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DRAFT MITIGATED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
        for the DEMOLITION OF BUILDING 708 AND CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION  

OF AN AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE HANGAR at FORT LIBERTY, NORTH CAROLINA 
 

1. Proposed Action. The proposed project (Project Number 93099) will demolish 
Buildings 707, 709, 710, 711, and individually listed National Register of Historic 
Places aircraft maintenance Building 708 as well; and construct and operate a 
new aircraft maintenance hangar within the footprint of the demolished facilities 
for the United States Army Special Operations Aviation Command (ARSOAC). 
 
2. This Environmental Assessment (EA) is being undertaken in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and Title 32 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 651, to inform decision makers and the public 
of likely environmental consequences of the proposed actions and alternatives 
and provide a forum for public feedback.  
 
3. Anticipated Environmental Impacts. The analysis in the EA found non-
significant impacts to soil erosion/water resources and cultural resources.  
 
Fort Liberty developed mitigation measures in coordination with the North 
Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to compensate for adverse 
effects resulting from demolition of Building 708 through a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) to be signed by the SHPO, Fort Liberty and the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation.  
 
4. The mitigation measures stipulated in the MOA consist of:  

 
• Prior to demolition, the property will be documented by or under the direct  

supervision of personnel who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards in Architectural History or Historic Architecture.  

• A program of signage will be implemented by Fort Liberty at eligible  
historic districts and buildings that will be keyed to a Geographic Information 
System GIS story map to be hosted by the SHPO. The signage program will be 
completed within five years of the execution of the MOA.  

 
5. Public Review and Interagency Coordination. The EA and draft mitigated 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) will be made available to state and 
federal agencies (through the North Carolina Department of Administration) and 
the public for a 30-day review at:  
 

• Cumberland County Public Library, 300 Maiden Lane, Fayetteville, NC 
28301. 
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• Harnett County Library, 455 McKinney Parkway, Lillington, NC 27546 
• Hoke County Public Library, 334 N. Main Street, Raeford, NC 28376 
• John L. Throckmorton Library, Building 1-3346, Randolph Street, Fort  

 Liberty, NC 28310. 
• Moore County Library, 101 Saunders Street, Carthage, NC 28327 

 
6. Written comments and questions about the EA and its analyses may be 
directed to:  Ms. Ginny Carswell, NEPA Coordinator, United States Army 
Installation Management Command, Headquarters, United States Army Garrison, 
Fort Liberty, 2175 Rock Merritt Avenue, Fort Liberty, North Carolina (NC) 28310. 
Ms. Carswell is also available for questions regarding the EA by phone at (910) 
396-9888 and by email at virginia.l.carswell.civ@army.mil. 
 
7. Conclusion. The EA was prepared in accordance with the NEPA (40 CFR 
1500 et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality regulations, and 
Environmental Analysis of Army Actions, 32 CFR, Part 651. Based on a review of 
the information contained in the EA, I have determined that the proposed action 
to demolish Building 708 and construct and operate an aircraft maintenance 
hangar at Fort Liberty, North Carolina would not have a significant impact on the 
quality of the human or natural environment on the Installation or in nearby 
communities, nor does it constitute a major federal action. Therefore, the 
preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not required and the 
mitigated FNSI is appropriate. This decision complies with legal requirements 
and has been made after considering all submitted information. 
 
 
 
 
 K. CHAD MIXON 
 COL, LG 
 Commanding 
  
 Date:  
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DRAFT MITIGATED FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
for the 

DEMOLITION OF BUILDING 708 AND CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF AN 
AIRCRAFT MAINTENANCE HANGAR at FORT LIBERTY, NORTH CAROLINA  

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

This Environmental Assessment (EA) provides an analysis of the environmental and 
socioeconomic effects of the following proposed actions. This EA is being undertaken in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and Title 32 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 651, to inform decision makers and the public of 
likely environmental consequences of the proposed actions and alternatives and 
provide a forum for public feedback. 
 
1.0 Proposed Action. The proposed project (Project Number 93099) will demolish 
Buildings 707, 709, 710, 711, and individually listed National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) aircraft maintenance Building 708 as well; and construct and operate a new 
aircraft maintenance hangar within the footprint of the demolished facilities for the 
United States Army Special Operations Aviation Command (ARSOAC). The new facility 
will house approximately 85 existing personnel (USACE, 2022b) over three shifts. The 
total project site is 9.5 acres, of which approximately two acres of maintained lawn will 
be disturbed. The project would begin in Fiscal Year (FY) 2025 (USACE, 2019). 
 
2.0 Description of Alternatives. Three potentially suitable alternatives were identified for 
the proposed actions and evaluated against screening criteria. The alternatives are as 
follows: 

 
2.1 No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative would retain historic Building 708 

as well as Buildings 707, 709, 710, 711; a modernized aircraft hangar would not be 
constructed. This alternative does not meet the purpose and need; however, the 
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and Army NEPA regulations require 
consideration and analysis of the No Action Alternative to provide a baseline against 
which the other alternatives may be compared.  
 

2.2 Alternative 2: Alternative 2 would demolish Buildings 707, 709, 710, 711, and 
individually listed NRHP Building 708; and construct and operate an aircraft 
maintenance hangar. The facility would be positioned relative to the airfield to meet 
runway clear zone requirements for an Army Airfield Class B as defined in UFC-3-260-
01. Facility personnel would utilize an 88-space parking lot north of the site across 
Surveyor Street (USACE, 2019). 
 

2.3 Alternative 3 Alternative 3 would renovate Building 708 to current Army building 
codes and standards.  
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1.0 WHAT IS THE PROPOSED ACTION? 
 
The proposed project (Project Number 93099) will demolish Buildings 707, 709, 710, 
711, and individually listed National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) aircraft 
maintenance Building 708; and construct and operate a new aircraft maintenance 
hangar within the footprint of the demolished facilities for the United States Army 
Special Operations Aviation Command (ARSOAC). The new facility will house 
approximately 85 existing personnel over three shifts (USACE, 2022b). The total project 
site is 9.5 acres, of which approximately two acres of maintained lawn will be disturbed. 
The project would begin in Fiscal Year (FY) 2025 (USACE, 2019). 
 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) provides an analysis of the environmental and 
socioeconomic effects of the following proposed actions. This EA is being undertaken in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and Title 32 of 
the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Part 651, to inform decision makers and the 
public of likely environmental consequences of the proposed actions and alternatives 
and provide a forum for public feedback. The proposed action warrants an EA because 
the project requires demolition of a historic facility, and therefore, does not meet the 
criteria under 32 CFR § 651, Appendix B, Section II, Categorical Exclusion (c)(2), as 
described in 32 CFR 651.29(a). 
 
