
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMJ>ACT 

Wildland Fire Management Plan at 
New Boston Air Force Station, New Hampshire 

The U.S. Air Force (USAF) at New Boston Air Force Station (NBAFS), New 
Hampshire, proposes to implement a Wildland Fire Management Plan. The proposed 
action is needed to ensure that procedures are in place to safely suppress wildfires and to 
conduct prescribed burns for fuels and natural resources management. 

Potential impacts to the natural and human environment associated with the 
implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan at NBAFS are assessed in the 
accompanying Environmental Assessment (EA), entitled Environmental Assessment for a 
Wildland Fire Management Plan at New Boston Air Force Station, New Hampshire. The 
EA was prepared in accordance with specific tasks and procedures of the USAF 
Environmental Impact Analysis Process (EIAP; Air Force Instruction 32-7061 ), as it 
applies to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-190,42 U.S.C. 
Sections 4321-4347). The EA evaluates the environmental consequences ofthe proposed 
action and the no-action alternative (i.e., continuing to operate without a wildland fire 
management plan). The assessment evaluates the potential for impacts to air quality, 
noise levels, topography, geology, soils, water resources, ecological resources (including 
threatened and endangered species and wetlands), cultural resources, land use, recreation, 
visual resources, socioeconomics, and health and safety. The general public was given a 
30-day period (December 5, 2003 to January 5, 2003) to comment on the proposed action 
and the EA. All comments received from the public have been addressed. 

The proposed action is preferred over the no-action altemative. The no-action 
alternative would not provide the guidance necessary to safely suppress wildfires and 
manage prescribed fires in a manner that maximizes natural resource management while 
minimizing risks to personnel. The proposed action would result primarily in negligible 
localized, short-term impacts to the environment such as diminished air quality due to 
smoke, disturbance of wildlife during a prescribed burn, erosion until vegetation is 
reestablished, and land-use constraints in the area of a burn. 

On the basis of the assessments detailed in the EA, it has been determined that the 
proposed action would not have a significant effect on the human environment. 
Therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement will not be required nor prepared for the 
implementation ofthe Wildland Fire Management Plan at NBAFS. 

\1- h"' aL{ Date 
r\)r; \\ ~ ·~ 
~CYNA~~ON, Lt Col, USAF 
Commander, 23d Spa~ Operations Squadron 



Report Documentation Page Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number. 

1. REPORT DATE 
12 JAN 2004 2. REPORT TYPE 

3. DATES COVERED 
  00-00-2004 to 00-00-2004  

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 
Finding of No Significant Impact: Wildland Fire Management Plan at
New Boston Air Force Station, New Hampshire 

5a. CONTRACT NUMBER 

5b. GRANT NUMBER 

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER 

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER 

5e. TASK NUMBER 

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER 

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 
Argonne National Laboratory,Environmental Science Division,9700
South Cass Avenue,Argonne,IL,60439 

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER 

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’S ACRONYM(S) 

11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’S REPORT 
NUMBER(S) 

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT 
Approved for public release; distribution unlimited 

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES 

14. ABSTRACT 
 

15. SUBJECT TERMS 

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 
ABSTRACT 
Same as

Report (SAR) 

18. NUMBER
OF PAGES 

77 

19a. NAME OF
RESPONSIBLE PERSON 

a. REPORT 
unclassified 

b. ABSTRACT 
unclassified 

c. THIS PAGE 
unclassified 

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98) 
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18 



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT 
 

Wildland Fire Management Plan at 
New Boston Air Force Station, New Hampshire 

 
 
 The U.S. Air Force (USAF) at New Boston Air Force Station (NBAFS), New Hampshire, 
proposes to implement a wildland fire management plan. The proposed action is needed to 
ensure that procedures are in place to safely suppress wildfires and to conduct prescribed burns 
for fuels and natural resources management. 
 
 Potential impacts to the natural and human environment associated with the 
implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan at NBAFS are assessed in the 
accompanying Environmental Assessment (EA), entitled Environmental Assessment for a 
Wildland Fire Management Plan at New Boston Air Force Station, New Hampshire. The EA was 
prepared in accordance with specific tasks and procedures of the USAF Environmental Impact 
Analysis Process (EIAP; Air Force Instruction 32-7061), as it applies to the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (Public Law 91-190, 42 U.S.C. Sections 4321-4347). The EA 
evaluates the environmental consequences of the proposed action and the no-action alternative 
(i.e., continuing to operate without a wildland fire management plan). The assessment evaluates 
the potential for impacts to air quality, noise levels, topography, geology, soils, water resources, 
ecological resources (including threatened and endangered species and wetlands), cultural 
resources, land use, recreation, visual resources, socioeconomics, and health and safety. The 
general public was given a 30-day period (December 5, 2003 to January 5, 2003) to comment on 
the proposed action and the EA. All comments received from the public have been addressed. 
 

The proposed action is preferred over the no-action alternative. The no-action alternative 
would not provide the guidance necessary to safely suppress wildfires and manage prescribed 
fires in a manner that maximizes natural resource management while minimizing risks to 
personnel. The proposed action would result primarily in negligible localized, short-term impacts 
to the environment such as diminished air quality due to smoke, disturbance of wildlife during a 
prescribed burn, erosion until vegetation is re-established, and land-use constraints in the area of 
a burn. 
 
 On the basis of the assessments detailed in the EA, it has been determined that the 
proposed action would not have a significant effect on the human environment. Therefore, an 
Environmental Impact Statement will not be required nor prepared for the implementation of the 
Wildland Fire Management Plan at NBAFS. 
 
 
______________    _______________________________ 
         Date     Charles H. Cynamon, Lt. Col., USAF 
      Commander 
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NOTATION 
 

The following is a list of the acronyms, initialisms, and abbreviations (including units of 
measure) used in this document. 
 
 
ACRONYMS, INITIALISMS, AND ABBREVIATIONS 
 
AFI  Air Force Instruction 
AFSCN Air Force Satellite Control Network 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
DOD  Department of Defense 
EA  environmental assessment 
EPA  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
FEIS  Fire Effects Information System 
MSL  Mean Sea Level 
NAAQS National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NBAFS New Boston Air Force Station 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
NFES  National Fire Equipment System 
NFPA  National Fire Protection Association 
NRHP  National Register of Historic Places 
NWCG National Wildlfire Coordinating Group 
PA  Programmatic Agreement 
PMS  Publication Management System 
PPE  Personal Protective Equipment 
SATCOM Satellite Communications Network 
SHPO  State Historic Preservation Officer 
SOPS  Space Operations Squadron 
USAF  U.S. Air Force 
UXO  Unexploded Ordnance 
WFSA  Wildland Fire Situation Analysis 
 
 
UNITS OF MEASURE 
 
ac acres(s)  
cm centimeter(s) 
dB decibel(s) 
dBA unit of weighted sound-pressure 

level 
ft foot (feet) 
ha hectare(s) 
in. inch(es) 
km kilometer(s) 

km2 square kilometer(s) 
Ldn day-night weighted equivalent 

sound level 
Leq equivalent steady sound level 
m meter(s) 
mi mile(s) 
mi2 square mile(s) 
µm micrometer(s) 
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ABSTRACT 
 
 

The U.S. Air Force at New Boston Air Force Station, New Hampshire, proposes to 
implement a wildland fire management plan. The proposed action is needed to ensure that 
procedures are in place to suppress wildfires and to conduct prescribed burns for fuels and 
natural resources management. Currently, the station does not have a wildfire management plan. 
Continuing to operate the station without a wildland fire management plan (i.e., no action) was 
considered as an alternative to the proposed action. This environmental assessment evaluates the 
potential impacts of the proposed action and no-action alternative on air quality, noise, 
topography, geology, soils, water resources, ecological resources, cultural resources, land use, 
recreation, visual resources, socioeconomics, and health and safety. Implementation of the 
Wildland Fire Management Plan would result in only minor, localized, short-term impacts to the 
environment such as diminished air quality from smoke, disturbance of wildlife, and increased 
soil erosion, sedimentation, and erosion of archaeological sites. Benefits that would be provided 
by implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan would include (1) reduction in fuel 
loading; (2) fuel breaks to prevent large wildfires; (3) future fire protection, especially for the 
Operations Area; (4) increase in the production and diversity of herbaceous vegetation; and 
(5) decrease in soil erosion. Environmental impacts associated with the no-action alternative 
include increases in fuels that could increase the risk to surrounding properties and personnel 
during a wildfire, compromise the station’s mission, and limit natural resource management 
(e.g., restrict the establishment of fire-adapted vegetation and habitats). 
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1  PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
 
 The proposed action evaluated in this environmental assessment (EA) is the 
implementation of a wildland fire management plan at New Boston Air Force Station (NBAFS), 
New Hampshire (Bernardy et al. 2003). The Wildland Fire Management Plan was developed in 
accordance with applicable U.S. Air Force (USAF) regulations including Air Force Instruction 
(AFI) 32-7064, Integrated Natural Resources Management, and AFI 32-2001, Fire Protection 
and Operations Program. Currently, no plan is in place for wildland fire1 management (Najjar 
2003). Prescribed fires are briefly addressed in the Integrated Natural Resources Management 
Plan for NBAFS (Najjar 1998). However, that plan does not address fire suppression; personnel 
qualifications and safety operations; and detailed goals, objectives, and procedures for managing 
fuels2 and natural resources through fire suppression and prescribed fires. This EA evaluates the 
impacts associated with implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan and was 
prepared in accordance with specific tasks and procedures of AFI 32-7061: The Environmental 
Impact Analysis Process as it applies to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, 
Title 40, Parts 1500–1508 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500–1508), as 
amended. 
 

