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E. NESTING FEMALES SHOULD BE DOUBLE-TAGGED BY PLACING ONE
TAG ON EACH FRONT FLIPPER.
F. THE ATLANTA, GA USFWS ENDANGERED SPECIES OFFICE (404/
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE sERVICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

OtES$ ONLY THE OIECI"OR.
FtS lO W.DUFE SEIrCE

Implemented June 1982

Special Conditions for Marine Mammals and Native Endangered and Threatened
Species Permits

i. Permittee must comply with the attached General Pen,lit Conditions specified
by the Federal Wildlife Permit Office.

2. Any dead or injured specimens of the authorized wildlife found may be
salvaged or cared for.

3. Unless otherwise authorized on the face .of the permit, the wildlife must be
immediately released at or near the capture site after permitted activity.

Unexpected death or escape of the authorized wildlife shall be reported to
the Federal Wildlife Permit Office (703/235-1903) before the end of the
next business ay. .

5. BIRD banding, marking, radio tagging, etc. must be conducted in accordance
with a Federal Bird Marking and Salvage permit.

THE FOLLOWING CONDITIONS APPLY UNTILAUTHORIZED UISPOSAL OF THE WILDLIFE,
REGARDLESS OF THE EXPIRATION DATE OF THE PERMIT:

6. The authorized wildlife my NOT be sold, donated or transferred unless the
receiver has first been issued authorization by the Director.

Any dead authorized wildlife shall be preserved and held for scientific
purposes whenever practlca].

Any live SEA TURTLES held Pst be aintalned in accorda,ce with the"Care
and Maintenance Sandards for Sea Turtles Held in Captivity" specified by
the Federal Wildllfe Permit Office.

HARINE MAI4ALS must be cared for and maintained in accordance with the
Animal and Plant Health InspeCtion Service’s regulatioms on "Marine
Mammals; Humane Handling, Care, Treatment, and Transportation’.
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United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240 Implemen_ted May 1982

GENERAL PERilT CO;DITIONS

]. All sections of Title 50 Code of Federal Regulations Part 13 provided on the
reverse of this page are conditions of the per=it.

2. All applicable foreign, state, local or other federal laws, Including those
requiring permits, must be observed.

3. Living specimens must be handled and shipped so as to minimize risk of
injury, damage to health or cruel treatment.

4. Container in which authorized wildlife is shipped must be plainly marked
with name and address of shipper and consignee and an accurate description
of the contents including common and scientific name and number of each
within, OR with a symbol authorized by a Symbol arking per=it.

5. Permittee must carry a copy of per=it while conducting authorized activities.

6. Permit number must be_legibly printed on all documents and advertisements
involving activities conducted under permit.

For permits authorizing import, export or reexport:

7. This per=it and a completed copy of the Wildlife Declaration (For= 3-177)
must be presented to a USFWS officer at the port upon import, export or
reexport of wildlife shipments.

B. Import, export or reexport of pre-Act wildlife under the U.$. Endangered
Species Act must be accompanied by documentation required by 50 CFR 17.4.

Import of species listed in Appendix I, II or Ill of CITES must be

accompanied by proper foreign documentation from the country of export.

10. Import, export or reexport of plants must be made through a U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USUA) port (liached if applicable). Perittee shall
allow an authorized USDA agent to enter his premises at any reasonable hour

to inspect any specimens held, or to inspect any records.

11. Import, export or reexport of wildlife must be made through one of the

following designated ports or as authorized by an Exception to Designated
Port per=it: New York, NY; Miami, FL; New Orleans, LA; Dallas/Ft. Worth, TX;
Los. Angeles and San Francisco, CA; Honolulu, HI; Seattle, WA; and Chicago,IL.

Exception to Designated Port permlttees:
a. Per=ittee is liable for all costs incurred by USFW$ In examining

shipments including per diem, salary and travel cost. Pay.ent shall be by
certified check or money order, payable to U.S. Fish andTildlife Service

prior to delivery of shipment to the consignee.

b. The nearest USFWS Law Enforcement Office (list attached) must be notified

at least 72 hours prior to import, export or reexport.



13.23 Amendment of applicalions or per-

mts.

Where circumstances have ’changed
so that an applicant or permlttee de-

sires to have y term or condition of
his alicatlon or peIt mified, he

must submit In wrltin full Justifi-
alan and supportinB infoation
confoance with the provisions of
this partd the pa under which the
peIt h iued or quested.
Such applatio for modification e
subject to the me uance criteria
are origin applitlo, provided
In 13.21.

13.24 Renewal of rmit.
Where the peit Is renewable and a

permittee intends to continue the ac-
th’ity described In the permit durins
any portion of the year euinB i ex-
piration, he shall, un]e othe’e no-
ified in =itin by the Director. file
reques for permit renewal, toeether
with certified statement that the In-
foallon in his original application
sil] currently correct, or a statement
of all chases in the oriil appli-
t/on. accompied by Y required fee
at ]e 30 days prior to the expiration

of his peit. Any on ha]dins a

valid renewable peit, who h com-
plied with the foresoinB provision of

this section, may continue such actlvI-
ties were authorized by his expired

permi untl] h renewal application
acted upon.
13.25 Permits no nsfble; aents.
(a) Pei iued der this pa

are no transferable siab]e.
Some permi authore certain actlvi-
ties in connection with a busine or
commercial enterprise d in
e’en of any lee, sale. or trafer of
such business entity, the succeor
mus obtain a peril prior to contlnu-

In the ited acth’Ity. However.
certain limited rights of succeion are
provided in [ 13.26.

(b) Except othe’e sted on
the fae of a permit, any rson who
under the direct control of the rmit-
tee. or who is employed by or under
corac to he permittee for the put-

poses authorized by the permit, may

crry ou the activity authorized by

the permit.

13.2 Chante of mslin address.

Durine the of his peit, a r-
mittee may chane his mallin addre
without prurine a new Jt. How-
ever. in eve ce notifition of the
new aniline addre mus fo’ard-
ed th uine official within 30

days after such chance. Th section
does not authore the chane of
lion of the peItted tivlty for
which an enent mus be oh-
ined in accordance with [ 13.23.

13.2 (’hanna in name.

A permttee continuin conduct a

permitted ctiviy is ot required to

obtain a new peIt by re.on of a

mere chance in trade name under
which a buslne conducted or a

ch. of name by re.on of marriaee
or leeal d: Pror t uch

vett must fuIsh

Excerpts from CODE OF FEDERAL
REGULATIONS (50 CFR 13)

the issuing official for endorsement
within 30 days from the date the per-

mlttee begins conducting the permit-
ted ctivlty under the new name.

13. Of1cial endorsement of changes

required.
Any change in a permit must be

made by endorsement of the Director
or issuing officer. Any modification or
change in an issued permit, other than

those specifically provided for in this

subpart, may be granted or denied in

the discretion of the Director.

130 Certain eontinuaney of activity.

A permittee who furnishes his
permit to the issuing official for en-
dorsement or correction in compliance

with the provisions of this subpart
may continue his operations pending
lt return.
13.31 Discontinuance of activity.

When any permittee discontinues
his activity, he shall, within 30 days

thereof, mail his permit and a request

for cancellation to the issuing officer.
and rld permit shall be deemed void

upon receipt. No refund of any part of

an amount paid s a permit fee shall
be macle where the operations of the

permittce are. for any reason, discon-

tinued during the tenure of an issued
permit.

during it term.

Except for marine mammal permits
(See Part 18). all permits are issued
subject to the condition that the Serv-

ice reserves the right to recall and

amend the provisions of a permit for

Just cause at any time during its term.

Such amendments take effect on the

date of notification, unless othera’Ise
specified.
13.42 Permits are specific:
The authorizations on the face of a

permit which set forth specific times.
dates, places, methods of taking, num-
bers and kinds of wildlife or plants, lo-
cation of activity, authorize certain
circumscribed transactions, or other-
wise permit a specifically limited
matter, are to be strictly construed
and shall not be interpreted to permit

similar or related matters outside the
scope of strict construction.

13,43 Alteration of permits.

Permits shall not be altered, erased.
or mutilated, and any permit which

has been altered, erased, or mutilated
shall immediately become invalid.
Unless specifically permitted on the
face thereof, no permit shall be
copied, nor shall an3" copy of a permit

issued pursuant to thi. Subehapter B
be displayed, offered for in.pection, or
otherwise used for any official purpose
for which the permit wa. issued.

13.44 Ditplay of permit.

Any permit issued under this part
shall be displayed for inspection upon

request to the Director or his aeent, or
to any other person relying upon its

existence.
13.45 Fjltn of reports.

permlttee=ma be required to file
reports of he 8:tJvltJes onducted
under the permit. Any such reports
shall be file not-later than Mazch 31
for the preceiing calendar year ending
December 31. or any Irtion thereof.
during which a permit wu in force.
unless the regulations of this Sub-
chapter 13 or the provisions of the
permit act forth other reporting re-
quirements.
13.4 Maintnnnee of records,

From the date of issuance of the
permit, the permittee shall maintn
complete and accurate records of any
tktng, possession, transportation.
sale. purchase, baer, exportation, or
lmportaUon of ilnts obtained from
the wild (excluding seedsl or wildlife
pursuant to such permit. Such recorcis
stml be kept Lmrrent Ld shall include
names and acldremes of persons wlh
whom any plLt obtained rom the
wild (excluding seed) or wildlife haz
been pierced, aold. Imrtered. or oth-
erwise erred. and the date of
such on. and such other in-
formstkm 8s ny be .reuired or
proprte. Such records, tmless other-
wise specified, sh11 be entered in
books, legtblF written in the English

lnffuae. Sue records shal be
ttned for 5 yem-s from the date of is-
suance of the permit.

1&47 lnspeJon requirement

Any person holclh s perrnl under
this Subchater 13 sh811 allow the
factor’s agent to enter his premises at
any reasonable hour to inspect any

wildlife or plant held or to inspect.

audit, or copy any permits, books, or
records required to e ke Y regul
lions of this Subchapter B.
1.$1 Pemllk.. for violation of a permit.

hark’e:. ’remonstration of compliance.

(a) Any violation of the applicable
provisions of this subchapter, or of the
stalute under which the permit was
/ssued. or a condition of the permit.
may subject the permittee to the fol-
lowing penalties:
(1 The penalty provided in the sta.

ute under which the permit was
issued;
() Temporary suspension of the

permit for a specified period; and
{3) Revocation of the permit. When

revoked, permits must be surrendered
to the Director on demand.

(b) Exeep! in cses of willfullness or
those in-which the public health
safety o nterest requires, and prior

to any suspension or revocation of a
permit, the permit tee shall be given:

(1) Notice by the Service in writinc
of the facts or conduct which may

wrran! the suspension or revocation;

and
t2 Opportunity to demonstrate or

achieve compliance with all permit re-



UNITED STATES FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
DIVISION OF LAW ENFORCEMENT

SPECIAL AGENT-IN-CHARGE (SAC) DISTRICT OFFICES

February 1985

Albuquerque

I. California, Hawaii,
Idaho, Nevada, Oregon,
Washington:
847 N.E. 19th Street
Suite 225
Portland, OR 97232
503/231-6125

2. Arizona, New )xlco,
Oklahoma, Texas:
P.O. Box 329
Albuquerque, NH 87103
505/766-2091

3. Illinois, Indiana, Iowa,
Michigan, Minnesota,
Missouri, Ohio, Wisconsin:
P.O. Box 45
Twin Cities, MN 55111
612/725-3530

4. Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Mississippi, North Carolina,
Puerto Rico, South Carolina,
Tennessee:
P.O. Box 4839
Atlanta, GA 30302
404/221-5872

5. Connecticut, District of
Columbia, Delaware, Maine,
Maryland, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, Vermont, Virginia,
West Virginia:
P.O. Box 129 New Town Branch
Boston, MA 02258
617/965-2298

6. Colorado, Kansas, Montana
Nebraska, North Dakota,
South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming:
P.O. Box 25486
Denver Federal Center
Denver, CO B0225
303/236-7540

7. Alaska
P.O. Box 4-2597
Anchorage, AK 99509
907/786-33
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife
(50 CFR

Servi ce
14.12)

Desionated Ports

Chicago:

Dallas/For

Honolulu:

Los Anseles:

Miami:

North:

312/298-3250

817/334-5205

808/546-5602

213/436-1183

305/350-1767

New Orleans:

New York:

San Francisco:

Seattle:

504/255-6575

718/917-1767

415/344-5900

206/442-5543



US DOI. FVS
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Dear C;eneral Barker:

This letter presents the :iological Oinion of th.’a Fish and ’,.iild!ife

Service relative to toe effects of Camp Lejeune’s proposed southern
he,-le control rojec on the endanerd red-cockHd .oodeck (PiciHs
borualis), as requested by letter of January .,,on ioo...,,.,. Field in::ectims

and :eetings with Camp Le.ieune prsonnel and entor:olonists f tl;e "... SeS,-or, Service (Sate and rivate Fores%ry, Forest Insect ai

;anagement) and iorth Carolina State Uniwrsity wer coductod nn

January ,:,.-, l"n..:., folloving notificatinn of the nrobl.. i’..y telephone.
9,,l.,.n January 14, 1 ’

!t is the iological Opinion cf the Fish and ildlife S,,rvic. that

control efforts for the southern pine beetle, as discussed and agreed
upon January 2-30, I0, and outlin herein, are not lI!:ely to jeopardiz:

t. continued existence of the red-coc:acled v:od-echer.

Assess:ent of te )roi;l e t.nan.. .i h a meetin ":.erein t’e f:)! 3 c..,i",.:. .-’s
presented

r,, z t., .,,n overvic.w of the ctr ,.nt situation on Cac l.e:et:

nf 155 infestation sots iave been recer,ipd,

,etail s c:nccrninq bmt:cl:.’ infstatic,s ’..,’icin ’the
, ": of re.a-cckad.d ’.,’!p/cker ;’hit.t, includinj a -.:’-,.e.,near,.s
of :he habitat aad a description of te nu.er and t?.Des of

trees involve:d.

,e.tle infestations are currently recordml in el.’;en red-cockaded woodpecker

sit.’-;s, three of ,hich inv,.lye cavity trees. Field inspections oF the

three sites involving cavity tree :ith infestations at,,! other infestation

sites were made fol I ewinq the r.;’..etin.n,





of ,hlch have been i.:r.

F’ortalitv of Infemted trees
beetles or prevention n traslncatien

con%roll ml, i nfestati()n

the specle, in red-coc,ed
centrol masures re n{cessarv.

upon are as follo

,/i:thln colonie. and ),fFer.

Inecte InIvl.uly and eclslons
for that tre; buffers of non-inste

Active civity re v;lll nmt be cut r

Dead r ,D)arntl,, llve cavity trees frer
reed ill not be

Inactive cvitles (deaa., enl.rrcd
nt he cut ,nless a ,Inlm,m of fn;r ca,itz tres {act(re and
inactive) net colony reain tn nrovide

Sprayinn wit): pre.tly nporove,", pe%ticldm (I.Indane-
chlorinated dcarbnn,
not be conducted ,,,Ithln colonle and huFfer tr:s cut





t.."., +..,.rcted cavit,y tre I e!e three

The t+m Is n+o:+plv be’in+’ ,,’+ .:.) +.,:,,.’’ T:’+>’r++ m++.,

this eetle inFeste; ictvp cvi+’y )’ -;II.! tt, e c

The cavity tree .oultl not e cut
am<+. the Infm+.tatlo+ i+ lieht t.d ,_’O.+’+fir+’J

<parts of te +cre+. I:,, fact, the tr mmy

beetle In.e+te start trme should

Site 12 T.hm c,vitv tree .hnu!d not he c,*. ,+rm,, !t +m m ,+.

cavity.

indlctmr oF excl+sl.:..,., .........

are off(,J, which
and/or reduce ucetibillty
ple Ieetles. Thce





a. ctt .nd lemvc,

h. cut and r_mmve (aleoe),

and bur, m.nH

The on1.y registered ,..n.estlci.’.!es available for

these ma%er4als should be a las rsrt, nclIv q

m3, be necessary in order to cr ,u@ >eetle nnntrml i; as n<,r

He,ever, exceDtlons, do eccur and there in n m(.;i..:-.......,..,,’i:.,iitv >,,>.

Orotund-

wer consIted for advi(. in t-!s conItn::.