Building 708 cannot be adapted to meet Congressional directives, Army standards, or 
mission readiness requirements. Building 708 hangar doors are not tall enough to 
accommodate the largest design aircraft, C-27J. Fort Liberty has determined that 
Building 708 must be demolished to construct an adequate aircraft maintenance 
hangar.  
 
1.1 WHAT IS THE PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION? 
 
The proposed project would demolish existing maintenance hangar Building 708 due to 
consistent facility failures to construct a modernized aircraft hangar for maintenance for 
operation of aircraft serving the United States Army Special Operations Command 
(USASOC). The proposed new, approximately 98,000 square-foot (sf), four-bay aircraft 
hangar would accommodate four C-27J Spartan aircraft, two UH-60 aircraft, five CASA-
212 aircraft, and one C-12 aircraft. Additionally, the project includes hangar access and 
parking aprons, associated airfield apron lighting, administration offices, latrines, 
supporting utilities (water, sewer, electric services, unsecured communications), and 
force protection and antiterrorism measures (Enclosure 1). 
 
Building 708 was designed as an Army Air Service support facility and constructed in 
1934. The property was identified by Pope Air Force Base as eligible for listing in the 
NRHP, was nominated, and inscribed in 1990. In 2010, Pope Air Force Base (to include 
the facilities within the proposed project footprint) returned to Army control under the 
Base Realignment and Closure order of 2005. Building 708 currently serves as an 
aircraft maintenance hangar for the ARSOAC and operated by the ARSOAC Flight 
Company.  
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Building 708 does not meet the Army Standard for Aircraft Maintenance Hangars. The 
facility lacks adequate humidity control systems, latrines, locker rooms, administrative 
offices, shops, life support facilities, tool and parts storage and additional necessary 
flight operations facilities. Aircraft parts storage does is not in compliance with 
Congressional directives regarding prevention of corrosion of military equipment 
because they are stored in a separate building. These deficiencies accelerated 
equipment degradation, hindered maintenance, rendered aircraft inoperable due to 
maintenance problems.  
 
1.2 WHAT IS THE DECISION TO BE MADE? 
 
The proponent for the proposed action is the Garrison Commander of the Installation 
who decides which alternative best meets the purpose and need of the proposed action, 
including location, mitigation, configuration, and supporting infrastructure. 
 
1.3 WHAT IS THE SCOPING AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PROCESS? 
 
This EA was prepared in accordance with the NEPA of 1969 [42 United States Code 
(USC) 4321 et seq.], Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) Regulations 40 CFR 
Parts 1500-1508, and Army Regulations (ARs) 32 CFR Part 651 (National 
Environmental Policy Act Implementing Regulations). This EA will evaluate the potential 
impacts of the proposed project, including a determination of a finding of no significant 
impact (FNSI) or a Notice of Intent to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS). Pursuant to 32 CFR Part 651, this EA will evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the project. These actions are based on the best information and data 
available as of July 2024.  
 
Federal agencies may coordinate National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 
106 compliance with the procedures required to satisfy NEPA pursuant to 36 CFR Part 
800.08. Section 106 consultation integration the duration of project planning ensures 
early consideration of historic preservation and NEPA compliance. This combined 
process provides public access to the proposed project, effects on historic properties, 
alternatives to resolve adverse effects, and an opportunity to express views on resolving 
adverse effects. Fort Liberty intends to use the EA and draft mitigated FNSI process to 
comply with Section 106 in lieu of the procedures set forth in 36 CFR Parts 800.3 
through 800.6. The EA and draft mitigated FNSI public comment period will also satisfy 
the public comment period required under Section 106. 
 
This EA and draft mitigated FNSI will be made available to the public, state, and federal 
agencies (via the North Carolina Department of Administration) for a 30-day review at 
the following libraries and online at https://fb.me/FortLibertyEnvironmentalAssessments: 
 

• Cumberland County Public Library, 300 Maiden Lane, Fayetteville, NC 28301. 
• Harnett County Library, 455 McKinney Parkway, Lillington, NC 27546 
• Hoke County Public Library, 334 N. Main Street, Raeford, NC 28376 
• John L. Throckmorton Library, Building 1-3346, R. Miller Street, Fort Liberty, NC  
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28310. 
• Moore County Library, 101 Saunders Street, Carthage, NC 28327 

 
During the comment period, any public comments received will be collected, logged, 
and incorporated into draft mitigated FNSI as necessary. A final mitigated FNSI will be 
prepared and posted to the following website once all comments have been received: 
https://fb.me/FortLibertyEnvironmentalAssessments. 
 
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES 
 
The three alternatives below were identified as potentially suitable for the proposed 
actions and evaluated against the screening criteria listed in Section 2.1. 
 

2.0.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative: The No Action Alternative would retain 
historic Building 708 as well as Buildings 707, 709, 710, and 711; a modernized aircraft 
hangar would not be constructed. This alternative does not meet the purpose and need; 
however, the CEQ and Army NEPA regulations require consideration and analysis of 
the No Action Alternative to provide a baseline against which the other alternatives may 
be compared.  
 

2.0.2 Alternative 2: Alternative 2 would demolish Buildings 707, 709, 710, 711, and 
NRHP individually listed Building 708; and construct and operate an aircraft 
maintenance hangar. The facility would be positioned relative to the airfield to meet 
runway clear zone requirements for an Army Airfield Class B as defined in UFC-3-260-
01. Facility personnel would utilize an 88-space parking lot north of the site across 
Surveyor Street (USACE, 2019). See Enclosure 1. 
 

2.0.3 Alternative 3 Alternative 3 would renovate Building 708 to current Army building 
codes and standards. Building 708 is approximately 53,000 square feet (sf). The 
program for the new hangar is 97,600 sf.  
 
2.1 WHAT IS THE ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS? 
 

2.1.1The screening criteria listed below are used to assess the reasonable 
alternative(s) to be considered in this EA: 
 

• Support mission requirements. Alternatives considered must support  
and provide for the mission requirements of Soldiers at the Installation. 

