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DRAFT 
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
FOR THE TRANSFER AND REUSE OF THE 

ADRIAN B. RHODES ARMED FORCES RESERVE CENTER 
WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 

BRAC 2005 
 

 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment (BRAC) Commission of 2005, in response to the 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990, as amended, recommended closing the 
Army Reserve Adrian B. Rhodes Armed Forces Reserve Center (Rhodes AFRC) in Wilmington, 
North Carolina (NC) and relocation to a new AFRC and Organizational Maintenance Shop 
(OMS) in Wilmington, NC, if the Army is able to acquire suitable land for the construction of the 
facilities.   
 
Pursuant to the Council on Environmental Quality regulations (40 Code of Federal Regulations 
[CFR] Parts 1500-1508) implementing the procedural provisions of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), 42 United States (U.S.) Code Section 4321 et seq., as amended; 32 CFR 
Part 651 (Environmental Analysis of Army Actions), the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile 
District, has prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) and Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FNSI), which addresses the transfer and reuse of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 
 
Proposed Action 
 
The Proposed Action is to complete the disposal of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities in 
Wilmington, NC, after the installation is closed and the forces are realigned as rapidly as 
possible in order to expedite its reuse.  Redevelopment and reuse of the surplus Rhodes AFRC 
property would occur as a secondary action under disposal.  Under BRAC law, the Army must 
close the Rhodes AFRC no later than September 15, 2011.  After the Rhodes AFRC is closed, 
the Army would dispose of the property.  As a part of the disposal process, the Army screened 
the property for reuse with the Department of Defense and other Federal agencies.  No Federal 
agency expressed an interest in reusing this property for another purpose. 
 
Alternatives Considered 
 
Alternatives to the Proposed Action considered typical methods of disposal, including traditional, 
accelerated, caretaker status, and reuse by a local redevelopment authority (LRA).  Two 
Alternatives were analyzed in this EA: the Disposal and Reuse Alternative (Preferred 
Alternative) and the No Action Alternative (caretaker status).   
 
Under the Disposal and Reuse Alternative, the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would be 
transferred to an LRA.  The City of Wilmington is the recognized LRA for the redevelopment of 
the Rhodes AFRC facilities for the transfer and reuse process.  The LRA would receive the 
Rhodes AFRC property and facilities through a zero-cost conveyance.  The proposed 
redevelopment includes the transfer and demolition of all the existing Rhodes AFRC 
institutional-style structures (4 buildings totaling approximately 30,000 square feet [SF]) and 
replacement with new residential-style structures (8 buildings totaling approximately 51,000 SF) 
as permanent support housing for the homeless.   
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Under the No Action Alternative, the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would continue to be 
owned by the Federal government, and the property would be placed in caretaker status for 
overall maintenance of the property.  However, since the closure of Rhodes AFRC has been 
mandated by Congress and the President, the No Action Alternative is not a viable alternative, 
but will serve as a baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action and other 
Alternatives can be evaluated. 
 
Two additional alternatives were identified, but eliminated from further consideration: the 
Accelerated Disposal Alternative and the Traditional Disposal Alternative.  The Army has 
decided not to take advantage of various property transfer and disposal methods which would 
allow the reuse of the Rhodes AFRC property to occur before environmental remediation action 
has been taken, or exercise a property transfer and disposal of individual parcels (e.g., only the 
Administration Building) of the Rhodes AFRC property after environmental clearance is 
complete. An Accelerated Disposal was not pursued since no reuse options were made 
available prior to the Army performing their environmental remediation actions.  Because the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)-approved reuse by the City of 
Wilmington LRA was made available prior to exercising a Traditional Disposal, this option was 
not pursued.  Therefore, these transfer and disposal methods and the alternatives that would 
include them were eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Factors Considered in Determining That No Environmental Impact Statement is Required  
 
Implementation of the Disposal and Reuse Alternative would not result in long-term or 
significant impacts on wildlife, hazardous materials, or socioeconomic resources.  Temporary 
and insignificant impacts on air quality and noise would occur during demolition and 
construction activities.  No violations of the region’s air standards would be expected.  
Emissions expected to be generated during demolition and construction are well below the de 
minimis thresholds, even though New Hanover County is considered in attainment for all priority 
pollutants.  
 
Traffic patterns at the new site would be slightly altered by the proposed construction and use of 
the permanent supportive housing.  Temporary increases of vehicle traffic would be expected 
during the construction period, particularly along West Lake Shore Drive, as construction crews 
commute to the project site.  Traffic patterns after the completion of the permanent support 
housing are anticipated to be similar to preconstruction conditions or result in less vehicular 
traffic use. 
 
Minor, permanent effects on vegetation, aesthetics, and land use would be experienced; 
however, the reuse of the 4.26 acres of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would result in 
a very similar landscape and vegetated environment.  No impacts would occur on Federal or 
state protected species, cultural resources, water quality, or water supply.  Best management 
practices would be implemented to ensure that stormwater during and after construction is 
controlled and downstream sedimentation is either eliminated or is negligible.   
 
Minor benefits for local and regional employment and personal income would be expected 
during the construction period; however, no long-term significant adverse impacts on the 
region’s economy would be expected to occur.   
 
The cumulative effects of the Disposal and Reuse Alternative and other planned or reasonably 
foreseeable projects in the project region would also be considered insignificant.   
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Conclusions   
 
Based on information gathered and presented in the EA, it has been determined that the 
Disposal and Reuse Alternative would have no significant direct, indirect, or cumulative adverse 
impacts on the quality of the natural and human environment.  Consequently, an Environmental 
Impact Statement is not required and will not be prepared.   
 
Public Comment 
 
The Army invites the public and all interested and affected parties to review and comment on 
this EA and the draft FNSI within 30 days of publication of the Notice of Availability, which is 
scheduled to occur on August 30, 2011.  Comments and requests for information should be 
submitted to the Environmental Protection Specialist of the U.S. Army Reserve (USAR), 81st 
Regional Support Command (RSC): Ms. Michelle Hook at (803) 751-9998 or 
michelle.hook@usar.army.mil.  The mailing address is, Attn: Michelle Hook, 81st RSC HQ, 1525 
Marion Avenue, Fort Jackson, South Carolina 29207-6807. 
 
Requests for copies should be directed to Mr. Dennis Peters, GSRC, 815 Bayshore Drive, Suite 
B, Niceville, Florida  32578.  A limited number of copies of the EA are available to fill single copy 
requests.  The EA and draft FNSI are made available during the public review period at the New 
Hanover County Public Library, 201 Chestnut Street, Wilmington, NC 28401 (910-798-6300); 
and on the BRAC website at: http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm.   
 
 
 
________________________________________   ___________________ 
William H. Gerety, Major General      Date 
U.S. Army Reserve, Commanding 
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ABSTRACT:  This Environmental Assessment (EA) addresses the potential effects of the 
proposed transfer and reuse of the Adrian B. Rhodes AFRC (Rhodes AFRC) in Wilmington, 
North Carolina, as directed by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission’s 
recommendation.  The existing Rhodes AFRC in Wilmington, North Carolina would be closed 
and the units would be relocated to the new AFRC.  The Proposed Action is to complete the 
disposal of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities after the installation is closed and the 
forces are realigned (July 2011), as rapidly as possible in order to expedite its reuse.  The 
Preferred Alternative is for the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities to be transferred to a local 
redevelopment authority (LRA).  The City of Wilmington is recognized by the Department of 
Defense Office of Economic Adjustment as the LRA for the redevelopment of the Rhodes AFRC 
facilities for the transfer and reuse process.  Through an extensive public outreach process, the 
redevelopment plan focuses on the need for reducing homelessness through permanent public 
housing as identified in the “Ten Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness and Reduce 
Homelessness in the Cape Fear Region” of Wilmington, North Carolina.  The project proposed 
by the Lakeside Partnership Center (LPC) to redevelop the Rhodes AFRC property into 
permanent supportive housing for the homeless was adopted by the LRA.  The redevelopment 
by LPC includes the demolition and replacement of all the existing Rhodes AFRC institutional-
style structures (4 buildings totaling approximately 30,000 square feet) with new residential-style 
structures (8 buildings totaling approximately 51,000 square feet).  No long-term or significant 
impacts on wildlife protected species, cultural resources, water quality, hazardous materials, or 
socioeconomic resources would occur as a result of the Preferred Alternative.  Temporary and 
insignificant impacts on air quality and noise would occur during construction activities.  Traffic 
patterns at the new site would be slightly altered by the proposed construction and use of the 
permanent supportive housing.  The No Action Alternative (caretaker status) was the only 
additional alternative identified and evaluated during the preparation of the EA. 
 
REVIEW PERIOD:  The EA and draft Finding of No Significant Impact are available for review 
for a period of 30 days.  Copies of this document can be obtained from Ms. Michelle Hook, 
Environmental Protection Specialist, 81st Regional Support Command, 1525 Marion Avenue, 
Fort Jackson, South Carolina 29207-6807 or by phone at (803) 751-9998.  Copies are also 
available for review at the New Hanover County Public Library, 201 Chestnut Street, 
Wilmington, North Carolina 28401, (910) 798-6301.  Written comments must be submitted no 
later than September 30, 2011 to Michelle Hook at the 81st RSC HQ, 1525 Marion Avenue, Fort 
Jackson, South Carolina 29207-6807. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 

FOR THE TRANSFER AND REUSE OF THE 
ADRIAN B. RHODES ARMED FORCES RESERVE CENTER (AFRC) 

WILMINGTON, NORTH CAROLINA 
BRAC 2005 

 
Introduction:  In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the 
United States (U.S.) Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Mobile District has prepared this 
Environmental Assessment (EA) for the transfer and reuse of the Adrian B. Rhodes Armed 
Forces Reserve Center (Rhodes AFRC), Wilmington, North Carolina.  This EA discusses the 
potential environmental effects of the proposed transfer, demolition, construction, and reuse 
activities on the human and natural environment at and surrounding the Rhodes AFRC site in 
Wilmington, North Carolina.  
 
Background/Setting:  The Rhodes AFRC is located at 2144 West Lake Shore Drive, 
Wilmington, New Hanover County, North Carolina.  The actions of this EA are required to 
implement the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (BRAC Commission) 
recommendations to realign and transform Reserve Component facilities in Wilmington, North 
Carolina.  The actual transfer of units, facilities, and mission activities of the Rhodes AFRC to 
the new AFRC and Organizational Maintenance Shop location have been addressed in another 
EA.  As such, these activities are not addressed in the analyses of this document.  Final 
implementation of the BRAC recommendation would complete the disposal of the Rhodes 
AFRC property and facilities in Wilmington, North Carolina after the installation is closed and the 
forces are realigned.  Surrounding properties contiguous with the Rhodes AFRC include: the 
Legion Stadium Sports Complex to the south and west, Greenfield Lake to the east, and 
Woodlawn Subdivision to the north.  The property is not zoned. 
 
Proposed Action:  The Proposed Action is to complete the disposal of the Rhodes AFRC 
property and facilities in Wilmington, North Carolina after the installation is closed and the forces 
are realigned, as rapidly as possible in order to expedite its reuse.  Redevelopment and reuse of 
the surplus Rhodes AFRC property would occur as an action secondary to disposal.  Under 
BRAC law, the Army must close the Rhodes AFRC no later than September 15, 2011.  After the 
Rhodes AFRC is closed, the Army would dispose of the property.  As a part of the disposal 
process, the Army screened the property for reuse by the Department of Defense and other 
Federal agencies.  No Federal agency expressed an interest in reusing this property for another 
purpose.   
 
Alternatives:  Alternatives to the Proposed Action considered typical methods of disposal, 
including traditional, accelerated, caretaker status, and reuse by a local redevelopment authority 
(LRA).  Two alternatives were analyzed in this EA: the Disposal and Reuse Alternative and the 
No Action Alternative (caretaker status).   
 
Under the Disposal and Reuse Alternative, the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would be 
transferred to an LRA.  The City of Wilmington is the recognized LRA for the redevelopment of 
the Rhodes AFRC facilities for the transfer and reuse process.  The LRA would receive the 
Rhodes AFRC property and facilities through a zero-cost conveyance.  The proposed 
redevelopment includes the transfer and demolition of all the existing Rhodes AFRC 
institutional-style structures (4 buildings totaling approximately 30,000 square feet [SF]) and 
replacement with new residential-style structures (8 buildings totaling approximately 51,000 SF) 
as permanent support housing for the homeless.   
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Under the No Action Alternative, Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would continue to be 
owned by the Federal government, and the property would be placed in caretaker status for 
overall maintenance of the property.  However, since the closure of Rhodes AFRC has been 
mandated by Congress and the President, the No Action Alternative is not a viable alternative, 
but will serve as a baseline against which the impacts of the Proposed Action and other 
Alternatives can be evaluated. 

Environmental Consequences:  The transfer to the LRA, demolition of all the existing Rhodes 
AFRC institutional-style structures, and the redevelopment of new residential-style structures as 
permanent support housing would occur on the original 4.26 acres of property, including 
approximately 1 acre of impervious parking areas.  No long-term or significant impacts on 
wildlife, hazardous materials, or socioeconomic resources would occur as a result of the 
Disposal and Reuse Alternative.  Temporary and insignificant impacts on air quality and noise 
would occur during the demolition and construction activities.  Traffic patterns at the new 
permanent support housing would be slightly altered by the proposed demolition and 
construction activities.  Additionally, insignificant impacts on aesthetic and visual resources and 
utilities would occur as a result of the establishment of the permanent support housing.  No 
impacts would occur on Federal or state protected species, cultural resources, water quality, or 
water supply. 
 
Best Management Practices (BMPs):  After completion of the construction activities, all 
temporarily disturbed sites would be reseeded as soon as practicable to control erosion and 
sedimentation.  For those areas that would not be landscaped or routinely maintained, native 
vegetation seeds would be used for reseeding activities, in accordance with Section 7(a)(1) of 
the Endangered Species Act.  A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Notice of 
Intent would need to be prepared and submitted prior to construction.  The SWPPP would 
identify BMPs to be implemented for erosion and sedimentation control during construction.  If 
straw bales are used, weed seed-free straw would be used to avoid introduction of invasive or 
noxious weeds.   
 
Wetting solutions, including water, would be applied to disturbed soils within the construction 
site to control fugitive dust.  All construction equipment and material would be properly 
maintained and stored to reduce air emissions and avoid potential spills of hazardous materials.   
 
If the breeding/nesting season for migratory birds cannot be avoided during the initial grubbing 
and clearing of the site, breeding bird pairs and nests would need to be identified and avoided in 
accordance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.   
 
Conclusion:  The data presented in the EA documents that the best transfer and reuse of the 
Rhodes AFRC property and facilities is the proposed redevelopment by the City of Wilmington 
LRA, and would result in insignificant adverse impacts on the area’s human and natural 
environment.   
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GHG Greenhouse Gas 
GIS Geographic Information System 
GSRC Gulf South Research Corporation 
HAZMAT Hazardous Materials 
HFC Hydrofluorocarbons 
HQ Headquarters 
HUD U.S. Housing and Urban Development  
LBP Lead-Based Paint 
LPC Lakeside Partnership Center 
LRA Local Redevelopment Authority 
MBTA  Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area 
N2O Nitrous Oxide 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NCDCR North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources 
NCDENR North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources 
NCNHP North Carolina Natural Heritage Program 
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NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
NO2 Nitrogen Dioxide 
NOI Notice of Intent 
NOx Nitrous Oxides 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRCS  Natural Resources Conservation Service 
NRHP National Register of Historic Places 
O3 Ozone 
OMS Organizational Maintenance Shop 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
OWS Oil-Water Separator 
PCPI  Per Capita Personal Income 
PL Public Law 
PM-10 Particulate Matter less than 10 microns 
PM-2.5 Particulate Matter less than 2.5 microns 
POL  Petroleum, Oils, and Lubricants 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RSC Regional Support Command 
SF  Square Feet  
SHPO  State Historic Preservation Officer 
SIP State Implementation Plan 
SO2 Sulfur Dioxide 
SPCCP Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures Plan 
SQG Small Quantity Generator 
SSWWTP Southside Waste Water Treatment Plant 
SWPPP  Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
TPI  Total Personal Income  
U.S. United States 
USACE  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
USAR U.S. Army Reserve 
USARC U.S. Army Reserve Center 
USC United States Code 
USDA U.S. Department of Agriculture 
USEPA  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  
USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
UST Underground Storage Tank 
VPD Vehicles Per Day 
°F Degree Fahrenheit 
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1.0 Purpose, Need, and Scope 
 
1.1 Introduction 
 
On May 16, 2005, the Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission (BRAC 
Commission) recommended the transformation (closure and/or relocation) of certain actions 
concerning United States (U.S.) Army Reserve Centers (USARC) in North Carolina.  These 
recommendations were approved by the President on September 23, 2005, and forwarded to 
Congress.  The Congress did not alter any of the BRAC Commission’s recommendations and, 
on November 9, 2005, the recommendations became law.  The BRAC Commission 
recommendations must now be implemented as provided for in the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990 (Public Law [PL] 101-510), as amended (BRAC 2005). 
 