;;ere r..vie-+e’,i. A co,+lote admlni.rnti. racer:+
i+ +alntai.-.ed .n++ ,vail+Fle. for review at
the Fi mh and !.ffl,!l i+e %ervic..

,!e a-reImte the

The cooperation of

avaIlable coltation s:(l e relnltintd. "fi,ur .Cf.rtS ip LI llli,,:-,

lo" foar to future c:operatiom..

State and Private Fcrest.r.v, I.5. F.erest S.r,,icn, ?,sF.,vil!n, !’C

V.A.rreCtor F!.c,, !anh.in,:eon, IC
ea i:aneer, -;4S, .sheville, ;’C

-4-





Unitect States Department of the In:erior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

IVASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

In Reply Refer To:
FWS/OES 375.4

Honorable Mitzi M. Wertheim
Deputy Under Secretary of the Navy
Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20350

Dear Ms. Werthiem:

This responds to your letter of March 30, 1979, requesting reinit-iation
of consultation on the impacts of existing use patterns of theMechan-
ized Infantry Training Area on Camp Lejeune Marine Corps Base on the

Endangered red-cockaded woodpecker. A biological opinion on the use of
thls area was iszued by our Regional Director in Atlanta, Georgia, on

:Feb]’ ii9. A copy of that opinion is a part of the administra-
’f’i-"rf"his consuitation. This correspondence serves as an
amendment the February opinion and, therefore, should be read in
conjunction with that earlier opinion.

By letter of April 2, 1979, agreed to reinitiate consultation at the
Washington Officerevel and appointed a Service consultationteam. Your
letter of April 3, 1979, ackmoyledged our reinitiation of consu.ltation
and appointed Ms. Mary Margare#-o-’din as your team leader. On April
24, 25, and 26, 1979, meetings were conducted at Camp Lejeune by the

consultation teams, includ.ing the Commanding Generals of the Camp
Lejeune Marine Corps Base and the Second Marine Division.and members of
their respective staffs.

Field investigations conducted by the teams revealed that red-cockaded
woodpecker habitat was being adversely impacted by the-training activ-
Ities previously described in paragraph 4 of the February I, 1979,
opinion, i.e.: (I) cutting of pine trees for barricades, etc.; (2)

mechanical damage to pines by vehicles; (3) .mortality of pines, includ-
ing cavity trees, from root damage by heavy tracked vehicles;
girdling of pines by attachment of communication wires, etc.; (5) soil
disturbance from dig ?g foxholes, garbage pits, trencesS etc.; (6)

soil and plant disturbance by heavy tracked vehicles traversing eneral
forest areas off of established roads and trails; (7) destroyed or
removed signs delineating designated areas and; (8) fire damage from





accidental fires. It was found that continued use of the Mechanized

Training Area at existing levels is likely to result in the complete

destruction of the forest habitat.

During the course of the consultation, the team reviewed the literature

on the red-cockaded woodpecker and discussed the bird’s biology and the

training activities on Camp Lejeune with red-cockaded woodpecker Recovery

Team members and other authorities knowledgeable of this species. The

administrative record for this consultation is maintained in the Office

of Endangered Species, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Suite 500, I000

N. Glebe Road, Arlington, Virginia.

The red-cockaded woodpecker’s habitat is-mature southern pine forests

containing some trees having red heart disease. Red heart disease does

not begin to occur naturally until the trees are "over mature," at

approximately 60 to 80 years-of-age. Because much of the private timber

lands in the South are intensively managed for pulp wood production and

the amount of saw timber grown is decreasing rapidly, little suitable

red-cockaded woodpecker habitat remains on these private lands. Private

timber forests usually are on a 40 to 60-year rotation, which will even-

tually (perhaps by 2010) result in the nearly complete eradication of

this woodpe6ker on such lands. Only the pine forests managed by Federal

and some State agencies can be expected to maintain a longer timber

rotation that may preserve forests attractive to the red-cockaded wood-

pecker. In the last decade no documentation of the establishment of

any new woodpecker colony has been found anywhere in the range of the

species. With he anticipated loss of all private fores habitat for

this woodpecker, and the lack of expansion into no "over mature"

forests, the outlook for the red-cockaded woodpecker is poor. Those

habitats found in highway rights-of-way, parks, refuges, game management

areas, public forests, and, as in this case, military installations

save this species from extinction.

Public forest lands administered by the. Forest Service and the Depart-

ments of Defense and Interior now contain stands of mature trees and

will ultimately comprise the majority of forested lands with suitable

red-cockaded woodpecker habitat. However, current timber practices on

these lands are reducing the numbers of mature pine trees upon which the

red-cockaded woodpecker depends. The cumulative effects of actions on

both private and public forest .lands are adversely affecting the species

to such an extent that the loss of the colonies found in the [,iecianized

Training Area is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the

species. Therefore, it is my biological opinion that the present

activities conducted within the Mechanized Training Area are likely to

jeopardize the continued existence of the red-cockaded woodpecker;

however, a prudent and reasonable alternative is available which would

avoid such jeopardy.





A review by the Marine Corps of the two alternatives offered in the

February I, 1979, opinion indicated that neither was acceptable to the

training requirements of the Marine Corps. In their review of the first

alternative (an alternative area for the mechanized training) the Marine

Corps indicated that the selection of an alternative site is not prac-

tical because of the need for contiguous uninterrupted travel oftroops,

vehicles, and equipment between the ocean landing beaches and the

Mechanized Training Area. Due to the configuration of the land at Camp

Lejeune and the existing land use (e.g., ordnance impact areas) there

are no alternative sites which meet the specific training requirements

associated with both mechanized training and beach assaults.

The Marine Corps felt that the guidelines presented in the second

alternative (modify use and management’ within present training area)

would effectivel eliminate their use of the Mechanized Training Area

In-depth discussions resulted in a better understanding of training

activities and the types of actions which need to be conducted in the

Mechanized Training Area. Because this area is essential for meeting

the training requirements at Camp Lejeune and contains nine known

woodpecker colonies (plus two others on the periphery) the Service’s

consultation team consideredalternative use patterns for the Mechanized

Training Area that would allow training activities which would be compat-

ible with the conservation of the woodpecker. Although this was the

Intended purpose of the second alternative described in the February

opinion, discussions with Marine Corps personnel at Camp Lejeune

revealed that there was some confusion and mi.sunderstanding of the

February guidelines. These in-depth discussions provided a better

understanding for all.

It is my opinion that f the gudelnes for use ef the llechaLzed
T, enumerated "in alternative 20 theServi ’s megionl
"O#l@"-iin of February I, 1979, are deleted and replaced with the

following guidelines, the likelihood of jeopardy would be eliminated.

The conclusion (i.e., jeopardy to the species) of the February

biological opinion will remain as written.

I. The following restrictions and prohibitions apply only to the

marked boundaries of red-cockaded woodpecker buffer zones (200-foot

radius around each cavity tree) and support stands:

(any’F,l]’ie-siabthe ase NatrReobrces
Division in consultation with tne Base Training DeDartment and

shall be consistent with the conservation of the red-cockaded

woodpecker) with the following exceptions: command tracked vehicles





may utilize a single, predesignated, ingress/egress route to each

preselected command post site in red-cockaded woodpecker support

stands, and wheeled vehicles may be used in the immediate vicinity

of the bivouac and peselected command sites in red-cockaded

woodpecker support stands. All vehicles operating within the

support stands are prohibited from causing destruction or

injury t tree roots or bark. ’No velIcles shell be alloed:
,..-.ah-,-.i.-i;r-i:nl .bQ.fferzones excep for: bna fid ..
eien]e ( f re cr i nj ured per’sonnol ) r on s"Teady
"le-sT(A’d"as of apr" 26, 1979.

b. Prohibit indiscriminate cutting or destruction of woody

vegetation. Only vegetation that has been specifically marked

for cutting ithin a support stand may be cut for camouflage

material, wood fires, barricades, etc. Such trees will be

marked in advance only by the Base Natural Resources personnel

and in a manner consistent with the conservation of the woodpecker.

Should additional woody material be needed, it will be obtained

outside the boundaries of the support stands of the Mechanized

Training Area and brought into these areas for use.

c. Prohibit any excavating or digging that would result in the

destruction of woody vegetation, including damage to root systems.

Troops should be encouraged to utilize existing fox holes, trenches,

etc.

2. Probibit the establishment of command posts and bivouacs in any

buffer zones.

3. Prohibit the firing of artillery within 200 meters of a red-cockaded

woodpecker cavity tree.

4. Increase the prescribed burning program in the Mechanized Training

Area to reduce the potential for wildfires.

5. Initiate a program to at least annuaIIy survey the Mechanized

Training Area and remove wires that are girdling trees.

6. Utilize other areas on the Sase outside the Mechanized Training ,Area

for more of the routine training by field units not requiring the

specific features (e.g., landing zones, Combat To..n) and trcKed vehicles

in ehe Mechanized Training Area.

7. The Mechanized Training Area will be inspected at periodic intervals

by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Reco.mendations .ill then be

made as to the efectiveness of the Sase ,uieIines .nC resulatios.
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Inspections will determine If significant violations have occurred and

Insure that proper actions have been taken to correct any violations.

Included in these inspections would be an annual color infrared aerial

photo of the Mechanized Training Area. This photograph is te be pro-

vided by the Marine Corps at a scale suitable to detect the death of

Indivldual large trees (over foot DBH).

In order to greatly facilitate the implementation and effectiveness of

the above guidelines, we suggest that the following actions should be

taken at Camp Lejeune:

A. An Information/education program should be initiated and maintained

to effect a change of attitude among all personnel utilizing Camp
Lejeune concerning natural resources management, in general, and the

Endangered red-cckaded woodpecker, in particular.

B. A responsibility and accountability program should be developed at
all levels to insure that the use of the Mechanized Training Area is

compatible with the maintenance of the red-cockaded woodpecker buffer

zones and support stands.

C. Base regulations and guidelines should be prepared which are brought

to the a1rention of all personnel using Camp Lejeune and these should be

effectively enforced.

D. The Base should also develop a monitoring program to insure that

the.protective measures instituted from this opinion are having the

desired effect of maintaining the support stands and buffer zones
as viable habitat for the woodpecker.

In summary, would like to point out that the major thrust of the

February opinion has not been changed. There is an imperative need to

protect the habitat of the red-cockaded woodpecker and provide ample

replacement vegetation for the future needs of the bird. This can best

be accomplished by the implementation of appropriate Base regulatios
Incorporating the above guidelines and, most importantly, the stringent
enforcement of these regulations. Implementation oT the regulations
will not only provide roTection for the red-cockaded .oodpecker, but

will also insure tIat the natural vegetation cover is mainrained for Te

continued training needs of the Marine Corps.

would like to thank you, your Special AssisTant, and the Commancing

Generals and their respective staffs of the Camp Lejeune Marine Corps





6

3ase and the Second I-rine Division for cooperating with my consultation

team and for the genuine interest shown in natural resources mnagement

and the Endangered Species Program. Your assistance made this con-

sultation proceed very sothly and successfully.

Should this action, as now planned, be modified or altered or should

new species be listed that may be affected, you must reinitiate

consultation.

Sincerely yours,

CC

rector

CG, Camp LEjLrene MCB
CG, Second Marine Division

Regions 2, 4, and 5
Mr. Jim Baker., Jacksonville Area Office

Mr. Wendell Neal, Jackson Area Office





United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

P. O. BOX 95067

ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30347

FEB. 1 979

"Brigadier General D. B. Barker
U.S. Harine Corps
Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542,

Dear General Barker:

This letter presents the Biological Opinion of the Fish and Wildlife
Service relative to the effects of mechanized infantry training in
the Camp Lejeune Iechanized Infantry Training Area upon the endangered
red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis). Your letter to
Regional Director Black, dated September 13, 1978, also requested
consultation on the base’s management plans for the red-cockaded
woodpecker and sea turtles. The Biological Opinions on these two
base-wide management programs will be handled separately and will
-fo-l-lwat-_later date.

This Biological Opinion is based upo.n field inspections and associated
elmimgs and discussions with base per’r’nnel on December 11 and 12, 1978,
and January 11 and 12, 1979, review offish and Wildlife Service
files on past informal consultation concerning the--e-,review of
the Draft Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Recovery Plan and other pertinent
literature, and informal communication with researchers currently
working with the species.

After a careful review of the findings by Fish and Wildlife personnel
in the Asheville Area Office, it is our Biological Opinion that
existing activities within the echanized Infantry Training Area
are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the red-
cockaded woodpecker. This opinion is based upon the following
considerations:

Field inspections revealed a commendable program in locatinm,
marking, and designating red-cockaded woodpecker colonies, buffer
zones, and support stands ,,;ithin te Rcchanized Infantry Training
Area. Hm.,’ever, the following adverse ipacts v:ere found within

designated red-coc::aded v,’oo.-ecker habitat: (i) cutting of pine
trees for barricades, etc.; (2) F..echanical dar.;aqe to pines by
vehicles; (3) r..ortality of .Dines, including cavity trees, fro
root damage by heavy traced veilicles; (4) girdlir.g oF Dines by
attach;ent of co:.:unication ;.,’ires, etc.; (5) soil distrSnce From

... ",, " etc (C) soil and plantdigging foxholes rabce pits, tr_..cr cs,
disturbance by he’;y %rac:ed vehicles traversirm general forest
areas off of establishe:l roads and trails; (7) toyed or
.rcoved signs delineatin:; designate areas and; (8) fire daL.a.qe fror..





accidental fires. These impacts are thought to be a result of

lack of knowledge and/or enforcement of current regulations and

poor conservation attitudes regarding endangered species, especially

red-cockaded woodpeckers.

The impacts observed have the effect of destruction of the habitat

of the red-cockaded woodpecker, including existing nesting and

roosting cavity trees, future replacement cavity trees, and foraging

trees. Other effects are more subtle but equally important. The

whole ecology of the area is being affected, and the habitat is

gradually being changed to a type not beneficial to the red-

cockaded woodpecker. Disturbance to the bird itself is also

occurring and is detrimental to reproductive activities. In fact,

some of the activities are considered harrassment, which is included

under the definition of "take" in Section 3(14) and is prohibited

by Section 9(a) (1) (b) of the Endangered Species Act oF 1973

(Public Law 93-205).

There are two identified reasonable and prudent alternatives that

would eliminate jeopardy to the species.i One alternative is to

select another site for a I.lechanized Infantry Training Area that

does not contain red-cockaded woodpeckes. The second alternative

is to prepare guidelines for the use ofthe Mechanized Infantry

Training Area, incorporate these guidelines as base regulations,

and stringently enforce the regulations. Because of economics and

the adverse impact on other resources from alternative one, alternative

two was selected and agreed to as the best alternative in a meeting

with base personnel on January 11, 1979. These guidelines and/or

regulations must include the following:

(1) Prohibition within the marked boundaries of red-cockaded

woodpecker colonies, buffer zones and support stands of (a) all

vehicle use except on established designated roads and trails

(these should be designat-d in cooperation with the Base latural

Resources Division personnel); (b) cutting or destruction of woody

vegetation; (c) excavation or digging of foxholes, trenches,

garbage pits; laying underground cor.,,unication lines; or other

similar sign. ificant disturbance of the soil; (d) use of open

burning including campfires; and (e) bivouacking or setting up

come,and posts.

(2) Prohibition of all training, forestry activities, and

similar activities eating a major disturb.ace .ithin the colony

sites and buffer zones, from larch i through July 31. (This

includes prohibition of firing from Gun Positions 3, 6, I0, and 21

during this time period.)

(3) Assignment of responsibility and accountability for

ensuring tiat te use of the ;.lecianizcd Infant’y TFainin’] ,’,c, is

compatible with the c,.aintenance of desienat:d rc.-cocka-!:d

habitat (colonies, buffer zones, aci sui)!ort st.,.J’3) ar,d that the

guide]ines are prepared, incorporated into base

brought to the attention of all personnel, and enforced.





(4") Daily inspection of each training area containing marked
red-cockaded woodpecker habitat (colonies, buffer zones and support
stands) during and after each training assigq.r,ent and periodially
at other times to determine if violations have occurred and corrective
actions taken to include disciplinary action and prosecution under
the Endangered Species Act, where warranted.

(5) Initiation of an information/education program with full,
documented support of the entire Camp Lejeune Staff to effect a
change of attitude aong Base personnel concerning endangered
species in general and the red-cockaded woodpecker in particular.

