intersections within the segment. 
 

3.1.2. Off Post Roadway Projects 

3.1.2.1. Murchison Road Expansion 
Definition.  In connection to the Bragg Boulevard closure inside Fort Bragg, NCDOT has 
approved a project that will expand Murchison Road by one lane in each direction to 
accommodate the traffic diverted from Bragg Boulevard.  An alternative to this project is the 
extension of Randolph Street in Fort Bragg to connect with Murchison Road and provide the post 
with increased connectivity to the regional road system.  As part of this project NCDOT has 
produced a set of forecasts for three different scenarios: 1) No-Action, 2) Alternative 1 where 
Bragg Blvd. is closed but Randolph Street is not extended and 3) Alternative 3 where Bragg Blvd. 
is closed and Randolph Street is extended. 
Predicted Result.  The most notable outcome from the Bragg Blvd. closure and Murchison Road 
expansion is the traffic diversion associated to these projects.  In its forecasts NCDOT does not 
assume any change in the rate of growth that the area experience.  The only change is in the 
traffic patterns. 

3.1.2.2. I-295 Outer Loop Construction 
Definition.  The I-295 Outer Loop is considered to be a four lane limited access freeway that 
would be ultimately a ring road around Fayetteville.  The construction of the I-295 Outer Loop is 
considered in two phases.  Sections of the northern phase are already under construction while 
others are in its final design stages.  This northern section extends west from I-95 to Bragg 
Boulevard.  It is schedule to be completed by 2012.  The southern section is only at a planning 
stage.  It would continue to loop around Fayetteville from Bragg Boulevard towards the west and 
south, connecting again to I-95. 
Predicted Result.  Its implementation would increase reliability and reduce access time to I-95.  
Potential changes to traffic patterns for vehicles traveling from/to the east, concentrating the 
traffic on the ring road and away from the arterials and local streets. 
 

3.1.2.3. 2004-2010 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP) 
Definition.  Projects include the construction of the Fayetteville Outer Loop (I-295) described 
above and the expansion of arterials and intersections among other activities.  Projects were 
selected based on the MPO’s Highway Plan, and Congestion Management Plan. 
Predicted Result.  The implementation of these projects would increase reliability and reduce 
travel time.  Potential changes to traffic patterns for vehicles traveling on them are limited 
although they would concentrate the traffic on the arterials and away from local streets. 
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3.1.3. Housing Projects 

3.1.3.1. Northern Training Area 
At the moment, Harnett County has commenced the review process for 6,000 lots for 
development as part of the Fort Bragg Northern Training Area Development.  Currently the 
planning department has 2,000 lots under review and 9,000 lots are being discussed with 
developers as serious candidates.  In total, more than 16,000 lots are expected to be developed in 
the entire county during the next 10 years.  This project is accounted for among other housing 
and commercial projects in the Fort Bragg surrounding area through the background 
growth rate (discussed in section 3.2.2). 
 

3.2. No Action Alternative 

3.2.1. Definition 
The no-action alternative reflects the conditions of a future scenario where no BRAC or 
Transformation projects are implemented.  There would be growth under this scenario but it 
would only reflect the continuation of historic trends already occuring at the installation. 
 
Considering that the BRAC mandated projects must be completed by 2011, this year was chosen 
as the horizon year for the analysis of the future conditions.  Under this scenario traffic was 
adjusted at a constant annual growth rate of 2.2% that reflects the historic growth observed in the 
area and the expectations from the NCDOT in the area. Again, under the no action alternative, it 
is assumed that this growth will still occur even if no action is taken (defined as background 
growth).   
 
Additionally, the impact of the closure of Bragg Boulevard to civilian through traffic is also 
considered in the analysis.  NCDOT is scheduled to add a third lane in both directions of 
Murchison Road (Routes 210 and 87) to accommodate the diverted traffic from Bragg Boulevard.  
In the analysis, it is assumed that this closure and expansion projects would only affect the traffic 
patterns, not on the growth rates (see section 3.1.1.1 for more details). 

 

3.2.2. Background Traffic Growth Rate 
As noted earlier, some degree of growth is expected even in the case where no specific BRAC or 
Transformation actions were to be implemented (known as background growth).  To account for 
this background growth and develop an appropriate growth estimate in the analysis, it is 
necessary to examine population and traffic growth forecasts prepared by government agencies 
involved in land use and transportation planning in the vicinity. 
 

3.2.2.1. Population Growth 
In addition to the expected growth within Fort Bragg, the surrounding areas are expected to 
continue growing in response to the activity in the region.  Because of that, it is necessary to 
analyze the population growth expected for seven counties in the vicinity of Fort Bragg. 
 
Table 5 shows the expected growth in the periods 2000-2010 and 2010-2020. The tri-county 
average annual growth rate for Cumberland, Harnett and Hoke counties is 2% and 1.8% for the 
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respective periods.  The growth rates for the other three counties are too low and would only 
reduce the expected growth in the area in the analysis. 
 
 
Table 5  Population Growth Rates 

County 1980-1990 1990-2000 2000-2010 2010-2020
Cumberland 1.1% 1.0% 1.8% 1.6%
Harnett 1.3% 3.0% 2.2% 2.0%
Hoke 1.2% 3.9% 3.1% 2.7%

Tri-County 1.1% 1.6% 2.0% 1.8%

County 1980-1990 1990-2000 2000-2010 2010-2020
Moore 1.6% 2.4% 1.5% 1.4%
Robeson 0.3% 1.6% 0.8% 0.9%
Lee 1.2% 1.7% 0.9% 1.1%

Tri-County 0.9% 1.9% 1.0% 1.1%

All Counties 1.0% 1.7% 1.6% 1.5%

Sources:
1) US Census, 1980, 1990, 2000 Census.
2) Fayetteville MPO (FAMPO), 2010 and 2020 population projections for Cumberland County.
3) US Census/ESC, 2010 and 2020 population projections for Harnett County.
4) Data from NC State Data Center, 2010 and 2020 population projections for Hoke, 
     Moore, Robeson and Lee counties.

CAGR

 
 

3.2.2.2. Traffic Growth 
NCDOT has prepared traffic forecasts to support the design of the Murchison Road Expansion 
project. These projections include foreseeable population and employment growth in the 
surrounding areas, including the Fort Bragg housing projects in the Northern Training Area in 
Harnett County.  These traffic projections imply an average annual growth rate between 2005 and 
2030 of 2.2%. 
 