The BRAC Commission recommended the closure of the Adrian B. Rhodes Armed Forces 
Reserve Center (Rhodes AFRC) and relocation to a new AFRC and Organizational 
Maintenance Shop (OMS) in Wilmington, North Carolina (Figure 1-1).  To enable 
implementation of this recommendation, the Army proposes to transfer ownership of the Rhodes 
AFRC facilities.  On behalf of the U.S. Department of the Army, the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), Mobile District, prepared an Environmental Assessment (EA) for transfer 
and reuse of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities in accordance with the BRAC 
Commission’s 2005 recommendation.  The intent of the EA is to assess and disclose the known 
and potential environmental consequences, both beneficial and adverse, of the proposed 
transfer and reuse of the Rhodes AFRC.  Details on the Proposed Action are presented later in 
Section 2.0. 
 
1.2 Purpose and Need 
 
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to implement the BRAC Commission’s recommendation 
pertaining to disposal and reuse of the Rhodes AFRC.  The transfer of units, facilities, and 
mission activities of the Rhodes AFRC to the new AFRC and OMS location have been 
addressed in another EA, and are not part of the analyses within this document.   
 
The actions of this EA are required to implement the BRAC Commission recommendations to 
realign and transform Reserve Component facilities in Wilmington, North Carolina.  The Army is 
legally bound to defend the U.S. and its territories, support National policies and objectives, and 
defeat nations responsible for aggression that endangers the peace and security of the U.S.  To 
carry out these tasks, the Army must adapt to changing world conditions and must improve its 
capabilities to respond to a variety of circumstances across the full spectrum of military 
operations.   
 
In previous rounds of BRAC, the explicit goal was to save money and downsize the military in 
order to reap a “peace dividend.”  In the 2005 BRAC round, the Department of Defense (DoD) 
sought to reorganize its installation infrastructure to most efficiently support its forces, increase 
operational readiness, and facilitate new ways of doing business.  Thus, BRAC represents more 
than cost savings.  It supports advancing the goals of transformation, improving military 
capabilities, and enhancing military value.  The Army needs to carry out the BRAC 
recommendations at Wilmington, North Carolina to achieve the objectives for which Congress 
established the BRAC process. 
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1.3  Scope 
 
This EA is developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 
the implementing regulations issued by the President’s Council on Environmental Quality 
(CEQ), and the Army Regulations, 32 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Part 651.  Its purpose 
is to inform decision makers and the public of the likely environmental consequences of the 
Proposed Action and Alternatives. 
 
The EA identifies, documents, and evaluates environmental effects of the disposal and reuse of 
the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities.  The City of Wilmington Local Redevelopment 
Authority (LRA) is the proposed transfer recipient.  The Rhodes AFRC is located at 2144 West 
Lake Shore Drive, Wilmington, New Hanover County, North Carolina.  An interdisciplinary team 
of environmental scientists, biologists, planners, economists, engineers, archaeologists, 
historians, and military technicians analyzed the Proposed Action and Alternatives in light of 
existing conditions at the Rhodes AFRC and identified relevant beneficial and adverse effects 
associated with the action.  The Proposed Action is described in Section 2.0, and Alternatives, 
including the No Action Alternative, are described in Section 3.0.  Conditions existing as of April 
2011, considered to be the “baseline” conditions, are described in Section 4.0, Affected 
Environment and Environmental Consequences of the EA.  The expected effects of the 
alternatives are presented immediately following the description of baseline conditions for each 
environmental resource addressed in the EA.  Section 4.0 addresses the potential for 
cumulative effects and mitigation measures that are identified, where appropriate. 
 
The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 1990 specifies that NEPA does not apply to 
decisions of the President, the Commission, or the DoD, except “(i) during the process of 
property disposal, and (ii) during the process of relocating functions from a military installation 
being closed or realigned to another military installation after the receiving installation has been 
selected but before the functions are relocated” (Sec. 2905(c)(2)(A), PL 101-510, as amended).  
The law further specifies that in applying the provisions of NEPA to the process, the Secretary 
of Defense and the secretaries of the military departments concerned do not have to consider 
“(i) the need for closing or realigning the military installation which has been recommended for 
closure or realignment by the Commission, (ii) the need for transferring functions to any military 
installation which has been selected as the receiving installation, or (iii) military installations 
alternative to those recommended or selected” (Sec. 2905(c)(2)(B)).  The Commission’s 
deliberation and decision, as well as the need for closing or realigning a military installation, are 
exempt from NEPA. 
 
1.4 Public Involvement 
 
The Army is committed to open decision making.  The collaborative involvement of other 
agencies, organizations, and individuals in the NEPA process enhances issue identification and 
problem solving.  In preparing this EA, the Army consulted or coordinated with the North 
Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), 
USACE, North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR), North 
Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission, Native American Tribes, and others as appropriate.  
The 30-day, public review period begins by publishing a Notice of Availability of the final EA and 
a draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) in a local Wilmington newspaper (Star News).  
The EA and draft FNSI are made available during the public-review period at the New Hanover 
County Public Library, 201 Chestnut Street, Wilmington, North Carolina, 28401; and on the 
BRAC website at: http://www.hqda.army.mil/acsim/brac/env_ea_review.htm.  The Army invites 
the public and all interested and affected parties to review and comment on this EA and the 
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draft FNSI.  Comments and requests for information should be submitted to the Environmental 
Protection Specialist of the U.S. Army Reserve (USAR), 81st Regional Support Command 
(RSC): Ms. Michelle Hook at (803) 751-9998 or michelle.hook@usar.army.mil.   
 
At the end of the public review period, the Army will review all comments received; compare 
environmental impacts associated with reasonable alternatives; revise the FNSI or the EA, if 
necessary; supplement the EA, if needed; and make a decision.  If the impacts of the proposed 
action are not significant, the Army will execute the FNSI and the action can proceed 
immediately.  If potential impacts are found to be significant, the Army may decide not to 
implement the Proposed Action, commit in the revised Final FNSI to mitigation reducing the 
anticipated impact to a less than significant impact, or publish a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare 
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) in the Federal Register. 
 
1.5 Regulatory Framework 
 
A decision on whether to proceed with the Proposed Action rests on numerous factors, such as 
mission requirements, schedule, availability of funding, and environmental considerations.  In 
addressing environmental considerations, the USACE Mobile District and the 81st RSC 
Headquarters (HQ) are guided by relevant statutes (and their implementing regulations) and 
Executive Orders (EO) that establish standards and provide guidance on environmental and 
natural resources management and planning.  The transfer and reuse of the Rhodes AFRC 
requires compliance with the Federal regulations and EOs presented below in Table 1-1.  The 
current compliance status is also presented.  These authorities are addressed in various 
sections throughout the EA when relevant to particular environmental resources and conditions.  
The full text of the laws, regulations, and EOs is available on the Defense Environmental 
Network & Information Exchange Web site at http://www.denix.osd.mil. 
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Table 1-1.  Summary of Relevant Regulations Including Potential Permits 
or Licensing Requirements 

Issue 
Action Requiring 

Permit, Approval, or 
Review 

Agency 
Permit, License, 
Compliance, or 
Review/Status 

Status of 
Compliance with 

Relevant Laws and 
Regulations 

FEDERAL 

General  

National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 (42 
United States Code 
[USC] 4321 et seq.) 

CEQ 

Compliance with NEPA, 
in accordance with CEQ 
regulations (40 CFR 
1500-1508) 

Full compliance would 
be achieved upon 
issuance of signed 
FNSI (if appropriate) 

32 CFR 651 
(Environmental Analysis 
of Army Actions) 

Department of 
the Army 

Compliance with 
regulations specified in 
32 CFR 551 

Full compliance would 
be achieved upon 
issuance of signed 
FNSI (if appropriate) 

Sound/ Noise 

Noise Control Act of 
1972 (42 USC 4901 et 
seq.), as amended by 
Quiet Communities of 
1978 (PL 95-609) 

United States 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency 
(USEPA) 

Compliance with surface 
carrier noise emissions 

Full compliance would 
be achieved upon 
implementation of 
construction activities 

Air  

Clean Air Act and 
amendments of 1990 
(42 USC 7401-7671q) 
40 CFR 50, 52, 
93.153(b) 

USEPA 

Compliance with National 
Ambient Air Quality 
Standards  (NAAQS) and 
emission limits and/or 
reduction measures 

Full compliance; 
emissions would be 
below de minimis 
thresholds 

Water 
 
 
 
 
 

Clean Water Act of 1977 
(33 USC 1342) 
40 CFR 122 

USEPA and 
NCDENR 

Section 402(b) National 
Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit 
for Stormwater 
Discharges for 
Construction Activities-
Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) 

SWPPP and NOI 
would be prepared 
prior to construction.  
Full compliance would 
be achieved prior to 
implementation of 
construction activities 

EO 11988 (Floodplain 
Management), as 
amended by EO 12608 

Water 
Resources 
Council, 
Federal 
Emergency 
Management 
Agency 
(FEMA), CEQ 

Compliance 

Short-term, minor 
adverse effects on 
floodplains may occur 
during construction of 
the new facilities 

EO 11990 (Protection of 
Wetlands), as amended 
by EO 12608 

USACE and 
USFWS  Compliance Full compliance 

Clean Water Act of 1977 
(33 USC 1341 et seq.) 

USACE and 
NCDENR Section 401/404 Permit No permits needed 

Coastal Zone 
Management Act of 
1972 (16 USC 1456[c]) 
Section 307 

National 
Oceanic and 
Atmospheric 
Administration 

Compliance 

Although the project is 
located in a coastal 
county, it is not 
located in an Area of 
Environmental 
Concern; therefore, a 
Coastal Zone 
Management Act 
consistency 
determination is not 
required 
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Table 1-1, continued 

Issue 
Action Requiring 

Permit, Approval, or 
Review 

Agency 
Permit, License, 
Compliance, or 
Review/Status 

Status of 
Compliance with 

Relevant Laws and 
Regulations 

Soils 

Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act 
(RCRA) of 1976 (42 
USC 6901-6992k), as 
amended by Hazardous 
and Solid Waste 
Amendments of 1984 
(PL 98-616; 98 Stat. 
3221) 

USEPA 
Proper management, and 
in some cases, permit for 
remediation 

Full compliance would 
be achieved prior to 
transfer, demolition, 
construction, and 
reuse activities 

Comprehensive, 
Environmental 
Response, 
Compensation, Liability 
Act of 1980 (42 USC. 
9601-9675), as 
amended Emergency 
Planning and 
Community Right-To-
Know-Act of 1986 (42 
USC 11001 et seq.) 
Release or threatened 
release of a hazardous 
substance 

USEPA 

Development of 
emergency response 
plans, notification, and 
cleanup  

Full compliance 

Farmland Protection 
Policy Act of 1981 (7 
USC. 4201 et seq.) 
7 CFR 657-658 Prime 
and unique farmlands 

Natural 
Resources 
Conservation 
Service 
(NRCS) 

NRCS determination via 
Form AD-1006 

Full Compliance. No 
prime farmlands. DoD 
acquisition is exempt 
from completing Form 
AD-1006 

Natural 
Resources 

Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) of 1973, as 
amended (16 USC 
1531-1544) 

USFWS 

Compliance by lead 
agency and/or 
consultation to assess 
impacts and, if 
necessary, develop 
mitigation measures 

Full compliance.  No 
protected species 
would be impacted.  
Concurrence received 
from USFWS on July 
6, 2011. 

Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act of 1918 USFWS 

Compliance by lead 
agency and/or 
consultation to assess 
impacts and, if 
necessary, develop 
mitigation measures 

Full compliance would 
be achieved prior to 
transfer, demolition, 
construction, and 
reuse activities 

Bald and Golden Eagle 
Act of 1940, as 
amended 

USFWS 

Compliance by lead 
agency and/or 
consultation to assess 
impacts and, if 
necessary, obtain permit 

No effects on bald or 
golden eagles; full 
compliance 

Health and 
Safety 

Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970  

Occupational 
Safety and 
Health 
Administration 
(OSHA) 

Compliance with 
guidelines including 
Material Safety Data 
Sheets 

Full compliance would 
be achieved prior to 
transfer, demolition, 
construction, and 
reuse activities 
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Table 1-1, continued 

Issue 
Action Requiring 

Permit, Approval, or 
Review 

Agency 
Permit, License, 
Compliance, or 
Review/Status 

Status of 
Compliance with 

Relevant Laws and 
Regulations 

Cultural/ 
Archaeological 

National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966 

Advisory 
Council on 
Historic 
Preservation 
through 
SHPO 

Section 106 Consultation 

Full compliance; no 
historic properties 
would be affected.  
Concurrence from 
North Carolina 
Department of 
Cultural Resources 
SHPO was received 
on July 1, 2011. 

Archaeological 
Resources Protection 
Act of 1979 

Affected land-
managing 
agency 

Permits to survey and 
excavate/remove 
archaeological resources 
on Federal lands; Native 
American tribes with 
interests in resources 
must be consulted prior 
to issue of permits. 

Full compliance 

EO 13175  
(Consultation and 
Coordination with Indian 
Tribal Governments) 

Bureau of 
Indian Affairs 
(BIA) 

Coordinate directly with 
Tribes claiming cultural 
affinity to project areas 

Full compliance 

Social/ Economic 

EO 12898  
(Federal Actions to 
Address Environmental 
Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-
Income Populations) of 
1994 

USEPA Compliance 

Full compliance since 
no minority or low-
income populations 
would be affected 

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

USEPA Compliance 

Full compliance since 
no children would be 
exposed to the 
construction activities 

EO 13423 
(Strengthening Federal 
Environmental, Energy, 
and Transportation 
Management) 

USEPA Compliance Full compliance 
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2.0 Description of Proposed Action 
 
2.1 Background 
 
This section describes the Army’s Proposed Action for carrying out the BRAC Commission’s 
recommendations.  The BRAC Commission approved the following recommendation concerning 
the Rhodes AFRC: 
 

“Close the Army Reserve Adrian B. Rhodes Armed Forces Reserve Center in 
Wilmington, North Carolina...and relocate all Army and Navy units to a new 
Armed Forces Reserve Center (AFRC) and Organizational Maintenance Shop 
(OMS) in Wilmington, North Carolina, if the Army is able to acquire suitable land 
for the construction of the facilities.” 
 

The transfer of units, facilities, and mission activities of the Rhodes AFRC to the new AFRC and 
OMS location would be completed by July 2011.  Final implementation of the BRAC 
recommendation would complete the disposal of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities in 
Wilmington, North Carolina.  The BRAC disposal would be completed after the installation is 
closed and the forces are realigned as rapidly as possible in order to expedite its reuse.  There 
are approximately 225 reservists and 12 full-time personnel located at the Rhodes AFRC. 
 
2.2 Rhodes AFRC Facilities 
 
The Rhodes AFRC property and facilities are located at 2144 West Lake Shore Drive, 
Wilmington, New Hanover County, North Carolina.  The Rhodes AFRC installation consists of 
three primary buildings, a privately owned vehicle parking area, a military vehicle parking area, 
a vehicle wash rack, and several small structures, all situated on 4.26 acres of property.  
Surrounding properties contiguous with the Rhodes AFRC include: the Legion Stadium Sports 
Complex to the south and west, Greenfield Lake to the east, and Woodlawn Subdivision to the 
north.  
 
Figure 2-1 provides an aerial view of the installation layout, building structures, and surrounding 
adjacent properties.  The dominant structure of the installation is the Administration building, a 
2-story, 22,581-square-foot (SF) building primarily utilized for training and other administrative 
functions (Photograph 2-1).  Originally constructed in 1955, this facility was expanded to its 
current size in 1976.  The warehouse/storage facility is an unheated, 3,500-SF metal building 
erected on a concrete slab (Photograph 2-2).  This facility stores unit supplies and equipment. 
 
 

Photograph 2-1.  Administration/ 
Training Facility 

Photograph 2-2.  Warehouse/Storage 
Facility 
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The OMS is a 3,696-SF single-story cinder block and brick block building constructed on a 
concrete slab in 1967 (Photograph 2-3).  The building is divided into two vehicle maintenance 
bays, a battery storage room, and three office spaces.  Flammable storage lockers and parts 
washers are also located within the maintenance bays.  The vehicle wash rack is the remaining 
permanent structure located on the installation property (Photograph 2-4).  The wash rack is 
equipped with an underground oil/water separator (OWS).   Other outdoor facilities include the 
hazardous materials (HAZMAT) storage unit and the petroleum, oils, and lubricants (POL) shed 
(Photograph 2-5). 
 

 
2.3 Proposed Action 
 
The Proposed Action is to complete the disposal of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities in 
Wilmington, North Carolina after the installation is closed and the forces are realigned (July 
2011) as rapidly as possible in order to expedite its reuse.  Redevelopment and reuse of the 
surplus Rhodes AFRC property would occur as a secondary action under disposal.  Under 
BRAC law, the Army must close the Rhodes AFRC no later than September 15, 2011.  After the 
Rhodes AFRC is closed, the Army would dispose of the property.  As a part of the disposal 
process, the Army screened the property for reuse with the DoD and other Federal agencies.  
No Federal agency expressed an interest in reusing this property for another purpose. 