                                                 
1 A wildland fire is a fire that occurs in undeveloped areas (e.g., forests or fields). A wildfire is a wildland fire that 

is not a prescribed fire. 

2 Fuels consist of live and dead vegetation that can potentially contribute to combustion (Brown and Smith 2000). 
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2  DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND THE ALTERNATIVE 
 
 
2.1  PROPOSED ACTION 
 
 The proposed action is to implement the Wildland Fire Management Plan at NBAFS 
(Bernardy et al. 2003). The purpose of the plan is to safely suppress wildfire at minimum cost in 
a way that is consistent with land and resource management objectives at NBAFS and to provide 
fire management direction. The plan identifies wildland fire management zones at NBAFS, 
describes the procedures to be followed in the event of a wildland fire in each zone, assigns the 
responsibilities for fire suppression decisions, defines the qualifications of firefighters, identifies 
interactions with cooperating fire departments in the area, and describes the process for pre-
suppression activities, including the creation and maintenance of firebreaks and the use of 
prescribed fire for fuel management and meeting resource management objectives. 
 
 The Wildland Fire Management Plan divides NBAFS into three fire management zones 
(Figure 1). Fire Management Zone I encompasses the Operations Area at the base. All wildland 
fires within this area would be managed for total control. Fire use within Fire Management 
Zone I is not authorized unless contained in a grill or incinerator (Bernardy et al. 2003). Fire 
Management Zone II is comprised of inactive range areas that have the potential for containing 
unexploded ordnance (UXO). Containment lines would be established and maintained around the 
range areas. Shaded fuel breaks would also be established to reduce fuel ladders3 and fuel 
concentrations, while creating an open understory (Bernardy et al. 2003). Wildfires in Zone II 
would be managed for containment. Suppression resources would not be allowed to enter range 
areas. Firefighters would not be authorized in the range areas or within 1,000 ft (305 m) of any 
actively burning range fire. Prescribed fire use would be authorized in the area between 
containment lines and range area boundaries. Use of prescribed burns within the range areas 
would be allowed for controlling dense brush or undergrowth, but not to clear UXO. Prescribed 
burns planned within range areas would emphasize personnel safety and reduction of the 
possibility of injury by UXO (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 

Most of NBAFS is comprised of Fire Management Zone III: undeveloped areas. 
Management Zone III encompasses essentially all areas of NBAFS that are not contained within 
Management Zones I and II. All wildland fires in Management Zone III would be controlled, 
contained, or confined by employing strategies that consider resource availability, values at risk, 
and cost. The following activities would be authorized in the undeveloped areas: (1) maintenance 
of containment lines, (2) burning from established containment lines to reduce fire intensity of an 
advancing wildland fire, (3) use of aerial suppression and observation, and (4) use of prescribed  
 

                                                 
3 Layers of flammable material that allow a fire to move from the ground to the tree canopy create fuel ladders. 

For example, pine needles on the ground can ignite and burn shrubs, which in turn ignite tree limbs or leaves. 
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FIGURE 1  Primary Burn Units, Range Areas, and Operations Area at New Boston Air Force 
Station, New Hampshire 
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fires to meet resource management objectives (Bernardy et al. 2003). It is projected that 
prescribed burning of about 50 to 100 acres (20 to 40 ha) would occur annually (Bernardy et al. 
2003). Table 1 describes the high-priority areas that are proposed for prescribed burns, fuel 
management, and firebreak projects. The high-priority areas on NBAFS have been identified as 
having resources that would benefit from repeated application of prescribed fires (Bernardy et al. 
2003). Fuels mapping on NBAFS is proposed as part of a hazardous fuels risk assessment project 
budgeted for fiscal year (FY) 2004 or 2005 (Bernardy et al. 2003). In addition, the installation of 
a fire weather station is proposed for FY 05. This station would be utilized to develop more 
accurate prescribed burn windows and to predict high fire conditions. A communication plan for 
wildfire resources is also proposed for FY 04 (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 

In addition to prescribed fires, fuels management could be done by mechanical treatment 
(e.g., use of chainsaws, brushhogs/mowers, and biomass reducer machines to help remove or lop 
brush or broken treetops, boles, and limbs). Also, woody debris resulting from activities such as 
roadside clearing could be burned, chipped, or removed to approved disposal areas to avoid fuel 
accumulations (Bernardy et al. 2003).  
 
 The Natural Resources Management Office at NBAFS is responsible for all aspects of 
wildfire management on the installation. Department of Defense (DOD) Civilian Natural 
Resources employees are the principal wildland firefighting staff at NBAFS. USAF active duty 
personnel and other DOD civilians who are fully-trained to National Wildfire Coordinating 
Group (NWCG) standards and outfitted with personal protective equipment (PPE) could be used 
to augment Natural Resources staff during emergencies. A Wildland Fire Situation Analysis 
(WFSA) would be prepared if a wildland fire exceeds suppression efforts or when a prescribed 
fire could not be implemented in accordance with plans approved for the fire. The WFSA is used 
to compare alternatives that reflect the full range of appropriate management responses, and to 
assess alternatives for realizing protection and/or resource benefit opportunities from future 
wildland or prescribed fires (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 
 Mutual aid agreements with federal, state, and local fire-management agencies are 
planned to ensure adequate staffing and equipment coverage for wildfire suppression. Aid 
agreements and/or yearly operating plans would specify procedures for requesting assistance by 
any agency involved in the agreement (Bernardy et al. 2003). All fire-management personnel 
would meet USAF standards, as required by AFI 32-7064, Integrated Natural Resources 
Management, paragraph 11.2.1. However, the Installation Commander would have the authority 
to accept the risk of using unqualified firefighters in the event of an emergency. Firefighters 
would also be required to meet the physical standards for their target positions. A local policy is 
in effect at NBAFS that allows cooperators who cannot meet requirements to institute their own 
local standards and be used on interagency fire assignments during the initial activities within the 
local mutual aid area (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 

In some cases, aircraft may be used to suppress a wildfire. Aircraft would likely only be 
used in a wildfire situation that is out of control and is hard to suppress due to climatic 
conditions. The primary use would be delivery of water via a bucket attached to a long-line 
suspended from a helicopter. Any aircraft used in the suppression of a wildfire on NBAFS  
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TABLE 1  High-Priority Prescribed Fire, Fuel Management, and Firebreak Projects Proposed for NBAFS, New Hampshire 

 
 

Project 

 
 

Location and Area 

 
 

Vegetation Description 

 
 

History 

 
 

Goal 

 
Approximate Fire 

Rotation 
 
Prescribed Fire Projects 
 
Joe English Hill 
South 

30 ac including the area 
south of the hiking trail 
from Meadow Road 

Red oak overstory; 
scrub oak and blueberry 
understory 

Prescribed burn  
Oct. 1999, wildfire 
adjacent to unit 1994; 
wildfire 1950; wildfire 
1942 
 

Increase fern-leaved false-
foxglove, blueberry, and 
training 

5 years 

Joe English North 30 ac including the area 
north of the hiking trail 
from Meadow Road 

Red oak overstory; 
scrub oak, white pine, 
and blueberry 
understory 
 

Wildfire 1950; wildfire 
1942 

Increase fern-leaved false-
foxglove, blueberry, scenic 
viewing, and training 
 

5 years 

Roby Hill 35 ac including the entire 
top of Roby Hill 

White pine and mixed 
hardwood overstory; 
blueberry understory 

Prescribed fire 2000; 
wildfire 1942 

Develop fern-leaved false-
foxglove habitat, blueberry, 
scenic view, and training 
 

5 years 

Meadow Road 
Unit 

40 ac including the area 
south of Meadow Road to 
Murphy Swamp Road 
 

Red oak overstory; 
blueberry understory 

Prescribed fire 2001; 
wildfire likely 1942 

Blueberry production and 
training 

10 years 

Bore Site Tower 
Clear-cut 

7 ac near On-Orbit Drive Black cherry, raspberry, 
and blackberry 

Wildfire 1942 Blackberry production, 
wildlife opening, guy wire 
opening, maintenance, and 
training 
 

10 years 

Green Tree 
Reservoir Wildlife 
Opening 

100 ac adjacent to Green 
Tree Reservoir  

Grasses, raspberry, 
blackberry, and 15 ac of 
field 

Prescribed fire 2002; 
wildfire 1942 

Herbaceous vegetation, 
wildlife opening, and 
training 

3-5 years  
(Area may be 
subdivided to 
accomplish 
prescribed burns.) 
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TABLE 1  (Cont.) 