This analysis uses the traffic growth rate, not population growth rate, in its forecasts.  This is a 
conservative estimate because traffic growth is forecast to occur at higher rates than population 
growth.  Should future growth actually occur more consistent with population projections rather 
than with traffic projections, then the results of the analysis would have to be adjusted downward 
accordingly.  

3.2.3. Future Projects Included 
 
The existing roadway network was modified for the No-Action alternative to include the 
following projects which would take place regardless of the action at Fort Bragg: 
 

• Northern Training Development – Housing, 
 

• Road improvements within Fort Bragg (widen Gruber Road intersection at Zabitosky, 
widen Gruber Road intersection at Reilly Road and widen/resurface Vass Road to 
Morrison Bridge), 
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• Closing of Bragg Blvd to civilian through trips, 
 

• Murchison Road expansion,  
 

• Randolph Street extension, and 
 

• Signal Optimization 
 

3.2.4. LOS Results 
 
The volumes estimated following the procedure described earlier were entered into the simulation 
model and the levels of service (LOS) for the no action alternative were calculated.  The results 
are shown on Table 6 for the 9 analysis areas. 
 
The results for the no-action alternative include, as described briefly in the discussion of existing 
LOS, the optimization of the signal timings as well as the coordination among signals.  This 
optimization accounts for most of the intersections improved LOS compared to the existing 
conditions. 
 

3.3. Preferred Alternative 

3.3.1. Definition 
This section describes the Army's proposed actions necessary for carrying out the BRAC 
Commission's recommendations, BRAC discretionary actions, and other AMF, IGPBS, and 
stationing actions being considered for Fort Bragg.  These projects constitute the proposed action 
of the EA and are additive to the no action alternative. 
 
On September 8, 2005, the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC 
Commission) recommended that certain realignment actions occur at Fort Bragg, North Carolina 
(NC) and Pope Air Force Base (AFB), NC. These recommendations were approved by the 
President on September 15, 2005, and forwarded to Congress. 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 Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-510), as 
amended. 
 
Other BRAC Discretionary, Army Modular Force (AMF), and stationing actions, such as those 
related to the establishment of an Army Modular Force (AMF), the growth of Special Army 
Forces, and an increase in mission that will occur between FY 2006 and FY 2011 are also 
included in this alternative. 
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Table 6  No-Action LOS 
Number Road A Road B Zone AM Peak PM Peak

1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B C
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post B B
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post C E
4 Canopy Lane Commissary South Post B C
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post B B
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A

10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post C B
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post A C
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post B B
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B C
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B E
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A
18 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C F
19 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C
20 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B
21 Gruber Rd Motorpool 1 82nd Brigade A A
22 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A
23 Gruber Rd Motorpool 2 82nd Brigade A A
24 Gruber Rd Motorpool 3 82nd Brigade A A
25 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade B C
26 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C C
27 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade B C
28 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade B B
29 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B
30 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B
31 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C
32 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East C C
33 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C
34 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C
35 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East C B
36 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B
37 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East C B
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C C
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B B
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B A
41 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B C
42 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C
43 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post C C
44 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A
45 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post B C
46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B C
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B B
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post C C
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B B
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post C C
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post C C  

Source:  LBG 
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Table 7  LOS Comparison Existing vs. Future No-Build (No-Action) 

Existing No Build Existing No Build
1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B B B C
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post A B B B
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post D C F E
4 Canopy Lane Commissary South Post C B D C
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post B B F B
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C C C
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B B B
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post C B B B
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A C A
10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post B C B B
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post B A E C
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C D C
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A A A
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post C B C B
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post C B B C
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B B F E
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A A A
18 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C C F F
19 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C F C
20 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B A B
21 Gruber Rd Motorpool 1 82nd Brigade A A A A
22 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A A A
23 Gruber Rd Motorpool 2 82nd Brigade A A A A
24 Gruber Rd Motorpool 3 82nd Brigade A A A A
25 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C B B C
26 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C C E C
27 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade D B C C
28 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade C B B B
29 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B B B
30 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B B B
31 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C F C
32 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East B C B C
33 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C C C
34 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C D C
35 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East B C A B
36 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B B B
37 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East B C B B
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons D C E C
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons A B B B
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B B A A
41 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post C B E C
42 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C D C
43 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post B C D C
44 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A A A
45 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post A B B C
46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post D B B C
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B B B
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post B C B C
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post C B D B
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post B C B C
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B A B
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A A A
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B B C B
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post C C B C
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A A A
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post E C F C

AM Peak PM PeakNumber Road A Road B Zone

 
Source:  LBG 
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The following is a list of all the projects that integrate the preferred alternative.  They are 
organized by Army initiating action (BRAC, AMF, etc.). 
 
BRAC Actions 

• Activate 4th Brigade Combat Team 
Construct, operate, and maintain: 

- Barracks and Company operations facilities (Project Number [PN] 64446) 

- Vehicle maintenance facilities (PN 64329) 

- Expand Robinson clinic due to increases in personnel (PN 58708) 

• Relocate the HQ of the US Army Forces Command (FORSCOM) and HQ US Army 
Reserve Command (USARC) from Fort McPherson, GA to Pope AFB, NC.   
Construct, operate, and maintain: 

- A combined FORSCOM and USARC HQ facility on a 33-acre site (PN 64305) 

- A new blood donor center (PN 4176) 

- Twelve (12) new general officers quarters (PN 66655) 

• Relocate all mobilization-processing functions from Fort Eustis and Fort Lee, 
Virginia, and Fort Jackson, South Carolina to create a Joint Pre-Deployment 
Mobilization Site at Fort Bragg, NC 
Construct, operate, and maintain a new Joint Mobilization and Pre-Deployment facility in 
the Old Division area (PN 57836, 60828, and 64326). 
 

• Disestablish the 43rd Medical Group and establish a medical squadron at Fort 
Bragg 
Construct, operate, and maintain a new Consolidated Troop Clinic to support increased 
population (PN 64244). 
 