• Maintain regulatory compliance. Alternatives considered must allow  
for compliance with all state and federal regulations. 

• Maintain safety of Soldiers and Civilians. Alternatives considered must not  
pose any danger to any Soldiers or Civilians on the Installation. 

• Avoid significant impacts to environmentally sensitive resources.  
Alternatives considered must avoid significant impacts to environmentally sensitive 
resources on the Installation. 
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2.1.2 Alternatives Eliminated from Full Analysis: Alternative 3 will be eliminated from 
full analysis in this EA based on the alternatives screening process. The ARSOAC 
analyzed Building 708 refurbishment, however, determined this alternative cost 
ineffective due to financing modernization of a facility constructed in 1934 and the 
current state of Building 708 (USACE, 2019). Alternative 3 does not meet screening 
maintaining Soldier and Civilian safety and meeting mission criteria based on available 
funding.  
 
2.1.3 Alternatives Carried Forward for Full Analysis: Alternatives 1-2 will be carried 

forward for full analysis in this EA. The Alternative 2 site location has existing apron 
hardstand for aircraft parking. Per the Department of Defense Form 1391 the user 
identified that the following aircraft needed to be accounted for: (4) C-27J; (3) CASA-
212; (2) UH-60; and (1) C-12. Minimum requirements to meet user requested vehicles is 
75% of mission craft for parking and 15% for maintenance, per Army Standard for 
Maintenance Hanger Complex Memorandum dated 18 November 2013. Siting 
considerations were made to ensure that the facility orientation and the re-alignment of 
parking striping in the silver ramp met minimum specified requirements. Given the 
project criteria the new hangar will be sited parallel with the Silver Ramp and will 
replace the existing two bay hanger. Alternative 2 will construct the hangar to meet 
runway clear zone requirements for an Army Airfield Class B as set forth in UFC-3-260-
01 (USACE, 2019).  
 
2.2 WHAT IS THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE? 
 
Of the alternatives considered, the preferred alternative is Alternative 2 – Demolish 
Buildings 707, 709, 710, 711, and Individually Listed NRHP Building 708; and Construct 
and Operate an Aircraft Maintenance Hangar. This is the only alternative that will fully 
satisfy the purpose and need for the mission.  
 
3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
 
This section describes the potential effects of each alternative to baseline environmental 
resource conditions the Installation. An analysis of the potential direct and indirect 
effects associated with each of the alternatives immediately follows the description of 
each environmental resource. The analysis also includes cumulative effects potentially 
resulting from the incremental impact of an action when added to other past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions. Impact classification occurs by identification 
according to the impact severity (no impact, minor impact, less than significant impact, 
significant but mitigable impact, significant impact). Impacts are further identified as 
short-term or long-term. Both the affected environment and environmental 
consequences are described for comparison within broad resource areas. The following 
provides a general impact description (Department of the Army (DA), 2007): 
 

• No Impact/Negligible Impact – No impact or minimal impacts are anticipated.  
• Minor Impact–impact anticipated that may compound a collective resource  

impact but is not a singular major source of impact. 
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• Less than Significant Impact –impact that would not directly or indirectly  
significantly impact a resource. 

• Significant but Mitigable Impact –significant impact would result; however,  
management actions would mitigate impacts to less than significant. 

• Significant – Significant impact anticipated without a practical mean to mitigate  
to a level below significance. 
 
The Army will issue a FNSI if the proposed action results in environmental effects less 
than ‘significant’. The Army will prepare an EIS if the proposed action results in 
significant effects as defined for the following resource areas: 
 

• Air Quality and Climate Change: A National Ambient Air Quality  
Standards (NAAQS) attainment area becomes a nonattainment area, a violation of 
Clean Air Act (CAA) Title V operating permits. 

• Airspace: Violation of Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations  
that undermines aviation safety or results in substantial infringement of private, military, 
or commercial flight activity. 

• Cultural Resources: Direct /indirect impacts to archeological sites, or  
other properties of traditional religious and cultural importance without appropriate 
mitigation; or alteration of characteristics that qualify a property for inclusion in the 
NRHP without appropriate mitigation. 

• Energy (Utilities)/ Facilities: The Proposed Action cannot be supported  
by the infrastructure or results in a violation of regulatory limits. 

• Hazardous and Toxic Substances and Waste: Intended violation of  
federal or state regulations. 

• Noise: Reclassification to Noise Zones (NZ) III and sensitive  
receptors exist (e.g., residences, schools, hospitals, churches, or daycare facilities). 
Decibel (dB) limits of each NZ are defined in Army Regulation 200-1 (DA, 2007a).  

• Soil Erosion/ Water Resources Management: Ground disturbance or  
other activities that would violate a federal or state law or regulation or violate the terms 
and conditions of a permit issued under a federal or state law or regulation.  

• Solid Waste: Intended violation of federal or state regulations.  
• Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Protection of Children:  

Significant impacts of socioeconomic consequence alone do not merit an EIS per 32 
CFR § 651.39.  

• Threatened and Endangered (T&E) Species and Other Biological  
Resources: The Installation’s inability to manage the T&E species to conserve and 
recover the species, or the placement of a T&E species in jeopardy, or the violation of 
any provision of the Endangered Species Act.  

• Traffic and Transportation: The Proposed Action would halt the  
Installation’s ability to conduct necessary activities supporting the training and security 
mission.  

• Water Quality: Intended violation of federal or state regulations.  
• Wetlands and Floodplain: Drainage of an existing wetland or filling an  

existing wetland resulting in a violation of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) or 
violation of the terms and condition of any permit issued under Section 404.  
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See Enclosure 2 for the list of resources and associated impacts. 
 

3.1 RESOURCES ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER ANALYSIS: 
 
The following resource areas are not discussed in detail in this EA due to negligible or 
minor impacts as further discussed: 
 

3.1.1 Air Quality and Climate Change: The primary sources of emissions from the 
completed project include engine emissions, purchased electricity and possible release 
of refrigerants and fire suppressants. Construction activities, such as vehicle/equipment 
mobile emissions, purchased electricity, generation and waste disposal will also 
produce air emissions. Emissions associated with mobile sources during construction 
will be short-term and temporary. The United States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) presently designates this region as an attainment area for all criteria pollutants. 
As a result, an applicability analysis and formal conformity demonstration under the 
general conformity rule are not required for the proposed action. 
 
