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Abstract: This environmental assessment provides an analysis of the 
environmental and socioeconomic effects of the 2007 “Management 
Guidelines for Red-cockaded Woodpeckers (RCW) on Army Installations.” 
This action is a Department of Army initiative to meet conservation 
requirements for the RCW on Army lands while accomplishing the Army’s 
primary mission of training and preparing troops for military conflict. This 
environmental assessment is programmatic in nature and does not 
provide analysis of site-specific environmental and socioeconomic effects. 
Installations will prepare installation Endangered Species Management 
Components (ESMCs) of their Integrated Natural Resource Management 
Plans (INRMPs) in accordance with the preferred alternative and Chapter 
11, AR 200-3. Installation ESMCs and future project-level activities 
associated with the preferred alternative on Army installations will require 
disclosure of site-specific effects in compliance with National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA), and other applicable laws as required. 

DISCLAIMER: The contents of this report are not to be used for advertising, publication, or promotional purposes. Citation 
of trade names does not constitute an official endorsement or approval of the use of such commercial products. All product 
names and trademarks cited are the property of their respective owners. The findings of this report are not to be construed as 
an official Department of the Army position unless so designated by other authorized documents. 
 
DESTROY THIS REPORT WHEN NO LONGER NEEDED. DO NOT RETURN IT TO THE ORIGINATOR. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

This environmental assessment provides an analysis of the environmental 
and socioeconomic effects of the 2007 “Management Guidelines for Red-
cockaded Woodpeckers (RCW) on Army Installations.” This action is a 
Department of Army initiative to meet conservation requirements for the 
RCW on Army lands while accomplishing the Army’s primary mission of 
training and preparing troops for military conflict. To meet these require-
ments, the Army initially considered five alternatives (see Chapter 3, “Al-
ternatives” [p 8]). The first alternative was continued implementation of 
the 1996 Army RCW guidelines (Appendix A; hereafter referred to as the 
1996 guidelines). The other four alternatives considered were various revi-
sions of the 1996 guidelines. The first alternative is the “No Action” alter-
native, which provides the baseline for assessing cumulative environ-
mental and socioeconomic effects of the Army’s preferred alternative 
(Appendix B; hereafter referred to as the 2007 guidelines). The environ-
mental and socioeconomic effects of the 1996 guidelines were disclosed in 
an environmental assessment.* 

This environmental assessment is programmatic in nature and does not 
provide analysis of site-specific environmental and socioeconomic effects. 
Installations will prepare installation Endangered Species Management 
Components (ESMCs) of their Integrated Natural Resource Management 
Plans (INRMPs) in accordance with the preferred alternative and Chapter 
11, AR 200-3. Installation ESMCs and future project-level activities associ-
ated with the preferred alternative on Army installations will require dis-
closure of site-specific effects in compliance with National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) requirements, the Endangered Species Act (ESA), and 
other applicable laws as required. 

A biological assessment has been prepared to assess the effects of imple-
mentation of the preferred alternative on threatened and endangered spe-

                                                                 

* Hayden, T. J. 1997. Biological Assessment of the Effects of the Proposed Revision of the 1994 “Man-
agement Guidelines for the Red-Cockaded Woodpecker on Army Installations”.  USACERL Special Re-
port 97/48. Champaign, IL: Construction Engineering Research Laboratory (CERL). 
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cies in compliance with Section 7 requirements of the ESA, and has been 
published as a separate ERDC/CERL Special Report.* 

1.2 Need for the action 

This action is revision of the 1996 “Management guidelines for RCWs on 
Army Installations.” The preferred alternative, the 2007 guidelines, would 
supersede the 1996 guidelines. 

In spring 2005 the Department of Army, Office of the Director of Envi-
ronmental Programs (ODEP) determined that a revision of the 1996 guide-
lines was necessary. The decision by ODEP to proceed with this revision 
was driven by several events occurring subsequent to approval of the 1996 
Army guidelines. First, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) Recov-
ery Plan for the RCW (hereafter referred to as the 2003 Recovery Plan) 
underwent a major revision in 2003.† The 2003 Recovery Plan detailed 
recovery goals for RCW populations, including Army installations, and es-
tablished specific criteria and recommendations for RCW conservation, 
management and recovery. The 1996 guidelines required updating to be in 
accordance with the 2003 Recovery Plan. Second, research activities since 
1996 have provided significant new information on the effects of military 
training activities on RCWs on Army installations that was not available 
during development of the 1996 Army guidelines. Third, Army organiza-
tional changes required updating of Army roles and responsibilities for 
RCW management on Army installations. Fourth, Army installations have 
been successful in promoting significant population gains, with a 53 per-
cent increase from 595 to 903 RCW potential breeding groups (PBGs) be-
tween 1997 and 2005 on installations implementing the 1996 Army guide-
lines. Finally, the combination of new research findings on effects of 
military training activity and population increases on installations, re-
sulted in an internal Army recommendation to ODEP to propose a de-
crease in training restrictions associated with the 1996 Army guidelines 
that would be tied to demonstrated population increases on installations. 