BRAC-Related Support Projects 
- Contingency warehouse (PN 64968) 

- Surface distribution center (PN 64969) 

- 82nd Airborne Division chapel (PN 61035) 

- Ball field complex (PN 64974) 

BRAC Discretionary Actions 
 
A.  Relocate Atlanta Field Office (WONTAA) from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC;  
B.  Relocate 10 HHC Press Camp HQ (WFUJAA) from Fort Gillem, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
C.  Relocate 44 Det Military History (WGN8AA) from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
D.  Relocate 416 HHC, ENGR Command (WNEXX2) from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope, 
NC; 
E.  Relocate HQ USA FORSCOM (W3YBB3) from Red River Depot to Bragg/Pope, NC; 
F.  Relocate TM HQ USA RC SPT TM (W49Q1R) from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope; 
G.  Relocate NICP LAR ARCENT (W4MMC9) from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope; 
H.  Relocate FSC AMC CONUS (W4MMD7) from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope 
I.  Relocate LOGCAP PM Alexandria from Fort McPherson, GA to Bragg/Pope. 
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IGBPS Action  

• Relocate European-based forces to Fort Bragg, NC 

Renovate existing facilities to accommodate relocation of 20 dog handlers. 
 

AMF Actions 
• Transformation of Three Brigades to Three Modular Force BCTs 

1st, 2nd, and 3rd BCT complexes (PN 64340, 64447, and 64342) 
• Special Operations Forces/Special Operations Command 

Special Operations Command (USASOC) Physical Fitness Facility (PN 33802) 
USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool (PN 61891) 
Special Operations Forces (SOF) Indoor Baffle Range (PN 63437) 
SOF Operational Northwest Addition (PN 64479) 
SOF Operational Northeast Addition (PN 64483) 
Special Forces Qualification Barracks (PN 65558) 
Security Operations Training Facility (SOTF) Frwrd Aircraft Refueling Point (SF000-5P) 

• Training Facilities  

Battle Command Training Center (BCTC) (PN 20347) 
 

Other Transformation Projects 
UEx/82nd Airborne Division Headquarters (PN 44968) 
Child Care Center (PN 54912) 
Company Operations, Fires Brigade (PN 65204) 

3.3.2. Trip Generation 
 
Estimates of the trips generated were prepared using the procedure established by the Institute of 
Transportation Engineers (ITE) in its Trip Generation Handbook (2nd Edition) and its associated 
Trip Generation rates (7th Edition). Based on a survey of developments with different land uses, 
the trips generated in each of them were associated to an independent variable (square footage 
and number of students/residents/employees) and time period of analysis (AM and PM peak on 
weekdays; Peak hour in Saturday and Sunday) through a regression analysis. 
 
Using the trip generation procedure outlined by the ITE, the trips generated by each of the 
projects were estimated. These trips are presented in Table 8, organized by the general areas 
identified for analysis. These trips reflect the net increase in activity as the result of the 
implementation of each project and it considers the impact of internal capture (trips from the 
barracks to the cafeteria located in the premises), demolition of existing buildings used for the 
same purposes (trips which were already accounted for in the traffic counts), and the trips made 
using the existing shuttle service. The table shows that the projects that would have the greatest 
potential impact on neighboring transportation infrastructure are the FORSCOM/USARC HQ 
Phase I, the Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex Ph I, and the USASOC Headquarters 
Complex/Motor Pool. The FORSCOM/USARC HQ Phase I would receive 857 trips in the AM 
peak and generate 773 trips in the PM peak, the Joint Mobilization Pre-Deployment Complex Ph 
I would receive 495 trips in the AM peak and generate 447 trips in the PM peak while the 
USASOC Headquarters Complex/Motor Pool would receive 151 trips in the AM peak and 
generate 130 trips in the PM peak. 
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Table 8  Trips Generated by each Additional Project, by Peak Hour and Direction of Flow 
AM Peak Hour PM Peak Hour No. Group Project Description 

In Out Total In Out Total 
44968 82nd Air Uex/82nd Division Headquarters 74 9 83 12 68 80 

58708 82nd Air Robinson Clinic Addition 52 52 104 86 86 172 

60828 82nd Air Operational Readiness Training Complex 85 34 119 36 83 119 

61035 82nd Air Chapel  82nd Division (600 people) 0 0 0 0 0 0 

64326 82nd Air Joint Mob. PreDeployment Complex PhI 495 180 675 217 447 664 

64329 82nd Air Vehicle Maintenance Facility 4th BCT 110 51 161 99 84 183 

64340 82nd Air 1BCT Complex 0 0 0 0 0 0 
64342 82nd Air 3BCT Complex 50 9 59 14 46 60 
64446 82nd Air 4th BCT Roundout 118 24 142 24 110 134 
64447 82nd Air 2BCT Complex 21 14 35 10 22 32 
65204 82nd Air Fires BDE 4 COF Sites 81 11 92 16 72 88 
65558 82nd Air Special Forces Qualification Barracks 27 18 45 14 28 42 
20347 Bragg E Battle Command Training Center BCTC 46 6 52 7 42 49 

64305 Bragg E FORSCOM Mail Screening Facility 10 1 11 2 9 11 

64968 Bragg E Contingency Warehouse 90 21 111 132 95 227 
64969 Bragg E Surface Distribution Center 0 0 0 0 0 0 
54912 Main P Child Care Center  49 40 89 27 33 60 

64244 Main P Clinic Replacement/Pope 49 49 98 81 81 162 

64305A Main P FORSCOM/USARC HQ Phase I  857 118 975 167 773 940 

64305B Main P FORSCOM Cable Yard storage 34 7 41 32 11 43 

64305C Main P FORSCOM DMWR Warehouse 5 1 6 5 2 7 

64305 Main P FORSCOM Knox Street Extension 0 0 0 0 0 0 

64305D Main P FORSCOM/USARC DOIM Facility 38 5 43 6 35 41 

64974 Main P Ballfields (three soccer/football fields) 2 2 4 18 41 59 
66655 Main P Gen Officer Quarters 2 6 8 4 7 11 
41176 Main P Blood Donor Center 17 2 19 3 16 19 
57836 NW Post Central Load-out Area Control Center  0 0 0 0 0 0 

55121 Range Digital Multi-Purpose Range Complex 0 0 0 0 0 0 

33802 S Post USASOC Physical Fitness Facility 0 0 0 0 0 0 

61891 S Post USASOC HQ Complex/Motor Pool 151 52 203 77 130 207 

63437 S Post Special Operations Forces Indoor Range 51 18 69 25 34 59 

64479 SOPs SOTF Operational Northwest Addition 72 9 81 12 66 78 
64483 SOPs SOTF Operational Northeast Addition 92 11 103 15 85 100 

SF0000
7-5P SOPs 

SOTF Forward Aircraft Refueling Point 
FARP 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Source:  LBG 
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3.3.3. Trip Distribution 
 
Before adding the traffic volumes generated by the new projects, it is necessary to distribute them 
through the transportation network. The first step in the distribution process is to determine the 
directions where the traffic is coming from and going to as they enter or leave the project. This 
step was performed considering the findings from the Origin-Destination survey described next.  
The results indicate that most of the traffic entering and leaving the post (more than 70 percent) is 
going in the general direction of Fayetteville. The second step is to distribute the traffic as it flows 
through the different intersections according to the peak hour turning movements observed in 
each intersection. 
 