Photograph 2-4.  Vehicle Wash Rack Photograph 2-3.  Organizational 
Maintenance Shop (workshop) 

Photograph 2-5.  HAZMAT Storage Unit (left) 
and POL Shed (right) 
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2.4 Schedule 
 
Under the BRAC law, the Army must have initiated all realignments no later than September 15, 
2007, and must complete all realignments no later than September 15, 2011.  Implementation of 
the Proposed Action is proposed to occur over approximately 7 to 9 months, with DoD’s 
decision to close the Rhodes AFRC in September, 2011, and concluding with the property 
transfer by the first quarter of 2012.   



SECTION 3.0
ALTERNATIVES
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3.0 Alternatives 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
A basic principle of NEPA is that an agency should consider reasonable alternatives to a 
Proposed Action.  Considering alternatives helps to avoid unnecessary impacts and allows 
analysis of reasonable ways to achieve the stated purpose.  To warrant detailed evaluation, an 
alternative must be reasonable and viable.  To be considered reasonable, an alternative must 
be ready for decision making (any necessary preceding events having taken place), affordable, 
capable of implementation, and satisfactory with respect to meeting the purpose of and need for 
the action.  The following discussion identifies alternatives considered by the Army and 
identifies whether they are feasible and, hence, subject to detailed evaluation in the EA. 
 
3.2 Alternatives Considered 
 
This section presents the Army’s development of alternatives and addresses alternatives 
available for the Proposed Action.  The section also describes the No Action Alternative.   
 
3.2.1 Alternative 1:  Disposal and Reuse Alternative (Preferred Alternative) 
Under the Disposal and Reuse Alternative, the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would be 
transferred to an LRA.  The Federal government has provided a list of the LRAs recognized by 
the Secretary of Defense, acting through the DoD Office of Economic Adjustment.  The City of 
Wilmington is the recognized LRA for the redevelopment of the Rhodes AFRC facilities for the 
transfer and reuse process.   
 
On July 6, 2010, the City of Wilmington LRA adopted the “Addendum to Adrian B. Rhodes 
AFRC Redevelopment Plan.”  Under this redevelopment plan, all existing structures would be 
demolished and replaced with permanent supportive housing.  Through an extensive public 
outreach process, the redevelopment plan focuses on the need for reducing homelessness 
through permanent public housing as identified in the “Ten Year Plan to End Chronic Homeless 
and Reduce Homelessness in the Cape Fear Region” of Wilmington, North Carolina.  
Representatives of state and local governments, providers for the homeless, and other parties 
interested in the redevelopment were encouraged to contact the City of Wilmington during this 
process.  The project proposed by the Lakeside Partnership Center (LPC) to redevelop the 
Rhodes AFRC property into permanent supportive housing for the homeless was adopted by 
the LRA. 
 
Under the Disposal and Reuse Alternative, the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would be 
transferred to the City of Wilmington LRA.  The City of Wilmington would receive the Rhodes 
AFRC property and facilities through a zero-cost conveyance.  The property would then be 
transferred to the LPC for redevelopment into permanent supportive housing units and ultimate 
reuse as a facility to serve the region’s homeless population.  The redevelopment by LPC 
includes the replacement of the existing Rhodes AFRC institutional-style structures with new 
residential-style structures.  The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has 
rendered a final determination (February 18, 2011) to accept the amended redevelopment plan 
for the reuse of the Rhodes AFRC as proposed by the LPC. 
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The LPC project site plan (Figure 3-1) includes the construction of the following permanent 
supportive housing units: 

 
• Two 2-unit single-story buildings (~5,120 SF per duplex) 

o Three bedrooms per unit 
• Two 4-unit two-story buildings (~7,870 SF per quadraplex) 

o One bedroom per unit 
o One unit for support staff 

• Three 4-unit two-story building structures (~7,098 SF per quadraplex) 
o Two structures with one bedroom per unit 
o One structure with two bedrooms per unit 
o One unit for support staff 

• One single-story structure designed as a shared office space, common space, laundry 
facility, and storage (~3,549 SF) 

 
3.2.2 Alternative 2:  No Action Alternative 
CEQ’s regulations require that a No Action Alternative be evaluated.  Under the No Action 
Alternative, Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would continue to be owned by the Federal 
government, and the property would be placed in caretaker status for overall maintenance of the 
property.  However, since the closure of Rhodes AFRC has been mandated by Congress and 
the President, the No Action Alternative is not a viable alternative, but will serve as a baseline 
against which the impacts of the Proposed Action and other Alternatives can be evaluated. 
 
3.3  Alternatives Eliminated from Further Consideration 
 
Accelerated Disposal Alternative:  The Army has decided not to take advantage of various 
property transfer and disposal methods which would allow the reuse of the Rhodes AFRC 
property to occur before environmental remediation action has been taken.  There were no 
reuse options made available prior to the Army performing their environmental remediation 
actions.  Therefore, this transfer and disposal method and the alternative that would include 
them were eliminated from further consideration. 
 
Traditional Disposal Alternative:  The Army has decided not to exercise a property transfer 
and disposal of individual parcels (e.g., only the Administration Building) of the Rhodes AFRC 
property after environmental clearance is complete.  The HUD-approved reuse by the City of 
Wilmington LRA was made available prior to exercising a traditional disposal option.  Therefore, 
this transfer and disposal method and the alternative that would include them were eliminated 
from further consideration. 
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4.0 Affected Environment and Consequences 
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
This section of the EA describes the natural and human environment that exists at and 
surrounding the Rhodes AFRC, and the potential effects on those resources as a result of the 
Proposed Action and Alternatives.  For the purposes of this EA, the project site is defined as the 
4.26 acres of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities, located at 2144 West Lake Shore Drive, 
Wilmington, New Hanover County, North Carolina.  The project area of interest includes 
Wilmington and the lands surrounding the project site.  The project region of influence or vicinity 
is New Hanover County. 
 
Only those parameters that have the potential to be affected by the Proposed Action and 
Alternatives are described, as per CEQ guidance (40 CFR 1501.7 [3]).  Therefore, resources 
and items such as climate, airspace, energy sources, geology, communication systems, and 
solid waste are not addressed for the following reasons: 
 

• Climate - the proposed project would neither affect nor be affected by climate.  
Therefore, further analysis of climate impacts is not necessary for this EA. 

• Airspace - the proposed project does not involve any aircraft training, and thus, airspace 
would not be affected.  Therefore, further analysis of airspace impacts is not necessary 
for this EA. 

• Energy Sources - slight increases in energy consumption would occur during the 
construction of the permanent support housing.  However, the majority of the energy 
demands at the project site would be met by the same regional grid as currently utilized 
at the existing Rhodes AFRC.  Therefore, further analysis of energy sources impacts is 
not necessary for this EA. 

• Communication systems - the project would have negligible additional demand or other 
impact on local or regional communication systems.  Therefore, further analysis of 
communication systems impacts is not necessary for this EA. 

• Geology - there are no significant or unique geologic resources located at the Rhodes 
AFRC, and the Proposed Action would not disturb resources deeper than surface soils; 
therefore, there would be no impacts from any alternative actions on geologic resources.  
Therefore, further analysis of geology impacts is not necessary for this EA. 

• Solid waste - the Proposed Action would not result in increased production of solid waste 
in the region since the homeless residents would be relocated from the existing shelters 
or other locations within Wilmington, North Carolina.  Therefore, further analysis of solid 
waste impacts is not necessary for this EA. 

• Coastal Zone - although the project site is located in a coastal county, it is not located in 
an Area of Environmental Concern.  In North Carolina, a Coastal Zone Management Act 
consistency determination is required only when a construction site is located in a 
coastal county and an Area of Environmental Concern (Subchapter H of North Carolina 
Code does not apply, but subchapter M does apply. Subchapter M relates to water 
quality concerns for the transfer recipient). 

 
An impact (consequence or effect) is defined as a modification of the human or natural 
environment that would result from the implementation of an action.  The impacts can be either 
beneficial or adverse, and can be either directly related to the action or indirectly caused by the 
action (secondary, indirect, or synergistic effects).  The effects can be temporary (short-term), 
long lasting (long-term), or permanent.  For purposes of this EA, temporary effects are defined 
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as those that would last less than 3 years after completion of the action.  Long-term impacts are 
defined as those that would last up to 20 years.  Permanent impacts are those that may 
reasonably be expected to endure beyond the 20-year time frame established for long-term 
impacts. 
 
Impacts can vary in degree or magnitude from a slightly noticeable change to a total change in 
the environment.  The significance of the impacts presented in this EA is based upon existing 
regulatory standards, scientific and environmental knowledge, and/or best professional opinions 
of the authors of the EA.  The significance of the impacts on each resource will be described as 
significant, moderate, minimal, insignificant (or negligible), or no impact.  Significant impacts are 
those effects that would result in substantial changes to the environment, and should receive 
the greatest attention in the decision-making process.    
 
4.2 Land Use 
 
4.2.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes existing land use conditions on and surrounding the Rhodes AFRC.  It 
considers natural land uses (e.g., forests or undeveloped areas) and land uses that reflect 
human modification (e.g., residential, commercial, agricultural, or other developed uses).  
Management plans, policies, ordinances, and regulations determine the types of uses that are 
allowable, or protect specially designated or environmentally sensitive uses.  The following 
sections discuss the regional geographic setting, location, climate, installation land use, and 
current and future development. 
 
4.2.1.1 Regional Geographic Setting, Location, and Climate 
The Rhodes AFRC is located in Wilmington, North Carolina between the Atlantic Ocean and the 
Cape Fear River (New Hanover County 2011).  Wilmington’s climate is hot during the summer 
when temperatures tend to be in the 80s, and cold during winter when temperatures tend to be 
in the 40s.  The warmest month of the year is July, with an average maximum temperature of 
approximately 90 degrees Fahrenheit (°F), while the coldest month of the year is January, with 
an average minimum temperature of approximately 36°F.  The annual average precipitation at 
Wilmington City is approximately 57 inches.  Summer months tend to be wetter than winter 
months (IDcide 2011). 
 
4.2.1.2 Land Use 
The Rhodes AFRC site was formerly used as an administrative, logistical, and educational 
facility.  Limited maintenance of military vehicles and equipment occurred in the OMS building.  
The site has been used by reservists for drill activities throughout its existence.  In 2007, the 
facility was occupied by the USAR 650th and 993rd Transportation Companies.  In addition, the 
U.S. Navy Reserve and Coast Guard have used the facility for training (USACE Louisville 
District 2007).   
 
Currently, three primary buildings, a privately owned vehicle parking area, a military vehicle 
parking area, a vehicle wash rack, and several small structures are present on the property.  
The majority of the property is covered by impervious surface features such as asphalt parking 
areas, driveways, concrete walkways, and building footprints.  A small natural area is located on 
the southwest corner of the property. 
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4.2.1.3 Surrounding Land Use 
The adjacent property to the south and west is occupied by the Legion Stadium Sports 
Complex.  To the east of the property is Greenfield Lake, and to the North is the Woodlawn 
Subdivision.   
 
4.2.1.4 Current and Future Development in the Region of Influence 
Current and future development in the region of influence is unknown at this time. 
 
4.2.2 Environmental Consequences 
Considerations for impacts on land use include the land on and adjacent to the Proposed Action 
project area, the physical features that influence current or proposed uses, pertinent land use 
plans and regulations, and land availability. 
 
Potential impacts on land use are considered significant if the Proposed Action would:   
 

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

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

 
4.2.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative  
Potential land use impacts from closure, demolition, construction, and reuse would not be 
significant.  Land use would change from a military installation (currently not zoned) to 
residential use.  This use would not conflict with surrounding land uses, as both the site and 
surrounding land would be zoned R-7 residential.  Under the Disposal and Reuse Alternative, 
Rhodes AFRC would be transferred to the LRA to be redeveloped into permanent supportive 
housing units and ultimate reuse as a facility to serve the region’s homeless population.  
Overall, there would be no adverse impacts on land use resulting from implementation of the 
Disposal and Reuse Alternative. 
 
4.2.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under this alternative, designated land use would not change, the status of the property would 
change from active to inactive (caretaker status).  Maintenance activities to preserve and protect 
the facilities would take place.  These activities would not conflict with surrounding land use; 
however, if the property remains vacant for an extended period of time, it may detract from the 
overall appearance of the neighborhood. 
 
4.3 Aesthetics and Visual Resources 
 
4.3.1 Affected Environment 
This section describes the existing aesthetic and visual resource conditions in the area of the 
Rhodes AFRC.  Visual resources include natural and man-made physical features that provide 
the landscape with its character and value as an environmental resource.  Landscape features 
that form a viewer’s overall impression about an area include landform, vegetation, water, color, 
adjacent scenery, scarcity, and constructed modifications to the natural setting. 
 
The 4.26-acre site consists of three primary buildings, a privately owned vehicle parking area, a 
military vehicle parking area, a vehicle wash rack, and several small structures, all situated on 
the property.  A natural area is present at the southwest corner of the property. 
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Surrounding properties adjacent to the Rhodes AFRC include the Legion Stadium Sports 
Complex to the south and west, Greenfield Lake to the east, and Woodlawn Subdivision to the 
north. 
 
4.3.2 Environmental Consequences 
Potential impacts on aesthetic and visual resources are considered significant if the Proposed 
Action would substantially degrade the natural or constructed physical features in the area of 
the action that provide the area with its character and value as an environmental resource.  The 
magnitude of any impact would be primarily determined by the number of viewers affected, 
viewer sensitivity to changes, distance of viewing, and compatibility with existing land use. 
 
4.3.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative 
Potential impacts on aesthetics and visual resources from the closure, demolition, construction, 
and reuse of the Rhodes AFRC would not be significant.  Short-term adverse impacts on 
aesthetics would occur from ground disturbance, the presence of workers, vehicles, and 
equipment and the generation of dust and vehicle exhaust associated with the demolition of the 
structures on-site.  However, these impacts would be temporary, and once demolition and 
construction are complete, the reclamation of the site would remove these visual impacts. 
 
The proposed supportive housing units would consist of two single-story duplex structures, two 
2-story quadraplex structures, three 2-story quadraplex structures, and one single-story 
structure designed as a shared office, common space, laundry facility, and storage space.  
These structures would be in character with surrounding residential housing near the northwest 
corner of the site, thus creating negligible long-term aesthetic impacts.  From a traffic and 
nighttime light perspective, the reuse of the site would cause minor adverse impacts on 
aesthetics.  Daily usage of the property would increase overall from people residing on the 
property. 
 
4.3.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under this alternative, the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would enter into caretaker 
status.  Impacts on aesthetics would not occur, as maintenance would be performed to preserve 
and protect the facilities; however, if the property remains vacant for an extended period of time, 
it may detract from the overall appearance of the neighborhood. 
 
4.4 Air Quality 
 
4.4.1 Affected Environment 
The USEPA established the NAAQS for specific pollutants determined to be of concern with 
respect to the health and welfare of the general public.  Ambient air quality standards are 
classified as either "primary" or "secondary."  The major pollutants of concern, or criteria 
pollutants, are carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), 
particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM-10), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM-
2.5), and lead.  NAAQS represent the maximum levels of background pollution that are 
considered safe, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health and welfare.  
Areas that do not meet these NAAQS standards are called non-attainment areas; areas that 
meet both primary and secondary standards are known as attainment areas.  The Federal 
Conformity Final Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) specifies criteria or requirements for conformity 
determinations for Federal projects.   
 
The Federal Conformity Rule was first promulgated in 1993 by USEPA, following the passage of 
Amendments to the Clean Air Act in 1990.  The rule mandates that a conformity analysis must 
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be performed when a Federal action generates air pollutants in a region that has been 
designated a non-attainment or maintenance area for one or more NAAQS. 
 
A conformity analysis is the process used to determine whether a Federal action meets the 
requirements of the General Conformity Rule.  It requires that the responsible Federal agency 
evaluate the nature of a proposed action and associated air pollutant emissions, and calculate 
emissions as a result of the proposed action.  If the emissions exceed established limits, known 
as de minimis thresholds, the proponent is required to implement appropriate mitigation 
measures.   
 
The project site is located in New Hanover County, which is in attainment for all NAAQS.  
 
Asbestos 
Some buildings that would be demolished may contain asbestos.  If the structures do contain 
asbestos, an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan would be implemented to mitigate the exposure and 
migration of the asbestos.  The mitigation of asbestos is discussed in more detail in the 
Hazardous Waste Section 4.12.  
 
4.4.1.1 Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change 
Global climate change refers to a change in the average weather on the earth.  Greenhouse 
gases (GHGs) are gases that trap heat in the atmosphere.  They include water vapor, carbon 
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), fluorinated gases including 
chlorofluorocarbons (CFC) and hydrofluorocarbons (HFC), halons, as well as ground-level O3 
(California Energy Commission [CEC] 2007).   
 