                                                                 
* Timothy J. Hayden. 2007. Biological Assessment of the Effects of the Proposed Revision of the 1996 

“Management Guidelines for the Red-cockaded Woodpecker on Army Installations.” ERDC/CERL SR-
07-12. Champaign, IL: Construction Engineering Research Laboratory (CERL). 

†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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1.3 Scope 

The scope of this environmental assessment is limited to assessing the en-
vironmental and socioeconomic effects resulting from revision of the 1996 
guidelines. The preferred alternative for revision of the 1996 guidelines is a 
Department of Army initiative. No other Department of Defense (DoD) 
service branch (Air Force, Navy, Coast Guard) currently would be subject 
to the 2007 guidelines. Army installations subject to the 2007 guidelines 
revision are limited to those with lands under Department of Army man-
agement authority with currently active RCW cluster sites. Eight installa-
tions (Table 1) meet these criteria. 

Table 1.  Army installations subject to the proposed revision of the 1996 “Management 
Guidelines for RCWs on Army Installations.” 

Installation State Population Status 

Camp Blanding Florida RCWs present 

Fort Benning Georgia RCWs present 

Fort Bragg North Carolina RCWs present 

Fort Gordon Georgia RCW present 

Fort Jackson South Carolina RCWs present 

Fort Polk Louisiana RCWs present 

Fort Stewart Georgia RCWs present 

Sunny Point Military 
Ocean Terminal 

North Carolina RCWs present 

1.4 Revision development process and public review 

To address the need to revise the 1996 guidelines, ODEP established an 
Army Working Group to draft the 2007 “Management Guidelines for 
RCWs on Army Installations” (Appendix B) in spring 2005. The Army 
Working Group was comprised of representatives of ODEP, Army Envi-
ronmental Center (AEC), Installation Management Agency (IMA), Major 
Commands, installations, the U.S. Army Engineer Research and Develop-
ment Center (ERDC), and the USFWS. The working group initially re-
viewed alternatives for revision of the 1996 guidelines during May through 
July of 2005. These alternatives are described in Chapter 3 of this envi-
ronmental assessment (p 8). Based on the working group consensus on the 
preferred alternative, an initial draft revision of the 1996 guidelines was 
prepared by ERDC in November 2005. Subsequent to preparation of this 
initial draft, the Army working group conducted several rounds of review 
and revision of the draft guidelines from November 2005 through August 
2006. The Army provided drafts of the 2007 guidelines to the USFWS 
RCW Recovery Coordinator for review and comment during the revision 
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process. The Recovery Coordinator’s comments were incorporated in sub-
sequent drafts. The Army submitted a request to USFWS to initiate formal 
consultation on 13 November 2006. The biological assessment for the pre-
ferred alternative was received by USFWS on 4 December 2006. 

A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the environmental assessments and 
draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) were published in a total of 
12 newspapers that were selected as serving the city/county in which the 
eight affected installations are located. The NOA for the environmental as-
sessment and draft FNSI were published in the following newspapers:   

• The Columbus Times, 
Columbus, GA 

• Columbus Ledger-Enquirer, 
Columbus, GA 

• The Herald of Savannah, 
Savannah, GA 

• The Savannah Morning News, 
Savannah, GA 

• Augusta Chronicle, Augusta, GA 
• The Florida Times Union, 

Jacksonville, FL 

• Fayetteville Observer, 
Fayetteville, NC 

• Wilmington Morning Star; 
Wilmington, NC 

• Free Times, Columbia, SC 
• The State Newspaper, SC 
• Town Talk, Alexandria-

Pineville, LA 
• The Northside Journal, 

Pineville, LA.  