OD Survey and Origin-Destination Flows 
 
In October and November of 2004 a traffic consultant, Arcadis, conducted an Origin-
Destination analysis of trips that cross the Access Control Points (ACPs) at Fort Bragg.  
The survey captured around 10% of the traffic entering or exiting the Post, making it fairly 
representative of the flows that occur between Fort Bragg and the surrounding area.  To 
analyze the results, Fort Bragg and the surrounding areas were divided into 59 traffic 
analysis zones (TAZ). The results from this study confirmed what people already knew: 
most of the flows occur between Fort Bragg and the cities of Fayetteville and Spring Lake 
(see  
Table 9).  If the results are further summarized into general directions with respect to the 
Cantonment, the southeast direction generates 72% of the inbound trips and captures 74% of the 
outbound trips (see Table 10).  
 
 
Table 9 Distribution of Trips that Enter or Leave the Post by Traffic Analysis Zone. 

Traffic Analysis Zone Origin of Inbound 
Trips 

Destination of 
Outbound Trips 

Spring Lake 11% 7% 
Fayetteville 62% 62% 
Cumberland 4% 4% 
Other Cumberland 5% 4% 
Raeford 4% 3% 
Northern NC 4% 4% 
Simmons AFB 2% 5% 
Other 8% 10% 

Total 100% 100% 
Source:  LBG 
 
 
Table 10  Distribution of Inbound and Outbound Trips by Direction. 

Directions Inbound  Outbound  
Northeast 17% 12% 
Southeast 72% 74% 
Southwest 9% 9% 
East 3% 5% 

Total 100% 100% 
Source:  LBG 
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During this Origin-Destination study, classified traffic counts were also collected.  The 
conclusions reached from these traffic counts were that 88% of the traffic is composed of autos, 
followed by 10% trucks (duals and TTST - truck tractor and semi-trailer) and 2% commercial 
vehicles and buses. Other findings include the trip purpose distribution with 46% of the trips were 
trips from home based work (HBW- home to work), 39% non-home based (NHB) and 15% home 
based other (HBO). The average vehicle occupancy was 1.29 people per vehicle. 
 
Distribution 
 
Once the direction where the trips enter and leave the development was determined, the next step 
was to distribute the traffic as it flows through the different intersections according to the peak 
hour turning movements observed in each intersection.  For this distribution, it is assumed that 
general direction that the trips would follow to access major arterials. 
 
Special consideration was given to FORSCOM.  Given the size of this project, it will produce a 
substantial number of additional trips.  For that reason it is necessary to consider during the 
analysis that its exits would be located away from the principal arterials in an effort to decrease 
its impact (using Scott Street for example).  The traffic generated would then use internal 
circulation to access the principal arterials such as Randolph Street and Knox Street.  As a result 
of this internal circulation, it is expected that a significant amount of traffic would use the 
intersection of Randolph Street and Sixth Street instead of Randolph Street and Knox Street 
among other streets. 
 

3.3.4. LOS Results 
 
The resulting volumes under this scenario are the sum of the background traffic (existing volumes 
plus historic growth) calculated in the analysis of the No-Action Alternative plus the above traffic 
volumes that result from the implementation of the preferred alternative.  
 
The results from this analysis are presented next in Table 11 and Table 12.  As noted in the 
existing and No-Action analysis, an intersection will be considered to have failed if the 
intersection LOS is E or worse.   
 
In general the LOS does not change substantially compared to the results from the No-Action 
alternative.  However, the level of congestion will increase, leaving more and more intersections 
closer to their capacity.  Consequently, additional future projects would cause a greater impact 
than otherwise expected. 
 
The most intense changes are listed below: 
 

• Ardennes Road at Zabitosky Road (LOS F - worsen from LOS E in the No Action 

Alternative). 

• Knox Street at Randolph Street (LOS D in the PM peak – worsen from LOS C in the No 

Action Alternative). 

• Reilly Street at Yadkin Road (LOS E in the PM peak hour – same as in the No Action 

Alternative), 
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• Zabitosky Road at Bastogne Drive (LOS D in the PM peak hour – same as in the No 

Action Alternative), 

• and Canopy Lane at Commissary Entrance (LOS C in the AM and PM peak hours – 

compared to LOS B in the AM and PM peak hours in the No Action Alternative), 

• Bragg Boulevard at Randolph Street (LOS C in the PM peak – worsen from LOS B in the 

No Action Alternative). 
 

3.4. Simmons AAF Alternative 

3.4.1. Definition 
The Simmons AAF Alternative considers the location of FORSCOM at the Simmons AFB, 
southeast of the intersection of Bragg Boulevard and Honeycutt Road.  The rest of the projects 
listed in the Preferred Alternative would remain in the same locations. 

3.4.2. LOS Results 
 
To estimate the impact of locating FORSCOM at Simmons AFB, a new traffic distribution was 
conducted for the trips generated by this facility.  This traffic was added to the traffic generated 
by the other projects listed in the Preferred Alternative, which in turn were added to the 
background traffic.  This generates the traffic for this alternative.  Once the traffic was entered 
into the simulation model, the LOS could be estimated. 
 
Table 13 and Table 14 present the results for this scenario.  The most notable findings when 
comparing the LOS from this alternative against the Preferred Alternative are the following: 
 

• Honeycutt Road at Route 10 (LOS D in the PM peak hour – worsen from LOS C in the 

Preferred Alternative), 

• Honeycutt Road at Parham Boulevard (LOS C in the PM peak hour – worsen from LOS 

B in the Preferred Alternative), 

• Randolph Street at Knox Street (LOS C in the PM peak hour – improvement from LOS D 

in the Preferred Alternative), and 

• Randolph Street at Souter Place (LOS B in the AM and PM peak hours – improvement 

from LOS C in the Preferred Alternative). 
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Table 11  Preferred Alternative LOS 
Number Road A Road B Zone AM Peak PM Peak

1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B C
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post B B
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post C E
4 Canopy Lane Commissary South Post B C
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post C C
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A