The GHGs covered by EO 13514 are CO2, CH4, N2O, HFC, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur 
hexafluoride.  These GHGs have varying heat-trapping abilities and atmospheric lifetimes.  CO2 
equivalency (CO2e) is a measuring methodology used to compare the heat-trapping impact from 
various GHG relative to CO2.  Some gases have a greater global warming potential than others.  
Nitrous oxides (NOx), for instance, have a global warming potential that is 310 times greater 
than an equivalent amount of CO2, and CH4 is 21 times greater than an equivalent amount of 
CO2. 
 
The major GHG-producing sectors in society include transportation, utilities (e.g., coal and gas 
power plants), industry/manufacturing, agriculture, and residential.  End-use sector sources of 
GHG emissions include transportation (41 percent), electricity generation (22 percent), industry 
(21 percent), agriculture and forestry (8 percent), and other (8 percent) (CEC 2007).  The main 
sources of increased concentrations of GHG due to human activity include the combustion of 
fossil fuels and deforestation (contributing CO2), livestock and rice farming, land use and 
wetland depletions, landfill emissions (contributing CH4), refrigeration system and fire 
suppression system use and manufacturing (contributing CFC), and agricultural activities, 
including the use of fertilizers (CEC 2007).   
 
4.4.1.2 GHG Threshold of Significance 
The CEQ provided draft guidelines for determining meaningful GHG decision-making analysis.  
The CEQ GHG guidance is currently undergoing public comment at this time; however, the draft 
guidance states that if the proposed action would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct 
emissions of 27,557 U.S. tons or more of CO2 GHG emissions on an annual basis, agencies 
should consider this an indicator that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be 
meaningful to decision makers and the public.  For long-term actions that have annual direct 
emissions of less than 27,557 U.S. tons of CO2, CEQ encourages Federal agencies to consider 
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whether the action’s long-term emissions should receive similar analysis.  CEQ does not 
propose this as an indicator of a threshold of significant effects, but rather as an indicator of a 
minimum level of GHG emissions that may warrant some description in the appropriate NEPA 
analysis for agency actions involving direct emissions of GHGs (CEQ 2010). 
 
4.4.2 Environmental Consequences 
4.4.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative 
Temporary and minor increases in air pollution would occur from the use of construction 
equipment and delivery trucks (combustible emissions) and the disturbance of soils (fugitive 
dust) during construction activities.  The following paragraphs describe the air calculation 
methodologies utilized to estimate air emissions produced by the planned construction activities. 
 
Fugitive dust emissions were calculated using the emission factor of 0.19 ton per acre-month 
(Midwest Research Institute 1996), which is a more current standard than the 1985 PM-10 
emission factor of 1.2 tons per acre-month presented in AP-42 Section 13 Miscellaneous 
Sources 13.2.3.3 (USEPA 2001). 
 
USEPA’s NONROAD Model (USEPA 2005a) was used, as recommended by USEPA’s 
Procedures Document for National Emission Inventory, Criteria Air Pollutants, 1985-1999 
(USEPA 2001), to calculate emissions from construction equipment.  Combustible emission 
calculations were made for standard construction equipment, such as front-end loaders, 
backhoes, bulldozers, and cement trucks.  Assumptions were made regarding the total number 
of days each piece of equipment will be used, and the number of hours per day each type of 
equipment would be used.   
 
Construction workers would temporarily increase the combustible emissions in the airshed 
during their commute to and from the project area.  Emissions from delivery trucks would also 
contribute to the overall air emission budget.  Emissions from delivery trucks and construction 
worker commuters traveling to the job site were calculated using the USEPA MOBILE6.2 Model 
(USEPA 2005b, 2005c and 2005d).  
  
The total air quality emissions were calculated for the construction activities to compare to the 
General Conformity Rule.  Summaries of the total emissions for Alternative 1 are presented in 
Table 4-1.  Details of the analyses are presented in Appendix A.  

 
Table 4-1.  Total Air Emissions (tons/year) from the Disposal and Reuse Alternative 
Construction and Maintenance Activities versus the de minimis Threshold Levels 

Pollutant Total  
(tons/year)

de minimis Thresholds 
(tons/year) (1) 

CO 11.70 100 
Volatile Organic Compounds  2.16 100 
NOx 13.76 100 
PM-10 4.20 100 
PM-2.5 1.60 100 
SO2 1.74 100 
CO2e (equivalency) 5,738 27,557 
Source: 40 CFR 51.853 and Gulf South Research Corporation (GSRC) model projections. 
(1) Note that New Hanover County is in attainment for all NAAQS (USEPA 2010b). 

 



Rhodes AFRC BRAC Final EA_Ver01 23 August 2011 

Several sources of air pollutants would contribute to the overall air impacts of the construction 
project. The air emissions results in Table 4-1 included emissions from:  
 

1. Combustible engines of construction equipment 
2. Construction workers’ commute to and from job site 
3. Supply trucks delivering materials to construction site 
4. Fugitive dust from job site ground disturbances 

 
As can be seen from the tables above, the proposed construction and maintenance activities do 
not exceed Federal de minimis thresholds and, thus, would not require a Conformity 
Determination.  As there are no violations of air quality standards and no conflicts with the state 
implementation plans (SIPs), the impacts on air quality from the implementation of the Preferred 
Alternative would be less than significant.  During the proposed construction activities, proper 
and routine maintenance of all vehicles and other construction equipment would be 
implemented to ensure that emissions are within the design standards of all construction 
equipment.  Dust suppression methods should be implemented to minimize fugitive dust.  In 
particular, wetting solutions would be applied to the construction area to minimize the emissions 
of fugitive dust. 
 
4.4.2.2 No Action Alternative  
Implementation of the No Action Alternative would require that the facilities would continue to be 
owned by the Federal government, and minor impacts on ambient air quality from routine traffic 
would continue in the region. 
 
4.5 Noise 
 
4.5.1 Affected Environment 
Noise is generally described as unwanted sound, which can be based either on objective 
impacts (i.e., hearing loss, damage to structures) or subjective judgments (e.g., community 
annoyance).  Sound is usually represented on a logarithmic scale with a unit called the decibel 
(dB).  Sound on the decibel scale is referred to as sound level.  The threshold of human hearing 
is approximately 3 dB, and the threshold of discomfort or pain is around 120 dB.   
 
Noise levels occurring at night generally produce a greater annoyance than the same levels 
occurring during the day.  It is generally agreed that people perceive intrusive noise at night as 
being 10 dBA (A-weighted decibel is a measure of noise at a given, maximum level or constant 
state level) louder than the same level of intrusive noise during the day, at least in terms of its 
potential for causing community annoyance.  This perception is largely because background 
environmental sound levels at night in most areas are also about 10 dBA lower than those 
during the day. 
 
Acceptable noise levels have been established by HUD for construction activities in residential 
areas (HUD 1984):  
 

Acceptable (not exceeding 65 dBA) – The noise exposure may be of some concern, but 
common building construction would make the indoor environment acceptable, and the 
outdoor environment would be reasonably pleasant for recreation and play. 
 
Normally Unacceptable (above 65 but not greater than 75 dBA) – The noise exposure 
is more severe; barriers may be necessary between the site and prominent noise 
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sources to make the outdoor environment acceptable; special building construction may 
be necessary to ensure that people indoors are sufficiently protected from outdoor noise. 
 
Unacceptable (greater than 75 dBA) – The noise exposure at the site is so severe that 
the construction costs to make the indoor noise environment acceptable may be 
prohibitive, and the outdoor environment would still be unacceptable. 

 
As a general rule, noise generated by a stationary noise source, or “point source,” will decrease 
by approximately 6 dBA over hard surfaces and 9 dBA over soft surfaces for each doubling of 
the distance.  For example, if a noise source produces a noise level of 85 dBA at a reference 
distance of 50 feet over a hard surface, then the noise level would be 79 dBA at a distance of 
100 feet from the noise source, 73 dBA at a distance of 200 feet, and so on.  To estimate the 
attenuation of the noise over a given distance, the following relationship is utilized: 
 

Equation 1: dBA2 = dBA1 – 20 log (d2/d1) 
Where: 

dBA2 = dBA at distance 2 from source (predicted) 
dBA1 = dBA at distance 1 from source (measured) 
d2 = Distance to location 2 from the source 
d1 = Distance to location 1 from the source 

Source: California Department of Transportation 1998 
 
Residential homes are located north of the project site and a baseball park is located on the 
west side.   
 
4.5.2 Environmental Consequences 
Potential noise impacts on the residential community are considered significant if common 
building construction noise exceeds 65 dBA.  A noise exposure of 65 dBA or less may be of 
some concern, but the indoor environment would be acceptable, and the outdoor environment 
would be reasonably pleasant for recreation and play. 
 
4.5.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative 
The proposed construction activities would require the use of common construction equipment.  
Table 4-2 presents noise emission levels for construction equipment expected to be used during 
the proposed construction activities.  Anticipated sound levels at 50 feet range from 78 dBA to 
81 dBA based on data from the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) (2007). 

 
Table 4-2.  A-Weighted (dBA) Sound Levels of Construction Equipment and Modeled 

Attenuation at Various Distances1 

Noise Source 50 feet 100 feet 200 feet 500 feet 1,000 feet 

Backhoe 78 72 68 58 52 

Crane 81 75 69 61 55 

Excavator 81 75 69 61 55 

Front-end loader 79 73 67 59 53 

Concrete mixer truck 79 73 67 59 53 

Source: FHWA 2007 
The dBA at 50 feet is a measured noise emission. The 100 to 1,000-foot results are GSRC modeled estimates. 
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Construction would involve the use of an excavator and crane, which have a noise emission 
level of 81 dBA at 50 feet from the source.  Assuming the worst case scenario of 81 dBA for the 
proposed construction activities, the noise model projected that a noise level of 81 dBA from the 
excavator and crane would have to travel 300 feet before it would attenuate to an acceptable 
level of 65 dBA.  
 
Depending upon the number of construction hours, and the number, type, and distribution of 
construction equipment being used, the noise levels near the project area could temporarily 
exceed 65 dBA up to 300 feet from the project area.  Geographic Information System (GIS) was 
used to determine the number of sensitive noise receptors within 300 feet of the edge of the 
project property.  Approximately 23 residential sensitive receptors and a recreational park may 
experience temporary noise intrusion equal to or greater than 65 dBA from construction 
equipment.  
 
To minimize these noise impacts, construction activities, when operating near residential 
neighborhoods, should be limited to daylight hours during the workweek, between 8:00 am and 
5:00 pm on Monday through Friday.  Noise impacts should be minor if these timing restrictions 
are implemented in residential neighborhoods.   Noise generated by the construction activities 
would be intermittent and last for approximately 6 months, after which noise levels would return 
to ambient levels.  Therefore, the noise impacts from construction activities would be considered 
minor.   
 
4.5.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Noise impacts associated with the implementation of the No Action Alternative would be less 
than the current levels due to the lack of regular use of the property (caretaker status).   
 
4.6 Water Resources 
 
4.6.1 Affected Environment 
4.6.1.1 Surface Waters 
Surface waters from the project site drain through a ditch into Greenfield Lake which is located 
approximately 110 feet east of the project site.  Greenfield Lake eventually flows into Greenfield 
Creek (0.58 mile long) and then into the Cape Fear River, which is located approximately 1.1 
miles west of the project site. The project site is located in the Cape Fear River Basin which 
drains into the Atlantic Ocean.  
 
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires that states develop a list of surface 
waters which are not meeting water quality standards and not supporting their designated uses. 
Greenfield Lake is not monitored by the NCDENR for water quality parameters; however, 
Greenfield Lake drains into Greenfield Creek which is monitored by NCDENR for compliance 
with state water quality criteria.  Greenfield Creek (NCDENR Index number 18-76) is in 
attainment for all water quality standards with the exception of mercury.  Please note that in 
North Carolina, there is a state-wide fish consumption advisory for mercury; therefore, all 
surface waters in the state are considered to be impaired by mercury (NCDENR 2010).    
 
4.6.1.2 Hydrology/Groundwater 
The project site is situated on the Coastal Plains of North Carolina.  The Wilmington area is 
underlain by limestone of the Peedee Formation of Cretaceous age and limestone of the Castle 
Hayne Formation.  In a recent hydrologic survey at the Rhodes AFRC project site (see 
Environmental Condition of Property [ECP] Report 2007 in Appendix D), groundwater was 
encountered from 7 to 8 feet below ground surface (bgs).  Groundwater in the Wilmington area 
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primarily occurs in two aquifers: the surficial coastal deposits, and the limestone and sands of 
the Castle Hayne Formation.  The Castle Hayne aquifer is the most productive aquifer in the 
state.  It is usually confined within limestone, and is found at a depth of over 90 feet bgs in the 
Wilmington area.   The surface soils are sandy and have high infiltration rates, low water holding 
characteristics, high hydraulic conductivity, and a coarse texture (USACE 2007).   
 
4.6.1.3 Floodplains 
Floodplains are low-lying areas adjacent to or within major waterbodies that serve to contain 
excess water during rainfall events.  The 100-year flood is generally the standard utilized in 
management of floodplains.  This boundary is based on the elevation at which there is a 1 
percent chance that floodwater will reach a designated limit during a rainfall event.  EO 11988, 
Floodplain Management, directs Federal agencies to avoid developments within floodplains.  
According to the FEMA’s National Flood Insurance Program’s Flood Insurance Rate Map, the 
Rhodes AFRC project site is located in a 100-year floodplain. 
 
4.6.2 Environmental Consequences  
Potential impacts on water resources consider the effects on surface water, groundwater, and 
floodplains.  Surface water impacts would be considered significant if the stormwater 
management controls of the SWPPP failed to protect surface waters from pollutant discharges, 
including sediment migration.  Potential impacts on groundwater would be considered significant 
if the construction activities resulted in hazardous spills, major changes to impervious surfaces, 
or large requirements for groundwater use.  Potential impacts on floodplains would be 
considered significant if the construction resulted in a major impairment to the flow of 
floodwaters. 
 
4.6.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative 
4.6.2.1.1 Surface Water 
The Disposal and Reuse Alternative would have minimal impacts on surface water quality.  
Some temporary water quality impairments may occur if there is a major rain event during the 
demolition of old buildings and construction of new housing.  Construction activities would alter 
habitats and disturb soils (approximately 4.26 acres), which would increase the probability of 
sediment migration.  Contractors would develop and implement a SWPPP, which would include 
an outline of the stormwater drainage system for each discharge point, actual and potential 
pollutant contact, and surface water locations.  The SWPPP would also incorporate best 
management practices (BMPs) and other stormwater management controls.  Compliance with 
the SWPPP would minimize potential impacts on surface water quantity and quality.   
 
Care would be taken to avoid impacting the project area with hazardous substances (i.e., anti-
freeze and POL) used during construction.  A Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasures 
Plan (SPCCP) would be in place prior to the start of construction, and all personnel would be 
briefed on the implementation and responsibilities of this plan.  The Disposal and Reuse 
Alternative would not substantially alter existing drainage patterns or substantially affect water 
quality.  Thus, the Preferred Alternative would have minimal impacts on the region’s surface 
waters. 
 
4.6.2.1.2 Hydrology/Groundwater 
Hydrologic modifications are defined as those activities that affect natural stream flow.  The 
Preferred Alternative may change the hydrology and impact groundwater infiltration in the 
project area by introducing impervious surfaces such as rooftops and parking lots.  Introduction 
of impervious surfaces reduces the capacity of the remaining pervious surfaces to capture and 
absorb rainfall, so a larger percentage of rainfall becomes runoff during any storm.  According to 
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the LRA plans for the site, the area of impervious surfaces would be approximately the same as 
existing conditions, so the impacts on hydrology and groundwater would be minor.   
 
4.6.2.1.3 Floodplains 
The construction associated with the Disposal and Reuse Alternative would have minor impacts 
on the frequency and intensity of flood flows in the drainage systems.  The construction 
activities would be guided by New Hanover County building codes for new construction in a 
floodplain area. County building regulations require additional construction standards for new 
structures in floodplains.  Some construction standards include raising the lowest enclosed floor 
above flood levels, flood-proofing, and anchoring.  Please note that any type of development in 
a floodplain, including land filling and excavation, may require a permit (New Hanover County 
2011).  Overall, any potential effects would be localized to the vicinity of the affected floodplain.  
The Disposal and Reuse Alternative may have a short-term, adverse effect on floodplains 
during construction of the new facilities; however, the likelihood of flooding within the 100-year 
floodplain would not increase nor would the natural flow of stormwater be impeded.  
 
4.6.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, impacts on surface water, groundwater, or floodplains would 
not occur.  Due to the facility becoming inactive (caretaker status), the chances for POL and 
other hazardous spills would be eliminated and no changes to surface water, groundwater, and 
floodplains would be experienced. 
 
4.7 Biological Resources 
 
This section describes existing biological resources at the Rhodes AFRC.  It focuses on plant 
and animal species or habitat types that are typical or are an important element of the 
ecosystem, are of special category importance (of special interest due to societal concerns), or 
are protected under state or Federal law or regulatory requirement.   
 