Executive Order (EO) 13990 (Protecting Public Health and the Environment and 
Restoring Science to Tackle the Climate Crisis) outlines policies intended to ensure 
federal agencies capture the full cost of Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions while 
factoring in compounded global emissions. The GHGs are components of the 
atmosphere that trap heat relatively near the surface of the earth, and therefore, 
contribute to the greenhouse effect and climate change. Most of the GHGs occur 
naturally in the atmosphere but increases in their concentration result from human 
activities such as burning fossil fuels. Many people expect global temperatures to 
continue to rise as human activities add carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, NO2, and 
other greenhouse (or heat-trapping) gases to the atmosphere. Moreover, increased 
GHG emissions are believed to contribute to changing weather patterns, wildfires, 
riverine flooding, hurricanes, and increasing high heat days.  
 
Direct emissions of criteria and GHG emissions and the associated social cost from the 
preferred alternative will be negligible compared to the No Action Alternative- which 
consists of the continuance of existing aerospace operations. For example, purchased 
electricity during construction is effectively offset due to the purchased electricity that 
would occur if no action were taken because of the on-going existing operations. 
Likewise, potential indirect emission increases will be negligible because there will be 
no new sources of emissions. Similarly, any increase in regional and global emissions 
because of implementing the preferred action will be negligible when compared to the 
No Action Alternative.  
 
Emissions of fugitive dust from construction activities- emissions that would not be 
generated under the No Action Alternative- will be minimized. Containment systems will 
be employed to assure no lead or asbestos is released to the ambient air during the 
removal process. Moreover, the proposed site is primarily paved, minimizing fugitive 
dust generation from vehicle traffic and construction equipment.  
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Overall, demolition of Building 708 and construction of a hangar serving the same 
purpose as Building 708 will result in a negligible, if any, social cost of greenhouse 
gasses. The Army continues to focus on climate change mitigation goals outlines in the 
Army Climate Strategy while executing the prompt and sustained land dominance as 
part of the Joint Force. 
 

3.1.2 Airspace: The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) manages all airspace within 
the US and its territories. The FAA recognizes the military needs to conduct various 
flight operations and training within airspace other than commercial and general 
aviation. Most military operations are conducted within designated airspace and follow 
specific procedures to maximize flight safety. Neither alternative requires altering 
airspace designation, expansion, or usage. Therefore, airspace is eliminated from 
further analysis. 
 

3.1.3 Energy, Utilities/Facilities: The existing water distribution system is adequate to 
support domestic use. The existing waterline looped around existing hangar including 
service lateral will be demolished (approximately 550 linear feet of 12-inch lines and 350 
linear feet of six-inch lines). Water service will connect to the existing 16-in water main. 
An eight-inch water line will be installed south of the proposed hangar from the eight-
inch water line west of the hangar to the six-inch water line east of the hangar. The 
existing water distribution system adequate to support fire protection requirements. 
Three additional fire hydrants; two, 2,500 gallon per minute pumps, a 14-inch water 
service line connecting to the 16-inch water main; and one, 30,000 containment tank to 
capture fire suppression foam from discharge events will be installed. Sewer connection 
to Building 708 will be demolished; sufficient capacity is available in the wastewater 
collection system to handle the new construction hangar load. The proposed new 
hangar would connect to an existing 12,470V, three-phase underground electrical 
primary along the north side of Surveyor Street adjacent to the proposed site (USACE, 
2022b).  
 

3.1.4 Hazardous Waste and Materials: The project consists of two, 150-sf satellite 
accumulation areas on the existing hardstand to temporarily place hazardous material 
and Petroleum, Oil, Lubricants (POL). Hazardous material and POL will be stored 
according to UFC 4-214-02 Section 3-10.5 and according to all state and federal 
requirements. Hazardous waste and POL will not be transported, distributed, used, 
stored, treated or disposed of as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act 

 
Asbestos sample testing of all facilities proposed for demolition determined Asbestos 
Containing Material (ACM) is not present in Buildings 707, 709, 710, or 711 (Enclosure 
3). Based on the inspection, sampling, and laboratory results, asbestos is present in 
multiple locations within Building 708 (Enclosure 3). Underground piping may be 
present and was not accessible for sampling. The underground piping may be asbestos 
containing. A North Carolina (NC) certified asbestos abatement contractor will perform 
abatement prior to any work occurring on any ACM, per NC Administrative Code 
Chapter 10-A Subchapter 41C - Occupational Health Section 0600 - Asbestos Hazard 
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Management Program. All abated ACM will be handled and disposed of per 40 CFR, 
Chapter 61, Subpart M National Emission Standard for Asbestos.  
 
Facility renovation, maintenance, demolition, and/or painting have the potential for 
Lead-Based Paint (LBP) disturbance. Any detectable concentration of lead triggers 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulation. Most paint/coatings 
contain some detectable concentration of lead. Limited LBP sampling was conducted on 
Buildings 708 and 710; the results determined presence of LBP (Enclosure 4). Project 
demolition of all the remaining facilities will operate under the assumption that all 
paint/coatings contain lead and/or heavy metals such as chromium, unless directed 
otherwise. Nearly every building surface is painted/coated with some sort of 
paint/primer. The project design will require building demolition with painted/coated 
items instead of abatement or removal of painted/coated items prior to demolition. The 
project design will limit occupational and environmental exposure to paint dust during 
demolition. Demolition debris will be properly characterized and recycled and/or 
disposed (USACE, 2022b). If paint is removed from the surface by chemical (paint 
stripper, paint remover, etc.) or physical (scraping, sanding, grinding, blasting, etc.) 
means, then the removed paint will have a Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
(TCLP) test performed by an accredited testing laboratory to determine proper disposal 
methods. The TCLP results will be provided to the Hazardous Waste Program Manager 
who will determine if the paint is a hazardous or non-hazardous waste. If determined to 
be a hazardous waste, the Hazardous Waste Program Manager will sign all manifests 
for LBP waste prior to disposal by the contractor in a Subtitle C landfill. Once disposed, 
the contractor is required by 49 CFR to return the final manifest to the Hazardous Waste 
Program Manager within 45 days. 
 