(6) Inspection at periodic (semi-annual) intervals by Fish
and Wildlife Service personnel and recommendations made as to the
effectiveness of the guidelines and regulations and corrective.
actions needed.

Please provide the Asheville Area Office with a copy of the guidelines
when finalized and a copy of the resulting Base Regulations when
promulgated. We would also like to be promptly infonnc of actions
taken regarding violations.

It must be recognized that failure of alternative’two to rectify
the existing situation leaves only alternative one as a solution to
the problem.

We would like to express our appreciation to your entire staff for
their hospitality and assistance provided in this consultation
process. We hope that the end results are an iprover,ent of an
already co.mendable program and an amicable and cooperative relationship
between our agencies.

Sincerely yours,

Regional Director





.’, .;..’.-.-’ .’" ..:..

Southeast Region
9450 Koger Boulevard
St. Petersburg, FL 33702

June 2.7, 1983

Colonel J.T. Marshall
Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities
United States Marine Corps
Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542

Dear Colonel Marhall:

This responds to your June 3, 1983, and June 16, 1983, letters

regarding expansion of the N-I Impact Area and Brown’s Island Target

and Bombing Area BT-3 at the Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North

Carolina. Consultation was requested pursuant to Section 7 of he

Enga pee Act Qf__Ig!3__(ES&).

We have reviewed your biological assessment (BA) and concur wih

your determination that populations of endangered/threatened species

under our purview would not likely be jeopardized by the subject action.

This coucludes consultation responsibilities under Section 7

of =he ESA. However, consultation should be reini=iated if new inform-.

anion reveals impacts of the identified activity that may affect listed

species or their critical habitat, a new species is listed, the

identified activity is subsequently modified or critical habitat

determined that may be affected by the proposed activity.

Sincerely yours,

Charles A. Oravetz, Chief
Protected Species Management Branch

CC:

..=WS Asheville, NC
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UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS BASE

-CAMP LEJEUNo NORTH CAROLINA 21542

TRNG/AWR/kak
1500
18 Mar 198

?IRST ENDORSEMENT on TFACO Itr TRNG/ARB/eks over IS00 dld 17 Mar 198S

Fro .Assistant Chief of Staff, TrainingTo::/ Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities

S j’/ Aerial Flights to Protect Endangered Species in Offshore
Waters

I. F,orwarded as discussed on 17 Mar 1983.

2. You interposed no objection to morning flights and flights only
on days when live firing taking place to seaward.

M. P. SANS
By direction





UNITED STATES MARINE CORPS
MARINE CORPS BASE

CAMP LF..JEUNE, NORTH CAROLINA 28542

TRNG/ARB/eks
1500
17 Mar 1983

From:
To:
Via:

Training Facilities Officer
Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities
Assistant Chief of Staff, Training

Subj: Aerial Flights to Protect Endangered Species in Offshore
Waters

Ref: (a) Yr ltr NREAD/DDS/th over ii015 dtd 16 Mar 83; same subject

i. The reference discussed measures believed necessary to provide
protection for certain endangered marine species whidh, periodically/
seasonally, frequent the offshore waters of this installation.

2. Notwithstanding the information contained in paragraph 3 which
indicates the best time to.observe the whales is 1200-1500, the
present practice of requiring an aerial reconnaissance of the off-
shore surface danger area prior to commencing live fire on effected
ranges is normally conc.urrent with units’ firing request, most
typically 0730-0900. It is believed that flights during the
"period just prior to the range(s) "going hot" are the better of
the periods in that:

a. The aerial visual recon is already a range requirement
and, accordingly, this would not generate a totally new wing
requirement. It would, however, substantially increase the amount
of area searched, with resultant increase in fuel/maintenance/

flight hours involved.

b. Under normal weather conditions, both aerQal observation

and water clarity tend to be optimum in the earlier morning hours,
and decrease markedly as the sun causes wind and waves offshore,
which would enhance detection of whales if the flights were before

the suggested !200-1500 tme. period.

c. It is further understood that the clear intent of these

reconnaissance flights is to attempt to take all prudent measures
to protect these whales from possible firing danger (paragraph

3 of enclosure (5) to reference (a) germane), so these flights

would be conducted only in association with live firing on ranges

impacting into the offshore danger area.

3. Additional instructions for these flights and spec’a.
practical,
relative to tower observers

shall.beed as so;". R. B’RJNLLI, Jr.





TRNG/ARB/eks
1500
17 Mar 1983

From:
To:
Via:

Training Facilities Officer
Assistant. Chief of Staff, Facilities
Assistant Chief of Staff, Training

Subj: Aerial Flights to Protect Endangered Species in Offshore
Waters

Ref: (a) Yr-ltr NREAD/DDS/th over 11015 did 16 Mar 83; same subject

i. The reference discussed measures believed necessary to provide
protection for certain endangered marine species which, periodically/
seasonally, frequent the offshore waters of this installation.

2. Notwithstanding the .information contained in paragraph 3 which
indicates the best time to bbservethe whales is 1200-1500, the
present practice of requiring an aerial reconnaissance of the off-
shore surface danger area. prior to commencing live"fire on effected
ranges is normally concurrent with units’ firing request, most
typically 0730-0900. It is believed that flights during the
period Just prior to the range(s) "going hot" are the better of
the periods in that:

a. The aerial visual recon is already a range requirement
-" and, accordingly, this would not generate a totally new wing

requirement. It would, however, substantially increase the amount
of area searched, with resultant increase in fuel/maintenance!
flight hours involved..-.

b. Under normal weather 6ondltions, both aerial obem.rvation
and water clarity tend to be.optimum in the earlier morning hours,
and decrease markedly as the sun. causes wind and waves offshore,
which would enhance detection of whales if the flights were before

the suggested 1200-1500 time period.

c. It is further understood that the clear intent of these

reconnaissance flights is to attempt to take all prudent measures

to protect these wles from possib firing danger (paragraph

3 of enclosure (5) to reference (a) germane), so these flights

would be conducted only in association with live firing on ranges

impacting into the offshore danger area.. Additional instructions for these flights and speclflcsr

relative to tower observers shall be promulgated as soonaas

practical.

A. R. BRUNELLI, Jr.





TRNG/ARB/eks
1500
17 Mar 1983

From:
To:
Via:

Training Facilities Officer
Assistant .Chief of Staff, Facilities
Assistant Chief of Staff, Training

Subj" Aerial Flights to Protect Endangered Species in Offshore

Waters

Ref: (a) Yr itr NREAD/DDSIth over 11015 dtd 16 Mar 83; same subject

i. The reference discussed measures believed.necessarY to provide

protection for certain endangered marine species which, periodically!
seasonally, frequent the offshore waters of this installation.

2. Notwithstanding the information contained in paragraph 3 which

indicates the best time to bbserve the whales is 1200-1500, the

present practice of requiring an aerial reconnaissance of the off-

shore surface danger area prior to commencing live fire on effected

ranges is normally concurrent with units’ firing request, most

typically 0730-0900. It is believed that flights during the

period Just prior to the range(s) "going hot" are the better of

the periods in that:

a. The aerial visual recon is already a range requirement

and, accordingly, this would not generate a totally new wine
requirement. It would, however, substantially increase the amount

of area searched, with resultant increase in fuel/maintenance!"

flight hours involved.

b. Under normal weather conditions, both aer&al obmmrvatlon

and water clarity tend to be optimum in the earlier morning hours,
and decrease markedly as the sun causes wind and waves offshore,
which would enhance detection of whales if the flights were before

the suggested 1200-1500 time period.

c. It is further understood that the clear intent of these

reconnaissance flights is to attempt to take all prudent measures
to protect these wles from possib firing danger (paragraph

3 of enclosure (5) to reference (a) germane), so these flights

would be conducted only in association with live firing on ranges

impacting into the offshore danger area.. Additional instructions for these flights and spec+/-flcsr
relative to tower observers shall be promulgated as soonass

practical

A. R. BRUNELLI, Jr.





bU\rfT STATES CORPS
Fro.fine Corps Base

Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542

Assistant Chief of Staff, Facilities
Assistant Chief Of Staff, Training

NREAD/DDS/th
11015

MAR 1983

Subj

Eel:

Protection of Endangered Species in Offshore Waters

(a) Section 7, Endangered Species Act

Encl: (i) CG MCB Itr MAIN/CDP/th 11015 of 17 Nov 1981
(2) NMFS ltr of 23 Nov 1981
(3) CG MCB ltr NTVAD/JIW/th ll015 of 4 Nov 1982
(4) NMFS ltr of 8 Nov 1982
(5) CG MCB ltr NEEAD/J1-W/Jc ll015 of 12 Jan 1983
(6) NMFS Itr of 3 Mar 1983
(7) Whale Identification Packet

I. The purpose of this letter is to advise that formal consultation has

been completed with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) relative

to the Imoact of live-firlng into offshore waters on nationally listed

endanger and threatened species pursuant to the reference. Enclosures

(1) through (6) document the consultation process. Based on the informa-

tion provided in enclosures (1) through (6), the NMFS has concurred with

Base’s determination that current live-flring activity into the offshore

ters; as described in enclosure (3), would not affect the subject s.cies
which are under NMFS purview. As specified in enclosure (6), NMFS

concurrence was conditional with a possibility of reentering consultation

if changes in circumstances occur It is requested that any changes or

orooosed changes in firing into the subject waters be reported to this

f_ce so as to permit continued ccmpliance with the reference.

2. Also, note that enclosure (4) required this Conmmnd to provide NMFS

.th a dscriptlon of actions to be taken to avoid impact on individual

members of the protected species which may be presentin the subject waters.

Enclosure (5) provided the requested information. Therefore, it should be

noted tDet NM concurrence is also contingent upon implementation of the

orotective measures, listed in enclosure (5).

3.. Dr. Frank Schwartz, an expert on whales with the Institute of Marine

Sciences, University of North Carolina at Morehead City, was contacted to

determine appropriate methods to follow for detecting any whales in the area

so as to avoid possible adverse impact. Dr. Schwartz advised that whales

araa!ly move through offshore waters during their spring migration occurring

20 February 7 April. Females and calves of the right whale migrate very

close to the coast!.ine during spring migration, khales may be in a given area

for several days and then suddenly move quite rapidly sometimes traveling

to a maximum distance of ten miles within a 2-hour period. The best time to

observe whales from the air is from 1200-1500 hours. Enclosure (7) contaJ.ns

material for identifying various species of whales. Dr. Schwartz’s reconmenda-

tions were also based on cchsultatlon with Dr. Howard E. Winn, Whale Coordinator,

University of Fhode Island, concerning annual whale migration off Onslow





NREAD/DDS/th
11015
1% A 1983

Subj: Protection of Endangered Species in Offshore Waters

Beach and Brown’s Island relative to protecting the species.

4. Therefore, in addition to all existing precautionary procedures Listed

in enclosure (5), the Training Facilities Officer should implement the

follongprocedures immediately and annually hereafter, duringthe period
of 2oFebruary 7 April:

a. Schedule daily aerial flights covering an area extending four miles

seaward.from the beach fromBogue Inlet southward to New Topsail Inlet,
to determine if any whales are present (See Enclosure (7)).

b. Conduct flights between 1200-1500 hours when possible and in a manner

vich allo,m the pilot to carefully observe the entire area within boundaries

described in paragraph 4a above.

c. Flights should be flown at intervals of 24 hours or less.

d. Discontinue live-firlng exercises anytime whales are discovered within

l0 miles of the E-l, N-1 and BT-3 Range Areas and contact AC#S, Facilities.

5. Implementation of procedures and methods for protecting sea turtles also

involved in this consultation with NMFS 411 be forwarded by separate
correspondence in the near future.

6. Point of contact in this matter is Mr. Julian Wooten, Director, Natural
Resources and Environmental Affairs Division, extension 2083.





MA)/CDP/th

November l

Hr. Harold Allen
Actlng Director Southeast Reglon
.,’lational .,arlne Fisheries Services

iational Oceanic Atomospheric Administration
950 Koer Boulevard
St. Petersburg, Florida 3?02

Dear Mr. All.en:

).’.arine Corps Base, Camp Leeune, orth Carolina, has conducted formal

consultation procedures with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service for

endangered and threatened species pursuant to the Endan.gered Species

Act of .973, Title 50, Code of Feder.l Regulations, Number 4Or.

Biological opinions have.been rendered for the p,ed,Cockaded Woodpecker

(D,--ndrocopos boreal is), Atlantic Lognerhead Sea Turtle (Carette car.etta)
and Green Sea Turtle (Chelonia mydas).

Formal consultation is now in progr.ess which initially involved the

Eastern Brown Pelican (Pelecanus occidentally) and the American Alllgatr

(Alligator missisippiensls). Poslble impacts to sea turtles at Onslow

Beach and in offshore waters from he Onslow Beach North Tower Range were

noted duri..this consultation process, These impacts were listed i a

draft biological opinion presently being reviewed by )iarine Cos Base.

The possible impacts TitL-Include: ruts Eaued by assault amphl)lan

vehicle in gaining access to the renge presenting an obstacle to hatchllns

reaching the sea; ruts caused by vehicle on the firing line in setting up

and maneuvering also presenting an obstacle to hatchlings reaching the.seas;

and live service ammunition Ired into the ocean causing dlrect’ortallty

of sea turtles in offsho-r waters. The first teo impaCt were addresmecl in

the draft biological opinion.

The U. S. Fish and Wildife Service advl;ed that the third Impact was a

basis for initiation of for.,l consultation with the National Marine

Fisheries Service, who has Jurisdiction over sea turtles in offshore waters.

By this letter, we are, therefore, initiating foral consultation procedures

with your agency to resolve any possible conflicts between Marine Corps

activities and our responsibilities under tl.Endangered Species Act.

We look forard to consulting with you on these ,.atters involving established

military training reeulrements and our legal responsibililies concerning

sea turtles in offshore waten.

Sincerely,

C. G. COOPER
Major General, U. S. arine Corps

Commanding General





BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT OF MARINE HABITAT
Onslow Beach,. Marine Corps Base

Camp Lejeune, North Carolina

I. INTffOOUCTION

A. This biological assessment provides informatiBn concerning threatene
and endangered species occurring in offshore waters at Onslow Beach, Marine

Corps Base, Camp Lejeune; North Carolina. Endangered whales migrating pst
Brows Island includes the Fin Whale (Balaenoptera physolus), Humpback Whale

(Megatera nouaeanglinae) and Right Whale (Eubaleana glactis).. Whales
usually migrate one-fourth or more miles off Onslow Beach. Most movement
has been recorded in mid-March to mid-May with lesser activities in late

November and December. There,have been no known strndings of whales on

Onslow Beach but there have been recent strandings on nearby Bear Island,

Topsail Island and Bogue Banks.

B. Threatened species include the Atlantic Loggerhead (Caretta caretta)
and Green Turtle (Chelonia mydas) which nest on Onslow Beach. A comprehensive

program has been conducted for these species since 1972 involving monitoring

nesting activities through surveys, tagging and protecting nests from predation.

Formal consultation.has been conducted with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

and a biological opinion has been rendered for these listed species, Both

opinions containguidelines relative t6 military training activities and manage-

ment functions for each of these listed smecies concerning nestin activities

on Onslow Beach. Formal consultation’oEni"thle pecisas well as the

Atlantic Ridley (Lepidochelys kempi), Leatherback (Demochelys coriacea) and

Hawksbill (Erectmochelys imbricata).SeB Turtles which migrate through.the area

is necessary due to live-firing into marine habitat off Browns Island.

C. The Browns Island N-I Impact and Target and Bombing Area has been used

fr live-firing since Camp Lejeune was established in the ear,ly 190’s. There

has been no noticable environmental change to the island or marine habitat except

for the live ordnance contained there.

D. Aerial surveys, have been conducted .of Browns Island and surrounding areas

to determine the amount of Sea turtle nesting activity. Twenty-one flights wer

made during the 1982 nesting season as contracted by the North Carolina Wildlife

Resources Commission. N.inety-one apparent nests were located during the aerial

survey on Browns Island in comparison to sixty six active nests which were ground

truthed on Onslow Beach.