10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post C B
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post A C
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post B B
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B C
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B E
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A
18 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C F
19 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C
20 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B
21 Gruber Rd Motorpool 1 82nd Brigade A A
22 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A
23 Gruber Rd Motorpool 2 82nd Brigade A A
24 Gruber Rd Motorpool 3 82nd Brigade A A
25 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade B C
26 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C C
27 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade B C
28 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade B B
29 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B
30 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B
31 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C
32 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East C C
33 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C
34 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C
35 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East C C
36 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B
37 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East C B
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C C
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B B
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B A
41 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B C
42 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C
43 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post C C
44 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A
45 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post B C
46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B C
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B B
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post C D
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B B
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post C C
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post C C  

Source:  LBG 
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Table 12  LOS Comparison Preferred Alternative (Build) vs. No-Action (No Build) 

Build No Build Build No Build
1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B B C C
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post B B B B
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post C C E E
4 Canopy Lane Commissary South Post B B C C
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post C B C B
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C C C
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B B B
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B B B
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A A A
10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post C C B B
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post A A C C
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C C C
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A A A
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post B B B B
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B B C C
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B B E E
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A A A
18 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C C F F
19 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C C C
20 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B B B
21 Gruber Rd Motorpool 1 82nd Brigade A A A A
22 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A A A
23 Gruber Rd Motorpool 2 82nd Brigade A A A A
24 Gruber Rd Motorpool 3 82nd Brigade A A A A
25 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade B B C C
26 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C C C C
27 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade B B C C
28 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade B B B B
29 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B B B
30 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B B B
31 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C C C
32 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East C C C C
33 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C C C
34 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C C C
35 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East C C C B
36 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B B B
37 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East C C B B
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C C C C
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B B B B
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B B A A
41 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B B C C
42 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C
43 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C
44 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A A A
45 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post B B C C
46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B B C C
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B B B
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C C C
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B B B B
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post C C D C
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B B B
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A A A
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B B B B
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post C C C C
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A A A
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post C C C C

AM Peak PM PeakNumber Road A Road B Zone

 
Source:  LBG 
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Table 13  Simmons Alternative LOS 
Number Road A Road B Zone AM Peak PM Peak

1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B C
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post B B
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post C E
4 Canopy Lane Commissary South Post B C
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post C C
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A

10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post C B
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post A C
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post B B
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B C
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B E
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A
18 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C F
19 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C
20 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B
21 Gruber Rd Motorpool 1 82nd Brigade A A
22 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A
23 Gruber Rd Motorpool 2 82nd Brigade A A
24 Gruber Rd Motorpool 3 82nd Brigade A A
25 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade B C
26 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C C
27 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade B C
28 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade B B
29 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B
30 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B
31 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C
32 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East C C
33 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C
34 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C
35 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East C C
36 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B
37 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East C B
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C D
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B C
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B A
41 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B C
42 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C
43 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post C C
44 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A
45 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post B C
46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B C
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B B
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post C C
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B B
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post B B
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post C C  

Source:  LBG 
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Table 14  LOS Comparison Simmons Alternative vs. Preferred Alternative (Build) 

Simmons Build Simmons Build
1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B B C C
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post B B B B
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post C C E E
4 Canopy Lane Commissary South Post B B C C
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post C C C C
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C C C
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B B B
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B B B
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A A A
10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post C C B B
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post A A C C
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C C C
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A A A
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post B B B B
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B B C C
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B B E E
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A A A
18 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C C F F
19 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C C C
20 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B B B
21 Gruber Rd Motorpool 1 82nd Brigade A A A A
22 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A A A
23 Gruber Rd Motorpool 2 82nd Brigade A A A A
24 Gruber Rd Motorpool 3 82nd Brigade A A A A
25 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade B B C C
26 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade C C C C
27 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade B B C C
28 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade B B B B
29 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B B B
30 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B B B
31 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C C C
32 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East C C C C
33 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C C C
34 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C C C
35 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East C C C C
36 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B B B
37 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East C C B B
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C C D C
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B B C B
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B B A A
41 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B B C C
42 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C
43 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C
44 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A A A
45 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post B B C C
46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B B C C
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post B B B B
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C C C
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B B B B
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post C C C D
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B B B
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A A A
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B B B B
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post B C B C
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A A A
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post C C C C

AM Peak PM PeakNumber Road A Road B Zone

 
Source:  LBG 
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3.5. Pope AFB Alternative 

3.5.1. Definition 
The Pope AFB Alternative considers the location of FORSCOM at the Pope AFB, north of Fort 
Bragg.  The rest of the projects listed in the Preferred Alternative would remain in the same 
locations. 

3.5.2. LOS Results 
To estimate the impact of locating FORSCOM at Pope AFB, a new traffic distribution was 
conducted for the trips generated by this facility.  This traffic was added to the traffic generated 
by the other projects listed in the Preferred Alternative, which in turn were added to the 
background traffic.  This procedure generated the traffic for this alternative, and once the traffic 
was entered into the simulation model, the LOS could be estimated. 
 
Table 15 and Table 16 present the results for this scenario.  The most notable findings when 
comparing the LOS from this alternative against the Preferred Alternative are the following: 
 

• Butner Road at Reilly Street (LOS D in the AM peak hour – worsen from LOS C in the 

Preferred Alternative),  

• Butner Road at Armistead Street (LOS D in the AM peak hour – worsen from LOS B in 

the Preferred Alternative, and LOS F in the PM peak hour – worsen from LOS B in the 

Preferred Alternative),  

• Bragg Boulevard at Butner Road (LOS D in the AM peak hour – worsen from LOS C in 

the Preferred Alternative) and, 

• Randolph Street and Knox Street (LOS C in the PM peak hour – improvement from LOS 

D in the Preferred Alternative), and 

• Randolph Street at Souter Place (LOS B in the AM and PM peak hours – improvement 

from LOS C in the Preferred Alternative). 
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Table 15  Pope Alternative LOS 
Number Road A Road B Zone AM Peak PM Peak

1 Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B C
2 Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post B B
3 Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post C E
4 Canopy Lane Commissary South Post B C
5 Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post C C
6 Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C
7 Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B
8 Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B
9 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A