 
 

Project 

 
 

Location and Area 

 
 

Vegetation Description 

 
 

History 

 
 

Goal 

 
Approximate Fire 

Rotation 
 
Gardner Pond Unit 14 ac adjacent to Gardner 

Pond 
White pine and red oak 
overstory; fern-leaved 
false-foxglove and 
blueberry understory 
 

Prescribed burn 2003; 
wildfire 1942 

Fern-leaved false-foxglove 
and training 

3-5 years 

Chestnut Hill Unit 110 ac south of Operations 
Area and adjacent to 
Gardner Pond Unit 
 

White pine and mixed 
hardwood (primarily red 
oak) overstory; blueberry 
understory 

Arson fire 1999; 
wildfire 1942 

Fern-leaved false-foxglove,  
blueberry, and training 

3-5 years 

Fuel Management and Fire Break Projects 
 
West Boundary 
Trail 

West boundary line from 
Murphy Swamp Road to 
intersection with Roby Hill 
Trail 

White pine and mixed 
hardwood (primarily red 
oak) overstory; mixed 
understory 

NA Make access trail 6 ft wide; 
manage fuel concentrations 
using prescribed fire and 
vegetation harvesting for 
200 feet east of trail. Design 
will allow to contain fire 
leaving the Shooting Field 
Range 
 

NA 

South Boundary 
Trail 

South boundary line from 
On-Orbit Drive to 
intersection with Mack Hill 
Trail 

White Pine and mixed 
hardwood (primarily red 
oak) overstory; mixed 
understory 

NA Make access trail 6 ft wide. 
Manage fuel concentrations 
using prescribed fire and 
vegetation harvesting for 
200 feet east of trail. Design 
will be suitable to contain 
fire leaving Joe English 
Range. 

NA 

 
NA = not applicable. 

Source: Bernardy et al. (2003). 
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would meet U.S. Forest Service certification standards or Office of Aircraft Services standards, if 
the fire were being coordinated by NBAFS. All pilots would be required to have appropriate 
training. All on-the-ground firefighters would be briefed on the safety issues associated with 
using an aircraft in fire suppression. 
 
 The construction and maintenance of firebreaks and prescribed burning are the primary 
pre-suppression activities described in the plan (Bernardy et al. 2003). Firebreaks generally 
consist of existing roadways and trails. One new firebreak may be necessary along the western 
boundary of the station and would require the clearing of vegetation. Table 1 describes the 
firebreak and fuel management projects proposed at NBAFS. 
 
 Prior to conducting a prescribed fire, a Prescribed Fire Burn Plan would be prepared in 
accordance with AFI 32-7064, Integrated Natural Resources Management, and approved in 
writing by the Commander. Prescribed fires may be implemented only with trained and qualified 
personnel under NWCG standards, according to Publication 310-1, Wildland and Prescribed 
Fire Qualifications Guide, National Fire Protection Association (NFPA), or approved 
cooperators’ standards. The size and complexity of each prescribed fire project would determine 
the size of the team needed to safely achieve the objectives of the prescribed fire (Bernardy et al. 
2003). Proposals and decisions to use prescribed fire are subject to the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The frequency of prescribed burns is expected to be 
every five years for most areas. 
 
 
2.2  NO ACTION 
 

No action is the only alternative considered in this EA. Under this alternative, the station 
would continue to operate without a wildland fire management plan, in accordance with the 
Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (Najjar 1998). For example, the Integrated 
Natural Resources Management Plan only calls for 5 ac (2 ha) of habitat to be improved annually 
through the use of prescribed burns, mowing, or silviculture (Najjar 1998). This alternative 
would have the disadvantage of not addressing (1) fire suppression; (2) personnel qualifications 
and safety operations; and (3) detailed goals, objectives, and procedures for managing fuels and 
natural resources through fire suppression and prescribed fires. Therefore, the no-action 
alternative increases the potential for harming the station and fire-fighting personnel, disrupting 
the station’s mission, and damaging surrounding property. Prescribed burns would be continued 
as money and opportunity dictated and would follow the guidelines found in the Integrated 
Natural Resources Management Plan (Najjar 1998). Operating without a more detailed plan 
could also lead to confusion during a wildland fire situation that could allow a fire to increase in 
severity and spread while personnel attempt to organize suppression efforts.  
 
 
2.3  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
 A summary comparison of the expected environmental impacts of the proposed action 
and no-action alternative is presented in Table 2. Additional discussion of these environmental 
impacts is provided in Section 4. 
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TABLE 2  Comparison of Impacts Associated with the Implementation of the Wildland Fire 
Management Plan (Proposed Action) and the No-Action Alternative 

 
Environmental 

Parameter Proposed Action No Action 
 
Air Quality and Noise 

 
Minor smoke and dust emissions during 
prescribed burns or firebreak creation. No 
violations are expected of federal or state ambient 
air quality standards for criteria pollutants. 
 

 
Significant impacts from smoke and 
ash could result from a large wildland 
fire. The severity of the impacts 
would vary, depending on the extent 
and intensity of the wildland fire and 
climatic conditions. 
 

 Short-term noise associated with equipment 
operation during creation or maintaining of 
firebreaks. Noise impacts would be increased if 
helicopters were required for suppression. 
 

Same as proposed action. 
 

Topography, Geology, 
and Soils 

Localized minor soil erosion caused by machinery 
from vegetation clearing during the creation and 
maintaining of firebreaks. Moderate soil erosion 
could result from a wildfire that denuded parts of 
the station. No impacts to topographical features 
or geological resources. 
 

Similar to proposed action. Moderate 
soil erosion could result from a 
wildfire that denudes large portions 
of the base. 
 

Water Resources Potential for localized, minor decreases in stream 
flows or lake levels from the pumping of water 
during a prescribed burn or from wildland fire 
suppression. Erosion and sedimentation could 
increase from the creation of containment lines or 
firebreaks, depending on the proximity of a 
wildland fire to a water source. Minor erosion 
could take place from the loss of plant cover 
during a wildland fire. 
 

Impacts during the suppression of a 
large wildland fire could result in 
decreased stream flows and/or the 
lowering of lake levels. Increased 
potential for erosion and 
sedimentation resulting from a large 
wildfire. The severity of impacts 
would vary, depending on the extent 
and intensity of the wildland fire.  

Ecological Resources Short-term localized impacts would occur to the 
natural vegetation during a prescribed burn or 
wildland fire. The natural vegetation would 
benefit from the removal of invasive species or 
the thinning of overstocked forest stands. 
 

Impacts could occur to the natural 
vegetation during a wildland fire. The 
severity of the impacts would vary 
depending on the severity of the fire, 
but wildfire impacts could be greater 
than those resulting from a prescribed 
burn. Habitat quality could decline as 
a result of the continued growth of 
invasive species. 
 

 Nests and burrows and individuals of smaller or 
less mobile species could be destroyed within a 
prescribed burn unit or path of a wildland fire. 
This could occur within a high-priority prescribed 
area from once every few years to once every 
10 years (see Table 1), with 50 to 100 ac (20 to 
40 ha) being burned annually. 

Similar to proposed action, but only 
5 ac (2 ha) would be impacted by 
prescribed burns, mowing, or 
harvesting. The area impacted by a 
wildfire could be greater than that 
impacted by the proposed action. 
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TABLE 2  (Cont.) 

Environmental 
Parameter Proposed Action No Action 

Ecological Resources (Cont.)  

 Localized minor noise impacts to wildlife from 
equipment during a prescribed burn, the creation 
of a firebreak, or wildland fire suppression. 

Similar to proposed action. Noise 
impacts could be greater both 
spatially and temporally in the case of 
a large wildfire. 
 
 

 Impacts to individuals of listed threatened, 
endangered, or rare species could result from a 
prescribed burn or wildfire. Overall, prescribed 
fires would maintain suitable habitat for these 
species. In particular, a prescribed fire could 
benefit the fern-leaved false foxglove. 
 

Similar to proposed action, although 
the area impacted by a wildfire could 
be greater. This wildfire could 
adversely impact individuals of some 
threatened, endangered, or rare 
species. A wildfire could decimate 
one or more populations of 
fern-leaved false foxglove. 
 

Cultural Resources No significant impact to archaeological resources. 
Prior to a prescribed burn, concentrations of fuel 
would be removed from cultural resources in the 
burn unit. Potential for erosion until a burned area 
is revegetated. 

Impacts could result from a wildland 
fire that burned areas containing 
cultural resources. Concentrations of 
fuel could heat and alter subsurface 
artifacts. A severe wildland fire could 
increase erosion on archaeological 
sites. Impacts would vary depending 
on the location and severity of the 
fire. 
 

 Prescribed fires would not impact proposed Cold 
War Historic District facilities contained within 
the Operations Area. The management of fuel 
loads around the Operations Area would increase 
the likelihood that a wildfire in the vicinity of the 
Operations Area would be suppressed. 
 