The NOA was published in these papers between 30 December 2006 and 
10 January 2007. The FNSI and the supporting EA were available through 
the Army Environmental Command Public Affairs Office (USAEC PAO) 
and the USAEC official website from 30 December 2006 until 10 February 
2007. The period for public comment closed on 10 February. No requests 
for copies of the draft FNSI and EA were received by USAEC PAO. No pub-
lic comments were received. 

The USFWS submitted its Biological Opinion on the preferred alternative 
on 24 April 2007, which determined that implementation of the 2007 
guidelines (preferred alternative) is not likely to jeopardize the continued 
existence of the RCW. The Army made the 2007 guidelines final on 
1 May 2007. 
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2 Affected Environment 

 Detailed descriptions of ongoing military and natural resource manage-
ment activities on installations subject to the 2007 guidelines are provided 
in the biological assessment (ERDC/CERL SR-07-12) and installations’ 
Integrated Natural Resource Management Plans (INRMP) and the Endan-
gered Species Management Component (ESMC) of INRMPs (both incor-
porated by reference). Installation ESMCs are approved for implementa-
tion through consultation with USFWS. The following is a brief synopsis of 
information available in these documents. 

2.1 Mission and history 

The eight installations subject to the 2007 guidelines have military train-
ing and support mission that support the Army’s mission to be ready to 
fight and win military conflicts anywhere in the world on terms favorable 
to the United States and its allies. With the exception of Military Ocean 
Terminal, Sunny Point, these installations were initially established to 
meet national defense requirements associated with World Wars I and II. 

2.2 Physiographic and habitat features 

Installations considered in this environmental assessment are located in 
five southeastern states: North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Louisi-
ana and Florida. 2003 Recovery Plan recovery units represented by instal-
lations include the Sandhills, the South Atlantic Coastal Plain, the Mid-
Atlantic Coastal Plain, the South/Central Florida, and the West Gulf 
Coastal Plain recovery units. Upland habitats on these installations typi-
cally are dominated by pine and mixed pine-hardwood forest. Mixed 
hardwoods dominate low lying mesic sites and stream bottoms. Predomi-
nant pine species on these installations include longleaf, loblolly, and slash 
pines. Pre-colonial upland habitats on most of the installations likely were 
dominated by fire-maintained longleaf pine forest and longleaf pine sa-
vanna. The 2003 Recovery Plan cites post-colonial practices of naval 
stores production, logging and fire suppression as significant factors in 
depleting the availability of live, old-growth pine trees throughout the 
southeastern United States that are a critical habitat component for the 
endangered RCW. A variety of aquatic and wetland communities found in 
the southeastern United States are represented on installations considered 
in this environmental assessment. 
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2.3 Mission activities 

Although mission activities vary among installation, the full range of train-
ing, maneuver, and combat support activities conducted by the Army in 
support of its mission are conducted among the subject installations. 
These activities include the full range of troop and mechanized maneuver, 
live-fire training from small arms through tank and heavy artillery, 
paradrops, and aviation training. Training is conducted from small-unit 
through brigade-sized exercises. 

2.4 Current RCW populations and habitat 

Table 2 shows 2005 RCW population status and 2003 Recovery Plan goals 
for installations subject to the 2007 guidelines. Population data for 2005 
are from installation reports to USFWS presented at the February 2006 
annual Army/USFWS RCW meeting in Atlanta, GA. Details on installation 
population status and distribution are found in installation ESMCs and 
annual reports to USFWS. 

Virtually no true old-growth RCW habitat occurs on these installations to-
day. Existing pine forests generally represent second- and third-growth 
stands. RCWs typically are found nesting in relict trees that were left be-
cause of defects or remain from seedtree cuts that were never harvested. 
Some pine stands, particularly in live-fire areas, have reached an age class 
suitable for RCW nesting because they have not been accessible to com-
mercial harvest. 
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Table 2.  2005 population status and recovery goals for installations subject to the 2007 
guidelines. (Recovery goals are in accordance with 2003 Recovery Plan). 