4.7.1 Affected Environment 
4.7.1.1 Vegetation 
Approximately three-quarters of the property at Rhodes AFRC is covered by impervious surface 
features such as asphalt parking areas, driveways, concrete walkways, and building footprints.  
Vegetation within the developed portion of the property is limited to landscaping (shrubs and 
small trees) and large live oaks (Quercus virginiana).  An area of natural vegetation is located in 
the southwestern corner of the property; however, this area will be discussed in Section 4.7.1.4 
(Wetlands).  
 
4.7.1.2 Wildlife 
Naturally occurring vegetation is limited at the Rhodes AFRC; most wildlife species are 
transients through the area.  Wildlife species likely to exist in this urban area include opossum 
(Didelphis virginiana), raccoon (Procyon lotor), and squirrel (Sciurus spp.).  Avian species in the 
urban interface habitat include northern mockingbird (Mimus polyglottos), red-winged blackbird 
(Agelaius phoeniceus), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), house sparrow (Passer 
domesticus), and European starling (Sturnus vulgarus).  Greenfield Lake, across West Lake 
Shore Drive, is home to numerous bird species, including green heron (Butorides virescens), 
great crested flycatcher (Myiarchus crinitus), prothonotary warbler (Protonotaria citrea), yellow-
throated warbler (Dendroica dominica), summer tanager (Piranga rubra), anhinga (Anhinga 
anhinga), great blue heron (Ardea herodias), great egret (Ardea alba), little blue heron (Egretta 
caerulea), wood duck (Aix sponsa), barred owl (Strix varia), and brown-headed nuthatch (Sitta 
pusilla). 
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4.7.1.3 Sensitive Species 
The USFWS administers the ESA.  This law provides Federal protection for species designated 
as Federally endangered or threatened.  An endangered species is “in danger of extinction 
throughout all or a significant portion of its range,” and a threatened species “is likely to become 
an endangered species within the foreseeable future” (USFWS 2005).  Special status species 
are listed as threatened or endangered, are proposed for listing, or are candidates for listing by 
the state and/or Federal government. 
 
Under Section 7 of the ESA, the Army is mandated to use its authority to ensure that actions are 
approved, funded, or carried out to protect both flora and fauna that are considered threatened 
or endangered species or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered species on the 
Rhodes AFRC.  Eleven Federally listed species have been recorded within New Hanover 
County, North Carolina (Table 4-3) (USFWS 2011); however, habitat is not available at the 
Rhodes AFRC to support any Federally listed species.  In compliance with the ESA, informal 
consultation has been conducted (June 6, 2011) with USFWS, whereby a July 1, 2011 letter of 
concurrence agrees that no impacts on Federally listed species would occur as a result of the 
disposal and reuse of the Rhodes AFRC property.  The North Carolina Natural Heritage 
Program (NCNHP) does not list any rare, threatened, or endangered species as occurring within 
2 miles of the project site (NCNHP 2011). 
 

Table 4-3.  Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species 
of New Hanover County, North Carolina 

Common/Scientific Name Federal 
Status Habitat Potential to occur 

within Project Site 
BIRDS 

Red-cockaded woodpecker 
(Picoides borealis) Endangered 

Mature longleaf/loblolly pine forests with 
minimal sub-canopy layer and open 
understory. 

No – no suitable habitat 
and nesting sites at or 
near the project site. 

Wood stork 
(Mycteria americana) Endangered 

Freshwater marshes, swamps, lagoons, 
ponds, flooded fields.  Nests mostly in 
upper parts of cypress trees or dead 
hardwoods over water or on islands along 
streams or adjacent to shallow lakes. 

Not known to nest in 
nearby Greenfield Lake 
or on project site. 

Piping plover 
(Charadrius melodus) Threatened 

Primarily on intertidal beaches with sand 
and/or mud flats with no or very sparse 
vegetation. 

No – no suitable habitat 
and nesting sites at or 
near the project site. 

REPTILES 

Green sea turtle 
(Chelonia mydas) Threatened Warm tropical, shallow coastal waters. 

No – no coastal waters 
at or near the project 
site. 

Hawksbill sea turtle 
(Eretmochelys imbricata) Endangered 

The most tropical of all sea turtles; found 
near coral reefs and rocky outcroppings 
in tropical, shallow coastal waters. 

No – no coastal waters 
at or near the project 
site. 

Leatherback sea turtle 
(Dermochelys coriacea) Endangered Highly oceanic; utilize coastal waters only 

during breeding season. 

No – no coastal waters 
at or near the project 
site. 

Loggerhead sea turtle 
(Caretta caretta) Threatened 

Coastal tropical and subtropical waters, 
ventures into temperate waters to 
boundaries of warm currents, but prefers 
coastal bays, also found in coastal 
streams, creeks, and open ocean. 

No – no coastal waters 
at or near the project 
site. 

MAMMALS 

West Indian manatee 
(Trichechus manatus) Endangered 

Rivers, estuaries, and coastal areas of 
the southeastern U.S. coast along 
Central America and the West Indies to 
the northern coastline of South America. 

No – no riverine, 
estuarine, or coastal 
waters at or near the 
project site. 
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Common/Scientific Name Federal 
Status Habitat Potential to occur 

within Project Site 
PLANTS

Cooley’s meadowrue 
(Thalictrum cooleyi) Endangered Grass-sedge bogs, wet pine savannahs 

and savannah like areas. 

No – not likely due to 
lack of appropriate 
habitat at project site. 

Seabeach amaranth 
(Amaranthus pumilus) Threatened Barrier island beaches, primary habitat 

consists of overwash flats. 

No – no barrier island 
beaches at or near the 
project site. 

Rough-leaved loosestrife 
(Lysimachia asperulaefolia) Endangered 

Found along ecotones or edges between 
longleaf pine uplands and pond pine 
pocosins. 

No – not likely due to 
lack of appropriate 
habitat at or near the 
project site. 

Source:  USFWS 2011. 
 

4.7.1.4 Wetlands  
Wetlands are classified by USACE based on three criteria: hydrology, soil characteristics, and 
vegetation.  Specifically, wetlands are defined as those areas that are saturated or inundated by 
water that is sufficient to support vegetation typically adapted to saturated soils (USACE 1987).  
Wetlands and other surface water features, which may include intermittent and perennial 
streams, are generally considered “waters of the United States” by USACE, and under their 
definition of “jurisdictional waters/features,” are protected under Section 404 of the CWA.  The 
National Wetlands Inventory Map (Figure 4-1) indicates that the undeveloped portion of the 
property comprises a palustrine (freshwater) forested wetland dominated by deciduous and 
evergreen needle-leaved trees.  The natural area located on the southwestern corner of the 
property is dominated by bald cypress (Taxodium distichum), swamp tupelo (Nyssa sylvatica 
var. biflora), redbay (Persea borbonia), red maple (Acer rubrum), and swamp titi (Cyrilla 
racemiflora).  Scattered loblolly pine (Pinus taeda) and Carolina willow (Salix caroliniana) are 
also found in this system.  Ground cover includes cinnamon fern (Osmunda cinnamomea), 
pickerel weed (Pontederia cordata), and jack in the pulpit (Arisaema triphyllum). 
 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) NRCS maps Murville fine sand in the undeveloped 
area of the project site (Figure 4-2) (USDA 2011).  This soil is described as very poorly drained 
and is found in flat or slightly depressional areas.  Murville fine sand is considered a hydric 
(wetland) soil by NRCS.  This wetland is connected to Greenfield Lake by a culvert under West 
Lake Shore Drive and would be considered jurisdictional by USACE. 
 
4.7.2 Environmental Consequences  
Potential impacts on biological resources are considered significant if the proposed activities 
would: 
 

• Affect a threatened or endangered species; 
• Substantially diminish habitat for a plant or animal species; 
• Substantially diminish a regionally or locally important plant or animal species; 
• Interfere substantially with wildlife movement or reproductive behavior; 
• Result in a substantial infusion of exotic plant or animal species; or 
• Destroy, lose, or degrade jurisdictional wetlands (as defined by Section 404 of the 

CWA). 
 
 

Table 4-3, continued 
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4.7.2.1  Disposal and Reuse Alternative  
Potential impacts on biological resources from the transfer and reuse of the Rhodes AFRC 
would not be significant.  The Disposal and Reuse Alternative would not cause adverse impacts 
on any Federally listed threatened or endangered species, since no such species are known to 
occur at the Rhodes AFRC.   
 
Short-term impacts on wildlife would occur from the noise and dust generated by the demolition 
and construction activities.  The majority of wildlife utilizing the property is transient and likely 
utilizes other areas for nesting, roosting, denning, and foraging.  Wildlife may avoid the area due 
to the increase in noise during demolition and construction, and an increased chance of wildlife-
vehicle interactions may occur with the increase in vehicles and construction equipment.  BMPs  
to reduce the amount of airborne dust would help minimize potential short-term impacts on the 
biological resources.   
 
Landscaping of the property after construction would provide a positive benefit for wildlife by 
providing some additional areas for foraging and nesting on the project site.  Any minor adverse 
impacts during construction would be balanced by the potential increase in available habitat as 
the area of landscaping increases and nocturnal wildlife use of the areas potentially increases. 
 
EO 11990, Protection of Wetlands, requires Federal agencies to avoid actions, to the extent 
practicable, which would result in the location of facilities in wetlands.  The current site plan 
supporting the LRA redevelopment is hypothetical and not necessarily to scale; therefore, a 
reasonable opportunity exists to avoid wetlands with the final architectural design and 
construction.  Unavoidable wetland impacts would require Section 404 permitting through 
USACE and Section 401 permitting through NCDENR.  Compensatory mitigation would likely be 
required for any unavoidable wetland impacts.  Both USACE and NCDENR stress avoidance 
and minimization of wetland impacts prior to consideration of wetland mitigation.  Mitigation 
options would include mitigation banks, in-lieu fees, and on-site, project-specific mitigation. 
 
4.7.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, no changes or impacts would occur on biological resources. 
 
4.8 Cultural Resources 
 
4.8.1 Affected Environment 
4.8.1.1 Historic Background 
The property for the Rhodes AFRC was purchased by the U.S. Government in 1957 and 
consists of approximately 4.26 acres of land.  The construction of the Rhodes AFRC building 
and OMS occurred in 1958.  Since its purchase, the site has served as a reserve and 
mobilization center for the USAR.  The site has been used by reservists, including the USAR 
650th and 993rd Transportation Companies, for drill activities throughout its history and also by 
the U.S. Navy Reserve and Coast Guard for training.  The OMS was utilized to perform 
maintenance activities on military vehicles and equipment which were limited to preventative 
maintenance checks and light maintenance activities.  Vehicle wash was conducted in the wash 
rack, which is located to the west of the OMS building (USACE 2007). 
 
4.8.1.2 Status of Cultural Resource Inventories and Section 106 
An architectural survey of the resources located at the Rhodes AFRC in Wilmington, North 
Carolina was conducted by Brockington and Associates, Inc. (Stallings 2005).  The survey 
found that, although the existing buildings at the Rhodes AFRC were built during the Cold War, 
they were not constructed as part of any specific mission associated with the Cold War, nor 



Rhodes AFRC BRAC Final EA_Ver01 33 August 2011 

were there any significant persons associated with the facility.  In addition, the buildings did not 
represent any architectural style or coherent pattern, nor do they meet the 50-year age 
requirement.  Finally, neither the architecture nor the historic associations of the facility meet 
any of the criteria for exceptional significance.  As a result, Stallings (2005) recommended that 
the Rhodes AFRC facility was not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP). The North Carolina Department of Cultural Resources (NCDCR), SHPO concurred 
with these findings, stating that Rhodes AFRC property was not eligible for listing in the NRHP 
on June 9, 2005.  As a result, the facilities located at the Rhodes AFRC property are not 
considered historic properties and are not considered significant cultural resources.  
Consultation was also conducted with the NCDCR SHPO on June 6, 2011, whereby a July 1, 
2011 letter of concurrence agrees that the Rhodes AFRC properties are not eligible for listing in 
the NRHP and the transfer would have no effect on historic properties. 
 
No previously recorded archaeological sites are located on the Rhodes AFRC property.  A large 
portion of the Rhodes AFRC property comprises impervious surface features (i.e., asphalt 
parking areas, driveways, concrete walkways, and building footprints).  A review of available 
aerial photography shows that the vegetated area located in the southwestern corner of the 
property has been altered for water drainage and is bordered by a man-made linear drainage 
ditch.  In addition, this portion of the property is identified as a wetland per the National Wetland 
Inventory (see Figure 4-1).  Due to these factors and in consultation with the NCDCR SHPO, it 
has been determined that there is no potential for intact archaeological resources across the 
Rhodes AFRC property.  As a result, no archaeological survey was warranted. 
 
Consultation has been conducted with the Federally recognized Eastern Band of Cherokee 
Indians.  In addition, consultation has been conducted with the Coharie Tribe, the Cumberland 
County Association for Indian People, the Guildford Native American Association, the Haliwa-
Saponi Indian Tribe, the Lumbee Tribe of North Carolina, the Meherrin Indian Tribe, the 
Metrolina Native American Association, the Occanecchi Band of Saponi Nation, the Sappony, 
the Triangle Native American Society, and the Waccama Siouan Tribe.  Consultation letters to 
the different Native American Tribes and Associations can be found in Appendix B of this 
document.  To date, no responses have been received from the Native American Tribes and 
Associations consulted. 
 
4.8.2 Environmental Consequences  
Potential impacts on cultural resources would be considered significant if historic buildings were 
identified to be formerly constructed as part of a specific mission associated with the Cold War, 
or if there were any significant persons associated with the facilities.  Further, the buildings 
would have to represent a particular architectural style or coherent pattern and meet the 50-year 
age requirement.   
 
4.8.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative  
None of the buildings at the Rhodes AFRC property are considered historic properties or 
significant cultural resources, therefore no adverse impacts on cultural resources are anticipated 
from the implementation of the Disposal and Reuse Alternative. 
 
4.8.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative the facilities located at the Rhodes AFRC property would 
continue to be owned by the Federal government, and the property would be placed into 
caretaker status for overall maintenance of the property.  The property would be maintained and 
controlled by the Federal government; any cultural resources located on the property would be 
protected.  No impacts on cultural resources would occur under the No Action Alternative. 
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4.9 Socioeconomics 
 
4.9.1 Affected Environment 
4.9.1.1 Population 
The Rhodes AFRC is located in Wilmington, North Carolina which is within New Hanover 
County.  In 2009, the population of the City of Wilmington was 101,350.  This is less than the 
New Hanover County and the state of North Carolina 2009 populations which were 195,085 and 
9,380,884, respectively.  There was a 45 percent increase in populations for the City of 
Wilmington, a 38 percent increase in population for New Hanover County, and a 29 percent 
increase in population for the state of North Carolina from 1990 to 2009 (U.S. Census Bureau 
2009, 2009a, and 2009b). The population of the City of Wilmington, New Hanover County, and 
the state of North Carolina for 1990 through 2009 is presented in Table 4-4. 

 
Table 4-4.  Population Census 1990 to 2009 

Geographic Area 2009 2000 1990 
Difference in 

population from  
1990 – 2009 

(percent) 

City of Wilmington 101,350 75,838 55,530 82.5 
New Hanover County 195,085 160,307 120,284 62 
State of North Carolina 9,380,884 8,049,313 6,628,637 41.5 

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2009, 2009a, and 2009b  
 
According to the 2005 to 2009 U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey, the racial mix 
of the City of Wilmington, New Hanover County, and the state of North Carolina consists 
predominantly of Caucasians and African Americans.  The remainder is divided among Asians, 
people claiming to be two or more races, some other race, and Native Americans.  Compared to 
the City of Wilmington and Hanover County, a higher percentage of African Americans and 
Asians live in the state of North Carolina (U.S Census Bureau 2009c, 2009d, and 2009e).  The 
racial mixture of the City of Wilmington, New Hanover County, and the state of North Carolina 
for 2009 is presented in Table 4-5. 
 

Table 4-5.  Race Mixture of the City of Wilmington, New Hanover County, 
 and the State of North Carolina 

Geographic 
Area 

Total 
Population 

Race 

Caucasian 
(%) 

African 
American 

(%) 

Native 
American 

(%) 
Asian 

(%) 

Some 
Other 
Race 
(%) 

Two or more 
Races 

(%) 

City of 
Wilmington 99,317 74.1 20.8 0.3 1.0 2.5 1.3 

New Hanover 
County 189,463 79.5 15.5 0.4 1.2 2.1 1.3 

State of North 
Carolina 9,045,705 70.5 21.1 1.1 1.9 3.6 1.7 

Sources:  U.S. Census Bureau, 2009c, 2009d and 2009e American Community Survey 
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4.9.1.2 Housing 
According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2009 American Community Survey Report, the total 
number of housing units in the City of Wilmington was 50,787 (Table 4-6), of which 89 percent 
were occupied.  Compared to New Hanover County and the state of North Carolina, a higher 
percentage of housing units were occupied.  The majority (59 percent) of the housing units 
within the state were owner-occupied.  Comparatively, the total number of occupied housing 
units for New Hanover County and the City of Wilmington was at 52 and 45 percent, 
respectively (U.S. Census Bureau 2009f, 2009g, and 2009h).  There are approximately 225 
reservists and 12 full-time personnel located at the Rhodes AFRC. 