3.1.5 Noise: The proposed project will be constructed in a Day-Night Average Sound 
Level (DNL) of 57-62 Decibels (dB). The Federal Aviation Administration has 
established 65 DNL as the threshold above which aircraft noise is incompatible with 
residential areas. The proposed project supports residential purposes and therefore will 
not impact the existing DNL. 

 
3.1.6 Solid Waste: There will be no impacts to solid waste management. The Fort 

Liberty Lamont Construction and Demolition (C&D) Landfill is closed and will not accept 
any C&D waste. All contractors will use a State Certified C&D Landfill or Subtitle “D” 
Landfill off Fort Liberty for C&D and asbestos waste disposal. The contractor is 
responsible to maintain data of all waste disposed and materials recycled off Fort 
Liberty. The Department of the Army (DA) and the North Carolina Department of 
Environmental Quality (NCDEQ) requires monthly and annual reporting of all materials 
(waste and recyclables) managed by Fort Liberty. The Fort Liberty Environmental 
Compliance Branch, Solid Waste/Recycling Office is responsible for compiling data into 
monthly reports for the DA and the NCDEQ. The Solid Waste/Recycling Office or a 
contractor form will be filled out with the type of waste or recycled material, the weight of 
the waste/material (tons or pounds), and the facility to which the waste or recyclables 
were delivered. This information will be provided to the Fort Liberty Solid 
Waste/Recycling Office by the second Friday of each month.  
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Federal Department of Transportation, State Law and Fort Liberty regulations require 
covering waste or recyclable loads to prevent litter. All waste or recyclable material 
loads are subject to inspection while present on Fort Liberty. All recyclable materials 
generated from a construction or demolition job is property of the government unless 
the contract specifies the contractor can obtain the materials. Items such as heating, 
ventilation, and air conditioning units (refrigerant removed); air handlers; piping; metals; 
beams; motors; valves; copper wire; etc. will be transported to the Directorate of Public 
Works (DPW) Recycling Center (Butner and Rock Merritt Avenue) or the recycling area 
at the Lamont Landfill Facility. The Lamont Landfill recycling area will accept concrete, 
brick, and block. The concrete will be tested and void of asbestos or lead based paint to 
be recycled. Any concrete, brick, and block containing asbestos and/or lead based will 
be disposed of by the contractor at a State Certified C&D Landfill or Subtitle “D” Landfill 
located off the Installation. The concrete will be no larger than 2 by 2-foot pieces or 
equivalent, will have minimal amount of dirt in load, will have minimal amount of asphalt, 
and shall have no rebar protruding out of the concrete. 
 

3.1.7 Socioeconomics, Environmental Justice, and Protection of Children: The EO 
12898 (Federal actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-income Populations) requires federal agencies to identify and address 
“disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its 
programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations.” 
The alternatives will be contained within the Fort Liberty boundary on an existing 
airfield; consequently, there will be no direct effect to minority or low-income 
populations. The EO 14096 (Revitalizing Our Nation’s Commitment to Environmental 
Justice for All) provides opportunities for early and meaningful involvement in the 
environmental review process by communities with environmental justice concerns 
potentially affected by a proposed action and considers best available science and 
information on any disparate health effects (including risks) arising from exposure to 
pollution and other environmental hazards.” The alternatives are within the Fort Liberty 
boundary; consequently, there will be no direct effect to minority or low-income 
populations. 

 
In accordance with EO 13045 (Protection of Children from Environmental Health 

Risks and Safety Risks), all federal actions must evaluate whether there would be any 
impacts on populations of children in the region from the proposed actions. There will be 
no environmental or socioeconomic impacts that will cross installation boundaries into 
areas with populations of children (EPA, 2022). See Enclosure 5. Therefore, there 
would be no impacts on children or low-income populations resulting from alternatives 
analyzed in this EA. 

 
3.1.8 Threatened and Endangered Species and Other Biological Resources. Fort 

Liberty is home to five federally endangered species. They include: the Red-Cockaded 
Woodpecker (RCW; Dryobates borealis); rough-leaved loosestrife (Lysimachia 
asperulifolia); Michaux’s sumac (Rhus michauxii); American chaffseed (Schwalbea 
americana); and the Saint Francis’ satyr butterfly (Neonympha mitchellii francisci), 
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(SFS)). The proposed project is not located within designated threatened or endangered 
species habitat and therefore will not be impacted by the proposed project. 

 
3.1.9 Traffic: The proposed action will house 85 existing personnel. Additionally, 

project traffic control and work zone safety will comply with the Fort Liberty 2021 Traffic 
Engineering Installation Design Guide (DA, 2021). Therefore, the proposed action will 
have no effect on existing traffic.  
 

3.1.10 Water Quality: The proposed project overlaps Installation Restoration Program 
(IRP) Category 3 Sites FTBR-303, FTBR-305, FTBR-311, CCFTBR0314, and 
CCFTBR0323. See Enclosure 6. Each of these sites have known groundwater 
contamination exceeding the NCDEQ groundwater quality standards under Title 15A 
NCAC 2L. Groundwater across the site ranges from six to 30 feet below ground surface. 
The proposed hangar project actions are not likely to encounter groundwater, but in the 
event contaminated groundwater is discovered, it will be handled in accordance with all 
applicable rules and regulations. The proposed stormwater management pond 
construction may encounter groundwater; this area is also under investigation for Per- 
and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (PFAS) because this location historically served as an 
Aqueous Film Forming Foam (AFFF) overflow area. If any soil or groundwater from this 
area is removed, it will be handled in accordance with all applicable rules and 
regulations.  
 
The design will incorporate worker protection and waste disposal requirements and will 
assess the potential for vapor intrusion caused by any contamination in soil and 
groundwater (USACE, 2022a). Ground water filtration will not be allowed unless a 
pervious liner is used and separated from existing ground water that is estimated to be 
between ten to 15 feet below natural ground elevation. The project design will annotate 
restrictions for each IRP site, worker protection requirements necessitated by the 
contamination, and requirements for the handling, characterization, and disposal of 
waste generated during construction activities, such as excess excavated soil and 
groundwater produced during dewatering. One groundwater monitoring well located 
approximately 140 feet west/southwest of Building 708 (MW4-05) associated with IRP 
Site FTBR-305 will be protected or properly abandoned (Enclosure 7). An additional 
groundwater monitoring well located west/northwest of the proposed stormwater 
management area (12M06) associated with IRP Site FTBR-303 will be protected or 
properly abandoned (Enclosure 7). If monitoring wells are abandoned, new monitoring 
wells will be installed in the vicinity of the abandoned wells as directed by the IRP 
Support Program, DPW. The new wells will be installed to be the same depth, size, and 
surface completion as the existing wells (USACE, 2019).  
 