10 Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post C B
11 Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post A C
12 Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C
13 NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A
14 Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post B B
15 Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B C
16 Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B E
17 Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A
18 Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C F
19 Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C
20 Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B
21 Gruber Rd Motorpool 1 82nd Brigade A A
22 Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A
23 Gruber Rd Motorpool 2 82nd Brigade A A
24 Gruber Rd Motorpool 3 82nd Brigade A A
25 Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade B C
26 Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade D C
27 Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade B C
28 Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade B B
29 Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B
30 Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B
31 Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C
32 Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East C C
33 Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C
34 Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C
35 Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East C C
36 Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B
37 Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East C B
38 Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C C
39 Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B B
40 Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B A
41 Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B C
42 All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C
43 Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post C C
44 Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A
45 Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post B C
46 Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B C
47 Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post D F
48 Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C
49 Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B B
50 Randolph St Knox St Main Post C C
51 Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B
52 Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A
53 Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B B
54 Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post B B
55 Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A
56 Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post D C  

Source:  LBG 
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Table 16  LOS Comparison Pope Alternative vs. Preferred Alternative (Build) 

Pope Build Pope Build
Yadkin Rd Canopy Lane South Post B B C C
Yadkin Rd Desert Storm Dr South Post B B B B
Reilly St Yadkin Rd South Post C C E E
Canopy Lane Commissary South Post B B C C
Reilly St Canopy Lane South Post C C C C
Reilly St Gruber Rd South Post C C C C
Gruber Rd Essayons St South Post B B B B
Gruber Rd 6th St South Post B B B B
Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post A A A A
Gruber Rd All American Fwy South Post C C B B
Ardennes Rd Reilly St South Post A A C C
Reilly St Bastogne Dr South Post C C C C
NCC Club Reilly St South Post A A A A
Honeycutt Rd Reilly St South Post B B B B
Zabitosky Honeycutt Rd South Post B B C C
Zabitosky Bastogne Dr South Post B B E E
Zabitosky Entrance South Post A A A A
Zabitosky Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade C C F F
Zabitosky Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade C C C C
Gruber Rd Yadkin Rd 82nd Brigade B B B B
Gruber Rd Motorpool 1 82nd Brigade A A A A
Gruber Rd All American Way 82nd Brigade A A A A
Gruber Rd Motorpool 2 82nd Brigade A A A A
Gruber Rd Motorpool 3 82nd Brigade A A A A
Longstreet Rd Gruber Rd 82nd Brigade B B C C
Reilly St Butner Rd 82nd Brigade D C C C
Longstreet Rd Reilly St 82nd Brigade B B C C
Longstreet Rd All American Fwy 82nd Brigade B B B B
Longstreet Rd Waal/Keerans 82nd Brigade B B B B
Longstreet Rd Ardennes Rd 82nd Brigade B B B B
Bragg Blvd Knox St Bragg East C C C C
Gruber Rd Knox St Bragg East C C C C
Bragg Blvd Gruber Rd Bragg East C C C C
Honeycutt Rd Bragg Blvd Bragg East C C C C
Bragg Blvd Randolph St Bragg East C C C C
Honeycutt Rd Logistics St Bragg East B B B B
Gruber Rd Blackjack St Bragg East C C B B
Honeycutt Rd Route 10 Simmons C C C C
Honeycutt Rd Parham Blvd Simmons B B B B
Parham Blvd Huey Loop Simmons B B A A
Zabitosky All American Fwy Main Post B B C C
All American Fwy Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C
Reilly St Normandy Dr Main Post C C C C
Reilly St S Dupont Pl Main Post A A A A
Reilly St Hospital Entrance Main Post B B C C
Reilly St Macomb St Main Post B B C C
Butner Rd Armistead St Main Post D B F B
Macomb St Armistead St Main Post C C C C
Honeycutt Rd Knox St Main Post B B B B
Randolph St Knox St Main Post C C C D
Knox St Woodruff Main Post B B B B
Butner Rd Letterman St Main Post A A A A
Butner Rd Souter Pl Main Post B B B B
Randolph St Souter Pl Main Post B C B C
Bragg Blvd Route 210 Main Post A A A A
Bragg Blvd Butner Rd Main Post D C C C

AM Peak PM PeakRoad A Road B Zone

 
Source:  LBG 
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4. Cumulative Effects 
 
There are two types of cumulative impacts: On-post and Off-post. They are related to upgrades of 
existing facilities and construction of new buildings, which cause increases in traffic on existing 
roads that could require new or upgrades to the roads. 
 
There is also the impact of urban encroachment on the post, where the traffic increases could 
cause the local and/or regional transportation network to exceed its capacity. 
 
Some of the projects that have indirect or cumulative effects are listed next.  A few of these 
projects were already analyzed as part of the no-action alternative, since they are scheduled to 
happen regardless of whether the action is implemented or not. Furthermore, it is useful to 
quantify their impacts along with the alternatives to estimate the cumulative impacts at the same 
time. 
 
Projects with Indirect Effects 
Definition of Indirect Effects: Refer to those that are caused by the action and are later in time or 
farther removed in distance, but are still foreseeable.  The following effects are a result of the 
implementation of the action, which creates additional need for housing and services that in turn 
increase the number of trips and associated congestion increases. 
 

• Private Housing serving Fort Bragg Personnel 
• Increased Economic Activity 

 
Projects with Cumulative Effects 
Definition of Cumulative Effects: Refer to impacts on the environment that result from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions.  The projects under this category are: 
 

• Northern Training Development – Housing  
o Included in the no-action alternative (accounted for among other projects in the 

background growth rate) and other alternatives. 
 

• Three Fort Bragg road improvements (Widen Gruber Road intersection at Zabitosky, 
widen Gruber Road intersection at Reilly Road and widen/resurface Vass Road to 
Morrison Bridge)  

o Included in the no-action alternative and other alternatives. Increase in number of 
approach lanes. 

 
• Close of Bragg Blvd to civilian through trips.  

o Included in the no-action alternativeand other alternatives. Reassignment of 
through trips to Murchison Road. 

 
• Murchison Road Expansion.  

o Included in the no-action alternativeand other alternatives.  It takes the diverted 
traffic from Bragg Boulevard. 

o Preliminary design of intersections and/or potential interchange ramps is not 
complete yet.  However, the design needs to include traffic increase due to the 
implementation of the action (and cumulative effects) and the placement of the 
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ACPs to Fort Bragg.  Need to check queuing at ACPs, intersections and highway 
ramps. 

 
• Randolph Street Expansion.  

o Included in the no-action alternativeand other alternatives.  Trips patterns were 
modified to include the additional access and ACP to Fort Bragg along Randolph 
Street. 

 
• Opening of the Manchester Road ACP to Pope AFB. 

o Reduce traffic on Butner Road, its ACP, and intersections south of Manchester 
Road.  No change to intersections north of Manchester Road.  Expected 
improved LOS (delay reduction) at intersections on Butner Road and roads 
feeding traffic to this arterial. 