 
Table 4-6.  Housing Units for the City of Wilmington, New Hanover County, 

 and the State of North Carolina 

Geographic Area Total Housing 
Units 

Status 

Occupied 
Vacant 

Owned Rented 

City of Wilmington 50,787 22,335 22,790 5,662 

New Hanover County 97,235 50,500 31,656 15,079 

State of North Carolina 4,120,599 2,410,327 1,131,480 578,792 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2009f, 2009g and 2009h 
 
4.9.1.3 Income and Employment Trends 
In 2009, New Hanover County had a per capita personal income (PCPI) of $36,662.  This PCPI 
ranked 14th in the state and was 105 percent of the state average, $34,879, and 92 percent of 
the National average, $39,635.  The 2009 PCPI reflected a decrease of 3.1 percent from 2008.  
The state change from 2008 to 2009 was -2.3 percent and the National change was -2.6 
percent. In 1999, the PCPI of New Hanover County was $27,649 and ranked 12th in the state.  
The 1999 to 2009 average annual growth rate of PCPI was 2.9 percent.  The average annual 
growth rate for the state was 2.9 percent, and for the Nation was 3.4 percent (Bureau of 
Economic Analysis [BEA] 2011a).  PCPI for New Hanover County, the state of North Carolina, 
and the Nation is presented in Table 4-7. 
 

Table 4-7.  PCPI for New Hanover County, the State of North Carolina, and the Nation 

Geographic Area Per Capita Personal 
Income (PCPI) 2009 

State 
Rank 

Percent State 
Average 

Percent 
National 
Average 

Average Annual 
Growth Rate 

1999-2009 
(%) 

New Hanover County $36,662 14 105 92 2.9 
State of North Carolina 
(Average) $34,879 NA 100 88 2.9 

Nation (Average) $39,635 NA NA 100 3.4 

NA=Not Applicable, Source: BEA 2011 
 
Total personal income (TPI) includes net earnings by place of residence; dividends, interest, 
and rent; and personal current transfer receipts received by the residents of New Hanover 
County (Table 4-8).  In 2009, New Hanover County had a TPI of $7,152,155.  This TPI ranked 
9th in the state and accounted for 2.2 percent of the state total.  In 1999, the TPI of New 
Hanover County was $4,389,932 and ranked 9th in the state (BEA 2011b). 
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Table 4-8.  TPI for New Hanover County and the State of North Carolina 

Geographic Area 
TPI  

2009 
State Rank

Percent 
State Total 

(%) 

Average Annual 
Growth Rate 

1999-2009  
(%) 1999 2009 

New Hanover County $4,389,932 $7,152,155 9 2.2 5.0 

State of North Carolina $209,278,087 $327,199,075 NA 100 4.6 

NA=Not Applicable, Source:  BEA 2011 and 2011a 
 
According to BEA, the total number of jobs in New Hanover County in 2009 was approximately 
127,178 (Table 4-9).  The number of jobs in New Hanover County has decreased by 6 percent 
from the number of jobs in 2007; however, there was a 9 percent increase in jobs from 2005 to 
2007 (BEA 2011b).  The City of Wilmington is classified by the U.S. Census Bureau as a 
“metropolitan statistical area (MSA)” and includes geographic components of New Hanover, 
Brunswick, and Pender counties and not just the confines of the incorporated city. 
 
In 2009, the largest employment classification was the management industry, followed by the 
sales, professional, and service industries (U.S. Census Bureau 2009i).  New Hanover County 
averages a weekly wage of $798 and was below the National average of $942 (Bureau of Labor 
Statistics 2010). 

 
Table 4-9.  Total Number for Jobs for the City of Wilmington, New Hanover County, 

and the State of North Carolina 

Geographic Area 

Total Number of Jobs 

2005 2007 2009 
Change from  
2005 – 2007 

(%) 

Change from  
2007 – 2009 

(%) 
City of Wilmington 179,955 197,901 187,155 10 -5 

New Hanover County 123,726 135,321 127,178 9 -6 

State of North Carolina 5,093,408 5,436,636 5,201,929 7 -4 

Source:  BEA 2011b 
 
In 2009, the unemployment rate in New Hanover County was 9.3 percent; in 2010, the 
unemployment rate increased to 9.8 percent.  The unemployment rate decreased as of March 
2011 to 9.0 percent (Employment Security Commission of North Carolina 2011). 
 
4.9.1.4 Environmental Justice and Special Risks to Children 
EO 12898, Environmental Justice, requires all Federal agencies to identify and address 
disproportionately high and adverse effects of their programs, policies, and activities on minority 
and low-income populations.  As indicated previously, the majority of the population in New 
Hanover County is Caucasian, about 16 percent claim to be African American, and about 1 
percent claim to be Asian.  In addition, approximately 14.5 percent of the New Hanover County 
population is considered to live below the poverty level (U.S. Census Bureau 2009j). 
 
EO 13045, Protection of Children, requires each Federal agency “to identify and assess 
environmental health risks and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children” and 
“ensure that its policies, programs, activities, and standards address disproportionate risks to 
children that result from environmental health risks or safety risks.”  In New Hanover County, 
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about 6 percent of the population are 5 years old or less and 14 percent are younger than 18 
years (U.S. Census Bureau 2009k).  Lead-Based Paint (LBP) and Asbestos-Containing Material 
(ACM) are known to occur in structures at the Rhodes AFRC facility.  Furthermore, there are 
residential areas near the facility; thus, there are potential health or safety effects on children.  
However, with property mitigation procedures, children would not be impacted. 
 
4.9.1.5 Homeless Assistance 
PL 103-421 (Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994) 
provides a fair process that would result in the timely closure and realignment of military 
installations inside the U.S.  The process begins when the military service in possession of the 
Rhodes AFRC facility alerts other DoD branches that the property is available.  If a DoD branch 
determines that it requires the property and the Secretary of Defense concurs, the property is 
transferred.  If no DoD branch requires the property or requests the property in a timely manner, 
then a notice of availability is sent to all other Federal agencies.  Pursuant to PL 103-421, if no 
agency requests the property, or if it is not requested in a timely manner, or if the request is not 
granted, the property is then determined to be surplus and the disposal process begins.  As part 
of the disposal process, the Secretary of Defense is directed to publish a notice of the available 
property and to submit any information on that property to the local redevelopment authority 
(Base Closure Community Redevelopment and Homeless Assistance Act of 1994). 
 
The Reuse Plan for the Rhodes AFRC facility would need to meet the requirements of the local 
community.  One of these needs is the assistance of homeless individuals and families.  Based 
on the homeless solicitation, information about the homeless within the Cape Fear Region of 
Wilmington, North Carolina would be identified, notices of interest would be considered, legally 
binding agreements would be explored, and the balance and outreach within the local 
community would be incorporated.  The homeless assistance plan was submitted to the City of 
Wilmington from the LPC for review and approval.  HUD’s review of the base closure plans is 
subject to the expressed interest and requests of representatives of the homeless.  HUD 
determined that the plan appropriately balances the needs of the City of Wilmington for 
economic redevelopment and other development with the needs of the homeless in the 
community (Appendix C).  On February 18, 2011, HUD rendered a final determination to accept 
the amended redevelopment plan for the reuse of the Rhodes AFRC (Appendix C).  
 
4.9.2 Environmental Consequences 
Potential impacts on socioeconomics would be considered significant if the proposed activities 
resulted in a marked reduction of the PCPI and/or decrease in the number of jobs in New 
Hanover County.  Impacts on socioeconomics would also be considered significant if the 
proposed activities resulted in environmental health risks and safety risks that disproportionately 
affected children. 
 
4.9.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative 
Under the Disposal and Reuse Alternative, there would be activities involving construction and 
replacement of the existing four structures in the Rhodes AFRC project area.  The equipment, 
supplies, and personnel used during construction would likely come from the surrounding area, 
providing a short-term beneficial impact by providing construction-related jobs.   
 
In the long-term, persons taking up residence in the area will add to the local employment, 
population, tax base, retail activity, and housing demand.  Minor long-term economic 
development could result from additional personnel relocating from other areas.  
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Environmental justice would not be an issue as a result of implementing the Disposal and 
Reuse Alternative, as there would be no disproportionately high or adverse human health or 
environmental effects on minority or low-income populations.  Overall, beneficial impacts should 
occur as a result of the Disposal and Reuse Alternative.  Additionally, the Disposal and Reuse 
Alternative would not have adverse impacts on children in the area.  Disposition of the site 
would not create emissions or the potential for release of toxic materials that would impact 
children in the area, although, as noted in Section 4.4 (Air Quality), all LBP and ACM which may 
potentially be in buildings slated for modification or demolition would need to be surveyed and 
mitigated prior to construction or modification.  Should incorrect procedures be used, LBP and 
ACM could affect the surrounding community. 
 
Overall community cohesion would potentially be increased through implementation of the 
Disposal and Reuse Alternative as the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities become a more 
integrated part of the overall City of Wilmington.  Although difficult to quantify, the reintegration 
of the site into the greater City of Wilmington community may beneficially affect a range of 
socioeconomic factors.  Under this alternative, there would not be temporary or long-term minor 
negative impacts on socioeconomic resources. 
 
4.9.2.2 No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would result in the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities being placed 
in caretaker status.  This would have a potential adverse impact on the homeless by not 
providing a housing facility for this population segment.   
 
4.10 Transportation 
 
4.10.1 Affected Environment 
4.10.1.1 Roadways and Traffic 
The Rhodes ARFC is located on West Lake Shore Drive and is served by many state and local 
roads.  Vehicular traffic access to the project site is available through U.S. Route 421 (Carolina 
Beach Road) and local roads.  The state provides actual traffic counts along various highways 
for years 2005 – 2010.  Traffic counts are given in units of Average Daily Traffic (number of 
vehicles per day [VPD]) and average three weekly counts.  In 2010, the average traffic volume 
on Carolina Beach Road (U.S. 421) between Stadium Drive and Southern Boulevard was 
39,904 VPD (an increase of 7,875 VPD from 2009) (Wilmington Urban Area Metropolitan 
Planning Organization 2010).  Approximately 225 reservists and 12 full-time personnel commute 
daily to and from the Rhodes AFRC. 
 
4.10.1.2 Public Transportation 
Numerous modes of transportation are available in the vicinity of the Rhodes AFRC, including 
air, bus, and highway access.  The Wilmington New Hanover County International Airport is 
located approximately 6.8 miles northeast and provides general aviation services for small 
commuter planes and passenger flights to many U.S. destinations, as well as international 
cities.  Wave Transit operates in the Cape Fear Region and provides a variety of public 
transportation options including fixed bus routes, shuttles, and a free downtown trolley.  
Wilmington does not currently have a station for passenger rail service.  However, Amtrak’s 
Carolinian/Piedmont travels daily between Charlotte and New York City, with stops in Raleigh, 
Richmond, Washington, DC, Baltimore, and Philadelphia (Amtrak 2011). 
 
4.10.2 Environmental Consequences 
Potential impacts on transportation would be considered significant if the proposed activities 
resulted in the degradation of public roads, restriction of site access, or increase in traffic levels. 
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4.10.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative  
Under this alternative, no significant adverse impacts on public roads, site access, or traffic 
levels are anticipated.  There would be a temporary minor increase in the volume of traffic 
associated with site preparation, construction, and installation of permanent supportive housing 
units.  This construction traffic could potentially result in slower traffic flow for the duration of the 
construction phase.  To minimize any adverse impacts on traffic, construction vehicles and 
equipment would be stored on-site during project construction, appropriate signage would be 
posted on affected roadways, and adjacent residential neighborhoods and commercial/industrial 
areas will be notified in advance of construction activities.  Since there would be fewer people 
using the new support housing units than the Rhodes AFRC, traffic volumes should be less than 
pre-construction levels upon completion of construction. 
 
4.10.2.2 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would continue to be 
owned by the Federal government, and the property would be placed in caretaker status for 
maintenance.  The No Action Alternative would likely result in a reduction of local traffic. 
 
4.11 Utilities 
 
4.11.1 Affected Environment 
4.11.1.1 Potable Water Supply 
The Rhodes AFRC site receives drinking water supply from the Nano Groundwater Treatment 
Plant, which produces over 6 million gallons of treated water.  The plant contains state-of-the-art 
membrane technology, which is recognized as one of the best available technologies for 
removing organic material in the water and is effective at reducing the formation of disinfection 
byproducts.  The Nano plant provides high-quality water that meets current and future drinking 
water standards (Cape Fear Public Utility Authority [CFPUA] 2011b). 
 
4.11.1.2 Wastewater System 
Wastewater services for the City of Wilmington are provided by the Southside Wastewater 
Treatment Plant (SSWWTP), which is owned and operated by CFPUA.  SSWWTP is a 12 
million-gallon-per-day secondary treatment level facility serving New Hanover County (CFPUA 
2011a). 
 
4.11.1.3 Stormwater System 
A drainage ditch on the Rhodes AFRC site flows beneath West Lake Shore Drive and 
discharges into Greenfield Lake.  The outlet stream from Greenfield Lake eventually discharges 
into the Cape Fear River, which is located approximately one mile to the west (USACE 2007).   
 
4.11.1.4 Energy Sources   
The Progress Energy service territory covers about 34,000 square miles, supplies electricity in 
the neighborhood where the project site is located, and would likely be the provider to the new 
LPC facility.  Piedmont Natural Gas provides natural gas to the site.  
 
4.11.1.5 Communications   
Telecommunication service providers servicing the Wilmington area include AT&T, Comcast, 
Cox, Dish Network, Vonage, Verizon, and Time Warner Cable.  Services provided include digital 
cable TV, high-speed online internet, and digital home phone services.  
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4.11.1.6 Solid Waste  
There are several solid waste service providers in Wilmington, including the City of Wilmington, 
Waste Industries USA, Inc., East Coast Sanitation, and Go Eco Disposal.  The City of 
Wilmington provides curbside trash pickup for all residents within the city limits. Waste 
Industries provides collection, transfer, disposal, and recycling to commercial as well as 
residential customers.  East Coast Sanitation serves New Hanover County exclusively, offering 
curb trash and recycling curb services.  Go Eco Disposal offers residential garbage and 
recycling services biweekly.  There is also a city-managed recycling program for recyclable 
plastic, paper, and glass household waste.   
 
4.11.2 Environmental Consequences   
Potential impacts on utilities would be considered significant if the proposed activities resulted in 
a reduction of the potable water supply, burden to the wastewater treatment system, drain on 
sources of energy, impairment to communications, and/or increases to stormwater discharges. 
 
4.11.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative  
Under the Disposal and Reuse Alternative, the demolition and construction activities would 
result in temporary and minimal effects on the potable water supply, wastewater treatment 
system, sources of energy, communications, and stormwater discharges.  Construction crews 
would bring water on-site for their personnel, and portable latrines would collect sanitary waste.  
The new permanent support housing would have less demand on utilities than the previous 
Rhodes AFRC facility because fewer citizens would be using the site.  Therefore, impacts on 
utilities would be minor. 
 
4.11.2.2 No Action Alternative  
Under the No Action Alternative, the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities would continue to be 
owned by the Federal government, and the property would be placed in caretaker status for 
maintenance.  This alternative would result in a reduced usage of most utilities, including the 
potable water supply, wastewater treatment system, sources of energy, communications, and 
stormwater system. 
 
4.12 Hazardous and Toxic Substances 
 
4.12.1 Affected Environment 
This Section describes the existing conditions of hazardous and toxic substances at the Rhodes 
AFRC.  Details of existing conditions are taken from an ECP report completed for the base in 
2007 (USACE 2007).  Since that report was prepared, some existing conditions have changed, 
and those changes are included where observed and reported more recently. 
 
4.12.1.1 Past Use and Storage of Hazardous Substances 
The Rhodes AFRC had previously employed underground storage tanks (USTs) for storage and 
use of heating oil at the site.  Those USTs were removed in 1993, and one tank had a 
documented leak, which was remediated, with a no further action letter issued by the NCDENR 
in 2001.  While low-level petroleum contamination remains in the soil and groundwater at the 
site, it has been naturally attenuated to below NCDENR risk standards, but restrictions were 
placed on the property use to prevent extraction or use of groundwater at the site for human 
consumption (NCDENR 2001). 
 
The Rhodes AFRC operates under an SPCCP developed in 2005, and is listed as a 
conditionally exempt RCRA registered small quantity generator, indicating use and storage of 
small quantities of hazardous and toxic materials with no transportation or disposal of those 
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materials on site.  Hazardous materials kept and used on the base include paints, solvents, and 
lubricants in small containers stored in containment lockers and cabinets.  There are currently 
two aboveground storage tanks (ASTs) present on the site with no spills observed.  One AST is 
used for oil storage and the other for anti-freeze; both ASTs are located within the secondary 
containment area (USACE 2007). 
 
Wash water from the cleaning of vehicles is collected in underground sumps with an OWS 
located in the maintenance shop, and the discharge from the OWS meets regulatory standards.  
All hazardous waste disposal is conducted in accordance with the SPCCP, and no violations 
have been recorded for the base in the past. 
 