Similar to proposed action. However, 
a slightly higher potential for an 
intense wildfire to spread to the 
Operations Area. 

Land Use, Recreation, 
and Visual Resources 

Decrease in the likelihood that a wildfire would 
disrupt the station’s mission. Short-term impacts 
resulting from road closures in the vicinity of a 
prescribed burn. 
 

Impacts to land use and the station’s 
mission could result from a severe 
wildland fire. The impacts would 
vary depending on the location and 
severity of the fire. 
 

 Short-term impacts to recreation resulting from 
road closures during a prescribed burn or wildland 
fire suppression. 
 

Impacts to recreation could result 
from a severe wildland fire. The 
impacts would vary depending on the 
location and severity of the fire. 
 

 Burned areas would have a slight visual impact 
until revegetated.  
 

Similar to proposed action, but visual 
impacts could be greater both 
spatially and temporally from a large 
wildfire. 
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TABLE 2  (Cont.) 

Environmental 
Parameter Proposed Action No Action 

   
Socioeconomics No impact on the local economy. 

 
Impacts could result if surrounding 
properties were destroyed during a 
wildland fire. 
 

 No environmental justice impact. No environmental justice impact. 
 

Health and Safety The potential for health and safety impacts would 
be generally small. However, potential safety 
risks are present in any fire suppression or 
prescribed fire activity. Proper training is 
identified for fire responders. The potential for a 
severe wildfire would be greatly reduced by the 
management of fuel levels at the base. 

Potential health and safety risks 
would be greater than for the 
proposed action due to the increased 
potential for a more intense wildfire. 
Lack of training and fitness 
requirements increase the potential 
for injury. 

 
 
 Only negligible or minor impacts are expected to result from implementation of the 
Wildland Fire Management Plan. The impacts would be localized and mostly of short duration. 
They would be small, incremental additions to the impacts that have resulted from other projects 
(e.g., timber management and construction of the Operations Area). Under the no-action 
alternative, the ability of NBAFS personnel to effectively suppress wildfires and conduct 
prescribed burns could be limited. Therefore, there is an increased potential for larger wildfires 
and for a prescribed burn to exceed its prescription, which could result in greater health and 
safety risks, mission disruption, and greater environmental impacts. 
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3  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
 
 
 This section presents a general description of NBAFS and the resources that could be 
affected by the proposed action. The study area is defined as the entirety of the NBAFS and 
immediate areas surrounding the station. 
 
 
3.1  LOCATION, HISTORY, AND CURRENT MISSION 
 
 NBAFS is located in south-central New Hampshire about 12 mi (19 km) west of 
Manchester. The 2,826-ac (1,144-ha) site is located within the towns of New Boston, Amherst, 
and Mont Vernon, in Hillsborough County. On-Orbit Drive bisects the station from the 
southwest corner of the station to the 44-ac (17.7-ha) Operations Area in the northeastern portion 
of the station (Figure 1). 
 
 As part of the worldwide network of satellite command and control stations of the Air 
Force Satellite Control Network (AFSCN), the current mission of NBAFS is to serve as a remote 
tracking station for military and communications satellites. The 23rd Space Operations Squadron 
(SOPS) at NBAFS provides launch, operation, and on-orbit support for more than 110 military 
satellites, communication satellites, and North Atlantic Treaty Organization and other allied 
nation satellites and for National Aeronautics and Space Administration Space Shuttle missions 
(Najjar 1998). 
 

From 1941 until 1956, NBAFS (then known as the New Boston Bombing and Gunnery 
Range) was used as an air-to-ground bombing and strafing range. The USAF acquired rights to 
the site in 1957 for use as a satellite-tracking station. In 1959, the 6594th Instrumentation 
Squadron was activated at NBAFS. Squadron activities began in 1960; mobile radar units were 
used until permanent facilities were constructed and in operation by 1964. In the early 1960s, the 
Operations Area was cleared of UXO before the permanent facilities for the satellite-tracking 
mission were constructed. The two range areas (Figure 1) may still contain UXO. The site was 
formerly under the jurisdiction of the USAF Systems Command, which transferred the mission 
to the USAF Space Command in 1987 (Najjar 1998). The satellite-tracking mission is conducted 
from the Operations Area; the remainder of NBAFS is managed for military training, recreation, 
natural resources conservation, and cultural resources protection (ANL 1997; Bernardy et al. 
2003). 
 
 
3.2  CLIMATE, AIR QUALITY, AND NOISE 
 
 The region around NBAFS is characterized by a humid continental climate. Precipitation 
is evenly distributed throughout the year, with no particular wet or dry season. Coastal storms 
can be a serious weather hazard in southeastern New Hampshire, but decrease in importance 
northward (Ruffner 1985). Such storms generate very strong winds and heavy rain or snow. 
Storms of tropical origin affect or threaten New Hampshire about once every two to three years. 
Thunderstorms occur 15 to 30 times per year. Ice storms occur in the winter, but are usually of 
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short duration. However, a few widespread and prolonged ice storms have occurred. Data for the 
3,530-mi2 (9,130-km2) area that includes NBAFS indicate that fewer than two tornadoes occur 
per year. The localized area affected by a tornado averages only 0.11 mi2 (0.29 km2; Ramsdell 
and Andrews 1986). 
 
 The State of New Hampshire Ambient Air Quality Standards are identical to the National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six criteria air pollutants: sulfur oxides (as sulfur 
dioxide; particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 µm and 2.5 µm 
(PM10 and PM2.5, respectively); carbon monoxide; ozone; nitrogen dioxide; and lead (Sanborn 
1998). In 1996, New Hampshire discontinued lead monitoring because lead concentrations were 
well below the NAAQS and at the lowest levels of the detection limit. As of November 4, 2002, 
Hillsborough County (which includes NBAFS) was designated as an attainment area for all 
criteria pollutants except ozone (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 
 Permitted air pollution sources at NBAFS include two large diesel-fuel backup generators 
at the station’s power plant (Najjar 1998). These boilers and other combustion sources are 
included in annual air emissions inventories. Other combustion sources at NBAFS include 
17 fuel-oil generators and heaters; propane space heaters, including four propane heaters for 
antenna deicing; and a cooling tower. In addition, NBAFS has three diesel, one gasoline, and 13 
fuel-oil storage tanks. Fugitive emissions of volatile organic compounds, hazardous air pollutants 
from chemical use, and ozone-depleting substances are extremely low (Najjar 1998). 
 
 Currently, no quantitative noise-limit regulations exist in New Hampshire (ANL 1999). 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) guidelines recommend an Ldn (the day-night 
weighted equivalent sound level) of 55 dBA,4 which is considered sufficient to protect the public 
from the effect of broadband environmental noise in typically quiet outdoor and residential areas 
(EPA 1974). For protection against hearing loss in the general population from nonimpulsive 
noise, the EPA guidelines recommend an Leq of 70 dBA or less per day over a 40-year period.5 
 
 No noise monitoring data are available from the area around the NBAFS site. However, 
the acoustic environment around the NBAFS site can be considered that of a rural location, with 
typical residual sound levels of approximately 30 to 35 dBA (Liebich and Cristoforo 1988). The 
closest off-site residences in the project area occur immediately adjacent to the station boundary 
along Chestnut Hill Road. Ambient noise levels at these residences would be substantially 
increased at times when traffic passes by. 
 
 

                                                 
4 dBA is a unit of weighted sound-pressure level, measured by the use of the metering characteristics and the “A” 

weighting specified in the American Standard Specification for Sound Level Meters ANSI SI.4-1983 and 
Amendment S1.4A-1985 (Acoustical Society of America 1983, 1985). 

5 Leq is the equivalent steady sound level that, if continuous during a specific time period, would contain the same 
total energy as the actual time-varying sound. For example, Leq(1-h) is the 1-hour equivalent sound level. 
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3.3  TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 
 
 NBAFS is located within an area of hilly and mountainous terrain. The main 
physiographic features on NBAFS are Chestnut Hill in the northeastern section, Roby Hill in the 
southwestern section, and Joe English Hill in the northwestern section. Within the center of the 
station is Joe English Pond (Figure 1). Elevations on NBAFS range from 340 ft (104 m) mean 
sea level (MSL) where Joe English Brook exits the southeast corner of the station to about 
1,275 ft (389 m) MSL at the summit of Joe English Hill (Figure 1; Najjar 1998). The steepest 
areas of terrain include the near-vertical slopes on the southern cliffs of Joe English Hill and the 
northeast aspect of P-51 Hill, located south of Joe English Pond. The sides of stream ravines in 
the south-central and southwestern portions of the station are also relatively steep. The most 
extensive, nearly level areas are glacial till uplands that occur in the area east of Roby and Ice 
Ponds. Small, nearly level outwash plains or stream valley areas occur south of Joe English Hill, 
near Joe English Pond, and surrounding Wells Bog (ENSR 1993). 
 