 
• Projects from the 2004-2010 Metropolitan Transportation Improvement Program (MTIP). 

Includes the construction of the Fayetteville Outer Loop (I-295). 
o Increased reliability and reduced access time to I-95. 
o Potential changes to traffic patterns for vehicles traveling from the east, 

concentrating the traffic on the ring road and away from the arterials. 
 

• Widen I-95 from county line to county line, total 12 lanes (FAMPO Highway Plan). 
o Increased reliability and reduced access time to Fort Bragg from points north and 

south along I-95.  No specific timeline defined. 
 
The Metropolitan Area 
 
The Fayetteville Metropolitan area has been growing at an average annual rate of 2% in the last 
10 years.  The main employer is Fort Bragg/Pope AFB, with over 52,000 military and civilian 
employees. Additionally, considering their dependents, reserve personnel and retirees, this figure 
grows to about 195,000 people.  Considering the total population in the three counties in 2000 
was 428,000, Fort Bragg and their associated population represents 45% of the total three-county 
area. 
 
Transportation Network 
 
Fayetteville is connected to the rest of the region through Interstate 95, several federal routes such 
as US-13, US 301 and US-401, and state routes including SR-24, SR-59, SR-87 and SR-210.   
 
Fort Bragg is connected to the regional highway network through several highways.  The SR-
24/87 connects Fort Bragg to I-95.  Another alternative is SR-87, which connects Fort Bragg to 
US-1.  A new project, the I-295 Ring Road, will connect Fort Bragg to I-95 through a limited 
access highway that will improve the reliability and travel time of the connection. 
 
Fayetteville’s road network operates through a series of radial arterial roads traveling outward 
from its downtown area and cross-town roads that connect the radial roads. The most significant 
radial arterials in the northwest quadrant of Fayetteville are Raeford Road, Morganton Road, 
Bragg Boulevard (SR-24/87), Murchison Road (SR-210) and Ramsey Street.  In the northwest 
quadrant, the cross-town arterials are Skibo Road, All American Freeway/Owen Drive and to a 
lesser degree, Shaw Road. 
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Overall Impacts 
 
Fort Bragg and the greater Fayetteville region have undergone substantial changes and are poised 
to experience an increasingly expansive landscape due to natural (background) growth as well as 
growth that would occur from implementing the proposed action in the EA.  Multiple, previous 
studies were used as baseline inputs into this analysis; nevertheless, it is noteworthy to underscore 
that assumptions and adjustment factors had to be applied to these baseline conditions to develop 
an adjusted baseline for this analysis.  The simulation modeling that was used to estimate the 
impacts of the existing conditions, no action alternative and the preferred and other alternatives 
contained several inherent assumptions about future transportation improvements in and around 
Fort Bragg.   
 
The implementation of the action and cumulative projects will likely increase the congestion level 
at the post and outside the post.  Within the post the analysis shows that even though the impact is 
not significant, the congestion has increased to a point closer to the road network’s capacity.  For 
that reason, it is recommended that a systematic approach be implemented in the future planning 
efforts of the transportation and other aspects of the post. 
 
Nevertheless, a single, comprehensive source of documentation of Fort Bragg’s planned 
transportation improvement was not available for this study.  A document, such as a 
comprehensive thoroughfare plan, would contain an accurate description of the existing 
transportation landscape as well as identifiable projects and programs that could be used to 
minimize any undesired effects that may result from future conditions.  As Fort Bragg moves 
forward in a protracted era of growth, it would be well-served by preparing a thoroughfare plan, 
which would provide options and priorities for future transportation improvements. 
 
A post-wide thoroughfare plan would identify those arterials that need to be improved through 
capacity expansion or through better connections with other arterials.  For instance, Knox Street 
and Butner Road need a better connection to improve the circulation in the cantonment area.  At 
the same time, as the final design stage of major projects approaches, it would be useful to 
consider the thoroughfare plan and to require a traffic impact study to identify potential impacts 
in the nearby intersections and arterials and allocate funding to conduct projects that reduce the 
expected impacts according to an overall, long-range transportation plan for the installation. 
 
Outside the post, the impacts of the action will also be felt.  The additional troops will increase 
the level of activity at Fort Bragg.  This activity, for example, would include increased commuter 
trips to new housing outside the post and shopping trips coming into the post as well as going to 
the many shopping areas outside the post. 
 
The most notable projects that would have cumulative impacts and are closest to Fort Bragg were 
already studied in the no-action alternativeand carried forward in the analysis of the alternatives.  
These projects were mentioned in the list provided.  For the Murchison Road expansion, there is 
no preliminary or final design.  It is for that reason that no comment was made on specific 
designs.  However, there are impacts that could occur and for which suggestions are made.  These 
are listed next: 
 
Specific Impacts 
 
Murchison Road Widening Project 
 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Appendix M 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 36 

At the moment, the plans for the Murchison Road preliminary design are not final.  There are two 
design concepts that have been proposed: a highway design with grade separation and the current 
design with intersections at grade (increasing the number of through lanes). 
 
The potential impacts of the forecasted traffic volumes on both of these design concepts were 
analyzed. 
 
Grade Separation.  Assuming a one lane off- and on-ramp that would connect to an intersection 
on either side of the highway, it was estimated that the ramps would operate at LOS B or C and 
their associated intersections (signalized and unsignalized) would operate at LOS A, B or C.  At 
the intersection of Murchison Road and Honeycutt, the southbound off-ramp would require a 
storage lane of 250 feet. 
 
At-Grade Intersections.  Assuming that the current intersections remain the same with the 
addition of an extra lane in each direction along Murchison Road and the same forecasted traffic, 
it was estimated that the intersections would operate at LOS B or C. 
 
Access Control Points (ACP).  The critical time at the access points is the AM peak hour when 
traffic entering the post is heaviest.  Considering that the gate security need to inspect the vehicles 
before entering, this would be the critical direction.  The traffic forecast prepared for the 
Preferred Alternative (including the Randolph Street extension project) shows that the highest 
volume entering Fort Bragg at any of the three Murchison Road ACPs in the AM peak hour is 
350 vehicles.  To process these vehicles, it would be required to have 2 security personnel per 
lane and two lanes at each of the gates, considering an estimated processing rate of 780 vehicles 
per hour (390 vehicles/hr/lane) for a mix of 70% decaled and 30% non-decaled vehicles, and a 
medium processing rate1.  Additionally the ACP design and its location would need to be such 
that there is enough room for vehicle storage in case some unexpected queuing occurs at the gate.  
This is particularly true in areas close to intersections or highway ramps. 
 