 2005  

 Active Clusters PBGs Recovery Goal 

Camp Blanding 24 21 25a
 

Fort Benning 254 1911
  350a

Fort Bragg 414 3472
  350b

 Camp Mackall3  14 10 100c

Fort Gordon 8 6 25d
 

Fort Jackson 34 22 126d
 

Fort Polk 52 43 350e
 

 Peason Ridge4
  37 31 120d

Fort Stewart 283 263 350a
 

Sunny Point Military      
Ocean Terminal 

6 5 17d
 

1 Estimated from sample clusters. In 2006 Fort Benning has documented 265 active 
clusters and 253 PBGs. 

2 Estimated from sample clusters. 
3 A sub-installation and under the management authority of Fort Bragg 
4 A sub-installation and under the management authority of Fort Polk 
a 2003 Recovery Plan goal of PBGs for the property. 
b 2003 Recovery Plan goal of PBGs for the North Carolina Sandhills East Primary Core popu-
lation that includes the properties of Fort Bragg, Calloway Tract, Carver’s Creek Tract, 
McCain Tract, and Weymouth Woods State Nature Preserve. 

c 2003 Recovery Plan goal for North Carolina Sandhills West Essential Support population 
that includes the properties of Camp Mackall and Sandhills Game Lands. 

d 2003 Recovery Plan estimate of potential number of active clusters that could be sup-
ported by the property for “significant and important support populations.” 

e 2003 Recovery Plan goal of PBGs for the Vernon/Fort Polk Primary Core population that 
includes the properties of Fort Polk and Vernon Unit of Kisatchie National Forest. 
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3 Alternatives 

Alternatives for the proposed action initially were developed from meet-
ings and correspondence among representatives of the Army Working 
Group during May-July 2005. This chapter provides an outline of the five 
alternatives considered for revision of the “1996 Guidelines for Manage-
ment of RCWs on Army Installations.” Alternative 1 is the “no action” al-
ternative with continued implementation of the 1996 Army guidelines. Al-
ternative 2 incorporates actions to conform to the 2003 Recovery Plan. 
Alternatives 3-5 incorporate actions to conform to the 2003 Recovery Plan 
and present alternative approaches for designating protected (primary re-
cruitment clusters, PRCs) versus unprotected clusters (supplemental re-
cruitment clusters, SRCs). This chapter discloses the major actions, advan-
tages and disadvantages for each alternative considered in reaching a 
decision on the Army’s preferred alternative. 

The two alternatives that receive further analysis of environmental and so-
cioeconomic effects in this environmental assessment are alternative 1, the 
“no action” alternative, which is continued implementation of the 1996 
“Management Guidelines for RCWs on Army Installations,” and alterna-
tive 3, the Army’s preferred alternative, the 2007 guidelines (Appendix B). 
Alternatives 2, 4 and 5 were dropped from further analysis for the reasons 
listed below. 

3.1 Alternative 1 (no action alternative):  Continue implementation 
of the 1996 Army guidelines 

3.1.1 Actions 

This is the “No action” alternative that retains existing Army RCW guid-
ance and policies for training restrictions and designation of protected and 
unprotected clusters. 

3.1.2 Advantages 

1.  Would not require any changes in current installation ESMCs/INRMPs. 
2. Would not require any changes in cluster marking. 
3. Would not require formal or informal consultation. 
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3.1.3 Disadvantages 

1. Would not provide any additional relief for training. 
2. Would have limited statistical power to determine effects of training on 

unprotected clusters. 
3. Would not conform in many aspects to the current 2003 Recovery Plan. 
4. Would continue to hold the Army to higher standards than required for 

other Federal agencies under terms of the 2003 Recovery Plan 
5. Does not take advantage of new knowledge gained through Army research 

investment. 
6. Continues practice of assuming all SRCs are subject to incidental take, 

thereby not crediting installations for actual RCW populations. 

3.1.4 Decision 

Establishes baseline “no action” alternative for considering effects of the 
Army’s preferred alternative. Implementing this alternative would not 
meet requirements established by the Army for revising the 1996 guide-
lines. 

3.2 Alternative 2:  Revise 1996 guidelines to conform to USFWS 
RCW recovery plan 

This suite of actions also would be incorporated in Alternatives 3-5, but 
the advantages and disadvantages are only disclosed here. 

3.2.1 Actions 

1. Revise population goal definitions to reflect terminology of Recovery Plan. 
2. Establish guidance that would allow counting of all clusters that meet 

Recovery Plan criteria for counting toward population goals. 
3. Revise as necessary habitat management guidance in accordance with 

Recovery Plan. 
4. Establish baseline monitoring requirements for active clusters and poten-

tial breeding groups consistent with Recovery Plan. 
5. Establish concurrence between Army reporting thresholds versus 2003 

Recovery Plan thresholds. 

3.2.2 Advantages 

1. Reduces inconsistencies in Army versus USFWS terminology and recovery 
criteria. 

2. Would allow maximum credit for clusters toward population goals. 
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3. By permitting the Army to take fuller credit of the actual RCW population, 
time to achieve recovery goals and secure elimination of all training 
restrictions would be reduced compared to Alternative I. 