If. DESCRIPTION OF ARE

A. The Browns Island coastline is a relatively uniform sand ridge about

200 to 500 feet wide and typically about 5 to 15 feet in elevation, Shifting

sand dunes on the ridge reach elevations of 25 to aO feet. The sand ridge pro-

tects the mainland from wave action and it impedes tidal action as well as drainage

from the mainland. Drainage from the area passes through Browns Inlet and Bear

Inlet into the Atlantic Ocean. Tidal flats occupy irregular stri.ps behind the

coastal sand ridge, in pockets along the shore at the sound and in lowlands along

th estuaries droning into the sounds.





B. "This area of te coastal plain is underlain by hundreds of free or

unconsolidated and weakly consolidated sediments ranging from cretaceous to

miocene in age. "Generally these formations are covere with a 5 to 30 feet

surface layer of pleistocene.sediments. These sediments are mostly clean

sand and clayey sand, interlayered with deposits of clay and marine shel=Is..

On some of the poorly drained upland areas, thick org,’nic soils have developed

since emergence, Locally, on the banks of large streams, outcroppings of

miocene yorktown formation can be found. The yorktown consists of clay, sad

and shell marl beds which .are similar to the younger surficial deposits;. TIe

coastal sand ridge is primarily of wave-washed beach sand, but assorted sedi-.
merits as described above occurs at shallow depths under t’h’ridge.

C. Browns Island is composed of mintratidal zone, flat beach zone,

supratidal zone pion.eer zone, scrub zone, forest zone and marsh zone. Beac-

vegetation is non-existent in the intratidal and flat beach zones. Plant Iii=e

in the supratidal zone is marsh cord grass. Plants found in the pioneer zon,e are

American beachgrass, sea oats, panicgrass, bitter panicum and marsh elder. The

plants found in the scrub zone are seacoast blue stem, silverleaf croton, sea-

side goldenrod, large pennywort, yaupon holly, waxmyrtle, bayberry, Eastern
baccharis, shinning sumac and pepperwine. Plants found in the forest zone are

Virginia creeper, muscadine grape, American holly, devilwood, flowering dogeood,

redbay loblolly pine, red maple, blackcherry, red cedar and live oak. Plan.

found in the marsh zone inland from th.e forest zone are marsh cord grass, glass"

wort, black needle rush, saltmeadow hay, salt grass, marsh elder, sea oxeye and gr.o
=,

D. Marine life in the suprati ohe ae gh-ot crabs ancI san"fi-eas.
shrimp, bristle worfns and clams are found in the flat beach zone. In the

zone, clams, lugworms and mole crabs re found. Blue crabs, sand dollar and

silversides are found in the subtidal .zone.
E. Marine fishes inhabitating offshore waters are barracudas, black sea bass

bluefish, bonitos, cobia, croakers, dolphin, black drum, red drum, fl.ouner-,

grouper, grunt, jack mackerel, Atlantic mackerel, ling mackerel, spanish mackeri,

ocean mullet, whitefish, pigfish, pompanos, porgie, spotted weakfish, sharks,

silversides, snapping spot and white sea trout,

Ill. ACTION/PROJECT DESCRIPTION

A. This biological assessment does not describe a new facility or project.

It provides information on threatened and endangered species located in an exisi:ing

bombing and artillery range located at Browns Island. Both of these ranges have

been in existence since V(orld War If. The range located at Browns Island has been

in continuous use s.ince World War II." The range adjacent to, but offshore from,

Browns Island was in use until the early 1960’s. Since the early 1960’s, i has

fallen into disuse, except for over-shoots. Due to changes in the Marine rps

weapons inventory, plus increased range capabilities of new weapons, there is a

requirement to resume firing in the offshore portion of Browns Island target

complex. This assess.ment addresses these ranges as one since they are adjacent

and will be scheduled for utilization as one range. This range is cor’onl’

referred to by one of the following names: BT-3, N-I Impact Area or Browns Island

For clarity’s sake this assessment will address the complex as the i-I Impacc

Area as it is this agency’s intent to formally declare Browns Island the adjoining

rectangular ocean sector (se map) as a single target and bombing area. A.descrip-

tion of he first range is as fo}lows:





1. Range" N-1 Impact Area

2. Location" Brown’s Islan grid coordinate 9429 through 0033 and a

rectangular oceanic sector approximately 6,000 meters wide, extending approximate-

ly 10,000 meters in a southeasterly direction off the coast of Camp Lejeune

(see attached map), Appendix A.

3. Description:

a. This range is also referred to as Bombing and Target Range (BT-3)

and Browns Island.

b. The Browns Island portion is used for aircraft, artillery and tank

weapons firing, utilizing improvised targets such as vehicle hulls. It is an

impact area for the G-5, G-5A,and G-7 Ranges.

c. The offshore portion of the N-1 Impact Area will be used as an

impact area for machin’egun and other light weapons fire at targets and as an

over-shoot safety impact area from firing at land based targets. Targets will

be small, improvised, anchored devices towed into place prior to a firing exer-

cise and removed upon completion of the firing exercise.

d. The Browns Island portion of the N-1 Impact Area is adjacent

the Intracoastal Waterway. ..

a. Aircraft All aircraft armanent is composed of practice rounds

not exceeding net explosive weight of_20 pounds TNT equivalent.

b. Ground Weapons All weapons and aunition authorized for ranges

G-5, G-SA and G-7.

c. Mortars may be used to mark targets (HE, illu’mination and WP).

d. Artillery- All types Of annunition.

5. Range Limits: This range extends northeast from the Junction of

north/south grid line 94 at (lnslow Beach, along the beach line to Bear Creek

Inlet; north-northwest along Bear Creek to a point 400 yards northwest of the

Intracoastal Waterway; west-southwest on a line 400 yards of and parallel to the

Intracoastal Waterway to Fre:.man’s Creek then south to the point of origin This

portion of the N-1 Impact Area is bordered by a 1,000 yard buffer zone on the

north and west side.. A 1,000 yard no fire zone extends inboard from Bear Creek.

The water portion of the N-I Impact Area is a rectangular oceanic sector approxi-

mately 6,000 meters wide and extends approximately 10,000 meters in a southeaster-

ly direction seaward, off the coast of Camp Lejeune.

B. A description of the seco.nd range is as follows:

i. Range: Onslow Beach North Tower Machinegun Range

2. Location: Onslow Beach North Tower grid cQordinate is 932B

3. Description:





b. Floating.target platforms seaward within the N-! i,,mpact Area. Authorized Firing.:

a. eapons M-2, M-85, M-60 and 25 mm machineguns both ground

mounted and vehicle mounted.

b. Ammunition Service

Range Limits:

a. Right flank coordinate 935287, azimuth 1050

b. Left flank coordinate 939290, azimuth 800

C. A description of the third range is as follows:

I. Range: E-1 Onslow Beach Missile Range

2 Location: E-I Onslow Beach Missi’le Range extends between Onsiow

South Tower and grid line gO on the beach bet’ween the frontal dunes and

ocean.

3. Additional Information: The E-I Range is a missile firing range

for Redeye and Hawk missiles. The weapon systems are designed to be used

against aerial targets. Firing of thse missiles is by Marine Corps and

U. S. Army personnel on the beach. Tere are no explosives on the practice

missiles, but there will be debris from fra-mentation and the missiles themselves

which impact into the ocean. Normally the missile firing is conducte(I si-

annually. Twelve missiles .were fired from 3 December 1980 through 22 March 1982.

IV. PRC)BABLE IMPACT TO ENDANGERED/THREATENED SPECIES IN THE I..ARINE ENVIRONMENT

The marine environment in the N-I Impact/BT-3 Bombing and Target Area
This area contains

has been used for many years for military training exercises.

large quantities of unexploded ordnance. .The land area can be entered only by

Explosive Ordnance Disposal personnel. The U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

found no adverse impact in the opinion rendered for the Green and Atlantic

Loggerhmad Sea Turtles relative to impact from live-firing on Browns Island.

B. The offshore portion of the range is primarily used for firing nmm-

exploding projectiles. It is also used as a buffer zone for firing on Browns

Island and infrequently receives artillary projectiles or aircraft bombs hat

are over-shot. There are no permanent structures except for an observation

tower on the outer edges of the buffer zone at Onslow Beach and Browns Tower.

Range regulations prohibit firing at wildlife species on land, air.or water at

all imes.

C. A dead Logger.head Turtle was stranded near Browns Inlet in 197B which

appeared to have been shot through the head. Two whales of undetermined pecies.

were stranded on Bear Island in April 1982 approximately 24 feet to 30 feet in

length. Neither of these incidents were known to have resulted from firing into

the -I Impact/BT-3 Bombing nd Target Areas. A portion of the subjeci: area has

been established as a sea turtle Sanctuary by the State of North Carolina to

prohibit commercial trawling during he nesting .seasons.





D. The sea turtle sanctuary is listed as beginning at the norther:nost.end

of Hammocks Beach (Bear Island) and seaward toward the Bogue Inlet bouy for 1,000

feet; southwestward 1,000 feet off Bear Island to the restricted zone clesignated as

part of Camp Lejeune restricted area; seaward along the northern boundary of this

zone; on the south side of the restricted zne the sanctuary shall recmmence

1,000 feet or one-fourth mile off the beach and pass southwestwardly to the first

(northern) observation tower on Onslow Beach; thence the zone shall extend for

threerfourths of a mile to 340 33.5’ N-77; 13.4’ W;rthe zone shall thence include

that portion of the ocean southwestward of the New Rier Inlet buoy the demarkation

line shall pass the southernmost tip of Onslow Beach, no ’person shall se any com-

mercial fishing equipment between June I and August 31, except that the Secretary,

North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Community Development, .acting

upon the advice’of the D.irector, may by proclamation modi’i:Ythe sea turtle sanctuary

within the above described area and vary implementation between these dates for

the protection of the.sea turtle population- The sea turtle sanctuary is contained

in Appendix B.

E. Contracts have been made with recognized experts concerning listed species

in the subject area .including those with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service

and the North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission and the UniversitF of North

Carolina..-T-horth Crmlina Marine Fisheries Division has been co_ntacted relative

to commerc-ial fishing operations in offshore waters long Onslow Beach. Names

and addresses of those individuals contacted are as follows:

I. Dr. Frank" Schwartz, Institute of Marine Sciences, UnivLrity of

),’orth Carolina, Morehead City, North Crolina

2. Mr. Don Harke, Stal Supe-.o/Wil’life Assistance, U

and Wildlife Service, Raleigh, North Carolina

3’ Mr. Otto Florschutz, Sea Turtle Recovery Team Member, U. $. Fish

and Wildlife Service, Washington, ;forth Carolina

4. Mr. Stuart Critcher, EndangereF Species Coordinator, North Carolina

WIdlife Resources Commission, Raleigh, North Carolina

5. Mr. Stephen Polinski, Law Enforcement Plot, North Carolina Marine

Fisheries Division, Morehead City, North. Carolina

6. Mr. Howard Bogey, Inspector, North Carolina Division of Marine

Fisheries, Swansboro, North Carolina

F. Available literature on the listed species has been reviewed.





STATES DI-.-ARTMENT OF_COMMERCE

"" \% 2/ Na_i_onal Dceani= and Arnosphei= Administration
NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

Southeast Region
9450 Koger Boulevard
St. Petersburg, FL 33702

November 23, 1981 F/SER61:AM

Major General C. G. Cooper
Commanding General, U. S. Marine Corps
Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542

Dear Major General Cooper:

This responds to your November 17, 1981, letter requesting consultation
for Marine Corps activities at the Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North

Carolina, as required by Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

The attached list provides the threatened and endangered species under

National Marine Fisheries Service jurisdiction that may be present in the

project area. Upon receipt of this list, the USMC must insure that its actions

are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the listed species.

For a major Federal action, the agency must conduct a biological assess-

ment to identify any endangered or threaDd species which are likely to be

affected by such action. The biological assessm-eTtshall be completed within

180 days after receipt of the species list, unless it is mutually agreed to

extend this period.

The components of a biological assessment are as follows:

(i) conduct a scientifically sound on-site inspection of the area affect-

ed by the action, which must, unless otherwise directed by te Serv-

ice, include a detailed survey of the area to determine if listed

or proposed species are present or occur seasonally and whether suit-

able habitat exists within the area for either expanding the existing

population or potential reintroduction of populations;

(2) interview recognized experts on the species at issue, including those

within the Fish and Wildlife Service, the NMFS, State conservation

agencies, universities and others who may have data not yet found in
scientific, literature;

(3) review literature and other scientific data to determine the species

distribution, habitat needs, and other biological requirements;

(4) review and analyze the effects of the action on the species, in terms

of individuals and population, including consideration of the cumula-

tive effects of the action on the species and habitat;





(5)

(6)

analyze alternative actions that may provide conservation measures;

conduct n.y studies necehsary t fulfill the requirements of (i)
through () above;

(7) review any other information.

At the conclusion of the biological assessment, as described above, the
Federal agencysh6uld prepare a report documenting the results./

to affect listed species, the formal consultation process shall be initiated
by writing to the Regional Director, National Marine Fisheries Service, 9450
Koer Boulevard, Dural Building, St. Petersburg, Elorida 33702. If no effect
is evident, there is no need’.for formal consultation. We would, however,
appreciate the opportunity to review your biological assessment.

If you have any questions, please contact Andreas Mager, Jr., Fishery
Biologist,-outheast Regional Office, FTS 826-3503.

Sincerely yours,

. R. Ekberg
Chief, Environmental &

Technical Services Branch

Enclosure

cc: FWS, Atlanta, GA
FWS, Raleigh, NC





ENDANGERED AND THREATENED SPECIES AND CRITICAL HABITATS UNDER
NNFS JURISDICTION’.

North Carolina

LISTED SPECIES SCIENTIFIC NAME STATUS DATE LISTED

Fin Whale
Humpback Whale
Right Whale
Sei Whale
Green Sea Turtle
Hawksbill Sea Turtle
Kemp’s (Atlantic)
Ridley Sea Turtle
Leatherback Sea"
Turtle
Loggerhead Sea Turtle
Shortnose Sturgeon

Balaenoptera physalus
Megaptera novaeanglinae
Eubaleana glacialis
Balaenoptera borealis
Chelonia

Eretmochelys imbricata
Lepidochelys kempi

Dermochelys coriacea

Caretta caretta
Acipenser brevirostrum

E
E
E
E
Th
E
E

Th
E

212/70
2/2/70
2/2/70
2/2/70

7128"/78
6/2170
2/2/70

6/2/70

7/28/78
3/11/67

SPECIES PROPOSED FOR LISTING
None

LISTED CRITICAL HABITAT
None

PROPOSED CRITICAL HABITAT
None

i. Include sperm whale only for deep water projects.

2. Humpback and right whales occur in shallow water.





United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

ENDANGERED SPECIES FIELD STATION
100 OTL.q .qTREET. ROOM 224

ASiIEVILLE. NORTH CAROLINA 28801

May 10, 1985

Colonel Frederick A. Perrenot
Director of Engineering and Housing
Headquarters, XVIII Airborne Corps and Fort Bragg
Fort Bragg, North Carolina 28307

Re: 4-2-84-897

Dear Colonel Perrenot:

A. Introduction

This letter presents the biological opinion of the Fish and Wildlife Service

regarding the effects of the proposed five-year range modernization program
and main cantonment area construction projects at Fort Bragg, Cual)erland,
Moore, and Hoke Counties, North Carolina, on the endangered red-cockaded
woodpecker (Picoides borealis). It responds to your letter of
December 31, I84, requesting formal consultation and also your letter of

February I, 1985 (received February 6, 1985), which documented the forwarding
of the necessary information to begin the consultation. This letter
addresses only the consultation requirements of Section 7(a)(2) of the

Endangered Species Act of 1973, as mended (ESA), and does not address the
requirements of other environmental statutes such as the National
Environmental Policy Act or the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act.

B. Project Description

Currently, Fort Bragg has 64 operational fixed firing ranges. These ranges
were copstructed in the early 1960s and are now deficient in supporting

current task requiremdnts, including new weapon systems requiring longer
ranges. Range/impact areas currently consist of 30,234 acres with an

identified shortage of 14,097 acres. The five-year range modernization
program (FY 85-90) is intended to provide a range complex to meetall known

prescribed training tasks without enlarging the existing range/ing)act area
acreage. This will be done by utilizing existing range facilities to the

degree possible, consistent with the range safety fans required by new weapon

systems. Modernization includes extension of target matrixes down range and

automation of target systems for small arms, tanks, and air weapons.
Range/impact areas involved are Coleman, MacRidge, Manchester, and McPherson.