The existing Oil Water Separator (OWS) at Building 708 will be demolished according to 
the NCDEQ Guidelines for Site Checks, Tank Closure, and Initial Response and 
Abatement (STIRA). The existing OWS closure will most likely follow requirements for a 
non-regulated petroleum Underground Storage Tank (UST). Closure requirements for a 
regulated UST will apply if a suspected release is discovered. The trench drains in the 
hangar will be routed to the new OWS to route wastewater from aircraft washing inside 
the hangar bays. 
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3.1.11 Wetlands and Floodplains. The United States Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) (33 CFR 328.3) and the EPA (40 CFR 230.3) defines wetlands as "those 
areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a frequency and 
duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions." Well-
drained, sandy hills dissected by a dendritic wetland and small stream system 
characterize the Sandhills region. Typical jurisdictional waters and wetlands on Fort 
Liberty include sandhill seeps, streamhead pocosins, small stream swamps, vernal 
pools, and open water habitats consisting of streams, rivers, and impoundments. 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) of 1977, as amended (33 USC 1344) 
regulates discharge of dredged or fill material into jurisdictional wetlands and open 
waters. The proposed project does not occur within designated wetlands. 

 
Floodplains moderate flood events, enhance water quality, recharge groundwater, and 
stabilize stream channels. Additionally, floodplains provide valuable habitat for fish, 
wildlife, and plants; recreational opportunities; and aesthetic benefits. The EO 11988 
(Floodplain Management) requires federal agencies to “provide leadership and take 
action to reduce the risk of flood loss; minimize the impact of floods on human safety, 
health, and welfare; and restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served 
by floodplains in carrying out the agency's responsibilities.” Additionally, EO 11988 
defines floodplains relatively flat lowland areas adjoining inland and coastal waters 
subject to a one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year (i.e., 100-year 
floodplain). The Federal Emergency Management Agency delineates the regulatory 
100-year floodplain for use in the National Flood Insurance Program. The proposed 
project area is approximately 1,400 feet southeast from an unnamed tributary. The 
Federal Emergency Map Service Center program determined floodplains are not within 
the vicinity of the proposed project area (Enclosure 8).  
 
3.2 RESOURCES IMPACTED AND POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE PROPOSED 
ALTERNATIVES 

 
3.2.1 Soil Erosion/Water Resources: Soil erosion results in elevated stream 

sedimentation rates and turbidity levels. Primary sediment sources include unpaved 
roads, drop zones, landing zones, flight strips, artillery firing points, borrow pits, clear-
cut operations, and stormwater runoff from other areas during development. Fort Liberty 
targets to maintain a 100-foot riparian buffer zone to protect wetlands and streams by 
minimizing sediment entering the waterways. Fort Liberty manages stormwater runoff 
according to the Installations permit to discharge stormwater under the National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit No. NCS000331. 
 

3.2.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative. Retain and continue to utilize Buildings 
707,708, 709, 710, and 711. 
 
Potential Impacts: Under the No Action Alternative, demolition or construction would not 
occur. Therefore, this alternative would result in no impact to water or soil resources. 
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Cumulative Impacts: The No Action Alternative will result in no significant cumulative 
impacts on water or soil resources. 

 
3.2.2.2 Alternative 2: Demolish Buildings 707, 709, 710, 711, and individually listed 

NRHP Building 708; and construct and operate an aircraft maintenance hangar within 
the existing footprint. The proposed project will result in a less than significant impact to 
soil erosion/water resources management. 
 
Potential Impacts: The project approximates two acres of hardstand access apron 
demolition to satisfy grading and drainage requirements per UFC-03-260-02 and 
provide adequate hangar access. Additionally, the project will reduce the current 
vegetated area from 4.7 to 3.0 acres (USACE, 2019). The project will require an 
erosion/stormwater control plan approved by the DPW Water Management Section. In 
addition, the proposed construction exceeds one acre and therefore a NC state erosion 
control permit will be required. Construction of the facility requires a NCDEQ stormwater 
management permit/plan designed to meet requirements set forth in NC Session Law 
2006-246. Plans will be developed per criteria in the NCDEQ Erosion and Sediment 
Control Planning and Design Manual for erosion control (2013), and Department of 
Water Quality Best Management Practices Manual for post construction Stormwater 
Management. State stormwater applications must provide an applicable soils report with 
the associated Seasonal High Water Table as well as a map of the boring locations 
within the footprint of the stormwater control measure. Development and redevelopment 
that exceeds one acre requires water quality treatment for the first inch of rainfall 
(Session Law 2006-246). Additionally, Section 438 of the Energy Independence and 
Security Act (EISA) of 2007 requires that development and redevelopment projects that 
exceed 5,000 square feet are required to maintain or restore predevelopment hydrology 
(including temperature, rate, volume, and duration of flow) to the maximum extent 
technically feasible. The EPA has issued guidance that onsite management of the total 
volume of rainfall from the 95th percentile storm addresses Section 438 of EISA. The 
95th percentile rain event is equal to 1.8 inches of rainfall for this locality. To comply 
with Section 438 of EISA, a variety of low-impact development methods, such as 
reducing impervious areas, porous pavements, infiltration basins, vegetated swales, 
and bio-retention, shall be incorporated into the development to help reach the goal of 
having 100 percent of stormwater retained or detained onsite.  
 
The NCDEQ mandates that a State Individual Post-Construction Stormwater Permit will 
be submitted and approved before construction. The overall design objective is to 
maintain or restore pre-development hydrology and prevent any net increase in 
stormwater runoff. Adherence to these laws and regulations will result in a non-
significant impact to water resources due to additional stormwater runoff. The footprints 
of all chosen utilities will be included within the limits of disturbance for the entire 
project. 
 
The United States Department of Agricultural (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation 
Service Web Soil Survey tool provided a map and approximate percentage of soil-type 
within the project area (https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx). 

https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/WebSoilSurvey.aspx
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The project area consists of the following soils and is composed of the approximate 
percentage of each soil as listed (Enclosure 9; https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov): 
 

• 100% of the project area is Blaney loamy sand, two to eight percent slopes,  
which are well drained soils.  