4. Would potentially reduce monitoring costs for some installations. 
5. Change in reporting threshold would likely reduce requirement for 

consultation. 
6. Army recovery responsibilities would be brought in line with those of other 

Federal agencies. 

3.2.3 Disadvantages 

1. Might result in significant alteration of current installation monitoring 
programs and ESMCs. 

2. Further evaluation of training impacts on unprotected clusters would not 
be possible. 

3. Does not provide a process for alleviating training restrictions as 
populations approach recovery goals. 

3.2.4 Decision 

Implementing this alternative would not meet the Army’s objective to es-
tablish a process to reduce training restrictions associated with RCW clus-
ters as populations approach recovery goals. Actions under this alternative 
that are retained under the Army’s preferred alternative are considered in 
the analyses of environmental and socioeconomic effects for the preferred 
alternative. Therefore this alternative is not considered reasonable and is 
not the subject of further evaluation. 

3.3 Alternative 3 (preferred alternative):  Phased in designation of 
unprotected clusters 

3.3.1 Actions 

1. Incorporate actions under Alternative 2, above. 
2. Training restrictions will be removed incrementally from potential 

breeding groups as populations increase according to the following 
schedule (cf. Table 3; Appendix B gives details from the 2007 guidelines). 
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Table 3.  Training restrictions schedule. 

Total PBGs Restrictions Removed Incremental Total 

251-275 25 75 

276-300 50 125 

301-350 150 275 

>350 Restrictions removed on all PBGs.  

3.3.2 Advantages 

1. Provides increased, incremental relief of training restrictions prior to 
reaching recovery goal. 

2. Reduced restrictions linked to increasing populations rewards good RCW 
management. 

3. Maximum flexibility for training operations with regard to designation of 
unprotected clusters. 

4. Provides consistency with 2003 Recovery Plan. 

3.3.3 Disadvantages 

1. May increase monitoring costs in the short-term until recovery goals are 
achieved; however, if determination of effects of military training on 
unprotected clusters is a requirement, results may be biased by non-
random designation of clusters, and statistical power to evaluate 
differences between protected and unprotected clusters likely would be 
low until populations reach an adequate size. 

2. Would likely require formal consultation, thus delaying implementation. 
3. May not take full advantage of Army research results and installation 

monitoring data in terms of accelerated removal of training restrictions. 

3.3.4 Decision 

Implementing this alternative would meet the Army’s objective to conform 
to the 2003 Recovery Plan and to establish a process to reduce training 
restrictions associated with RCW clusters as populations approach recov-
ery goals. This alternative is the Army’s preferred alternative and is con-
sidered further in this assessment’s analyses of environmental and socio-
economic effects. 

3.4 Alternative 4:  Immediate removal of training restrictions on 50 
percent of RCW clusters 

In addition to actions implemented under Alternative II: 
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3.4.1 Actions 

1. Incorporate actions under Alternative 2, above. 
2. Immediately eliminate all RCW-related training restrictions on 50% of 

RCW clusters on Army installations. RCW population growth on Army 
installations and Army research data would provide the basis for this 
increase in unprotected clusters. 

3. Detailed analysis of effects of training on unprotected clusters would be 
implemented for 3 years on two installations. 

4. Designation of unprotected clusters would be random or random-block 
design to minimize bias. 

5. If these data document positive recruitment in all clusters after 3 years, 
then all training restrictions would be removed. 

3.4.2 Advantages 

1. Provides immediate, significant relief of training restrictions on Army 
installations. 

2. Would provide data for potentially accelerated removal of training 
restrictions on all Army installations. 

3. Randomized allocation would provide unbiased estimates of training 
effects on unprotected clusters. 

4. Would provide information on actual level of take in unprotected clusters 
because of military training. 

3.4.3 Disadvantages 

1. Formal consultation would likely be required. 
2. Randomized allocation of unprotected clusters may conflict with opera-

tional requirements. 
3. May increase monitoring costs in the short-term until completion of the 

3-year analysis is completed or until recovery goals are achieved. 
4. If adverse effects were documented, it would impose significant opera-

tional constraints to reinstate restrictions after they had been removed. 