The expansion of the cantonment area involves adding new facilities and

modernizing older facilities. Expansion to the outside fringes of the

cantonment area is necessary because of the lack of space within the existing

cantonment area. Current and projected construction are $31 million in FY 84

(under construction), $107 mil.lion in FY 85, $75 million in FY 86, and $304





million in FY 87-gi. New mission projects for FY 87-88, if authorized, could
add an additional $149 million.

C. Consultation History

An informal consultation meeting was held at Forestry Headquarters at Fort
Bragg on September 18, 1984, to discuss future construction activities and

Section 7 Consultation requirements and procedures; This meeting involved

Fort Bragg personnel from Engineering and Housing (Forestry, Wildlife,
Natural Resources, Projects, Envirorwnent, Master Plans), Bob Duckworth from
Headquarters FORSCOM, and Gary Henry from this office. It was recommended at
this meeting that a package to include all construction activities within a

reasonable foreseeable future be developed for consultation purposes instead

of consulting on each individual project. This reconnendation was made to
reduce consultation time and effort for both agencies and to provide a ,
clearer understandingf interrelated, interdependent, and cumulative
effects. Informal coiiat was continued between our personnel regarding
preparation of the biological assessment, particularly regarding red-cockaded
colony census techniques for application in the range/impact areas, which are
not normally actively managed for natural resource purposes and,
consequently, lack colony information.

Subsequently, you requested formal consultation by letter of December 31,
1984, to our Regional Office, with noti.fication that the biological
assessment and supporting data would be forwarded to this office. This

letter was received in our’Regional Office January 4, 1985, and was responded
to by letter of January I0, 1985, assigning personnel from our office to
assist you in the consultation. We received the Regional Office response on
January 14, 1985, andnotified you by letter of january 2S, 1985, that formal
consultation would begin upon receipt of the biological assessment. The
assessment was received February 4, 1985, and your acknowledgement letter of
February i, 1985, concerning the-forwarding of the assessment was received
February 6, 1985. Rev(ew of the biological assessment revealed a need for

additional information.

Informal contact from base personnel resulted in a formal request of
February 7, 1985 (received February 8, 1985), to separate Line Item 456

(perimeter road and fence around the Security Training Facility. in the

Manchester Danger Area) from this consultation aid provide an expedited
biological opinion on this one item. This was provided by letter of
February 8, 1985. However, in order to assess overall impacts from

construction activities and other interrelated and interdependent actions,

Line Item 456 is also considered in this consultation.

Mr. Henryvisited the base the week of March 18-22, 1985. During this visit,
the information needs were discussed and data gathering began. The weeks of

March 25-29 and April 15-19, 1985, were also utilized in data gathering. The

information needed included the number of active colonies of red-cockaded
woodpeckers on Fort Bragg, the total population of red-cockaded woodpeckers





of which Fort Bragg is a part, foraging habitat available to the clans

considered in this consultation, cavity trees impacted by the proposed
activities, foraging habitat impacted by the proposed activities, and

interrelated and interdependent impacts from ongoing, unplanned, and

non-project associated activities. Data gathering included information
provided by J. H. Carter, III, North Carolina State University biologist, as

well as original data generation by aerial photo interpretation_and ground
truthing.

Active colonies on Fort Bragg were estimated by compari.son of data on the

western part of the base as.coniled by Mr. Carter to data in the biological
assessment for the same area and application of the resulting ratio of active

colonies to the remainder of the Fort Bragg population where active versus
inactive status was not recorded. The biological assessznent provided
information on active colonies in the range/impact areas and all colonies

the cantonment and ex.l.nsion areas were visited to determine status.
Mr. Carter also provided data fro his work in adjacent habitat that

permitted us to deterine the total population of red-cockaded woodpeckers of

which Fort Bragg is a part.

Foraging habitat was estimated by delineating stands on aerial photos,

estimating the basal area/acre and age fro densities and tree sizes on the

photos, planimetering the stands for acreage, and conducting limited ground
truthing to assess the accuracy of basal area and age estimations. Total

basal areas, total stes, and total stems over I0 inches diameter at breast

height (dbh) available to each clan’were then calculated by mathematical
procedures, utilizing stand tables from U.S. Department of Agriculture (1976)

to determine total foraging substrate.

Project ipacts were determined by overlaying the construction projects onto

the aerial photos, planimetering the acreage impacted, and estimating the

degree of impact fro discussions with base personnel and observations of

present ranges and past range constructions. In addition, interrelated and

interdependent impacts from present training activities were alsoestimated

fro discussions with base personnel and observations of habitat

deterioration in the range/impact areas.

The weeks of April 1-12 and April 22-May 3 were involved in dQing the

mathematical calculations to Betermine foraging substrate before
construction, after construction, and after interrelated and interdependent

impacts were assessed.

One additional problem associated with this consultation was the continuing

addition of construction projects which were not included in the biological

assessment. For example, the latest was on April 30, 1985, when we were

advised of a project that would remove some additional foraging habitat in

the main post area.





Because of the need for and generation of further information that would
normally be considered a. part of the biological assessment and because
additional projects were brought to our attention throughout the
consultation, we were unable to complete this consultation in the 90-day time

frame indicated in our letter of January 25, 1985. For these same reasons,
it is difficult to establish dates for monitoring the progress of the
consultation in relation to legal requirnts. However, even if the
earliest date of February 4, 19B5, for-receipt of the biological assessment
and beginning of the consultation were used, legal requirements are met by
this opinion. Section 7(b) of the ESA states that consultation shall be
concluded within 90 days after the date on which initiated and promptly after
the conclusion of the consultation a written statement shall be provided the
Federal agency. Proposed rules published June ?g, 1983 (48 FR 29990), to
implement these requirements establish the time frame by the statement that

the biological opinion shall be delivered to the Federal agency within 45
days after concluding ormal consultation. This information was relayed to
your staff (Mr. Ken Harris) May I, 1985 wih a verbal agreement that we would
be advised if Fort Bragg disagreed or needed written.documentation.

D. Biological Information

Current red-cockaded woodpecker populations on 37 Federal properties in the

South are estimated at 2,677 + 456 active colonies. Total populations on
all Federal property probably--exceed 3,000 clans (Lennartz et an.,
1983b). Total populations may exceed I0,000 birds. Howeve’,d growth
nesting habitat is declinirj (tennartz et el., 1983a) and declines in

certain red-cockaded woodpecker populat’(’n-have also been recorded.

The biological assessment provided information regarding 269 known
red-cockaded woodpeckercolonies on Fort Bragg, with a projected total of 320
when the current inventory (86 percent complete) is completed. Nine of the
269 known colonies are on Ca MacXall and have no interaction with

populations on Fort Brgg proper (J. H. Carter, III, personal connunication)

and, therefore, are not considered as part.of the same population. The
number of active colonies represented by the 260 known colonies is estimated
at 214, with a projected total of 249. when inventory is completed. Another

56 active colonies exist on private holdings in the Southern Pines/Pinehurst

area to bring the total known and projected population to 270 and 305
respectively.

Information available indicates a decreasing trend in this population (Carter

et an., 1983 and Carter, personal conuunication). The western part of
Fort 8ragg, including McPherson Danger/Impact Area, has dropped from 114 to
99 colonies from 1975 to 1985. This is a 13.2 percent loss over ten years,
or 1.3 peHcent annual loss. The Southern Pines/Pinehurst ar6 declined fro
78 active colonies in 1980 to 56 in 1984, a 28.2 percent lss over four
years, or 7.0 percent loss annually. Further discouraging data was obtained
fr checking the 23 colonies on the main post and in expansion area D and
finding only 5 of these colonies active.





The importance of the Fort Bragg Southern Pines/Pinehurst red-cockaded

woodpecker population cannot be overemphasized. It is the largest population

in North Carolina and the only population within the sandhills of North

Carolina at a viable level (over 250 clans). Thus, it is essential to

maintain this population at a viable level if recovery objectives for the

species are to be achieved. The importance of the Fort Bragg portion of this

population is indicated from movements of birds between Fort Bragg and

Southern Pines/Pinehurst. Approximately 25 birds from Southern

-Pines/Pinehurst have been subsequently found on Fort Bragg while only 3 birds

from Fort Bragg have been subsequently found in Southern Pines/Pinehurst

(Carter, personal conunication). This may indicate better habitat

conditions on Fort Bragg. Within Fort Bragg, the danger/impact areas are

extremely important to the species. Reproduction data from 1984 showed 0.61

young fledged/colony on Southern Pines/Pinehurst, 1.22 young fled3e/colo_ny.

on the western side of. Fort Bragg outside of danger/impact areas, and 1.50

young fledged/colony I the McPherson Danger/Impact Area (Carter, personal

communication). This indicates the birds are more successful in the

danger/impact areas and are probably supplying excess birds for maintenance,

replacement, and possible increase of populations outside the danger/impact

areas as well as inside these areas.

In calculating foraging substrate available before project construction the

danger/impact areas were found to be lacking enough substrate within

preferred habitat (over 30 years of age) to sustain current populations,

based upon criteria in the ecovery plan for the species; i.e., 21,250 pine

stems, 8,495 square feet of basal area, and 6,350 pine stems over lO inches

dbh. The cantonment and expansi6n areas did contain adequate foraging

substrate based upon these criteria. However, from activity status and the

reproduction dta available from McPherson, we must assume the existing clans

within the danger/impact areas.currently have adequate foraging substrate.

.Possible reasons for this inconsistency with recovery plan criteria are

(1) enough preferred sems (over lO inches dbh) are available in

predominantly youngerunpreferred.stands (less than 30 years of age) to make

up the difference and/or (2) because of continuous damage to trees from

firing, etc., within danger/impact areas the available foraging substrate
provides more invertebrate prey than normal healthy stands. Losses from

impacts in the danger/impact areas were based upo dividing the available

pre-project foraging substrate among existing clans and using that available

on the average to each clan before construction as the amount needed to

sustain a clan.

Based upon these estimates, the following losses were estimated to be

expected rom planned construction projects and interrelated and

interdependent impacts from ongoing activities. A direct loss of three

colonies in MacRidge from destruction of cavity trees for range construction

is expected. An additional two colonies in MacRidge are estimated to be lost

from loss of foraging habitat (one from proposed construction activities and

one from interrelated and interdependent activities). Coleman is expected to





lose four colonies from loss of foraging habitat (three from proposed

construction and one from interrelated and interdependent activities).

Manchester is expected to lose three colonies from loss of foraging halitat

during proposed construction, and McPherson is expected to lose two colonies

from interrelated and interdependent activities destroying foraging habitat.

No losses are expected on the main post and expansion areas because of the

few active colonies present. However it certainly seems that past

activities in these areas have severely impacted colonies because only 5 of

23 colonies were found active.

E. Biological Opinion

It is the biological opinion of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service that the

proposed five-year range modernization program and main cantonment area

constructifn projects at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, interrelated and

interdependent activities and cumulative impact) from proposed and ongoing

activities are not liCly to jeopardize the continued existence of the

red-cockaded woodpecker. This opinion is based on review of the biological
assessment and other information provided by Fort Bragg; field inspections,

meetings, and information gathered at Fort Bragg during the weeks of

March 18-22, March 25-29, and April IS-I9, and subsequent analysis of this

data; information provided by J. H. Carter, Ill; review of the Red-Cockaded

Woodpecker Recovery Plan approved April II, 1985, and other pertinent

literature; and contacts with other individuals knowledgeable of the species,

the area involved, and/or the consultation process.

F. Conservation Reconendations

Although the proposed action is not considered a situation Jeopardizing the

continued existence of thepecies, the projected loss of habitat and

subsequent loss of colonies is a serious setback to planned recovery of the

species. The recovery plan set an objective of six viable poplatlons

necessary for partial rcovery of the species to threatened status, with one

of these six populations needed in the sandhills of North and South Carolina.

Currently this population is.one of two populations that could meet this

objective.. For full recovery and delisting, 15 viable populations are

needed, including one in the sandhills of’North Carolina. This population is

the only one that could reasonably be expected to meet this objective.

Currently the population under consideration is just above the viable level

(250 clans) when colonies on private lands are included. However, private

lands are not protected by Section 7 of the ESA and, therefore, l.ong-range

survival on these lands is problematical. The portion of the population

provided by Fort Bragg is just below the viable level and these proposed

actions considered in this opinion will reduce the population further.

Considering decreasing trends, this additional loss makes it unlikely that

Fort Bragg proper will ever reach a viable population level unless some

measures are taken to offset these losses.





It is obvious that Fort Bragg has a problem in that the land base i$ not
adequate to meet military needs without seriously iacting natura]

resources. Red-cockaded woodpecker populations are generally distributed
throughout the base, making it difficult to offer recondations on dthe
site locations for proposed activities to reduce impacts. Therefore,/one
obvious reconndation is that Fort Bragg consider acquiring an addiional
land base containing less desirable red-cockaded woodpecker habitat and
shifting ativlties significantlyacting red-cockaded woodpeckers to this
other land base. We are aware of consideration being given to acquisition of
an approxirately 13,000-acre tract of private timber company land that seems
to meet the criteria mentioned above. The Fish and Wildlife Service would
like to offer their support for this acquisition.

Another way that losses could be offset would be to acquire land or
management rights to private land supporting red-cockaded woodpeckers and

manage these lands to maintain and improve habitat conditions for the specks
to replace that lost t:.rough the proposed activities included in this
consultation.

Besides the obvious land acquisition recommendations, we would like to offer
some additional conservation recomaendations .applicable to thecurrent land
base on Fort Bragg

I. Annual monitoringof the status of the colonies within the danger/impact
areas is needed to evaluate the accuracy of predicted losses, to monitor
population trends, and to valuatot.-impacts from the proposed activities.
If greater losses than predicted are observed, informal consultation with

this office is needed. Through this "informal process, it will be determined
if formal consultation is necessary. If possible, it would also.be desirable
to determine reproductive success. This monitoring will necessitate
commitment to provide access to these areas for wildlife personnel, as
needed, to obtain necessary data.

2. The assumed loss of colonies in the main cantonment and expansion areas
is of concern. Therefore, we recoee,nd that the remaining five colonies be
intensively managed to maintain them by implementation of the colony site

managementprescribed in the "Proposal for Renovation of Abandoned
Red-Cockaded Woodpecker Colony Sites" provided you with the biological
opinion rendered March 15, 1984, on the "Multiple Purpose__Range Colex." In
addition, future construction and other activities should be carefully
planned to avoid the habitat (colony sites and foraging habitat) utilized by j._/_
these clans.

3. Conservation Recondation I provided in the above referenced March 15,-1984, biological opinion should be applied to this consultation also.

4. Conservation Recommendation 2 in the above referenced March 15, 1984,
biological opinion should be applied to an additional 15-25 abandoned colony

sites.





8

5. Conservation Recommendation 3 in the above referenced March 15, 1984,
biological opinion should be considered for application to colonies afSected
in this consultation. In particular, colonies 43, 51, and 53 are expected to
be lost from destruction of all cavity trees and would provide valuable data

on tolerance of woodpeckers to cavity tree destruction and may provide
information on new colony formation.

G. Incidental Take

The 1982 amendments to the Endangered Secies Act requires addressing of

incidental taking expected from proposed actions for which formal
consultation is being conducted. The amount of incidental take that is

possible and would not be a violation of the "taking" prohibitions of

Sections 4(d) and 9 of the Act is estimated at 42 birds maximum. This is

based on an estimated loss of 14 colonies and assuming an average of three =
birds/colony; Howeveno direct taking of birds is expected. There is

expected to be a direct taking of ten cavity and three start trees involving
six clans. Three of the colonies (Numbers 43, 51 and 53) are expected, to

loose all of their cavity trees and, thus, succumb as a direct result of

construction activities. The other 11 colonies are expected to be lost
indirectly as a result of loss of foraging habitat. The exact clans expected

to be lost from loss of foraging habitat can not be determined. The

available foraging habitat is not expected to be sufficient to support the

number of clans now present and will be divided by the number of clans that

can be supported. Eleven of the pcesent clans are expected to be unable to

compete successfully in this process and to succumb as a result. The
resulting adverse impact to the species will delay and possibly prevent full
recovery of this population as well as the species rangewide.