There was an ACM survey conducted for the Rhodes AFRC in 1998 (U.S. Army Reserve 1998), 
and ACM was documented in several buildings.  A subsequent ACM survey was conducted in 
2002 (U.S. Army Reserve 2002), which confirmed that all friable ACM had been removed, but 
non-friable ACM remained in several buildings in the form of floor tiles and mastic. 
 
A LBP survey was conducted for the Rhodes AFRC on February 6, 2004 (U.S. Army Reserve 
Center 2004), which found LBP on most metal doors, windows, and window lintels.  A total of 
223 x-ray fluorescence samples and calibrations were taken throughout the buildings.  The 
components that contained significant detectable amounts of lead were found in the 
Administration/Training Facility building on the interior and exterior doors and casings, exterior 
painted lentils, structural steel components, and exterior metal fixtures, as well as in the OMS 
building on the exterior doors, overhead doors, frames, lintels, and structural steel components. 
 
No radon exposure risk was found at the Rhodes AFRC in surveys conducted in 1989-1990, 
and no radiological materials have been kept or used at the base. 
 
4.12.2 Environmental Consequences 
It is the intention of the Army to remove all moveable equipment, fuel, and stored hazardous 
and toxic materials prior to transfer of the Rhodes AFRC to the LRA.  Therefore, there would be 
no remaining moveable hazardous or toxic materials on the site that would have an impact on 
future LRA use of the property.  Potential impacts from hazardous and toxic substances would 
be considered significant if the proposed activities resulted in a POL or other hazardous spill. 
 
4.12.2.1 Disposal and Reuse Alternative 
This alternative would transfer the Rhodes AFRC to the LRA for reuse as a permanent housing 
project for the homeless.  It would require demolition of the existing buildings and parking areas 
by the LRA and construction of new residential and support buildings on the site.  Demolition of 
the existing buildings would require compliance with regulatory requirements for disposal of 
ACM and LBP materials, where present.  No significant environmental impacts would be 
anticipated, if the appropriate ACM and LBP BMPs are implemented according to the 
regulations.  The residual petroleum contamination of groundwater and soil from the prior UST 
would remain; however, no significant exposure or impact would occur, because no 
groundwater use is anticipated. 
 
4.12.2.2 No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the Rhodes AFRC would be placed in caretaker status, but all 
equipment and hazardous and toxic materials would still be removed from the property.  Since 
no demolition of structures would occur, there would be no exposure to ACM or LBP, and there 
would be no impacts from hazardous and toxic materials. 
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4.13 Cumulative Effects Summary 
 
This section of the EA addresses the potential cumulative impacts associated with the 
implementation of the alternatives and other projects/programs that are planned for the region. 
The CEQ defines cumulative impacts as the incremental impacts of multiple present and future 
actions with individually minor, but collectively significant effects.  Cumulative impacts can be 
concisely defined as the total effect of multiple land uses and developments, including their 
interrelationships, on the environment. 
 
Searches for planned development and improvement projects for the vicinity of the Rhodes 
AFRC did not yield any immediate projects; however, the greater downtown area of the City of 
Wilmington is host to multiple redevelopment projects.  The transfer, demolition, construction, 
and operation of the LRA redevelopment project would not result in cumulative impacts on air 
space, ambient noise levels, water quality or supply, or air quality.  Demands on local 
transportation routes would decrease due to the reduced occupancy of the permanent support 
housing with respect to the current Rhodes AFRC occupancy.  
 
The establishment of the permanent support housing, when combined with other proposed 
developments, would have insignificant cumulative impacts on land use or biological resources 
at the Rhodes AFRC area due to the geographic location of the project area relative to the   
redevelopment projects of the greater downtown area of the City of Wilmington. 
 
Cumulative effects on air quality from the Disposal and Reuse Alternative, when combined with 
other ongoing projects, would be insignificant and would remain below de minimis thresholds.  
Operation of the permanent support housing would reduce the cumulative amount of hazardous 
wastes generated in the project area.  All wastes are disposed of by licensed contractors in 
accordance with state and Federal regulations; consequently, insignificant cumulative adverse 
impacts would be expected. 
 
4.14 Best Management Practices 
 
This section of the EA describes those measures that could be implemented to further reduce or 
eliminate potential adverse impacts on the human and natural environment.  The BMPs are 
presented for each resource category that could be potentially affected.  These proposed 
measures would be coordinated through the appropriate regulatory agencies. 
 
4.14.1 Vegetation and Wildlife 
Native seeds or plants, which are compatible with the enhancement of protected species, would 
be used to the extent feasible, as required under Section 7(a)(1) of the ESA, to reseed 
temporarily disturbed areas once construction is complete.  This effort would apply only to those 
areas that would not be expected to be part of the permanent landscaped or maintained areas 
of the LRA project. 
 
If the construction activity is scheduled during the nesting season, typically March 15 through 
September 15, then surveys for migratory bird nests are recommended and active nests found 
would need to be identified and avoided.  Another environmental protective measure that would 
be considered is to schedule all construction activities outside the nesting season.  If birds need 
to be relocated, then consultation with USFWS would be required, and a permit would be 
necessary.  
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Additional measures would include BMPs during construction, as described previously, to 
minimize or prevent erosion and soil loss.  If straw bales are used as part of the BMPs, weed-
seed-free straw bales would be used to eliminate the potential for spreading invasive species. 
 
4.14.2 Air Quality  
As mentioned previously, emissions associated with demolition and construction activities would 
be insignificant and well below de minimis thresholds.  Proper and routine maintenance of all 
vehicles and other equipment would be implemented to ensure that emissions are within the 
design standards of all construction equipment.  Dust suppression methods would be 
implemented to minimize fugitive dust.  
 
4.14.3 Water Resources 
The proposed demolition and construction activities would require a SWPPP, which would be 
prepared and submitted to the NCDENR, as part of the NPDES permit process.  The SWPPP 
would identify BMPs that would be implemented before, during, and after construction. 
 
Wetland boundaries should be identified prior to construction activities so that unauthorized 
impacts on wetlands can be avoided.  If impacts resulting from the Reuse Plan on water 
resources cannot be avoided, all appropriate CWA permits would have to be obtained from 
USACE and NCDENR prior to construction. 
 
4.14.4 Cultural Resources 
Once disposal and transfer of the property are completed the LRA will be responsible for 
determining their own requirements and procedures to follow in the event of an unexpected 
discovery of cultural resources during demolition and construction.  Since the disposal and 
transfer of the property would have been completed, the Army would not need to be contacted. 
   
4.14.5 Hazardous and Toxic Substances 
Hazardous and toxic materials/wastes present at the Rhodes AFRC during demolition and 
construction would likely consist of POL.  If hazardous waste is generated, it would be disposed 
of according to Federal, state, and local regulations, as well as existing Army regulations and 
procedures.  No maintenance of construction equipment would be conducted on-site, 
minimizing the potential for spills or direct contact with POL.  Equipment and vehicles parked 
overnight, or left for lengthy periods on-site, would be fitted with drip pans.  On-site use of 
construction equipment, use of chemical products, and wastes generated during construction 
would comply with all Federal, state, and local regulations related to protecting the environment 
from hazardous materials and containing spills.   No large quantities of hazardous wastes would 
be stored on the site. 
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5.0 Findings and Conclusions 
 
5.1 Findings 
 
5.1.1 Consequences of the Disposal and Reuse Alternative 
Implementation of the Disposal and Reuse Alternative would result in the demolition of all the 
existing Rhodes AFRC institutional-style structures (4 buildings totaling approximately 30,000 
SF) with the replacement of new residential-style structures (8 buildings totaling approximately 
51,000 SF).  No impacts on Federal- or state-protected species would occur.  No violations of 
air or water quality standards would be expected; BMPs would be implemented to ensure that 
stormwater, during and after construction, is controlled and downstream sedimentation is either 
eliminated or is negligible.  Temporary increases in noise would be expected during the 
demolition and construction activities.  Transportation would be slightly increased during 
construction, with a slight decrease anticipated after the completion of construction.  No long-
term impacts relative to utilities or hazardous waste and materials would be expected from the 
proposed demolition and construction of the permanent support housing. 
 
Some benefits for local and regional employment and personal income would be expected 
during the demolition, construction, and operation of the permanent support housing.  However, 
these benefits would be insignificant when compared to the Wilmington, North Carolina MSA.   
 
5.1.2 Consequences of the No Action Alternative 
Under the No Action Alternative, the existing human and natural environment at the Rhodes 
AFRC would remain status quo, at least for the short-term.   
 
A summary of the potential effects from the Disposal and Reuse Alternative and No Action 
Alternative is presented in Table 5-1. 
 

Table 5-1.  Summary Matrix of Potential Impacts 
Affected 
Resource No Action Alternative Disposal and Reuse Alternative 

Land Use No impacts on land use are 
expected. 

Demolition of all the existing Rhodes AFRC institutional-
style structures (4 buildings totaling approximately 30,000 
SF) with replacement of new residential style structures (8 
buildings totaling approximately 51,000 SF).  The 
permanent support housing is consistent with the City of 
Wilmington’s zoning and planned development. 

Aesthetics No adverse impacts are 
expected. 

Slight degradation during construction, but no significant 
long-term impacts would occur on the project area’s visual 
qualities. 

Air Quality No adverse effects are 
anticipated. 

Negligible temporary effects on air quality during 
construction would occur.  Pre-project conditions would 
return upon cessation of construction activities.  All 
emissions would be below de minimis thresholds.   

Noise No adverse impacts are 
expected. 

Negligible temporary increases in ambient noise levels 
during construction.  Pre-project conditions would return 
upon cessation of construction activities.  Operation of the 
permanent support housing would be expected to produce 
negligible decrease in ambient noise levels.  

Soils  No impacts on soils are 
expected. 

No significant impacts on soils.  No prime farmland soils 
would be impacted. 

Water Resources No adverse impacts would 
occur.   

No significant impact on the region’s water supply, water 
quality, or floodplains.   



Rhodes AFRC BRAC Final EA_Ver01 46 August 2011 

Table 5-1, continued 

Affected 
Resource No Action Alternative Disposal and Reuse Alternative 

Biological 
Resources No impacts are expected. 

There would be minimal impacts on biological resources, 
including wetlands.  Although wetlands occur on the 
property, a reasonable opportunity exists to avoid wetlands 
with the final architectural design and construction.  There 
is no suitable habitat to support Federally threatened or 
endangered species at the project location; therefore, there 
would be no impacts on Federally listed or state-listed 
species.     

Cultural Resources No effects are anticipated. No impacts on cultural resources are expected. 

 
Socioeconomics 

No effect on the regional or 
local economy would be 
expected.   

Negligible temporary, but beneficial, effects for the City of 
Wilmington during construction.   

Transportation No adverse impacts are 
expected. 

No significant impacts on local traffic patterns, routes, or 
usage are anticipated. 

Utilities No adverse impacts are 
expected. No impacts are expected to occur. 

Hazardous 
Materials 

No adverse impacts are 
expected. No impacts are expected to occur. 

 
5.2 Conclusions 
 
Based on the information presented in the previous sections, it is concluded that the best 
transfer and reuse alternative for the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities is the proposed 
redevelopment by the City of Wilmington LRA, and would result in insignificant adverse impacts 
on the area’s human and natural environment.  Therefore, issuance of a FNSI is warranted, and 
no additional NEPA documentation (i.e., Environmental Impact Statement) is required. 
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7.0 List of Preparers 

The following people were primarily responsible for preparing this Environmental Assessment. 

NAME AGENCY/ORGANIZATION DISCIPLINE/EXPERTISE EXPERIENCE ROLE IN PREPARING EA 

Larry Olliff USACE Mobile/Savannah District Environmental Studies 21 years in environmental and 
NEPA studies USACE Technical Manager 

Dennis Peters GSRC Biology/Ecology 30 years NEPA and natural 
resources 

Project Manager, Description of 
the Proposed Action and 
Alternatives (DOPAA), EA 
Technical Review 

Chris Ingram GSRC Wildlife/Biology 33 years NEPA and natural 
resources EA review 

John Lindemuth GSRC Archaeology  6 years archaeology/GIS EA preparation; cultural 
resources 

Todd Wilkinson GSRC Forestry/Wildlife 19 years natural resources and 
NEPA studies 

EA preparation; biological 
resources 

Missy Singleton GSRC Ecology 2 years NEPA and natural 
resources 

EA preparation; land use, 
socioeconomics, and aesthetics  

Steve Kolian GSRC Environmental Studies 13 years environmental and 
marine science 

EA preparation; air and water 
quality, and noise 

Steve Oivanki GSRC Geology  32 years environmental and 
NEPA studies 

EA preparation; hazardous waste, 
geology/soils 

Shalise Hadden GSRC Biology/Ecology 1 year natural resources EA preparation; transportation 
and utilities 
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APPENDIX A
AIR EMISSION CALCULATIONS



 



CALCULATION SHEET-COMBUSTIBLE EMISSIONS-CONSTRUCTION

Type of Construction Equipment
Num. of 

Units
HP Rated Hrs/day Days/yr

Total hp-

hrs

Water Truck 1 300 8 160 384000

Diesel Road Compactors 0 100 8 160 0

Diesel Dump Truck 2 300 8 160 768000

Diesel Excavator 1 300 8 15 36000

Diesel Hole Trenchers 1 175 8 15 21000

Diesel Bore/Drill Rigs 0 300 8 160 0

Diesel Cement & Mortar Mixers 1 300 8 30 72000

Diesel Cranes 0 175 8 160 0

Diesel Graders 1 300 8 15 36000

Diesel Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 2 100 8 160 256000

Diesel Bull Dozers 1 300 8 30 72000

Diesel Front End Loaders 2 300 8 30 144000

Diesel Fork Lifts 1 100 8 160 128000

Diesel Generator Set 2 40 8 160 102400

Type of Construction Equipment
VOC g/hp-

hr

CO g/hp-

hr

NOx g/hp-

hr

PM-10 

g/hp-hr

PM-2.5 

g/hp-hr

SO2 g/hp-

hr
CO2 g/hp-hr

Water Truck 0.440 2.070 5.490 0.410 0.400 0.740 536.000

Diesel Road Compactors 0.370 1.480 4.900 0.340 0.330 0.740 536.200

Diesel Dump Truck 0.440 2.070 5.490 0.410 0.400 0.740 536.000

Diesel Excavator 0.340 1.300 4.600 0.320 0.310 0.740 536.300

Diesel Trenchers 0.510 2.440 5.810 0.460 0.440 0.740 535.800

Diesel Bore/Drill Rigs 0.600 2.290 7.150 0.500 0.490 0.730 529.700

Diesel Cement & Mortar Mixers 0.610 2.320 7.280 0.480 0.470 0.730 529.700

Diesel Cranes 0.440 1.300 5.720 0.340 0.330 0.730 530.200

Diesel Graders 0.350 1.360 4.730 0.330 0.320 0.740 536.300

Diesel Tractors/Loaders/Backhoes 1.850 8.210 7.220 1.370 1.330 0.950 691.100

Diesel Bull Dozers 0.360 1.380 4.760 0.330 0.320 0.740 536.300

Diesel Front End Loaders 0.380 1.550 5.000 0.350 0.340 0.740 536.200

Diesel Fork Lifts 1.980 7.760 8.560 1.390 1.350 0.950 690.800

Diesel Generator Set 1.210 3.760 5.970 0.730 0.710 0.810 587.300

Emission Factors

Assumptions for Combustible Emissions



CALCULATION SHEET-TRANSPORTATION COMBUSTIBLE EMISSIONS-CONSTRUCTION

Pollutants Passenger Cars 
g/mile

Pick-up 
Trucks, SUVs 

g/mile
Mile/day Day/yr Number of 

cars
Number of 

trucks

Total 
Emissions 
Cars tns/yr

Total Emissions 
Trucks tns/yr Total tns/yr

VOCs 1.36 1.61 60 160 15 15 0.22             0.26 0.47            
CO 12.4 15.7 60 160 15 15 1.97             2.49 4.46            
NOx 0.95 1.22 60 160 15 15 0.15             0.19 0.34            
PM-10 0.0052 0.0065 60 160 15 15 0.00             0.00 0.00            
PM 2.5 0.0049 0.006 60 160 15 15 0.00             0.00 0.00            
CO2 369 511 60 160 15 15 58.56           81.09 139.65        

Pollutants
10,000-19,500 

lb Delivery 
Truck

33,000-60,000 
lb semi trailer 

rig
Mile/day Day/yr Number of 

trucks
Number of 

trucks

Total 
Emissions 
Cars tns/yr

Total Emissions 
Trucks tns/yr Total tns/yr

VOCs 0.29 0.55 60 120 2 2 0.00             0.01 0.01            
CO 1.32 3.21 60 120 2 2 0.02             0.05 0.07            
NOx 4.97 12.6 60 120 2 2 0.08             0.20 0.28            
PM-10 0.12 0.33 60 120 2 2 0.00             0.01 0.01            
PM 2.5 0.13 0.36 60 120 2 2 0.00             0.01 0.01            
CO2 536 536 60 120 2 2 8.51             8.51 17.01          

Pollutants Passenger Cars 
g/mile

Pick-up 
Trucks, SUVs 

g/mile
Mile/day Day/yr Number of 

Cars
Number of 

trucks

Total 
Emissions 
cars tns/yr

Total Emissions 
Trucks tns/yr Total tns/yr

VOCs 1.36 1.61 40 365 15 15 0.33             0.39 0.72            
CO 12.4 15.7 40 365 15 15 2.99             3.79 6.78            
NOx 0.95 1.22 40 365 15 15 0.23             0.29 0.52            
PM-10 0.0052 0.0065 40 365 15 15 0.00             0.00 0.00            
PM 2.5 0.0049 0.006 40 365 15 15 0.00             0.00 0.00            
CO2 369 511 40 365 15 15 89.05           123.32 212.38        

Truck Emission Factor Source: MOBILE6.2 USEPA 2005 Emission Facts: Average annual emissions and fuel consumption for gasoline-fueled 
passenger cars and light trucks. EPA 420-F-05-022 August 2005.  Emission rates were generated using MOBILE.6 highway. 