3.4.4 Decision 

The potential risk of adverse effects and subsequent potential constraints 
on military operations do not meet the Army’s requirements for opera-
tional flexibility while meeting conservation objectives for RCW. Therefore 
this alternative is not considered reasonable and is not the subject of fur-
ther evaluation. 
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3.5 Alternative 5:  Immediate removal of all RCW training 
restrictions 

3.5.1 Actions 

1. Incorporate actions under Alternative 2, above. 
2. Immediately remove all training restrictions on all Army installations, 

except for protection of cavity trees from direct damage 

3.5.2 Advantages 

1. Would provide the most immediate and significant training relief at all 
installations. 

2. All installations would receive some level of relief from training 
restrictions. 

3. Would potentially reduce monitoring costs. 

3.5.3 Disadvantages 

1. Would require formal consultation and would likely involve a high level of 
scrutiny from outside agencies. 

2. Based on currently available data it would be difficult to make a 
determination that there would be low risk of adverse effects. This could 
lead to a Jeopardy Opinion, which could lead to a severe curtailment of 
training activities. 

3. If RCW declines were to occur, the Army would not be able to definitively 
determine whether training activity was a factor. 

3.5.4 Decision 

The potential risk of adverse effects and subsequent potential constraints 
on military operations do not meet the Army’s requirements for opera-
tional flexibility while meeting conservation objectives for RCW. Therefore 
this alternative is not considered reasonable and is not the subject of fur-
ther evaluation. 
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4 Environmental and Socioeconomic 
Effects 

This chapter discloses environmental and socioeconomic effects antici-
pated from implementation of the Army’s preferred alternative, the 2007 
guidelines (Appendix B). The “No Action” alternative continues implemen-
tation of the 1996 Army RCW guidelines and provides the baseline for as-
sessing effects of implementing the preferred alternative. The biological 
assessment (ERDC/CERL SR-07-12) for the preferred alternative details 
changes from the 1996 guidelines. Effects of these changes are limited to 
RCWs and associated habitats. In summary, the preferred alternative in-
corporates: 

• changes to clarify actions, terms and definitions 
• changes to provide consistency with current army policy, regulations 

and management structure 
• changes to provide consistency with the 2003 Recovery Plan 
• changes to reduce training restrictions in association with increasing 

RCW populations on Army installations. 

Environmental and socioeconomic values considered in this assessment 
are: 

• Biological 
o Red-cockaded woodpecker 
o Other threatened or endangered species 
o Timber stand development and management 
o Biodiversity 

• Physical Environment 
o Air quality 
o Soils 
o Water quality 

• Socioeconomic 
o Cultural Resources 
o Recreation 
o Construction 
o Noise 
o Economics. 
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The preferred alternative represents the Army’s programmatic guidance 
specifically for management of the RCW. The preferred alternative does 
not supersede requirements of the Endangered Species Act, National Envi-
ronmental Policy Act, or Chapter 11 AR 200-3. Installations cannot con-
duct any significant Federal actions or make a commitment of resources 
that may affect other listed species until installation ESMCs are revised in 
accordance with the 2007 guidelines and approved in consultation with 
USFWS and meets requirements for compliance with NEPA. 

4.1 Biological Effects 

4.1.1 Red-cockaded Woodpecker 

The biological assessment (ERDC/CERL SR-07-12) for the preferred al-
ternative discloses effects of the 2007 guidelines on the RCW relative to 
the no action alternative. This analysis is included in this environmental 
assessment by reference. The biological assessment determines that the 
preferred alternative will meet conservation objectives for the RCW, assist 
species recovery, fulfill regulatory requirements of the ESA, and alleviate 
current restrictions on military training. Although individual RCWs may 
be affected because of the potential for greater training activity in prox-
imity to RCW clusters, no adverse effect at the population level is antici-
pated. The preferred alternative incorporates changes to conform to the 
2003 Recovery Plan. The 2003 Recovery Plan incorporates input from 
leading experts representing multiple Federal, state, and non-
governmental agencies on the “best practices” for RCW management, con-
servation and recovery. The 2003 Recovery Plan represents the “best sci-
entifically and commercial data available” for management of RCW popu-
lations and habitats. 

Under the no action alternative, monitoring and management guidance 
under the 1996 Guidelines would not be consistent with the 2003 Recov-
ery Plan. Although installations would still be required to meet population 
goals under the no action alternative, failure to update guidance with most 
current scientific guidance may unnecessarily retard recovery efforts. Also, 
no process is established for reducing restrictions on military operations 
as RCW populations reach installation goals. 