Reasonable and prudent measures that are considered necessary to minimize

such impacts are those actions specified in Conservation Reconwnendations I,
3, and 4. Implementati’on of these measures should be initiated upon receipt

of the biological opinion and will terminate when a final decision is made on
location of targets and trees needing removal for Recomndation I and when a

five-year renovation and monitoring study is completed for Recommendations 3

and 4. Ahy dead or injured red-cockaded woodpeckers should be reported
innediately to this office d to Mr. James R. Bailey, Senior Resident Agent,
U.S. Eish and Wildlife Servie, P.O. Box )188, Raleigh, North Carolina 27602,
telephone 919/755-4786. Dad birds can be frozen. Further instructions for

handling and disposal will be forthcoming from this office upon notification

that a dead or injured bird has been obtained.

In order to wonitor the impacts of incidental take, you must submit an annual
report robe filed no later than March 31 for the preceding calendar year

ending December 31, to this office. This report should reference the action,

the consultation number, and summarize the progress as well as listing the

data, location, circumstances surrounding any taking of the red-cockaded
woodpecker and/or its cavity trees, and the disposition of individual birds
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and cavity trees. Of particular importance and to be included in the report,
is the date the recommendations are implemented and the date, clrcumstnces,
and any other pertinent information regarding any reoccupation of renovated,
abandoned colony sites,

If, during the course of the action the amount or extent of incidental
taking, as specified herein, is exceeded, formal consultation must be
reinitiated immediately. In th interim, development of the action may
continue unless the Fish and Wildlife Service determines that the impact of
any additional taking would cause a significant adverse impact on the species
and provides written findings supporting that determination.

F. Further Consultation

If you wish to discuss further the conservation reconmendations contained
the biological opinion please advise this office. This consultation will
conclude when we receive written notification from yfu stating.your final
decision on the proposed action andimplementation of the conservation
recommendations.

Consultation must be reinitiated as specified in the incidental take
provision, if new information reveals effects of the action that may affect
the red-cockaded woodpecker in a manner or to an extent not previously
considered, if the action is subsequently modified in a manner which was not
considered in the biological opinion, or if a new species and/or critical
habitat is listed that may be adveFsely affected by this action.

It must be emphasized that any future actions affecting this species on Fort
Bragg must be reviewed very critically because of the downward trend in the
population, the contribution toward this trend from incidental take permitted
in this and past consultations, and the importance of this population for
recovery of the species. The continued addition of construction projects
throughout this consultation and which had not been previously considered in
the consultation are of particular concern in this regard. It must be
emphasized that any proposed construction projects not considered in this
consultation which may affect the red-cockaded woodpecker or other listed
species will require formal consultation and are not covered by this
consultation.

This biological opinion is intended to assist Fort Bragg in meeting its
responsibilities under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. We
appreciate the assistance provided us by Fort Bragg personnel in this
consultation, particularly William M. Hunnicutt and Danny L. Sewell and their
staff personnel. We look forward to future cooperation between our agencies.
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Your interest and concern regarding endangered and threatened species, and

specifically the red-cockaded woodpecker, are appreciated.

Sincerely,

Warren T. Parker
Field Supervisor

CC:
Director, FWS, Washington, DC (OES)
Regional Director, FWS, Atlanta, GA (AJ:A/SE)
Mr. James R. Bailey, Senior Resident Agent, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

Law Enforcement, P.O. Box 1188, Raleigh, NC 27602
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

ENDANGERED SPECIES FIELD STATION
100 OTIS STREET, ROOM 224

ASHEVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 28801

December 13, 1985

Brigadier General J. B. Knotts
United States Marine Corps
Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542

Re: 4-2-85-681

Dear General Knotts:

This letter presents the biological opinion of the Figh and Wildlife Service

concerning the potential effects of the suspension of the nightly beach
monitoring of sea turtle nesting activities, from Onslow Beach North Tower to
Browns Inlet, on the threatened loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) and

the threatened green sea turtle (Cheloniamydas). It respond to your
request for consultation dated August 5, 1985. This opinion is based upon

review of Colonel T. A. Tiebout’s September 13, 1985, l’etter which assessed the

increased training use of Onslow Beach and the additional impacts on sea
turtles, and other relevant information. It does not address requirements of

environmental laws other than the Endangered Species Act.

Project Description

The G-5 and G-SA ranges fan over the northern end of Onslow Beach. They were
designed as a tank range complex allowing firing of all weapons up to the tank

main gun. Due to improvements in tank gunnery systems and limited range and

maneuver space, this complex was used only periodically. However between 1982

and 1984 the range complex was refurbished and presently receives almost

constant use by the tank battalion, amphibian assault vehicle battalion, light

armored vehicle battalion, and other units. This increased use has resulted in

an increased possibility of unexploded ordnance being present on the northern

end of Onslow Beach. The safety of personnel monitoring the turtle nesting

activities on this section of the beach cannot now be guaranteed at night.

Biological Opinion

After careful review of all the information available for this action, it is

the biological opinion of the Service that the suspension of the nightly sea
turtle monitoring activities on the north end of Onslow Beach will not-

jeopardize the continued eistence of the loggerhead sea turtle or the green
sea turtle.

In meeting the provisions for "incidental take" in Section 7(b)(4)of the

Endangered Species Act, we have reviewed the biological information and other

available information relative to this action. Based upon our review,

incidental take is. not expected as a result of this action and is not

authorized.





If any modifications or changes in this action are made which were not a part

of this consultation, or.if other information reveals impacts of this action

which may affect listedspecies or critical habitat in a manner not previously

considered, consultation must be reinitiated with this office.

Conservation Reconunendations

For the past 11 years, Camp Lejeune has conducted a highly commendable sea

turtle nes monitoring and conservation program. Nest success on Onslow Beach

has been relatively high compared to other areas, as indicated by the base’s

summer sea turtle monitoring reports. This is a direct result of Camp

Lejeune’s efforts toward nest protection.

We are concerned that suspension of the nightly patrols and nest protection on

the northern end of Onslow beach will result in loss of a largepercentage of

nests to predation and tidal, inundation. Nest loss in unprotected habitat

often ranges from 80-i00 percent. In order to reduce this potential for nest
loss, we have the following conservation recommendations:

1. Nightly patrols should be continued on Onslo Beach fromthe New
River Inlet north to the Onslow Beach North Tower.

Nightly monitoring should be resumed along the portion of the beach

which is designated as. a secondary danger zone, since according to

the assessment this area should not ordinarily contain unexploded

ordnance and could be safely monitored by obsecving basic safety

procedures.

Monitoring of the remaining portion ofhe beach (1400-1500 meters)

designated.as an impact area should be conducted daily, as early in

the morning as safely possible. When it is necessary to relocate
nests in this area, relocation should take place within six hours of

egg-laying whenever possible; and eggs excavated during daytime

should be shaded from the heat of the sun.

We hope this opinion will be useful to you in fulfilling your obligations under

the Endangered Species Act. If you have any questions concerning this opinion,

contact John Fridell or Nora Murdock at (FTS) 672-0321.

Sincerely yours,

/,
V. Gary Henry
Acting Field Supervisor





20A The News and Observer. Raleilzh. N.C.. Wed.. Dec. 1, 1985

The People’s Forum

Save old timber
A letter of Dec. 9. regarding use of the

national forests makes several
ments that need some correction.

The writer states that the U.S. Fores
Service has been managing the national
forests under the multiple use guidelines
for the past 50 years. In truth, the
Multiple Use Sustained Yield Act was
passed in P.0, and it has only beeu since
then that the forest service has been
under direction to see to it that all
inte’ests have use of the natioual forest.
It has been about 0 years since the
timber companies began to make exten-
sive use of the national forests, md the
1!;0 act was passed by Congress to
ensure that the forests were man-
aged exclusively [or the timber

The writer is quite correct when he
states that the timber industry remove
fewer trees than grow back in their
place. It should be obvious that young
Ioblolly pines take up far less spree per
tree than do hundred year old oaks
pplars. Certainly, i we wish to have our
nat ional forests managed under a policy
demanding the greatest numbero trees,
we shoEld cut everything we have
immediately. Within 10 year we will
lave huge tracts c very young fore,t,
which provide more oxygen for the
oxygen-starved public.

The assertion that clear-cutting a
fort,st provides "vastly improved game
habitat" is misleading. Habitat for cer-
t;in rodents and for whitetail deer is
r,at]y improved by creating open clem’-
rags in a forest, but this practice also
destroys habitat for game species that
prefer old-growth forest, such as wild
lurkey and black bear. he few o]d-
grmvth forests tracts left are in the
natmnal forests, and these are fast
[ailing victim to the timber industry.

The writer of the Dec. 9. letter worl
for Georgia-Pacific, a timber company.
The forest service sells timber to the
tmber companies at a relatively low
prate. Timber sales are uneconomicaJ
b,cause they lose money. The writer
asserts that this is untrue, that there are
Ildden economic benefits in the roads
that are being built in thi proce.
Perhaps it is revealing, and certainly

are more miles of road on national forest
lands than in the rest of the state.

Most insulting of all to the intelligence
of the public, he states that old-growth
timber is dying timber. This is only true
in the same sense that he is a dying man,
as are we all. The forests, if left alone,
will outlive us all.

JEFFREY P. KIPLINGER
Raleigh
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Brladler General D. O. BarKer
U. S, llarlne Corps
I.:arlne Corps Base
Car...p LeJene, )Perth Carolina 28542

Dear General Barker:

This letter presents the iologlcal Opinion of the Fish and t-:lldlife
Service relative to the effects of the forestry F.:anaen:c.nt roBr, at
Cap Lojeune on the endaner -cockd vmcdpker
hcreali)). It I in response to the uest atJ September
197, for fol consultation pursuant to Section 7 of the Endncercd
Species .ct of 1973. A Biological Op!nlon concerning he
Infantry Tralnln Area a the r-cock #cGper populatirn
within the tralnlnQ aa las reer February l, 1979. A field
inspection of the s Isla Iact Area k;as couct FeOary
27, 1979; a a opinion regaIn the effects of Ilarln rp
activities Cap Leune’s beaches Ul)on the threaten lonerl,ad
turtle will be flnallzB shortly.

Thls Elologlcal Opinion is based upon fteld Inspections and assoclsted
eetlngsndd4scusslons with ase personnel on ec...ber 11-12, 197C,
and January 11-12, 1979; rtew of the Camp Lejeune :atural
l.nagent Plan ar Hahltat Uanagement Guidelines for the ied-Cocka#ed
ioodpcker1 review of the draft Red-Cockaded oodpekr ecovery Plan
and other pertinent llteraturel andcoLjnlcations with rearcher
and aagers currently working with the species. Also, a review cf
the draft Biological Opinion at the )arch 2Z, 1979, reeting (attendee
lit enclosed) at Cap Lejene indicated no objections to the flings
of thls oplnlon. It ,as also indicated by the Base Fnrester that
inpleentatlon of the oplnloB woId cause very little dlsruptlqn of
the forest anageent activities on the ase. An administrative
reco is available in the Asheville Area Office.

After review of the flndlnn.s by Fish_and lldlife perscnr,el in the

Asheville Area Office, it is our--Bio!og..Ical Opinion that the present
forestry nagcent pro_nran at Cp Lejeune is likely to
the continued existence of the red-cocE.’aded woodp.cker unless on of
th,. re.sonabl and prudent alt,rnatlve is iple.entc, 1".,e InforF.tir.

supcrtln this pinion follc;’,s.

cc: .)Area Manager, FWS, Asheville, Nth.Cax-o]-ia





The present 9ulde!ines for habitat nae.ent ,f the red-c,cka,;..

,..;oodpecker on Car,p Lejeune follow guidelines set forth in an aarly
draft of the recovery plan. These recover,’/ plan uidellnes I;ave bee:

changed sllghtly by the latest rc:overy plan draft. The aJor chan
is an increase in the slze of the support stan provi.a.e for each
colony fron I00 to 200 acres. This cIange is based, upon the app-axirat?
average ho,.e range of the species of .200-250 acres. Ac’u,,ly these

new .uidellnes wor; out to b the saa as preterit Ce:p Le.!eune uide-
lines when analyzed. Cap Lejeuna guidelines call fr,r

support stands 40 years old or older. .here rotations are t;O ;,ears old
this would equal 200 acres with an even d1.tribution of all age
classes, l.e., I00 acres over 40 ;ears old and le0 acres :r.d.

;,ears old. Tlere is presently a conflict in Cap LeJe,ne (Xuldelines
in t:at rotations are established For the_ suDort stands
support stands ust be 40 years old or o,der; tF.erafore, no

is possible, and rotations are thus n.eanIn(less.

Tle draft recovery pla and Cap Lejeune ouidellres cai
tatlons for loblolly pine and ICyer rotations for
support stands, thus recognizln te ne for aure sta to provid.

uate roosting a nesting ha)itat. Zxlsting litcrature i.: cosistct
in pointing out tl;Is need. (:ean cavity tree
126 year for longleaf, 71 to 9 ),ears for !ohlollj,
years for pond pine. Aglng of cavity trees at

exacted to be slpilar. Althooh ita ages on Cap Lejen are
considerably younger than this, the actual cavities are pro);ab!jy in

older relict trees, which is a cn characteristic througi nt the

bl’s rge.

There are two closely related reasonable and prudent alternatives
that would rn..ove Jeopardy to the species fret: the forestry ana0c..ent
prgran at Canp Leune. These are;

Extend rotations for all pine to 100 years.

ERtend rotations for Ioblolly pine to C!C years and for lonlaf
and pond pine to I00 yea,-.

The difference bt;,een these alternatives is rotation for 1ohlol!.v
pine, the .:ost COFzon pine species on Carp LeIc:ne. t pr,seat,
sples are reoulated as a 0recap on Cap Lejeur,e, and this

require Inple:entati(}n of alternative one. }ioover, rooul.tin
Ioblol1.Y separately would, permit inplerentatiGn .of altera:iva

I,l is recognized in t,e alternatives presented t.et sta.s you..r
Ehan rotation age ust be cut to achieve a balance of ae classes.
)!owever, tills cutting r.,ust occur in the a.n.e classes containi0 Fore

acreage than necessary to achieve balace; i.e., F,.rdcin,ntl.’;





30 tO 57 on C:p Lj_un,; At presc.p,t cnl7 2,. , .r.., ;’. .""..:r "-
60 yea’ and tbu censider suitafie for

in a9 clases ab:)ve 50 t,ntil 40 p,rcenZ ;f

60 ears old g older. Sore sads ust Fe
In oer to achiev a balance of :ge classes
the r-cockad wopcker.

)!anagement by one of the alternatives eliminates the ne for tl.e
identification of support stands on the ground and thus simplifies
management, lis applies to Camp LeJeune with th exception of the
’,chanlzd Infantry Training Area. P,ecause of the potential of
tremendous adverse ipact on the overall ecology and habitat of the
red-cockaded woodpeck.er by such training activities, support stands
and the inherent restrictions addressed in the Biological F.pl)Icn of
February I, 1979, ar still necessary in the Training Area.

However, even though arked support stars per se are not necessary,
the alternatives must Include the provision that colonies are not
isolated by cutting-on all sldes but are always connected to a
minimum of ZOO acres of conticuous pine and/or pine-hardwood sta,s
20 years O|d or older. No more than one-thlrd of the cor..partr.ent, or
one-thlrd of the support tan. in the lechanlzed Infantry Tralni.ng
Area, should be in 0-20 year age classes at any time. To prevent
major disrupt:ions to ho., rar,es, regemeratlon stand sizes ir.iately
surrundlng colony sites should not exceed SO acres, and 30 acre is
preferable.-

The Camp Lejeune Habitat ilanaoerent Cuideline for the P..d-Cockaded
oodpecker needs sce other rev1$1ons as discuss ;.ih :aturl
iesources personnel. The buffer zones, as zell as the colony sit,es,
should be restricted from road construction.. TIe colonies ad
zones hould be prescribe ,’,urged at 2- to -year intervals,
of 5-year Intervals. To the extent feasible with availa!;le

and funds, the support stands in 1:he echanlzc-d Infantry Tral;im, c.

Area ,nd the general pine iabtat e]sev,iere shoulI also he prc.-scri}’,I
brned at 2- to year Intervals.