 The bedrock geology underlying NBAFS consists of Pre-Quaternary metamorphic and 
igneous rocks. Generally, the bedrock is buried beneath glacial drift. Till is the dominant 
surficial deposit and is composed of an unsorted to poorly sorted mixture of clay, silt, sand, 
pebble, cobbles, gravel, and boulders. However, swamp deposits and recent alluvium are also 
present. Glacial striations and drumlins (elongated or oval hills) are present throughout the area 
and provide evidence of general north-to-south glacial movement. Chestnut Hill (a drumlin) and 
Joe English Hill (a moutonee) are two such glacial features. 
 
 Soil units, phases, and complexes of the area are described in the Soil Survey of 
Hillsborough County, New Hampshire, Eastern Part (Bond and Handler 1981). Twenty-three soil 
map units occur within the limits of NBAFS. Over 90% of the soils on NBAFS were formed in 
glacial till; the remainder formed in outwash plains, kame terraces, or stream valleys. Soils 
formed in glacial till tend to be fine-textured and dense and contain many stones. Soils covering 
about one-half of NBAFS are classified as stony or very stony. The erosion hazard of the soils on 
NBAFS is slight if stabilized by vegetative cover; however, they have moderate to extreme 
erosion potential in bare areas because of their fine texture and the steep slopes present in 
portions of NBAFS. Activities that disturb or remove vegetation are likely to increase the erosion 
hazard, particularly on slopes (ENSR 1993). Some areas of NBAFS contain exposed bedrock 
(Najjar 1998). A more detailed description of the soils of NBAFS, including soil maps, can be 
found in Najjar (1998) and Bond and Handler (1981). 
 
 
3.4  WATER RESOURCES 
 
 Most of NBAFS is located within the Joe English Brook watershed. The station contains 
a number of open waters and stream segments (intermittent and perennial) (Figure 1). The 
approximate maximum acreages of the site’s larger open waters (including associated wetlands) 
are Seavy Pond, 0.5 ac (0.2 ha); Joe English Pond, 50 ac (20 ha); Gardner Pond, 6.0 ac (2.4 ha); 
Green Tree Reservoir, 7.5 ac (3.0 ha); Ice Pond, 2.8 ac (1.1 ha); and Roby Pond, 0.75 ac (0.3 ha) 
(Najjar 1998a). The ponds range between 1.0 and 28 ft (0.3 and 8.5 m) in depth. Seavy Pond is 
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the only completely man-made impoundment on the site. The other ponds listed above have had 
dams constructed at their outlets to improve wildlife habitats (PES 1996).  
 
 The stream segments on NBAFS include those that flow into Joe English Pond from the 
upland wetland areas of Murphy Swamp, Gardner Pond, Beaver Pond No. 1, Deer Pond, and Ice 
Pond. Drainage from the Operations Area is generally to the northwest toward Beaver Pond 
No. 1 (ANL 1999). Drainage from Joe English Pond flows southeast along Joe English Brook, 
which exits the installation boundary about 1.0 mi (1.6 km) downstream. Joe English Brook is 
the largest on-site stream. It ranges from 10 to 20 ft (3.0 to 6.1 m) wide and between 2.0 and 
5.0 ft (0.6 and 1.5 m) deep (PES 1995). Both Joe English Pond and Joe English Brook are 
designated as Class B waters and are considered suitable for swimming and other recreation, fish 
habitat, and, after adequate treatment, use as a water supply (PES 1995). 
 
 The major aquifer system at NBAFS is in the bedrock. Fractured metasedimentary rocks 
that have adequate effective porosity, permeability, and thickness to provide a high degree of 
groundwater transmissivity in the aquifer system are typical. Groundwater levels at NBAFS 
range from 73 ft (22 m) below land surface to flowing artesian conditions near Joe English Pond. 
Four wells have been drilled into the groundwater system on NBAFS to obtain potable water 
(only three are currently used). Four other wells have been drilled for nonpotable grounding 
wells used for the satellite tracking facilities (ANL 2000). 
 
 Permitted water pollution point sources include the station wastewater treatment plant 
and three storm water discharge points. Two discharge points carry runoff from the Building 141 
parking lot, and the third drains the sand borrow pit, salt and sand storage shed, and hazardous 
waste storage area. Discharges from the first two eventually drain into Bog Brook, which is 
located off-site, north of the Operations Area. The third eventually drains into Joe English Pond 
(Najjar 1998). Industrial and sanitary wastewater from the Operations Area is collected by a 
sewer system and routed to the station’s wastewater treatment plant. The plant provides primary 
treatment and extended aeration treatment and disinfection. Outflow from the wastewater 
treatment plant is then discharged through a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System-
permitted outfall to a hillside, where it eventually discharges into Beaver Pond No. 1 (Najjar 
1998). 
 
 
3.5  ECOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
 NBAFS has been identified as a Category I installation by both the New Hampshire 
Department of Fish and Game and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This classification 
indicates that NBAFS has habitat suitable for conserving and managing fish and wildlife. An 
Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan is used to guide management of the natural 
resources of NBAFS using an ecosystem approach (Najjar 1998). The relatively high 
biodiversity supported on NBAFS is attributable to the presence of generally undisturbed lands 
on much of the site and to the types of low-impact activities that occur on the station 
(ANL 1997). Three surveys have been conducted to determine the habitats and biotic 
composition of NBAFS — wetland delineations (PES 1996), a biodiversity survey (ANL 1997), 
and a bat survey (ANL 2002). 
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 Much of the area surrounding NBAFS is rural, with interspersed farms, forests, and 
residential areas. Land cover on the station is consistent with the surrounding area, and much of 
the habitat present on the station is represented elsewhere in the county and region. However, 
residential development of surrounding lands has increased within the past decade, resulting in 
an increase in the ecological importance of the undeveloped land on the station grounds. 
 
 Over 450 species of plants have been identified on NBAFS (ANL 1997). About 98% of 
NBAFS is covered with native vegetation, and the majority of the site is forested. Dominant 
forest trees include red oak (Quercus rubra), eastern white pine (Pinus strobus), eastern hemlock 
(Tsuga canadensis), red maple (Acer rubrum), black birch (Betula lenta), and American beech 
(Fagus grandifolia; Bernardy et al. 2003). Vegetation within Fire Management Zone I 
(Operations Area) is managed grass with scattered landscape trees and a small patch of quaking 
aspen (Populus tremuloides) in the west section of the zone (Bernardy et al. 2003). Both Fire 
Management Zone II (the range areas) and Fire Management Zone III (undeveloped areas) 
contain a mixture of forest, wetlands, open water, and old fields (ANL 1997; Bernardy et al. 
2003). The following text (based on ANL 1997) describes the characteristics of habitat types on 
NBAFS. 
 
Coniferous Forest: Areas with a tree canopy comprised of 60% or more coniferous trees, 
especially eastern white pine or eastern hemlock. Areas dominated by hemlock typically have 
little if any vegetation in the understory, but areas dominated by white pine often have relatively 
diverse understories comprised of young deciduous trees, including red oak, red maple, and 
black birch; shrubs such as mountain laurel (Kalmia latifolia) and lowbush blueberry (Vaccinium 
angustifolium); and herbaceous species such as Solomon’s seal (Polygonatum pubescens), 
bracken fern (Pteridium aquilinum), clubmoss (Lycopodium spp.), and pipsissewa (Chimaphila 
umbellata). Coniferous forest is well represented on NBAFS, especially in the southern portions 
of the station, and occupies a total of about 710 ac (288 ha). 
 
Deciduous Forest: Areas with a tree canopy comprised of 60% or more deciduous trees, 
especially red oak, black oak (Quercus velutina), American beech, white ash (Fraxinus 
americana), sugar maple (Acer saccharum), red maple, and gray birch (Betula populifolia). The 
understory of deciduous forest is typically dominated by saplings of these and other deciduous 
trees, as well as occasional white pine and hemlock; shrubs such as witch hazel (Hamamelis 
virginiana), mountain laurel, and highbush blueberry (Vaccinium corymbosum); and herbaceous 
species such as wild sarsaparilla (Aralia nudicaulis), Canada mayflower (Maianthemum 
canadense), starflower (Trientalis borealis), clubmoss, wintergreen (Gaultheria procumbens), 
whorled wood aster (Aster acuminatus), Indian cucumber root (Medeola virginiana), and hay-
scented fern (Dennstaedtia punctilobula). Deciduous forest occupies about 540 ac (219 ha) on 
NBAFS, and the largest stands are located in the northeastern portion of the station. 
 
Mixed Forest: Areas with a tree canopy comprised of a nearly even mix of coniferous and 
deciduous trees (each less than 60%). Mixed forests vary widely in species composition and 
typically feature a mix of the species found in coniferous and deciduous forests. Mixed forest is 
the most extensive habitat type on NBAFS and occupies about 1,300 ac (527 ha). 
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Old Field: Early successional areas dominated by grasses and forbs. Most of the old-field habitat 
on NBAFS is located in three areas — the Shooting Field, the area south of Green Tree 
Reservoir, and the area east of Joe English Hill (Figure 1). Species found in old-field habitats 
include broomgrass (Andropogon scoparius), timothy (Phleum pratense), meadow fescue 
(Festuca pratensis), New York aster (Aster novi-belgi), Queen Anne’s lace (Daucus carota), 
goldenrod (Solidago spp.), and fireweed (Erechtites hieracifolia). Some shrubs and small trees 
are also scattered throughout old-field habitats and include Russian olive (Elaeagnus 
angustifolia), multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora), red maple, paper birch (Betula papyrifera), and 
white pine. Old-field habitat occupies a total of 49 ac (20 ha) on NBAFS. 
 