4.1.2 Other threatened or endangered species 

The biological assessment (ERDC/CERL SR-07-12) for the preferred al-
ternative lists other threatened and endangered species occurring on in-
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stallations subject to the 2007 guidelines. The biological assessment de-
termines that the programmatic guidance of the preferred alternative will 
not adversely affect populations of other threatened or endangered spe-
cies. Individuals of other listed species with occurrences in RCW habitats 
may be adversely affected by disturbance from increased access for mili-
tary training activities in unprotected RCW clusters under the 2007 guide-
lines. However, under both the no action alternative and the preferred al-
ternative, installations cannot conduct any significant Federal actions or 
make a commitment of resources that may affect other listed species in ac-
cordance with either alternative until installation ESMCs are revised and 
approved in consultation with USFWS. Under both alternatives, installa-
tions are required to determine effects and avoid unauthorized “take” of 
other listed species in consultation with USFWS for any implementing ac-
tions that are in accordance with the programmatic guidance of the no ac-
tion alternative or the preferred alternative. As disclosed in the 2003 Re-
covery Plan, habitat management practices for RCW (e.g., prescribed 
burning and silvicultural prescriptions) generally support ecosystem man-
agement objectives and likely will have a net benefit for listed species oc-
curring in RCW habitats. 

4.1.3 Timber stand development and management 

The preferred alternative adopts recommendations and criteria from the 
2003 Recovery Plan for silvicultural practices in RCW habitats. Both the 
no action alternative and the preferred alternative emphasize maintenance 
of quality RCW habitat over commercial timber production. Recommen-
dations in the 2003 Recovery Plan, adopted in the preferred alternative, 
emphasizes silvicultural practices that provide “…a substantial amount of 
large pines, low densities of small and medium sized pines, sparse or ab-
sent hardwood midstory, and abundant diverse herbaceous groundcov-
ers.” Also emphasized is the development of forest structure suitable to 
carry frequent growing season fires and the conversion of off-site pine 
stands to native, site-appropriate pine species. Adopting the 2003 Recov-
ery Plan standards for silvicultural practices under the 2007 guidelines 
will assist in recovery and maintenance of RCW populations and also pro-
vide quality habitat for many other associated threatened or endangered 
species. 

Under the no action alternative, assessment of foraging habitat availability 
follows the outdated “Henry guidelines,” which does not provide the most 
current standards for RCW foraging requirements. Silviculture prescrip-
tions under the no action alternative are general and do not take into ac-
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count the wide range of site conditions and silvicultural systems that are 
addressed under the 2003 Recovery Plan. 

4.1.4 Biodiversity 

Both the baseline no action alternative and the preferred alternative in-
corporate the concepts of promoting biodiversity and ecosystem manage-
ment practices. The 2003 Recovery Plan states that “management for red-
cockaded woodpeckers provides strong benefits for entire ecosystems.” 
According to the 2003 Recovery Plan, these benefits are derived primarily 
from broad-scale prescribed burning programs and broad-scale silvicul-
tural practices that restore open conditions and retain old trees across the 
landscape. Habitat management practices under the 2007 guidelines that 
conform to the 2003 Recovery Plan will support objectives for mainte-
nance of biodiversity associated with native, fire-adapted upland pine eco-
systems of the southeastern United States. 

4.2 Physical environment 

4.2.1 Air quality 

Implementing the preferred alternative will not significantly change the 
level of prescribed burning relative to the no action alternative. Prescribed 
burns potentially increase atmospheric smoke levels and potentially in-
crease safety risks on nearby public roads because of decreased visibility 
and because of the potential increase in atmospheric irritants to humans 
in nearby urban areas. Under both the no action alternative and the pre-
ferred alternative, installations are required to conduct prescribed burns 
in accordance with all local, state, and Federal air quality laws and regula-
tions. All installations subject to the preferred alternative are responsible 
for coordinating prescribed burning activities with city, county, or state 
agencies responsible for smoke management to minimize human and air 
quality impacts. The preferred alternative will not reduce the installations’ 
responsibility for safety and air quality standards associated with a pre-
scribed burn program. 