Although several nanagerent concepts for the .gccies vere carols;fly
evaluated, including present Camp LeJeune quidelir,e$, present draft
recovery plan 9uidelir,es, and U. S. Fnrst Ser,ice exisiC. aKi
proposed guideli,es, t,e alternatives presente are the ost .ertain
of all concepts to nsure the conservation of tte red-coc:adm .:’oodpec:er.

A agreed in discussions wltl ase !atural esmrces pcrsonn!, we
evaluated other alternatives based on mcdificatlon o the resented
alternatives that wnuld exclude certain acreage freF I rottlons
where habitat is marginal and/or unoccupied a not be!ievi to





;eeded in the fcreseable future for exnsion of pr_sonL rd-cockod,

pulatlons. l;,’ever, consideration of seven dlerent eltrIves
resIt In exclud acrea ranging fr 4,ELT,O to G,940 acrs. In
discussions vith the Base Forester, it ,as are tt this
acreage oId not ustlfy the add effort, difficult),, a
regulating separately. erefore, tiese alteatives are not
but are a par of the adinlstrative reco on this iological Opinion
fil at the Asheville Area Office.

Ce certainly cognlze that existing nanaGent of the red-cockadc
woodpecker at Camp Lejeune las based on the best Infoation
recndations available at the tle, and this interest a Initiativc
in conservation of endanered sples is corened. Unfortunately,
continued analvsls, of data a! n; infoation indicates a ,,_._-",.osity
tO do re. The culatlve effects of shorter rotations tI:an thoc
presented in the alternatives fr public lns, hich contai.n
90 percent of present rJ-cockad{J vopecker pegulations,
extremely etriental ,,en add to tha trexl to shorter
roations on private lands over vd:ich v:e ;av no cnntrol, thc
availability of southern pine atier cross ,, tht,
restriction of the species to a vPry sall erceE" ,., it
habl ta=.

Current seah on the species should shed ore l loht on esse;,tlal
habitat requlr:ents of the s.cles. Sch n- info:atlnn ’..,.uld,
course, be one basis for reinitlating consultatlnn, if CaF,p
so desired. Along thee lines, e would certainly ro..,.end that
data b co11ted on Ca.p Lejeune 9ardlng cavity te a?.es stratlfiL
by spies of tree, stand forest type, site index, and start trees
versus existing cavltles. This wo,Id provide input on age of trees
selected for cavities on Canp LeJeune, age of trees Hhen cavity
excavation begins, and the effect of site index on selection of
cavity trees by age.

l;e appreciate the asslstance provided in this consultation by your
entire staff, particularly the ,’atural Resources P.Ivisin personnel.
Ue hope this assists you in eetin9 yr obligations [ruder tl,e Eedanered
Species Act of 1973, as this is the spirit in thlch this Iolegical
Opinion is rendered. VJe look foard to continuing cooperation
betwn r agencies.

Sincerely yours,

Regional Director

Enc I osure

cc: Director, .IS, [$ashlngton, D. C. (AFA/CES)
Area Manager, IS, Asheville, !orth Carolina





Cap LeJune, Horth Carnlina
(arch 22, 197?
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,Smc. 7 le.r Lader, US FI.,,’S
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February 23. II

Colonel R. . Kirby
Acting Chief of Staff
U,S ,larinc Corps
.arine Corps Base
Cap Le,leune, NC 28542

Dear Colonel Kirby

This letter presents the Biolical Opinion of the Fish and Wildlife
Service regarding the potential effects of Camp Le!eune’s sea turtle

management program and military training use of Onslow Beach on the
Threatened green turtle (_C_h..e.!_o_n_a. _mydas). It responds to your letter of

August 4, 1980 received August 20, 1980. Completion of the consultation
was delayed pending receipt of additional data and information from Camp
Lejuene.. Dr. Frank Schwartz, and the Sea Turtle Recovery Team, as per
reques, t of October 20, IgSO. This Biological Opinion is intended to

help you fulfill your obligations under the Endangered Species Act of
1973, as amended.

This Biological Opinion is based upon review and analysis ’,)f the data

requested from and submitted by Camp Lejeune and Dr. Schwartz: review of

the Administrative Record on an earlier consultation concerning like

effects on .the Threatened loggerhead turtle (Caretta caretta) for which
a Bological Opinion was rendered April I0, 197 rvie of the Sea
Turtle Conservation Strategy drafted at the First ’.orld Conference on
Sea Turtle Conservation held in .!ashington D.C., on ow_-er 2-0,
1979; input requested and received from the Sea Turtle ecovery Tea’:;
and discussions with knowledgeable individuals r)ssessing expertise on

tle scies.

It is our Biological Opinion that the sea turtle r.anagement program and

military training use, as presented and examined in the earlier consultztion
on the loggerhead turtle, and cumulative effects associated .ith these
activities; are not likely to j.opardize the continued existence of the

green turtle. However, we do offer recommendations to enhance the

conservation of the species. The recommendations made in the April
1979, Biological Opinion for the loggerhead turtle should be applied

also to the green turtle. Additional recommendations regarding moving

nests follow and these recommendation are also int,ended as an amendment
to the April lO, Ig79, Biological Opinion and the subsequent April 26,

1979, letter regarding consrvatlon programs for th loggerhead turtle.





Only nests threatened by erosion, tld..s r.-xtre pred.H.tion, military

activities, etc., should he moveG. This i.cIudes l:te (August)
nests as v1ell as earli.r nests.

Nests necessitating mov.ment should be placed in a safe place on
the beach and not rem,oved to a laboratory.

Nests, especially late (August) nests should be monitored for

hatchabi I i ty.

These recommendations resulted from analysis of hatchability of I77’ and
l.n,80 nests on Camp Lejuene, including natural nests, redeposited nests

and nests removed to the laboratory for artificial incubation. An
additional concern was the effect upon the imprinting process of turtles

from artificial incubation and release. Natural hatchahility exceeded
artificial hatchability for months with sufficient data. Unfortunately,

data on natural hatchability was not available for August. onitoring

of August nests for a couple of years vmuld provide some data for cparison

to artificial hatchability of August nests in 197t3 and 1980o which was

less than 50 percent (20 percent for the green turtle).

Once data is obtained, Camp Le,ieune may reinitiate consultation if

results warrant reconsideration of artificial incubation for late nests

and Camp LeJeune so proposes.

ArAdministrative Record of this consultation is maintained and available

for review at this office. Should new information reveal impacts that

may affect the green and/or loggerhead turtle which was not considered
in this and the April lO, 1979, Opinions and/or should the activities

considered in this consultation be subsequently modified: consultation
should be reinitiated. For example, if nine or expanded use of the

beaches for military activities are proposed, consultation should be

rein tiated.

The conservation work with loggerhead and green turtles will require a

permit, contrary to the April 26, 1979, letter on loggerheads vXich Is
now in error Permit applications can be obtained from James R. Bailey,

Senior Resident Agent, U.S. Fish and i.lildlife Service, P.O. Box ll8,

Raleigh, NC 27602, telephone 919/755-4786 (commercial) or 672-47G (FTS)
or from the Federal i.ildlife Permit Office, U.S. Fish and !ildlife
Service, lain Interior Building. 18th and C Streets, NIJ .Washington C
20240, telephone 253-1903 (FTS) or 703/235-I-,37 (commercial). Copies of

the Biological Opinions should accompany the application.

Once more we extend our appreciation to Camp Leeune and its personnel
for your conservation efforts for endangered and threatened species and

your cooperation in this consultation. e look forward to future coepera.ion

and consultations between our agencies.

Sincerely ynurs,

//Wimem C. Hlding

,!illian C. l!ickling
Area Hanager

VGHenry:WCHickling’Ir 2/18/81





Brlga,iler Cneral D. D. Barker
U. S. !rlne Ccrps
)arlne Corps
Cp LJne, )Iorth Ccroitn

Dear General arkor:

his letter rpresents the Biological pinlon of tIe Fish and
Service on the possible effects of the .iarlne Corps .),Iblo
progra n CaF.p Lejeune’s beaches as .well as the Turtle
Managerent proja at Cap Lejeune for the hreaten Atlantic l.q.er.eao
turtle (Caretta caretta). This letter responds to your request For
consultation dated Sept,:bet l), 197.

This Biological Opinion is based upon field inspections, associated
meetlnos and discussions ith Base personnel on Oeceber II-12, 197G,
January II-12, 1979, February 27-28, 1979, and on )rch 22, 197;
review of the Cap LeJeune Habitat I!anage...en Gideln_ for the
Atlantic Loggerhead Turtle; review of pertinent literare, including
a draft "Plan for the Recovery and anageent of )’arine Turtles in
the Southeast Region;" and conJnlcatlons with Dr. Frank J. Schwartz
of the University of North Carolina )!arlne Institute, a noted authority
on the loggerhead.

On Dece..ber 12, 1978, the threshold exaBlnatlon concernlno this consultaLien
on Camp LeJeune was discussed Ith Base personnel. An inspection of
nslow Beach revealed heavy use of the beach fro Riseley Pier to
Onslow South Tower, a distance of about 1.5 lles.

n January II, 1979, a discussion of the potential lpacts to the
Atlantic loggerhead turtle was held with the 3ase personnel. Those Deciflc
impacts were= training activities preventln9 turtles frc: coiO
ashore or nesting (false crawls turtles core ashore bt return to
sea itbout nesting), destruction of ests and/or turtles );y treinin
activities, young hatchlimgs prevented fro reachin sea hy dep ruts
caused by trcked and rubber-tlred vehicles, liohtinq on the be-cl at
night disorienting turtles, direct ortallty of t,rties and/or nests
within the Broy.s Island Impact Ara by exploded ordnance, arid predation
of nests and/or turtles by natural predators and

cc: )Area Manaqer, FWS, Asheville, North Carp!ina (SE)





:trs alo the ,..:.., ’.;s sufficin Car

,,..d,:

tile aI’a lns or ;’e other F:Cnq,

preventing (l) mighttIz:m use of t}e bemces (:rinQ th
(Iay-Auuut), (2) vehicular traffic Lara]le]
riga] zone and (3) disturbance of turtle or nests, i:est ithi
the area of training se ould be relocat: ..,v Dtrl :eseurce

ta(.. tank traps wouldpeonne] to other areas. It :as also
be phlblt a the causeways necd to facillte Fverent
be cooInat .Ith Base iatural Resource cersommel, t,,o :lll take
into ccount the need of the turtles.

C February 27, 1979, the traininu restrictions agre;.1 upon on
1979, were reviecd. At; this tie the SOO .ters previously .r:
upon ’was determined to be inadequate for traipsing. Te accoF:;:oda:e

the full soe of a.phibious trainlng, your ccrnd idctlflcd
area of approxir.ately I-2 tulles betHeen Iiselcy Pier ad the Cnsl. South
as fully adequate for this pur;,ose. It was a.r,.reed that vehicle, ue
could be restricted to the tidal zone exci-t for nec:cY. erss
routes between the beach and the road i;ehi the ur.s. L’hile Ci.cusslcns
centered arour four r.ajor ere.ss routes as ir;,portant to the triP.i,;
isslon, a later inspection reveal an additional ight inor

ecjress routes asrtant to the tralnln0 passion, ie ,c;repd that
only nests found within or-ad,jace-nt to the e.c, ress ro,t=s wo(:!d

rlocation, with the possibility of a few excel;tiep.s ;hcn pot!

as nests found below hi.:h tide.

Arrangements ware cde to inspect the ,rc,wns Island i’,,,ct.. at’ca o

February Z7 1979. I-’._.9.o a(!verse i;:pact were i-:entificd durin this
inspection.

Cn F’arch 22, I79, this ccnsultation and the drzft {:iolcoical

;as revlewm.i with you and r.c.-:r,ers {.,.f yor stafF. .t thi; ,_;tip

;-,’as stat that r,strictin, vchlcle use durir,,.-,, tr.i{:in exercise’-
the tidal zone except for ..ress routes w;et;l.’! her’Fcr tra.ir|,:

that, since the nuiber of nests occurring it, thm area,

six), all nests in the trairin9 area would be relcat(.d.

objection to this plan of action as lo’..’) as all rcsts ;.hat occur
within the identified ;xercise area (frc .r..iseley Pier to Qns!c:, C.,t Toy;or)
are relocated to safe areas elsm:rere.

;fter review of the findings by Fish and .lldlife 5crvlce personnel
in the Asheville Area Office. i is our iolo..’:Ical Opinion that
present ongoing activities on Camp LeJeune’s beaches are not li’.<ely
to Jeparlize the contlmued Pxistepce of the .tlantic lo-rea.. s,;,

turtle. Hog,ever, e offer the follc.Inm
your conserval;ion efforts for this species.
rade to the m..xi;:u,: exte.t Inssihle crsistnt ith t’;;trinir,,:
mission ar,__ o.F.ectives of Cc:.___. Le]eun(,.





I. .,Schule trinlr exercises during t:e prii !y !;rot.h
outside the 9oak full oon pericd of ecb ont. Tbls

nestin peri each Foth is center areu] th peak oF the

full r;oon, plus d i three days, for a to:al of svn
per onth.

2. Confine traiing exercises, usig the iniun rcunt cf
beach necessary to cplete training objectives. This
been identified through consultation as ,n aro alJF,roxi:,ztely’
I--2., lles lont nnin frt Riseley Pier t

Egress rc.tes fro, the bech to the road
be Iept to a rInlr-.n. Fc,ur :ajor and eil..t r.lnr asses tIrcu.
.the dunes were identified.

All vehicular travel on the beaches sheul! he restricted
tidal zone except i.Ithin the ide;tified exercise erea, providl9
all turtle nests have een rw.,xi fro that area prior to
landlngs.

Tank trap on the beaches should be prohibited.

During the period Ray through October, nioht landls for training
purposes should be eliminated or reduced to a miniu level.

Night llghtlng during training exercises (Vay-October) should be
at a mlnlpm level or eliminated.

Other nlghttie use of the beaches (recreation, etc,) from )lay
through October should be restricted to those uses not requiring
artificial lighting or fires.

Other activities vIth potential lpacts not addressed in this
opinion should be coordinated with the Base ),’atural Resource
personnel and referred to the Fish and Vlldllfe Service for
consultation if adverse or beneficial i.pacts are perceiv as
being possible.

Close monltorlno of nesting activities should be continued to
detect any lono-ter trends. The Fish and Vildli/e Scrvlco
iould appreciate receiving this data.

i/e appreciate the cooperation of your prsonnel in this consultclon
and commend Cap Lejeune for its conservation efforts for the tintlc
loggerhead. e hope this lll help you fulfill your obligations
under the Endangered Species Act.

Sl.cerely yours,

Regional Irecter





Unitec"  tates Department of lhe " teri()r
F|Sll ANI) WII.I)LIFE gI:.RVI(I.

PLATEAU BUILDING, ROOM A-5

50 SOUTI! FRENCI! BROAD AVENIIE
ASItEVILLE, NORTll CAROLINA 28801

December I0, 1981

Major General C. G. Cooper

Commanding General
U.S. Marine Corps

Camp Lejeune, NC 28542

Re: 4-2-81-198 (MAIN/EMA/th i1-15)

Dear General Cooper:

This responds to Colonel Millice’s letter of November 30, 1981, concurring

with initiation of formal consultation regarding the effects of Marine Corps

training activities on the endangered brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis)

and American alligator (Alligato[ mississippiensis) and the effects of the

establishment and use of a new range (Onslow Beach North Tower Machine Gun

Range) on the threatened loggerhead and green sea turtle (Caretta caretta

and Chelonias m__). We have reviewed the November 30, letter and

discussed it with Mr. Julian Wooten, Director, Natural Resources and

Environmental Affairs Branch, Base Maintenance Division, and Lieutenant

Colonel E. M. Asanovich, Training Facilities Officer, on December 8, 1981.

We agreed to accept your recommendations outlined in paragraphs c and d and

to make some word changes in reference to paragraphs b and e to clarify our.

intent. These changes were agreed to by Lieutenant Colonel Asanovitch.

Attached is the final Biological Opinion incorporating these recommendations

and changes.

Sincerely yours,

/s/William C. Hickling

William C. Hickling

Area Manager

co:
Director, FWS, Washington, DC (OES)

Regional Director, FWS, Atlanta, GA (ABD-FA/SE)

Project Leader, FWS, Raleigh, NC





FISII AND WILI)I.Ii-i.