 
The construction contractor will be responsible for obtaining all necessary stormwater 
and erosion control project review and permits from the NCDEQ. The NCDEQ 
mandates that a State Individual Post-Construction Stormwater Permit be submitted 
and approved before construction. The overall design objective is to maintain or restore 
pre-development hydrology and prevent any net increase in stormwater runoff. 
Adherence to these laws and regulations will result in a non-significant impact to water 
resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: Alternative 2 will result in no significant cumulative impacts to 
water and soil resources; the contractor will coordinate with the NCDEQ to ensure all 
necessary permitting and erosion control measures are obtained and employed. 
 

3.2.2 Cultural Resources: Cultural resources are historic properties (buildings, other 
structures, districts, landscapes, and viewsheds), Native American sites, archaeological 
sites, archaeological districts, and objects that are eligible for listing or already listed on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), as defined by the NHPA; cultural items 
as defined in the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 
(NAGPRA); Native American sites to which access is protected under the American 
Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978; archaeological resources as defined by the 
Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 and Antiquities Act of 1906 and Army 
Regulation 200-4; and archaeological artifact collections and associated records as 
defined by 36 CFR part 79. The cultural resources region of influence for the proposed 
action includes the project footprint, project depth, and adjacent properties. No known 
archeological sites occur within the proposed project footprint. The NRHP-listed Building 
708 occurs within the proposed project footprint. 
 

3.2.2.1 Alternative 1: No Action Alternative. Retain and continue to utilize Buildings 
707,708, 709, 710, and 711. 
 
Potential Impacts: Under the No Action Alternative, demolition or construction would not 
occur. Therefore, this alternative would result in no impact to cultural resources. 
 
Cumulative Impacts: The No Action Alternative will result in no significant cumulative 
impacts to cultural resources. 
 

3.2.2.2 Alternative 2: Demolish Buildings 707, 709, 710, 711, and individually listed 
NRHP Building 708; and construct and operate an aircraft maintenance hangar within 
the existing footprint. The proposed alternative will result in a significant but mitigable 
impact. 
 

https://soilseries.sc.egov.usda.gov/
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Potential Impacts: In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800, an adverse effect to cultural 
resources occurs when the proposed action directly or indirectly alters any historic 
property characteristics diminishing the location integrity, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association that qualify the property for NRHP inclusion. 
Adverse effects could also include reasonably foreseeable effects caused by the 
proposed action that occur later in time or that are cumulative. A significant impact 
occurs if prehistoric or historic-era resources eligible for listing or formally listed on the 
NRHP are disturbed or destroyed. Project activities that disturb or destroy the integrity 
of NRHP-listed or NRHP-eligible cultural resources result in direct impacts to include 
ground-disturbing activities, noise or other vibrations, renovation, and removal. Indirect 
impacts may not be immediate but can be reasonably predicted at the time of project 
implementation. 
 
Fort Liberty first notified the North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) of 
the intent to initiate consultation with the undertaking in accordance with 36 CFR Part 
800 on 6 September 2022 (Enclosure 10). Fort Liberty simultaneously consulted on 
demolition of NRHP-eligible Buildings 708 and 1-3151. Separate NEPA analysis will be 
conducted analyzing Building 1-3151 demolition. The SHPO acknowledged receipt of 
the proposed undertaking, developing a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) and 
creative mitigation measures (Enclosure 11). 
 
The concurrence letter dated 18 October 2023 from the SHPO acknowledged an 
“Adverse Affect” to demolishing Building 708 (Enclosure 12). A MOA draft outlining 
necessary mitigation requirements is attached as (Enclosure 13). Documentation will be 
produced by or under the direct supervision of personnel who meet the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards in Architectural History or Historic 
Architecture. The SHPO and Fort Liberty agreed to the following measures to mitigate 
the adverse effect of demolishing Building 708 as stipulated in the MOA: 
 

• Prior to demolition, the property will be documented by or under the direct  
supervision of personnel who meet the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional 
Qualifications Standards in Architectural History or Historic Architecture.  

• A program of signage will be implemented by Fort Liberty at eligible historic  
districts and buildings that will be keyed to a GIS story map to be hosted by the SHPO. 
The signage program will be completed within five years of the execution of the MOA.  
 
Cumulative Impacts: The proposed demolition of Building 708 will be mitigated in 
accordance with North Carolina SHPO’s requirements. As a result, there will be no 
significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources at the Installation by implementing 
Alternative 2. 
 
4.0 IMPACT SUMMARY 
 
No significant impacts will occur because of implementing the proposed action provided 
all mitigation measures as specified in this EA are achieved rendering an EIS and ROD 
unwarranted. The proposed action does not constitute a major federal action 
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significantly affecting the quality of the natural and human environment when 
considered individually or cumulatively in the context of NEPA. The Army will prepare 
and publish a mitigated FNSI to document this decision. The mitigated FNSI will 
summarize why the proposed action will not significantly affect the environment.  
 
5.0 PREPARATION AND CONSULTATION 
 

5.0.1 List of Preparers: This document was prepared for the Fort Liberty DPW by Ms. 
Ginny Carswell, NEPA Coordinator.   
 

5.0.2 List of Agencies Consulted: The following agencies were consulted during the 
development of this EA: 
 

• North Carolina State Clearinghouse Department of Administration, 116  
West Jones Street, Raleigh, NC, 27603-8003. 

• North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office. Department of Natural and  
Cultural Resources, 4617 Mail Service Center, Raleigh, NC, 27699-4617. 

• North Carolina Department of Environmental Quality, 217 West Jones  
Street, Raleigh, NC 27693. 
 