4.2.2 Soils 

No significant effects on soils are anticipated under the preferred alterna-
tive relative to the no action alternative. Soil disturbance due to military 
training activities may increase in some areas under the preferred alterna-
tive relative to baseline conditions. Under the preferred alternative, mili-
tary units, under some conditions, will have increased access to previously 
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restricted areas. Assuming no changes in the overall training levels on an 
installation, this will represent a redistribution of soil-disturbing activities 
rather than a net increase in disturbance activities. Under both the pre-
ferred alternative and the no action alternative, military units are required 
to report excessive soil disturbance, and installations are required to re-
pair this damage within 3 working days. In addition, units are required to 
fill any military excavations upon completion of training and mechanical 
digging is not permitted within clusters unless approved through consulta-
tion with USFWS. 

4.2.3 Water quality 

No significant effects on water quality are anticipated under the preferred 
alternative relative to the no action alternative. Use of potential water con-
taminants, such as herbicides and pesticides, are not anticipated to in-
crease under the preferred alternative relative to the no action alternative. 
Potential for increased runoff because of loss of soil cover from prescribed 
burns is not anticipated to increase under the preferred alternative relative 
to the no action alternative. Increased soil disturbance and erosion associ-
ated with increased sedimentation of surface waters may occur at some 
locations under the preferred alternative. No net increase in erosion po-
tential is anticipated, however, assuming no overall change in training lev-
els. Requirements to report and repair soil disturbance under both the 
preferred alternative and the no action alternative will minimize the po-
tential for sedimentation of surface waters. 

4.3 Socioeconomic effects 

4.3.1 Cultural resources 

No effects on cultural resources are anticipated under either the preferred 
alternative or the no action alternative. Under both alternatives, installa-
tions are required to meet survey and protection requirements under cur-
rent laws for cultural and historic artifacts. The preferred alternative 
would not alter this requirement. 

4.3.2 Recreation 

No effects on recreation activities are anticipated under the preferred al-
ternative relative to the no action alternative. Recreation activities on 
Army lands are restricted due to security and safety considerations. Nei-
ther of these alternatives directly addresses restrictions on recreation ac-
tivities related to RCW management. If installations designate recreation 
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areas in RCW habitat management units, restrictions on recreational ac-
tivities may be required; however, such designation is considered unlikely. 
Continuation of recreational activities in areas with RCWs would require 
consultation with the USFWS. Hunting activities on installations are typi-
cally short-term and transient in nature and would be consistent with 
guidelines for transient troop movements through RCW clusters. 

4.3.3 Construction 

No effects on construction activities are anticipated from implementing 
the preferred alternative relative to the no action alternative. Planning re-
quirements under both alternatives assist in minimizing conflicts between 
construction requirements and development and designation of RCW 
habitat. All construction activities that potentially affect RCW habitat are 
subject to consultation with USFWS. 

4.3.4 Noise 

No effects of noise are anticipated under the preferred alternative relative 
to the no action alternative. 

4.3.5 Economic 

No economic effects are anticipated from implementing the preferred al-
ternative relative to the no action alternative. Forest products revenues are 
not anticipated to significantly change under the preferred alternative. In 
the long-term, silvicultural practices under both alternatives would pro-
vide a stable, sustainable yield of high-quality timber products due to 
longer rotation schedules and native, site-appropriate pine stands. 

Increased monitoring costs may be associated with the preferred alterna-
tive to evaluate potential effects of removing training restrictions from 
RCW clusters. It is anticipated, however, that these costs will be offset by 
increased efficiencies in military operations due to increased operational 
flexibility and access to training lands under the preferred alternative. 
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5 Cumulative Effects and Conclusion 

No significant, cumulative adverse effects on biological, physical, social, or 
economic resources are anticipated under the preferred alternative. The 
preferred alternative will maintain progressive and proactive biological 
management practices for RCWs and provide mechanisms for continued 
population growth on installations while maintaining the Army’s ability to 
effectively train. Monitoring, research, and mitigation requirements under 
the preferred alternative will provide a mechanism to recognize, evaluate, 
and rectify any adverse effects before cumulative, irreversible impacts oc-
cur. Changes under the preferred alternative to conform to the 2003 Re-
covery Plan will support local and regional objectives for conservation and 
recovery of the RCW. 

The scope of Federal actions considered for all the alternatives in this as-
sessment does not include potential changes in mission requirements or 
staffing. Such changes would be considered separate Federal actions and 
would be subject to all compliance requirements of relevant state and Fed-
eral environmental regulations including the ESA and NEPA. 
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Appendix A: 1996 “Management Guidelines 
for the Red-cockaded Woodpecker on 
Army Installations” 
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Appendix B: 2007 “Management Guidelines 
for the Red-cockaded Woodpecker on 
Army Installations” 
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