PI,ATEAU BUII,I)ING, ROtM

,50 SOUTII I,’II,;NCII IROAI) AVI.:NI

ASIil.:VII,I,E, NHTI! CAROl .IN A

December i0, 1981

Major General C. G. Cooper
Commanding General
U.S. Marine Corps

Camp Lejeune, NC 28542

Re 4-2-81-198

Dear General Cooper:

This letter represents the Biological Opinion of the Fish and Wildlife

Service on (i) the effects of Marine Corps training activities on the

endangered brown pelican (Pelecanus occidentalis) and the endangered

American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis) and (2) the effects of the

establishment and use of a new range (Onslow Beach North Tower Machine Gun

Range) on the threatened loggerhead and green sea turtles (Caretta caretta

and Chelonia mydas). This responds to General Barker’s letter of April 27,

198; subsequent correspondence of June 19, 1981 (signed by Bill Hickling),

July 7, 1981 (signed by Colonel K. P. Mallice, Jr.), and August 3, 1981

(signed by Bill Hickling); and the letter of November 30_1981, initiating

consultation (signed by Colonel K. P. Millice). The effects 0f-Marine Corps

training activities on the two sea turtles were_lhe subjects of previous

consultations and Biological Opinions were rendered April i0, 1979, and

February 23, 1981. The new range represents a deviatJ.on from activities

considered in past consultations. This Biological Opinion does not

supercede these prior Opinions but should be considered as an amendment, in

regards to sea turtles, to those Opinions.

This Biological Opinion is based upon field inspections and associated

meetings and discussions with Base personnel conducted on uly 13-15, 1981;

review of the Administrative Records for the earlier consultations on sea

turtles referenced above; and review of documents provided by Base personnel

on July 13-15, 1981, including: (I) Standing Operating Procedure For

Training Facilities and Services (BO PIII02.1J), (2) new paqe inserts B-60 a

through c, Chapter 2 to BO Plll02.1J, (3) Environmental Impact Assessment

(EIA) Proposed .50 Caliber Machine Gun Range at North Onslow Tower, (4)

Minutes of the Environmental Enhancement/Environmental Impact Review Board

Meeting of November 25, 1980, and (5) Utilization of Individual Ranges

data for BT-3 and G-7 from October 3, 1980, to July 13, 1981.

Specific activities and effects considered in this consultation are the

effects of establishment and use of the Onslow Beach North Tower Machine Gun

Range on brown pelicans, loggerhead turtles, and green turtles; the effects

of the use of ranges G-5, G-5A, G-7, and BT-3 on brown pelicans and

alligators; the effects of other military training activities involving

stream crossings; maneuvers of men and vehicles in streamside and marsh

habitat; and ordnance explosion in alligator habitat on the Amrican

alligator. Reference is made to correspondence from this office of





August 3, 1981, regarding review of activities or identi_iCation of those

activities requiring formal consultation and the rationale us:d in

evaluating the activities for impact and jeopard], to the continued exi.sr-ence

of the species.

It is our Biological Opinion that the activities identified above, and

cumulative effects associated with these activities, are not likely to

jeopardize the continued existence of the brown pelican, American alligator,

loggerhead turtle, or green turtle. However, field inspection and review of

the documents referenced in paragraph two of this letter did reveal some

inconsistencies and possible impacts that should be clarified, reduced, or

corrected. These inconsistencies and impacts will be reviewed followed by

recommendations to enhance the conservation of the two sea turtles.

The EIS and Minutes of the Environmental Enhancement/Environmental Review

Board Meeting of November 25, 1980, state that avoiding interference with

waterborne traffic on the intra-coastal waterway is a justification for the

new Onslow Beach North Tower Machine Gun Range. However, Special

Instructions a. (i) and i. on pages B-60 b and c, Chapter 2 of BO Plll02.J,

indicate or authorize use of other ranges during the times the Onslow Beach

North Tower Range is used. Use of these other ranges requires control of

boat traffic on the intra-coastal waterway and thus negates the

justification stated above for the Onslow Beach North Tower Range for those

periods of time when other ranges are being used. Because cumulative

effects of usurping more beach areas for various uses (military uses,

recreation, residences, etc.) throughout the range of nesting of sea turtles

serves to continually reduce the amount of suitable nesting areas lacking

interferences, we reconend that the necessity of changing or intensifying

use of beach areas of Camp Lejeune be evaluated carefully. For example, on

Camp Lejeune, the beach area from Risley Pier to Onslow Beach South Tower

(i-2 miles in length) is intensively used for.military training,

necessitating translocation of turtle nests in the area. At the same time

the entire Onslow Beach is utilized for recreation with the approximately

two-mile section from Risley Pier north receiving heavy recreational

pressure. In addition to the four miles of beach already heavily utilized

by humans on Camp Lejeune, the establishment of the Onslow Beach North Tower

Range adds one more section of beach to human use for military training. If

this cumulative usurping of beach areas for intensive human use continues,

sea turtles could eventually reach a threshold from which recovery is

impossible. Translocation of nests is not a long range solution because

eventually there will be no suitable safe beaches left to which turtle nests

can be translocated.

Paragraph c. of the Minutes of the Environmental Enhancement/Environmental

Review Board of November 25, 1980, states that to avoid damage to beach

areas, the new gun positions at the Onslow Beach North Tower Range and a

diagram of the existing vehicular trails authorized for movement to and from

the gun positions will have to be incorporated into a change to the Base

Order on Range Regulations. ’[’he new page inserts (pages B-60, hrouqh c,

Chapter 2) issued to BOPlll02.]J did not diag.ram a,thorized ccess route:

and identified gun positions as 400-meter area fo-wad of the dunes (b:ch

area) and south of grid line 29. This is not .-d,,quate

beach areas, as so stated in the above reference] !inutes. A diagram

showing the authorized routes of igress/er,".: to the Ons]ow }%each .Iorti





Tower Machine Gun Range should be included in the base range regulations.

Additionally, the firing point area should be marked by range limit sicns to

restrict the use of the beach to that amount of space necessary to conduct

training.

Paragraph l.c. of Section I of the EIA states that for safety reasons, no

more than three vehicles will be on the firing lne at once with a 25 metr

interval between firing vehicles, yet page inserts B-60a through c to

PIII02.1J does not place these restrictions on use of the ravage.

Restricting the use to three vehicles would also lessen the impact on the

beach. This information should be part of the special instructions for this

range.

Recommended conervatfon enhancement measures follow:

i. Amend.or revise pages B-60a through c, Chapter 2 of BO PIII02.1J by:

Restricting use of the range on days that other ranges are being

used requiring control of boat traffic on the intra-coastal

waterway to overflQ_ ht__cannot be accomm_Q_a___OD the
ranges. (When other [anges e_ot being used, the use of the

North Tower Range is obviously not so restricted).

Do Including identification of authorized gun positions and access

routes.

Restricting personnel and vehicles using the range to an area

between Grid 29 and a point where access route (2) in paragraph e.

of Section I of the EIA bisects the beach.

Revise Special Instructions i. to prohibit firing of weapons at

sea mammals, birds, or reptiles or when these animals are visible

down range.

Follow one.of the three followng alternatives to reduce or eliminate

rutting of the beach area:

ao Amend or revise pages B-60a through c, Chapter 2 of BO PIII02.1J

to authorize use of the Range only during the period of November

through April.to avoid the turtle nesting season, or

Amend or revise pages B-60a through c, Chapter 2 o BO PIII02.1J

to restrict access to the Range to routes 2 and 4 identified in

paragraph e of Section I of the EIA and/or to the tidal zone at

low tide for routes 1 and 3 and restrict firing vehicles to the

tidal zone at low tide, or

Amend or revise pages B-60a through c, Chapter 2 of BO Pll!02.1J

to restrict access to routes 2 and 4 and translocate turtle nests
from the Range area to safe beach locations outside the range.

An Administrative Record of this consultation is maid, rained and availb]e

for review at this office. Please provide us with documentation con’rning

implementation of rec,,mmendations. Should new information reveal impacts





that may affect the four species considered in this consultation and which

were not considered in this or earlier consultations and/or, should the

activities considered in these consultations be subsequently modified,
consultation should be reinitiated. For example, shouild the unexpected

happen and any of the four species !>, directly killed during military

training activities, or if new and expanded use of the beaches or other

areas for military activities be proposed, consultation should be

reinitiated.

As per several times over the past years, we extend our appreciation to Camp

Lejeune and its personnel for your initiative and conservation efforts on

behalf of endangered_and threatened species, as well as other fish and

wildlife, and for your cooperation in this consultation. Please contact us

if we can be of help in the future. We look forward to continuing

cooperation between our agencies.

S.incerely yours,

Is/VYIIIIam C. Hlcidlng

William C. Hickling
Area Manager





United otates Depart ,  ent of the  , terior \,!
FISH AND WILDIFE SERVICE -ENDANGERED SPECIES FIELD STATION

100 OTIS STREET, ROOF,! 224

ASilEVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 28801

ecember 4, i34

Brigadier General L. h. Buehl
Commanding General
U. S. Marine Corps Base
Camp Lejeune, North Carolina 28542

Dear General Buehl:

This letter presents the Biological Opinion ot the Fish and Wildlife Service
concerning the effects of proposed rpairs to the existing railroad (Phase

Ill from Camp Lejeune to Cherry Point, North Carolina on the endangered
American alligator (Alligator mississippiensis). It responds to Colonel
M. G. Lilley’s request for formal consultation dated November 21, 1984. This
opinion does not address requirements of environmental laws other than the
Endangered Species Act. Log No. 4-2-85-028 has been assigned to this
consultation; this number should be referenced in all future correspondence
concerning this project.

Project Description

The standard gauge railroad between Canp Lejeune and Cherry Point was
constructed during the World" War II period. It was originally built and
owned by the Seaboard Railroad Corporation, but during the past several
decades usage dropped substantially and the 27-mile-long reach involved in
this consultation was acquired by the Federal government. A significant
amount of repair work is needed to bring the system up to full standard and
allow the safe transporting of heavy military equipment from Camp Lejeune to
port facilities at Morehead City. Contemplated work includes rep|acement of
damaged cross ties, refurbishing of bridges, right-of-way clearing, and the
upgrading of the existing road bed. Soil material needed for road bed
improvement will cone from borrow areas within the right-of-way. Much of the
railroad right-of-way crosses the Croatan National Forest.

Consultation Historx

Contacts with U. S. Fores Service personnel on the Croatan National Forest
during the summer of 1984 indicated that a significant amount of repair work
was Forthcoming on this railroad bed. These personnel expressed concern over
the fate of American alligators that are frequently seen during the warmer
months of the year. Informal consultation on this project was requested by
leterfom Colonel Lilley date September 24, 1984. On October 26, 1984,
visited Camp Lejeune and was briefed on the project by mebers of your
natural resources and facilities staff. That afternoon inspected the
entire length of railroad. After considerable discussicn with biologists
knowledgeable of the area and the American alligator, conclusions were drawn
and set forth in my letter to you of November 19, 1984. These
recommendations indicated that the only area of concern was that portion of
the railroad tha passe near the Camp Brian-Lake Ellis area. Work within





this particular area, from mile marker 2 to 27, should e scheduled only

during the periods October I December 15, and March 15 June 15. By
letter of November 21, 1964, from Colonel M. G. Lilley, formal consultation
was requested on this project in view of the may affect situation.

Biological Opinion

After careful review of a|l the information available for this project and

based on the commitments made in Colonel Lilley’s letter of November 21,
1984, concerning the timing of work between mile markers 2U and 27, it is my
Biological Opinion that the plannedupgrading of the Camp Lejeune to Cherry

Point Railroad (Phase If) is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence
of the American alligator.

In meeting tnE-prov-ision ur "incidenLdl Ldke"--i-n-Section 7(b)(4) of the

Endangered-%pecies Ac, we have reviewed the biological information and other

available information relative to this action. Based upon our review,
incidental take is not authorized for the American alligator during
implementation of this activity.

If modifications or changes in planned operations for the upgrading of the

Camp Lejeune-Cherry Point Railroad are made which were not a part of this

consultation, or other information reveals impacts of these actions which may

affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner not previously

considered consultation must be reJnitiated with this office.

would like again to thank you and your staff for the hospitality provided
in this consultation process, and trust that this opinion will prove useful
to you. Your interest in endangered species is certainly appreciated.

Sincerely,

Warren T. Far’er
Field Supervisor

CC:
Director, FWS, OES, Washington, D. C.
Regional Director, FWS, Atlanta, Georgia (FA)
Field Supervisor, FWS, ES, Raleigh, N. C.





UnitedStates Dep,-i tment of the   iterior
FISH AND WIIDI.IFI". SF.RVI(E

ENDANGERED SPECIES FIELD STATION
100 OTIS STREE’r, ROOM 22.1

ASIIEVII,LE, NORTII CARO[,INA 28801

uecember 6, L9;34

Briqadier Ge1,eral L. h. Bucll
Conmandi ng General
U. S. ;,larie Corps
Camp Le.jeune, North Carolina 28542

Re: 4-2-85-u17

Dear General Buehl:

This letter presents the Biological Opinion of the Fish and wildlife Service
concerning the effects ot proposed range improvements at the K-2 Impact Area
on tle endangered red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides boreal is). It
responds to Colonel ,I. G. Lilley’s request for formal consultation dated
November 7, 1964. This opinion does not address-the requirements of
environmental-.4aws other than the Endangered Species Act. Log No. 4-2-85-07/
has been assigned to this consultation; this number should be referenced in
all future correspondence concerning this project.

Project Description

The K-2 Impact Area has been operational for many years. That portion of the
area actually designated for impact of short range weapon systems as well as
long-range artillery fire totals 1,597 acres. This is surrounded by a buffer
zone that comprises some 1,181 acres. Predominate timber type throughout is
mixed longleaf pine and hardwood and some essentially pure, open stands of
longleaf pine.

Range refurbishment is necessitated by reduced visibility of target areas
within the K-2 Impact Area .This has occurred due to growth of trees and
understory vegetation. Trees and brush will be leveled by heavy equipment to
provide visibility of target arrays at distances up to 3,00 meters from
observation posts.

Consultation H storv
On September 26, 1984, Fish and Wildlife Service personnel accompanied
Regional Director James Pullia. for a meeting with you and your staff
regarding the G-iL) Impact Area and its possible effect on adjacent colonies
of reo-cockaded woodpeckers. At this r,eeting we learned of the planned
ciearing of the K-Z Impact Aroa.. Subsequent discussion revealed tlat an
active colony of red-cockaded woodpeckers had only recehtly been discovered
wi[iin the buffer of this impact area. In view of this "may affect"
situation, formal COnsultatinn was initiated. On Uctober 26, 198,1, visited
Camp Lejeune and conducted an on-site inspection of the active woodpecker
colon.y as well as ad.iacent habitat. By letter of Nov:mer 19, 1984,
informed you of my ndings a,d recommendation’; concernim the management of
tle colony site. Subsequent discussions with lr. Julian Nonten indicate that





requested lelicopter surveys were conducted a.d n( ne cnlonies of birds were
loca[ed wi[hin the ,oroject area.

ioloical Opinion

After careful review of all the i,formation availahle for this project and
based on tile commit.mens made in Co]o,el Lilley’s letter of November l, i’a4
concerning the dedication of 125 acres o( selected habitat For foraging and
colony site protecLion, it is my biolooica] opini.on tha the planned clearing
of the K-2 Impact Area is not likely to jeqpardize the continued existence of
the red-cockaded voodp(:cker.

In meeting the provisions for "incidental take" in Section 7(b)(4) of the
Endangered Species Act, we have reviewed the biological information and other
available information relative to this action. Based upon our review,
-c-identa-I---take-----not authorized for the red-cockaded woodpecker during
implementation of this activit_y.

If modifications or dhanges in planned operations for the clearing of the K-2
Impact Area are made vhich were not a part of this consultation, or other
information ’egeals impacts of these actions which may affect listed species
or critical habitat in a manner not previously considered, consultation mu,t

be reinitiated with this office.

We would like to express our appreciation to you and your entire staff for
th assistance provided in this consultation process. trust that the end
results are an improvment of an already commendable proqram and an amicable
and cooperative relationship between our offices.

Sincerely yours,

Warren T. Parker
Field Supervisor

CC:
Director, FWS, OES, Washington, O.C.
Regional Oirector, FWS, Atlanta, Georgia (AFA/SE)
Field Supervisor, FwS, ES, Raleigh, N. C.