Off-Post Commuting  
 
From the migration chart, it can be seen that there is an increase of approximately 1,876 military 
personnel, 1,430 civilians and 351 contractors coming to the installation.  Through the different 
projects being implemented at the post, there will be 2,371 additional barrack spaces available for 
military personnel.  Assuming that all military personnel will use the barracks spaces, then there 
would be 495 extra barrack spaces available for military personnel (1,876 – 2,371= - 495).  If 
these spaces are used by current military personnel at the post, then the number of military 
commuter trips into the post would be reduced by 495. 
 
Making the assumption that both civilians and contractors will live off-post, then the total number 
of additional commuter trips during the AM and PM peak hours would be 1,286 vehicle trips 
(1,430+351-495 = 1,286).  This is assuming no carpooling.  There are currently about 27,000 
employees commuting from off-post, the additional commuters are an equivalent to a 4.7% 
increase. 
 

                                                 
1 Taking into consideration processing rates estimated by the Military Traffic Management Command 
(MTMC) for 100% DOD-decaled vehicles and an estimate made by STV Incorporated (STV, 2003) for 
100% Non-decaled vehicles at Fort Detrick, MD for a specific number of security personnel and three 
processing scenarios (i.e., low, medium and high). 
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Considering that the private sector would certainly provide alternative housing locations to the 
Northern Training Development Area, where there are plans to construct off-post housing, these 
trips would be spread around the region.  If these new people follow the same patterns as current 
commuters, in the AM peak hour 80% would come from the south, 17% from the north and 3% 
from the east.  Considering the people commuting from the south would use 1,000 vehicles, and 
assuming that they use 5 ACPs to access the post, the average increase per ACP would be 200 
vehicles.  In the case of the Murchison Road gates, the new volumes at the ACPs would be 550 
vehicles, which are still below the processing rate of 780 vehicles per hour. 
 
 
 

5. Additional Scenarios [TBD] 

5.1. Increased Shuttle Service 

5.1.1. Definition 

5.1.2. LOS Results 
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6. Additional Information 

6.1. Summary of Level of Service Analysis 
 
The level of service (LOS) analysis estimates how well the road infrastructure (intersections and 
street segments in this analysis) is able to accommodate travel demand. Special attention is given 
to the peak hours of travel when the travel demand is highest and systems are more congested. It 
is assumed that if the transportation system is able to provide an adequate level of service during 
the peak hours then it should operate under better LOS during the rest of the day when demand is 
reduced. 
 
For the analysis the Synchro software platform will be used. The methodology proposed to 
approach the analysis for this particular project is as follows: 
 

1. Availability of Data 
 

a. Evaluation of existing data 
i. Intersection turning movements 

ii. Signal timings 
iii. Geometric descriptions 
iv. Posted speed limits 
v. Pedestrian counts 

 
b. Collection of additional data 

i. Future capacity upgrades 
1. additional lanes 
2. turning lanes 
3. new roads 
4. improved traffic signals and/or detectors 

 
2. Existing Conditions (FY 2006) 

 
a. Review DOPAA to determine scope, location and alternatives for each project 
b. Base on the alternative locations define the transportation network inside the 

installation. 
c. Use historic growth rates to update 2003 and 2004 traffic counts to represent 

existing conditions. 
 

3. Future Conditions (FY 2011) 
 

a. Travel Demand 
i. For each of the BRAC and Transformation projects determine the 

additional number of trips that will be generated for the AM and PM 
peaks. 

ii. Based on local information (current and future patterns of travel from 
existing OD surveys and traffic counts) perform a traffic assignments for 
AM and PM peak hours. 
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b. No-Action Alternative 
i. Based on historic traffic growth, estimate what would be the annual rate 

of growth. 
1. Include impact of Housing projects in Harnett County (Fort 

Bragg Northern Training Area Development), 
2. Estimate potential impact of construction of new I-295 

(Fayetteville Outer Loop). 
3. Estimate potential impact of expansion of Murchison Road. 

ii. Increase the traffic at the intersections accordingly to establish the 
background traffic 

iii. Modify the network definition to account for future projects that impact 
intersections capacity and operations. 

1. Reduce through traffic on Bragg Boulevard to account for its 
closure and expansion of Murchison Road. 

2. Extend Randolph Road to Murchison Road 
3. Modifications at Butner Rd. @ Bragg Blvd. and Butner Rd @ 

Murchison Rd may be required. Currently there is no design for 
the intersections. 

iv. Estimate the LOS for AM and PM peak hours. 
v. Create tables and diagrams to present findings. 

vi. Prepare recommendations to mitigate impacts. 
 

c. Alternatives 1 through n 
i. Based on the combination of projects and locations defined for each 

alternative scenario aggregate the additional traffic generated by each of 
the sites. 

ii. Add this alternative traffic to the background traffic (from b.ii). 
iii. Estimate the LOS for AM and PM peak hours. 
iv. Create tables and diagrams to present findings. 
v. Prepare recommendations to mitigate impacts. 

 



U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District Appendix M 
Environmental Assessment – Fort Bragg, NC 40 

6.2. Data Sources 
 
FAMPO (Fayetteville Area Metropolitan Organization) 

1. Highway Plan 
2. Collector Street Plan 
3. ITS Plan 
4. Congestion Management Plan 
5. Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) 
6. Long Range Transportation Plan 2030 (LRTP) 
7. Countywide Transit Plan 
8. Human Services Transportation Plan 
9. Population and Economic Study 
10. Vehicle Occupancy Ratio Study 
11. 2004 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) Counts 
12. Fayetteville Outer Loop Project Maps 

 
Cumberland, Harnett, Hoke Counties 

1. Historic population and projections. 
 
North Carolina Department of Transportation (NC DOT) 

1. State Transportation Improvement Plan 2006-2012 (project description and maps) 
a. Division 6 
b. Division 8 
c. Division 3 

2. Traffic Counts 
3. Traffic Projections associated to the Murchison Road expansion project. 
4. Center-line drawings for the I-295 Outer Loop 

 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

1. Early Action Compact 
a. 2002 Application 
b. 2003 Response to Application 
c. 2003 Initial Proposed Strategies 
d. 2004 Early Action Plan 
e. 2004 Supplemental Data for EAC 
f. Progress Reports 

i. June 2003 
ii. December 2003 

iii. June 2004 
iv. December 2005 

 