Parkland: Areas with few if any buildings that are maintained for recreational purposes and 
characterized by regularly mowed grass, interspersed ornamental plantings, natural woodlands, 
and wetlands. Parkland areas at NBAFS include Joe English Pond Campground and areas near 
Deer Pond and Seavey Pond (Figure 1). Parkland habitats occupy about 47 ac (19 ha) on 
NBAFS. 
 
Wetland: Areas containing vegetation adapted to saturated soil conditions. A variety of wetland 
types, including marshes, fens, bogs, and swamps, occur on NBAFS and were delineated and 
described in detail in PES (1996). These wetland types differ in hydrology, soils, and plant 
species composition. Wetland species on NBAFS include cattail (Typha latifolia), sedges (Carex 
spp.), rushes (Juncus spp.), Virginia chain fern (Woodwardia virginica), pitcher plant 
(Sarracenia purpurea), meadowsweet (Spirea alba), boneset (Eupatorium perfoliatum), 
buttonbush (Cephalanthus occidentalis), leatherleaf (Chamaedaphne calyculata), sphagnum 
moss (Sphagnum spp.), sweet gale (Myrica gale), three-way sedge (Dulichium arundinaceum), 
red maple, and black gum (Nyssa sylvatica). Wetlands (excluding deep-water habitat) occupy a 
total of about 85 ac (34 ha). 
 
Deep Water: Areas of permanent water that do not support emergent vegetation. Deep-water 
habitat on NBAFS is limited to Joe English Pond (Figure 1) and occupies 43 ac (18 ha). 
 
Developed Land: Areas dominated by buildings, parking lots, roads, or other built structures; but 
are interspersed with areas of mowed lawn or landscape plantings. Developed land on NBAFS is 
largely limited to the Operations Area in the northeast portion of the site and occupies about 
44 ac (18 ha) (Figure 1). 
 
Disturbed Land: Areas with little vegetation and no built structures, such as clearcuts, gravel 
pits, or recently graded areas. Disturbed land occupies about 37 ac (15 ha) on NBAFS.  
 
 Wildlife species on the site are typical for the region. A total of 147 species of birds have 
been observed on NBAFS, with 109 of these species being neotropical migrants. The most 
common species on the station included common grackle, broad-winged hawk, black-capped 
chickadee, American robin, tree swallow, blue jay, American crow, Canada goose, dark-eyed 
junco, and cedar waxwing. At least 58 species breed on NBAFS, and 42 of these are neotropical 
migrants. The largest numbers of bird species have been observed in wetlands, parkland, mature 
mixed forest, and mature deciduous forest; more than 80 species have been observed in each of 
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these habitats. The fewest species were observed in developed, disturbed, and young coniferous 
forest; fewer than 50 species have been observed in each of these habitats (ANL 1997). 
 
 Twenty mammal species have been observed on NBAFS. The eastern chipmunk, red 
squirrel, coyote, and white-tailed deer are abundant, while the woodchuck, red-backed vole, 
porcupine, red fox, and fisher are common. Among the 18 species of reptiles and amphibians 
observed on NBAFS, the most abundant species include red-spotted newt, spring peeper, wood 
frog, pickerel frog, painted turtle, and garter snake (ANL 1997). 
 

Joe English Pond provides aquatic habitats that support a warmwater fishery. Species 
include largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, brown bullhead, pumpkinseed sunfish, chain 
pickerel, yellow perch, and golden shiner. Rainbow trout and brook trout are stocked annually in 
Joe English, Ice, and Roby Ponds to provide an early spring fishery (PES 1995). Rainbow trout 
are stocked in Joe English Pond in the fall to make them available during the ice fishing season 
and to provide a more “wild” trout population during the spring. No special management is 
provided for warmwater fish species (Najjar 1998). Brook trout are also stocked in Joe English 
Brook in the spring; however, summer water temperatures of the brook approach upper lethal 
limits for that species (PES 1995). Little information is available on the aquatic biota of other 
ponds and streams on NBAFS. As most streams are intermittent and lack flowing water during 
most dry summer months, fish assemblages are limited. 
 

The threatened, endangered, and rare species and rare natural communities that are 
known to occur on NBAFS are listed in Table 3. No federally listed plant species, or plant 
species proposed for listing, has been observed at NBAFS. Six populations of the state-listed 
endangered fern-leaved false foxglove (Aureolaria pedicularia var. intercedens) have been 
identified at the station. All but one population occur on Joe English Hill (ANL 1999). The other 
population occurs at the brow of a wooded cliff southwest of Wells Bog in the south-central 
portion of NBAFS. However, this population had decreased from 10 plants (ANL 1997) to only 
one plant (Sperduto and Nichols 1999). This species’ long-term viability may be improved by 
periodic fires that create a spatially and temporally variable mosaic of burned areas, some of 
which at any one time would presumably provide an appropriate seed bed and other conditions 
appropriate for maintenance of the species (Sperduto and Nichols 1999). 
 

Several state-listed birds (bald eagle, pied-billed grebe, osprey, northern harrier, and 
Cooper’s hawk), a state-listed snake (eastern hognose snake), and a state-listed bat (small-footed 
bat) have been observed on NBAFS (Table 3). The bald eagle is the only federally listed species 
known to occur on the station. In addition, several animal species that are listed by the New 
Hampshire Natural Heritage Inventory as rare have been observed. These include several moths 
and butterflies, northern leopard frog, Blanding’s turtle, American bittern, and eastern pipistrelle 
(Table 3; ANL 1997, 2002; Najjar 2000, 2003). Many of these listed and rare species have been 
observed on or near Joe English Pond (e.g., mulberry wing, Appalachian brown, pied-billed  
 



Draft Environmental Assessment  22 November 2003 
of NBAFS Wildland Fire Management Plan 
 

 

TABLE 3  Federally Listed, State-Listed, and Rare Species of Plants and Animals and Rare 
Natural Communities Found on New Boston Air Force Station, New Hampshire 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Federal
Status 

State 
Status 

State 
Ranka 

Number of 
Observationsb 

      
Natural Communitiesc      

Black gum-red maple NAd – – S1/S2 Common 
basin swamp      

Coastal/southern dwarf NA – – S1/S2 1 
shrub bog and acidic fen      

Hardwood-conifer basin swamp NA – – SU/S1 1 
and coastal/southern dwarf      
shrub bog      

Coastal/southern acidic fen NA – – S2 1 
Transitional/Appalachian NA – – S3 1 

acidic talus woodland      
Dry transitional oak-white NA – – S3/S4 1 

pine forest      
Southern acidic rocky NA – – S3/S4 1 

summit community      
Oak-pine rocky summit NA – – SU 1 

woodland community      
      
Plants      

Fern-leaved false foxglove Aureolaria pedicularia  – LEe S1 >100 
      
Moths      

No common name  Aphareta purpurea – – S2 1 
Orange-spotted idia Idia diminuendis  – – S2/S4 1 

      
Butterflies and Skippers      

Appalachian brown Satyrodes appalachia – – S1? 7 
Delaware skipper Anatrytone logan – – S3/S4 1 
Mulberry wing Poanes massasoit – – S1/S3 4 
Little glassywing Pompeius verna – – SU 1 

      
Amphibians      

Northern leopard frog Rana pipiens – – S3 Common 
      
Reptiles      

Blanding’s turtle Emydoidea blandingii – – S3 16 
Eastern hognose snake Heterodon platirhinos – LTf S3 10 

      
Birdsg      

Pied-billed grebe Podilymbus podiceps – LE S1B,SZN 10 
American bittern Botaurus lentiginosus – – S3B 2 
Osprey Pandion haliaetus – LT S2B,SZN 57 
Bald eagle Haliaeetus leucocephalus LT LE S1 5 
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TABLE 3  (Cont.) 

Common Name Scientific Name 
Federal 
Status 

State 
Status 

State 
Ranka 

Number of 
Observationsb 

      
Birds (Cont.)      

Northern harrier Circus cyaneus – LE S2B,SZN 8 
Cooper’s hawk Accipiter cooperii – LT S2B,SZN 9 

      
Mammals      

Eastern pipistrelle Pipistrellus subflavus – – S1N,SUB 4 
Small-footed bat Myotis leibii – LE S1 2 

 
Source: Biodiversity Survey of New Boston Air Station, ANL (1997).  
a State Rank Codes: S1 = Critically imperiled because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences, or very few 

remaining individuals), or because of some factor of its biology making it especially vulnerable to extinction.  
S2 = Imperiled because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences), or because of other factors demonstrably making it very 
vulnerable to extinction throughout its range. S3 = Either very rare and local throughout its range, or found 
locally (even abundantly at some of its locations) in a restricted range, or vulnerable to extinction throughout its 
range because of other factors (in the range of 21 to 100 occurrences). S4 = Apparently secure, though it may be 
quite rare in parts of its range, especially at the periphery. SU = Possibly in peril, but status uncertain; more 
information needed. 