Construction Worker Personal Vehicle Commuting to Construction Site-Passenger and Light Duty Trucks
Assumptions Results by Pollutant

Heavy Duty Trucks Delivery Supply Trucks to Construction Site

Assumptions Results by Pollutant

Emission Factors

Emission Factors Assumptions Results by Pollutant

Daily Commute New Staff Associated with Proposed Action
Emission Factors



CALCULATION SHEET-TRANSPORTATION COMBUSTIBLE EMISSIONS-CONSTRUCTION

Conversion factor: gms to tons
0.000001102

Conversion Factor
311

25

Construction 
Commuters Conversion

Emissions 
CO2 tons/yr Total CO2

VOCs 25 11.78              
NOx 311 0.34                
Total 12.13              151.77         

Delivery Trucks Conversion
Emissions 
CO2 tons/yr Total CO2

VOCs 25 0.33                
NOx 311 86.71              
Total 87.04              104.06         

Kirtland AFB staff 
and Students Conversion

Emissions 
CO2 tons/yr Total CO2

VOCs 25 17.92              
NOx 311 162.87            
Total 180.79            393.17         

Source: EPA 2010 Reference, Tables and Conversions, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks; 
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usinventoryreport.html

CARBON EQUIVALENTS

Carbon Equivalents
N2O or NOx
Methane or VOCs



CALCULATION SHEET-TRANSPORTATION COMBUSTIBLE EMISSIONS-CONSTRUCTION

Conversion factor: gms to tons
0.000001102

Conversion Factor
311

25

Construction 
Commuters Conversion

Emissions 
CO2 tons/yr Total CO2

VOCs 25 11.78              
NOx 311 0.34                
Total 12.13              151.77         

Delivery Trucks Conversion
Emissions 
CO2 tons/yr Total CO2

VOCs 25 0.33                
NOx 311 86.71              
Total 87.04              104.06         

Kirtland AFB staff 
and Students Conversion

Emissions 
CO2 tons/yr Total CO2

VOCs 25 17.92              
NOx 311 162.87            
Total 180.79            393.17         

Source: EPA 2010 Reference, Tables and Conversions, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks; 
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usinventoryreport.html

CARBON EQUIVALENTS

Carbon Equivalents
N2O or NOx
Methane or VOCs



CALCULATION SHEET-FUGITIVE DUST-CONSTRUCTION 

Construction Fugitive Dust Emission Factors
Emission Factor Units Source

General Construction Activities 0.19 ton PM10/acre-month MRI 1996; EPA 2001; EPA 2006
New Road Construction 0.42 ton PM10/acre-month MRI 1996; EPA 2001; EPA 2006

PM2.5 Emissions
PM2.5 Multiplier 0.10 EPA 2001; EPA 2006

Control Efficiency 0.50 EPA 2001; EPA 2006

Construction Area (0.19 ton PM10/acre-month) Conversion Factors
Duration of Construction Project 6 months 0.000022957 acres per feet
Length miles 5280 feet per mile
Length (converted) feet
Width feet
Area 5.00 acres

Staging Areas
Duration of Construction Project 6 months
Length miles
Length (converted) feet
Width feet
Area 0.00 acres

PM10 uncontrolled PM10 controlled PM2.5 uncontrolled PM2.5 controlled
Construction Area (0.19 ton PM10/ac 5.70 2.85 0.57 0.29
Staging Areas 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total 5.70 2.85 0.57 0.29

References:

Construction Fugitive Dust Emissions

(10% of PM10 emissions 
assumed to be PM2.5)

(assume 50% control 
efficiency for PM10 and 

PM2.5 emissions)

MRI 1996. Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No. 1).  Midwest Research Institute (MRI).  Prepared for the California South Coast Air Quality 
Management District, March 29, 1996.

Project Assumptions

Project Emissions (tons/year)

EPA 2001.  Procedures Document for National Emissions Inventory, Criteria Air Pollutants, 1985-1999.  EPA-454/R-01-006.  Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, 
United States Environmental Protection Agency.  March 2001.

EPA 2006. Documentation for the Final 2002 Nonpoint Sector (Feb 06 version) National Emission Inventory for Criteria and Hazardous Air Pollutants. Prepared for: Emissions 
Inventory and Analysis Group (C339-02) Air Quality Assessment Division Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, United States Environmental Protection Agency.  July 
2006.



General Construction Activities Emission Factor
0.19 ton PM10/acre-month Source: MRI 1996; EPA 2001; EPA 2006

New Road Construction Emission Factor
0.42 ton PM10/acre-month Source: MRI 1996; EPA 2001; EPA 2006

PM2.5 Multiplier 0.10

Control Efficiency for PM10 and PM2.5 0.50

References:
EPA 2001.  Procedures Document for National Emissions Inventory, Criteria Air Pollutants, 1985-1999.  EPA-454/R-01-006.  Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, United States 
Environmental Protection Agency.  March 2001.
EPA 2006. Documentation for the Final 2002 Nonpoint Sector (Feb 06 version) National Emission Inventory for Criteria and Hazardous Air Pollutants. Prepared for: Emissions Inventory and 
Analysis Group (C339-02) Air Quality Assessment Division Office of Air Quality Planning and Standards, United States Environmental Protection Agency.  July 2006.
MRI 1996. Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No. 1).  Midwest Research Institute (MRI).  Prepared for the California South Coast Air Quality Management District, March 
29, 1996.

Construction Fugitive Dust Emission Factors

The area-based emission factor for construction activities is based on a study completed by the Midwest Research Institute (MRI) Improvement of Specific Emission Factors (BACM Project No. 
1), March 29, 1996.  The MRI study evaluated seven construction projects in Nevada and California (Las Vegas, Coachella Valley, South Coast Air Basin, and the San Joaquin Valley).  The 
study determined an average emission factor of 0.11 ton PM10/acre-month for sites without large-scale cut/fill operations.  A worst-case emission factor of 0.42 ton PM10/acre-month was 
calculated for sites with active large-scale earth moving operations.  The monthly emission factors are based on 168 work-hours per month (MRI 1996).  A subsequent MRI Report in 1999, 
Estimating Particulate Matter Emissions from Construction Operations, calculated the 0.19 ton PM10/acre-month emission factor by applying 25% of the large-scale earthmoving emission factor 
(0.42 ton PM10/acre-month) and 75% of the average emission factor (0.11 ton PM10/acre-month).  

The emission factor for new road construction is based on the worst-case conditions emission factor from the MRI 1996 study described above (0.42 tons PM10/acre-month).  It is assumed that 
road construction involves extensive earthmoving and heavy construction vehicle travel resulting in emissions that are higher than other general construction projects.  The 0.42 ton PM10/acre-
month emission factor for road construction is referenced in recent procedures documents for the EPA National Emission Inventory (EPA 2001; EPA 2006).  

PM2.5 emissions are estimated by applying a particle size multiplier of 0.10 to PM10 emissions.  This methodology is consistent with the procedures documents for the National Emission 
Inventory (EPA 2006).

The 0.19 ton PM10/acre-month emission factor is referenced by the EPA for non-residential construction activities in recent procedures documents for the National Emission Inventory (EPA 
2001; EPA 2006).  The 0.19 ton PM10/acre-month emission factor represents a refinement of EPA's original AP-42 area-based total suspended particle (TSP) emission factor in Section 13.2.3 
Heavy Construction Operations.  In addition to the EPA, this methodology is also supported by the South Coast Air Quality Management District and the Western Regional Air Partnership 
(WRAP) which is funded by the EPA and is administered jointly by the Western Governor's Association and the National Tribal Environmental Council.  The emission factor is assumed to 
encompass a variety of non-residential construction activities including building construction (commercial, industrial, institutional, governmental), public works, and travel on unpaved roads.  The 
EPA National Emission Inventory documentation assumes that the emission factors are uncontrolled and recommends a control efficiency of 50% for PM10 and PM2.5 in PM nonattainment 
areas.

The EPA National Emission Inventory documentation recommends a control efficiency of 50% for PM10 and PM2.5 in PM nonattainment areas.  Wetting controls will be applied during project 
construction (EPA 2006).



CALCULATION SHEET-SUMMARY OF EMISSIONS

Emission Source VOC CO NOx PM-10 PM-2.5 SO2 CO2 CO2 Equivalents Total CO2

Combustible Emissions 1.67 7.16 13.14 1.34 1.31 1.74 1263.76 4128.63 5392.39

Construction Site-Fugitive PM-10 NA NA NA 2.85 0.29 NA NA NA NA

Construction Workers Commuter 
& Trucking

0.48 4.53 0.62 0.01 0.01 NA 139.65 205.92 345.57

Total emissions-
CONSTRUCTION

2.16 11.70 13.76 4.20 1.60 1.74            1,403                    4,335            5,738 

De minimis Threshold (1) 100 100 100 100 100 100 NA NA          27,557 

Conversion Factor
311
25

1. New Hanover County is in attainment for all NAAQS

Alternative 1  Construction Emissions for Criteria Pollutants (tons per year)

N2O or NOx
Methane or VOCs

Carbon Equivalents

Source: EPA 2010 Reference, Tables and Conversions, Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks; 
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/usinventoryreport.html
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Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 
  



-2- 

 

Enclosure B.  Federally Listed Species Potentially Occurring Within New Hanover 
County, North Carolina 

Common/Scientific 
Name 

Federal 
Status 

Habitat 
Potential to occur 
within Project Site 

BIRDS 
Red-cockaded 
woodpecker 
(Picoides borealis) 

Endangered 
Mature longleaf/loblolly pine forests 
with minimal sub-canopy layer and 
open understory. 

No – no suitable habitat 
and nesting sites at or 
near the project site. 

Wood stork 
(Mycteria Americana) 

Endangered 

Freshwater marshes, swamps, 
lagoons, ponds, flooded fields.  
Nests mostly in upper parts of 
cypress trees or dead hardwoods 
over water or on islands along 
streams or adjacent to shallow 
lakes. 

Not known to nest in 
nearby Greenfield Lake or 
on project site.  

Piping plover 
(Charadrius melodus) 

Threatened 

In Texas, primarily on intertidal 
beaches with sand and/or mud 
flats with no or very sparse 
vegetation. 

No – no suitable habitat 
and nesting sites at or 
near the project site. 

REPTILES 

Green sea turtle 
(Chelonia mydas) 

Threatened 
Warm tropical, shallow coastal 
waters. 

No – no coastal waters at 
or near the project site. 

Hawksbill sea turtle 
(Eretmochelys imbricata) 

Endangered 

The most tropical of all sea turtles; 
found near coral reefs and rocky 
outcroppings in tropical, shallow 
coastal waters. 

No – no coastal waters at 
or near the project site. 

Leatherback sea turtle 
(Dermochelys coriacea) Endangered 

Highly oceanic, utilize coastal 
waters only during breeding 
season. 

No – no coastal waters at 
or near the project site. 

Loggerhead sea turtle 
(Caretta caretta) 

Threatened 

Coastal tropical and subtropical 
waters, ventures into temperate 
waters to boundaries of warm 
currents, but prefers coastal bays, 
also found in coastal streams, 
creeks, and open ocean 

No – no coastal waters at 
or near the project site. 

MAMMALS 

West Indian manatee 
(Trichechus manatus) 

Endangered 

Rivers, estuaries, and coastal 
areas of the southeastern US coast 
along Central America and the 
West Indies to the northern 
coastline of South America. 

No – no riverine, 
estuarine, or coastal 
waters at or near the 
project site. 

PLANTS 

Cooley’s meadowrue 
(Thalictrum cooleyi) Endangered 

Grass-sedge bogs, wet pine 
savannas and savanna like areas. 

No – not likely due to lack 
of appropriate habitat at 
project site. 

Seabeach amaranth 
(Amaranthus pumilus) Threatened 

Barrier island beaches, primary 
habitat consists of overwash flats 

No – no barrier island 
beaches at or near the 
project site 

Rough-leaved 
loosestrife 
Llysimachia 
asperulaefolia) 

Endangered 

Found along ecotones or edges 
between longleaf pine uplands and 
pond pine pocosins 

No – not likely due the 
lack of appropriate habitat 
at or near the project site. 
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Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 

 



 



 

 
 

 
 

 
Enclosure B1:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 
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Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 

  



 

Enclosure B.  Federally Listed Species Potentially Occurring Within New Hanover 
County, North Carolina 

Common/Scientific 
Name 

Federal 
Status 

Habitat 
Potential to occur 
within Project Site 

BIRDS 
Red-cockaded 
woodpecker 
(Picoides borealis) 

Endangered 
Mature longleaf/loblolly pine forests 
with minimal sub-canopy layer and 
open understory. 

No – no suitable habitat 
and nesting sites at or 
near the project site. 

Wood stork 
(Mycteria Americana) 

Endangered 

Freshwater marshes, swamps, 
lagoons, ponds, flooded fields.  
Nests mostly in upper parts of 
cypress trees or dead hardwoods 
over water or on islands along 
streams or adjacent to shallow 
lakes. 

Not known to nest in 
nearby Greenfield Lake or 
on project site.  

Piping plover 
(Charadrius melodus) 

Threatened 

In Texas, primarily on intertidal 
beaches with sand and/or mud 
flats with no or very sparse 
vegetation. 

No – no suitable habitat 
and nesting sites at or 
near the project site. 

REPTILES 

Green sea turtle 
(Chelonia mydas) 

Threatened 
Warm tropical, shallow coastal 
waters. 

No – no coastal waters at 
or near the project site. 

Hawksbill sea turtle 
(Eretmochelys imbricata) 

Endangered 

The most tropical of all sea turtles; 
found near coral reefs and rocky 
outcroppings in tropical, shallow 
coastal waters. 

No – no coastal waters at 
or near the project site. 

Leatherback sea turtle 
(Dermochelys coriacea) Endangered 

Highly oceanic, utilize coastal 
waters only during breeding 
season. 

No – no coastal waters at 
or near the project site. 

Loggerhead sea turtle 
(Caretta caretta) 

Threatened 

Coastal tropical and subtropical 
waters, ventures into temperate 
waters to boundaries of warm 
currents, but prefers coastal bays, 
also found in coastal streams, 
creeks, and open ocean 

No – no coastal waters at 
or near the project site. 

MAMMALS 

West Indian manatee 
(Trichechus manatus) 

Endangered 

Rivers, estuaries, and coastal 
areas of the southeastern US coast 
along Central America and the 
West Indies to the northern 
coastline of South America. 

No – no riverine, 
estuarine, or coastal 
waters at or near the 
project site. 

PLANTS 

Cooley’s meadowrue 
(Thalictrum cooleyi) Endangered 

Grass-sedge bogs, wet pine 
savannas and savanna like areas. 

No – not likely due to lack 
of appropriate habitat at 
project site. 

Seabeach amaranth 
(Amaranthus pumilus) Threatened 

Barrier island beaches, primary 
habitat consists of overwash flats 

No – no barrier island 
beaches at or near the 
project site 

Rough-leaved 
loosestrife 
Llysimachia 
asperulaefolia) 

Endangered 

Found along ecotones or edges 
between longleaf pine uplands and 
pond pine pocosins 

No – not likely due the 
lack of appropriate habitat 
at or near the project site. 
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Enclosure B1:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 
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Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 
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Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 
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Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 
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Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 

 



 



 

 

 

 
 

 
Enclosure B1:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 

 



 

 

 
 

Enclosure B2:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 

 
 







 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 

 



 



 

 

 

 
 

 
Enclosure B1:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 

 



 

 

 
 

Enclosure B2:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 

 
 







 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 

 



 



 

 

 

 
 

 
Enclosure B1:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 

 



 

 

 
 

Enclosure B2:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 

 
 







 ` 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 

 



 







 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Enclosure A:  Aerial view of the Rhodes AFRC property and facilities. 

 



 



 

 

 

 
 

 
Enclosure B1:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 

 



 

 

 
 

Enclosure B2:  2005 SHPO Concurrence Letter for Rhodes AFRC. 

 
 



APPENDIX C
LRA PLAN AND APPROVAL



 























































































































APPENDIX D
ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITION OF PROPERTY REPORT



 
























































































