5.0.3 List of Persons Consulted:  The following persons were consulted during the 
development of this EA: 

 
• Acosta, Victoria. Wildlife Biologist, ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Baker, B. Alan. Environnemental Attorney, OSJA, HQ, XVIII ABN Corps Fort 

Liberty, NC. 
• Cates, Dustin. Installation Restoration Program Support, ED, DPW, Fort 

Liberty, NC 
• Fischer, Michael. Air Quality Program, ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Fleming, Rodney. Wildlife Biologist, ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Fernandez, Kathy. Compliance Branch Chief, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Glehill-Early, Renee. North Carolina State Historic Preservation Office, Raleigh, 

NC. 
• Goff, E. Ray. Traffic Engineer. BOID, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Hardy, Shawn. Solid Waste Program, ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Huskins, Stacy. Botanist, ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Locklear, Lance. Master Planner, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• McMillan, Kenny. Water Management Branch, ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Spates, Jeremy. Cultural Resources Support. ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Sloop, Jeff. Water Management Branch, ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Ward, Lee. Water Management Branch, ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
• Wilson, Jack. Hazardous Waste Program Manager, ED, DPW, Fort Liberty, NC. 
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7.0 DISTRIBUTION LIST As part of the internal and public review and comment 
process on this document, the following libraries and agencies have received copies of 
the EA and its draft mitigated FNSI.  
 

7.0.1 Libraries: 
 

• Cumberland County Public Library, 300 Maiden Lane, Fayetteville, NC  
28301. 

• John L. Throckmorton Library, Building 1-3346, R. Miller Street, Fort  
Liberty, NC 28310. 

•    Harnett County Library, 455 McKinney Parkway, Lillington, NC 27546 
• Hoke County Public Library, 334 N. Main Street, Raeford, NC 28376 
• Moore County Library, 101 Saunders Street, Carthage, NC 28327 

 
7.0.2 Agencies 

 
• North Carolina State Clearinghouse Department of Administration, 116 West 

Jones Street, Raleigh, NC, 27603-8003 
 

• XVIII Airborne Corps and Fort Liberty, NC 28310 
 (a) Garrison Commander (AMIM-LIG-ZA) 

(b) Office of the Staff Judge Advocate (AMIM-LIG-JA) 
(c) Directorate of Public Works (AMIM-LIP) 
(d) Environmental Division (AMIM-LIP-E) 
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Enclosure 2: Resource Area Issues, Concerns, Risks 
Resource Area Action Alternatives No Action Alternative 
Air Quality and Greenhouse 
Gas 
• Conformity 
• NAAQS 
• PSD 
• New Source Review 
• Minor Source 

Preconstruction Permitting 
• Dust 

 Level of Analysis: Less than 
Significant 

 Issues/concerns/risks: 
• None identified 

 
 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 

 

Airspace 
• controlled airspace 
• SUAs 
• MOAs 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 

Cultural Resources 
• historic buildings and 

structures 
• archaeological resources 
• SHPO consultation 
• Native American Tribes 

consultation 
• historic viewsheds 

 Level of Analysis: Significant but 
Mitigatable 

 Issues/concerns/risks: 
• Building 708 is NRHP-eligible. 

Demolition will be mitigated through 
measures as outlined in an MOA 
between Ft. Liberty and the NC 
SHPO. 
 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 

 

Energy(Utilities)/Facilities 
• energy 
• heating 
• cooling, 
• communications 

 Level of Analysis: Less than 
Significant 

 Issues/concerns/risks: 
• Utilities will be repaired/replaced and 

connected to existing lines.  

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 

Hazardous and Toxic 
Materials and Waste 
• hazardous material 
• hazardous waste 
• USTs/ASTs 
• asbestos 
• radon 
• LBP 
• PCBs 
• UXOs 
• MECs 
• POLs 

 

 Level of Analysis: Less than 
Significant 

 Issues/concerns/risks: 
• Hazardous material and POL will be 

stored according to all state and 
federal requirements 

• ACM and LBP will be impacted by 
the proposed project, however, 
handled and disposed of in 
accordance with state and federal 
regulations. 

 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• The location is within the 
training area of an active 
military installation 

 

Noise 
• noise zones 
• noise impacts to community 
• noise impacts to wildlife 
• risks of noise complaints 

 Level of Analysis: Minor 
Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
•  

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 

Soil Erosion/ Water Resources 
Management bedrock 
properties 
• seismology 
• economically viable 

minerals 

 Level of Analysis: Less than 
Significant 

 Issues/concerns/risks: 
• Soil erosion from proposed 

construction activities, 
 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 



 
 

Resource Area Action Alternatives No Action Alternative 
• soil series and properties 
• soil erosion potential 

Solid Waste 
• Construction and demolition 

landfill 
• Recyclable materials 

 Level of Analysis: Less than 
Significant 
• Debris will be hauled off site 

 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 

Socioeconomics 
• demographics 
• housing 
• economic development 
• quality of life 
• environmental justice in 

minority and low-income 
populations 

• protection of children from 
environmental health risks 
and safety risks 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified; project occurs within 
the Fort Liberty training area 
 

 

 Level of Analysis:  Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 

Threatened and Endangered 
Species and Other Biological 
Resources 
• vegetation 
• wildlife 
• threatened and endangered 

species 
• invasive species 
• wildland fires 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• RCW clusters present 
• Other threatened and endangered 

species potentially present or nearby 
 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• RCW clusters present 
• Other threatened and 

endangered species potentially 
present or nearby 

 

Transportation and Traffic 
• traffic 
• roadways 
• rail transportation 
• air transportation 
• traffic volume 
• level of congestion 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
Issues/concerns/risks: 

• Minimal increase in traffic during 
construction 
o End users already work at Fort 

Liberty and will use existing 
infrastructure. 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 

Water Quality 
• groundwater 

 

 Level of Analysis: Minor 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

•  

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
  

Wetlands and Floodplain 
Management 
• surface water 
• groundwater 
• floodplains 
• wetlands 
• 404 permits 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
 Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
. 

 

 Level of Analysis: Negligible 
Issues/concerns/risks: 

• None identified 
 

 
  



 
 

Enclosure 3: ACM Reports 
Building 707 
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Enclosure 4: Limited Lead Based Paint Survey 
 
Building 708 
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Enclosure 5: Environmental Justice Enclosure 

 



 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

Enclosure 6: IRP Sites 

 
  



 
 

Enclosure 7: Monitoring Well Locations 

 
 



 
 

Enclosure 8: FEMA Map 

 
  



 
 

 
 
 
 
 



 
 

Enclosure 9: USDA Soil Report 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 



 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

Enclosure 10: Fort Liberty SHPO Initiation Notification 6 Sept 2022 

 
 
 



 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

Enclosure 11: 18 October 2022 SHPO Initiation Receipt 

 



 
 

 
 
 
 



 
 

Enclosure 12: SHPO Concurrence Letter 

 



 
 

 



 
 

Enclosure 13: Draft MOA 
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