State Rank Modifiers: B = Breeding status for a migratory species. N = Non-breeding status for a migratory 
species. Z = Ranking not applicable. Example: S1B,SZN – breeding occurrences for the species are ranked S1 
(critically imperiled) in the state, nonbreeding occurrences are not ranked in the state.  

State ranks do not confer any official or legal status to a species.  These ranks are assigned by the New 
Hampshire Natural Heritage Inventory to provide information on the population status of species within the 
State. 

b Number of observations is the number of individuals encountered in surveys.  For plants, this is the relative 
abundance or estimated size of populations observed.  For moths, butterflies, and skippers, this is the number of 
individuals collected or seen.  For amphibians, it is the relative abundance at NBAFS.  For birds, this is the 
number of times individuals of the species were observed, and it is possible that the same individual was seen 
and counted more than once.  For bats, this is the number of individuals captured or recorded with Anabat® 
detectors. 

c Some natural communities on NBAFS exhibited characteristics of more than one community type. Where this 
occurred, the name and rank of both communities are listed separately.  Natural communities are not assigned a 
federal or state status. 

d  NA = not applicable. 
e  Listed as Endangered – those native species whose prospects for survival in New Hampshire are in immediate 

danger because of a loss or change in habitat, over-exploitation, predation, competition, disease, disturbance, or 
contamination. Assistance is needed to ensure continued existence as a viable component of the state’s wildlife 
community. 

f  Listed as Threatened – any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the foreseeable future 
throughout all or a significant part of its range. 

g  Some bird species found on NBAFS that are considered rare in New Hampshire only as breeders are not 
included in this table because they have not been observed during the breeding season. 
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grebe, bald eagle, osprey, American bittern, and Cooper’s Hawk). Blanding’s turtles are typically 
found in wetland habitats (DeGraaf and Rudis 1986) and have been found regularly in the 
northeastern portion of the station. They are occasionally found in other habitats as they move 
between wetlands. The northern leopard frog occurs at many of the wetland and aquatic habitats 
at NBAFS, while the eastern hognose snake occurs in dry open pine forests, deciduous woods, 
and old fields (ANL 1999). The eastern pipistrelle has been detected near open fields and the 
Operations Area, while the small-foot bat was collected from a road and trail opening that are 
surrounded by mostly wooded habitats (ANL 2002).  
 

No critical habitat for threatened or endangered species has been designated on NBAFS. 
However, eight natural communities designated by the New Hampshire Natural Heritage 
Inventory as rare are located on NBAFS (Table 3). Four of the communities are located on or at 
the base of the southern side of Joe English Hill. The other four communities are wetlands. These 
eight communities total 21.7 ac (8.8 ha; ANL 1997). 
 
 
3.6  CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
 Archaeological investigations within the Merrimack River system have documented 
prehistoric sites dating from the Early Archaic period (8,000 to 5,500 B.C.), with very limited 
evidence for sites dating from the earlier Paleo-Indian period (10,500 to 8,000 B.C.). The 
streams and wetlands present at NBAFS and its high natural resource potential made it a suitable 
location for both temporary single-purpose foraging and possible multi-component campsites 
(i.e., sites containing evidence of several occupational periods). Two prehistoric sites and four 
isolated finds were recorded at NBAFS during subsurface testing (PAL 1993). 
 
 Twenty-eight historic sites occur on NBAFS (22 rural homesteads, 3 industrial 
complexes, and 3 civic sites [road, school, and trash dump]; Watford 1988; PAL 1993). In 
general, these sites are distributed widely throughout NBAFS, although 12 of the 28 sites are 
clustered along the roads at the base of Joe English Hill. Twenty-six of these sites have been 
recommended as potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP) (PAL 1993) because of their potential to contain information important to the history of 
the area (National Register Eligibility Criterion D, as identified in 36 CFR 60.4). Further 
evaluation is required before a formal eligibility determination can be made (ANL 1999). 
 
 NBAFS is one of the original seven satellite-tracking and communications stations 
established for the military space program. All activities associated with the satellite-tracking 
mission of the station take place within the Operations Area. This area contains 17 structures. 
The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) within the New Hampshire Division of 
Historical Resources has indicated that seven buildings within the Operations Area may 
contribute to an historic district that is potentially eligible for listing on the NRHP (Muller 1998). 
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Although all of the buildings included in the historic district are less than 50 years old, they 
played an important role during the Cold War (PES 1998).6 
 
 In recognition of the importance of the historic properties found at the station, NBAFS, in 
consultation with the New Hampshire SHPO, has developed a Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
that establishes the guidelines and procedures for NRHP-eligible properties at the station 
(NBAFS 2002). The PA stipulates that the facilities at the station are scientific and technical in 
nature and would require routine upgrades or equipment replacements. These activities are 
deemed to have no effect on the historic significance of the properties because they are eligible 
under Criterion D, for their potential to provide additional information on the Cold War, rather 
than under Criterion C, for their architectural merit. The PA also states that, prior to demolition 
of any eligible property within the proposed Operations Area historic district, the property would 
receive documentation under the Historic American Building Survey/Historic American 
Engineering Record programs. 
 
 
3.7  LAND USE, RECREATION, AND VISUAL RESOURCES 
 
 Facilities that support the satellite-tracking operations at NBAFS occupy about 44 ac 
(17.7 ha) of the 2,826-ac (1,144-ha) site (ANL 1997). Facilities located within the Operations 
Area (Figure 1) include three enclosed satellite dish antennae, satellite-control buildings, and 
satellite-tracking and communications buildings. Support facilities include maintenance and 
administration buildings, a fire station, and storage facilities. Dormitories for enlisted personnel 
and several home structures are also present. Over the years, NBAFS has been restoring the 
remainder of the land to a natural state, while maintaining the recreational and military training 
uses of the station. The unimproved portions of NBAFS are not used to actively support mission 
operations (ANL 1999). 
 
 Recreational use of NBAFS is restricted primarily to active and retired military staff and 
their families and certain members of the public. Numerous active and passive outdoor 
recreational opportunities have been made available at NBAFS, including nature watching, 
fishing, swimming, camping, hiking, rock climbing, hunting, archery, boating, cross-country 
skiing, ice fishing, ice skating, sledding, and snowmobiling (ANL 1990; Najjar 1998). 
Recreational activities have been restricted over the past several years for security reasons and 
because of the presence of UXO in some areas. Military training could be conducted at any 
location within NBAFS (ANL 1999). 
 
 The land immediately surrounding NBAFS is heavily wooded, representing some of the 
least developed and most rural portions of the towns of New Boston, Amherst, and Mont 
Vernon. The area is primarily designated for low-density residential use (USAF 2001). Single-
family homes on parcels typically over one acre, undeveloped lands, and several active farms 
(particularly along Chestnut Hill Road and Joe English Road) occur in the immediate vicinity of 
                                                 
6  The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, typically applies to properties older than 50 years; 

however, if a property is determined to be of exceptional importance under the eligibility criteria for listing on 
the NRHP (36 CFR 60.4), it is also protected under this act. 
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NBAFS. A computer software company is located opposite the main entrance to the station 
(ANL 1999). 
 
 Radomes associated with NBAFS antennas constitute the primary obstructions to views 
on the station. However, most of NBAFS provides a natural setting (e.g., forests, hills, wetlands, 
and ponds), and visual resources are considered excellent, with scenic vistas evident from the 
station’s higher elevations. 
 
 
3.8  SOCIOECONOMICS 
 
 NBAFS employs about 150 people (15 military and the remainder civilian or civilian 
contract employees; USAF 2001). Although rural in character, the three communities of New 
Boston, Amherst, and Mont Vernon that surround NBAFS have experienced population growth 
and are located within one of the most rapidly expanding residential areas of New England. 
Accordingly, residential development is expected to continue in the area surrounding NBAFS. 
The communities that surround NBAFS represent three of the most affluent communities of the 
state (all three are ranked in the top 25 of 234 communities in terms of median household 
income; USAF 2001). 
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4  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
AND NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

 
 
 Impacts of the proposed action (implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan) 
and the no-action alternative were evaluated and are presented in this section. Consideration is 
given to impacts to air quality and noise; topography, geology, and soils; water resources; 
ecology; cultural resources; land use, recreation, and visual resources; socioeconomics; and 
health and safety. Direct effects (those effects caused by the action and occurring at the same 
time and place) and indirect effects (those effects caused by the action that occur later in time or 
at a distance) are considered in this section. Adverse impacts that cannot be avoided if the project 
is implemented, irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources, and the relationship 
between short-term use and long-term productivity are discussed in Sections 4.3, 4.4, and 4.5, 
respectively. Cumulative impacts are presented in Section 4.6. 
 
 
4.1  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
 As described in Section 2, the proposed action consists of the implementation of the 
Wildland Fire Management Plan (Bernardy et al. 2003) at NBAFS. On the basis of the 
assessments provided in the following sections, the proposed action would not have any 
significant adverse impacts on the environment.  
 
 
4.1.1  Air Quality and Noise 
 

Localized, short-term air quality impacts that could occur during project implementation 
include the generation of dust, engine exhaust emissions, and, particularly, smoke. The potential 
impacts of these emissions on ambient air quality in the vicinity of NBAFS would be minor and 
of short duration. No violations of applicable federal and state ambient air quality standards are 
expected. It should be noted that particulate standards are based on 24-hour and annual averages, 
whereas smoke plumes may degrade air quality for just a few hours before moving on or 
dispersing. Therefore, there could potentially be short-term, acute effects even though NAAQS 
standards are not violated (Sandberg et al. 2002). In addition to potential health effects, air 
quality-related effects of smoke include soiling of structures, public nuisance (interfering with 
the use or enjoyment of public or private resources), and loss of visibility (Sandberg et al. 2002). 
Unforeseen weather changes may carry smoke toward sensitive receptors such as residences, 
highways, and recreational areas. Under the proposed action, there would be a reduction of total 
smoke emissions because of smaller less-intense fires resulting from reduced fuel loading in the 
long term. This could result in a long term reduction in air quality impacts. 
 

All vehicles would be required to function properly (e.g., exhaust systems with no leaks). 
Low noise-emission equipment, as certified by the EPA, would be used to the maximum extent 
practicable. Section 176 of the Clean Air Act requires federal agencies to assure that their actions 
conform to applicable implementation plans for achieving and maintaining the NAAQS for 
criteria pollutants. General air conformity analysis is typically required for projects at NBAFS 
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due to regional ozone noncompliance. However, prescribed fire management is exempted from 
general conformity by 40 CFR 93.153 (c)(2) (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 
 All prescribed fire plans at NBAFS would include project-specific smoke management 
guidelines (Bernardy et al. 2003). Considerations would include climatic conditions and dilution. 
Climatic considerations include not burning during a period of stable weather, which could 
restrict smoke movement. Dilution would involve burning small portions of an area with high 
fuel concentrations or burning when the fuels are saturated, to minimize the amount of fuel 
consumed. While prescribed fire management is exempted from permitting requirements in New 
Hampshire, prescribed fire planners at NBAFS would consider guidance in Publication 
Management System (PMS) 420-2/National Fire Equipment System (NFES)1279, Prescribed 
Fire Smoke Management Guide, when developing burn plans for the site (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
The fine particulate matter produced during a prescribed fire could stay suspended over an area 
of several square miles and would be expected to reduce visibility (BLM 1999). 
 
 Prescribed fires ignited when fuel moisture conditions reduce total fuel consumption and 
mixing heights and winds are most favorable for smoke dispersal produce lower levels of 
particulate matter than wildfires. Thus, while prescribed fires may have a temporary negative 
impact on air quality, the potential for acute impacts from wildfires should be reduced (BLM 
1999). Unforeseen weather changes during a prescribed burn may carry the smoke toward 
sensitive receptors such as the Operations Area. 
 

Noise impacts would occur from the use of machinery and vehicles during fire 
suppression activities or prescribed fires. Noise levels would be in compliance with Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration standards. Prescribed fires would occur mostly during daytime 
hours; thus, much of the noise would be masked by routine daytime noises. Also, residential 
areas are mostly located more than 1.0 mi (1.6 km) from prescribed fire areas. Much of the 
intervening areas are densely wooded, which would attenuate noise levels. Loudest noise levels 
would occur if helicopters were used to suppress a wildland fire from the air. Nearby local 
residents who are not accustomed to that kind of noise could be annoyed by helicopter 
operations, especially at night. However, helicopters would be used only if a wildfire was out of 
control and hard to suppress (Bernardy et al. 2003). Overall, noise impacts associated with 
implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan would be minor and of short duration. 
 
 
4.1.2  Topography, Geology, and Soils 
 
 The proposed action would not affect the topography or geology of the station. Most 
impacts to soils (e.g., erosion and compaction) would be localized. Soil compaction could take 
place through the creation of firebreaks from the use of vegetation removal equipment. Soil 
protection would be considered during all fire management activities. Prescribed fires would be 
planned to ensure soils are not intentionally damaged by extreme heat. Preference would be 
given to using natural and man-made firebreaks. Firebreaks constructed during wildfire and 
prescribed fires would be rehabilitated to ensure erosion does not occur (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
Post-fire rainstorms have the potential to severely erode burned hillslopes, depending on fire and 
storm intensity, time since the fire, and availability of erodible soil (Wondzell 2001). Smaller, 
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less intense fires would lessen erosion potential over the long term. Following the re-
establishment of herbaceous vegetation, wind and water erosion would be reduced.  
 
 
4.1.3  Water Resources 
 
 Immediately after any fire, surface runoff would increase because of the loss of 
vegetation and surface litter. Intermittent and perennial streams would experience greater peak 
flows and increases in turbidity and sedimentation. Overland flows would increase until 
vegetation is re-established. In the long term, there would be an increase in infiltration because 
of the increase in herbaceous cover, resulting in a reduction of overland flow. Overall, the effects 
of a prescribed fire to riparian and aquatic systems would be less than those expected from larger 
wildfires. The greatest risks are posed by ground-disturbing activities, rather than directly from 
the prescribed burn (Wondzell 2001). Implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan 
would not affect groundwater resources (e.g., change the depth to groundwater, alter 
groundwater flow direction, affect groundwater recharge, or impact groundwater quality).  
 
 
4.1.4  Ecological Resources 
 
 All fire management on NBAFS would be consistent with management goals outlined in 
the Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (Najjar 1998; Bernardy et al. 2003). 
Prescribed fires would be used to encourage oak or pine regeneration, reduce overstory or 
understory competition from undesirable tree species, or to thin overstocked forest stands 
(Bernardy et al. 2003). Within Zone III (undeveloped areas), containment lines would be 
established and maintained to reduce the effects of wildland fires. Also, shaded fuel breaks7 
would be established and maintained where deemed appropriate. To the extent possible, roads 
and natural barriers would be used (Bernardy et al. 2003). This would minimize the need to 
impact vegetation. Construction of permanent firebreaks would require a Section 404 permit if a 
wetland would be affected. NBAFS would be required to complete a Finding of No Practical 
Alternative to comply with AFI 32-7061, Environmental Impact Analysis Process, before it 
seeks to obtain a Section 404 permit (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 
 The following discussion presents a generalized summary of fire effects on ecological 
resources. Species-specific information can be found in the Fire Effects Information System 
(FEIS) (http://www.fs.fed.us/database/feis). The FEIS provides information on fire effects and 
related biological, ecological, and management information for hundreds of plant and wildlife 
species and for plant communities. Information for plant and animal species includes taxonomy, 
distribution and occurrence, value and use, ecological characteristics, fire ecology, fire effects, 
and references. The FEIS was originally developed to meet prescribed fire needs, but is now 
recognized as providing species information for a number of applications (Brown and Smith 
2000). 
                                                 
7  Shaded fuel breaks are areas where portions of the canopy vegetation is maintained to minimize production of 

shade-intolerant understory plants. Also, vegetation is thinned to remove ladder fuels. These areas are effective 
for slowing and cooling wildfires. 
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Fire injury and mortality to plants, and their subsequent recovery, are influenced by fire 
behavior, fire duration, pattern of fuel consumption, and amount of subsurface heating (Brown 
and Smith 2000). About 50 to 100 ac (20 to 40 ha) of vegetation would be burned on NBAFS 
annually by prescribed fires (Bernardy et al. 2003). Most prescribed burns would occur within 
the high-priority prescribed fire areas listed in Table 1. However, any area of the station other 
than Zone I (Operations Area) could be subject to prescribed burns. Post-fire species 
composition is usually an assemblage of many of the species that were growing on the site and 
represented in the seed bank at the time of the fire. Plant communities in the first few years after 
a fire are comprised of individuals of plants that survived the fire intact, grow from sprouts or 
suckers that grow from the base or buried portions of top-killed plants, and establish from seeds 
(Brown and Smith 2000). New species are likely to be added to areas that were severely burned 
and receptive to germination of seeds from species dispersed from off the burn site (Brown and 
Smith 2000). 
 

Animal responses to fire may include injury, mortality, immigration, or emigration. 
During a burn, most small mammals seek refuge underground or in sheltered places within the 
burn, while large mammals must find a safe location in unburned patches within the fire 
perimeter or outside the burn area. Animals with limited mobility are more vulnerable to injury 
and mortality than more mobile animals (e.g., young are generally more susceptible than mature 
animals). Animals that are dormant or aestivating underground are generally well protected from 
direct fire effects (Smith 2000). Most nonburrowing mammals and birds leave their habitat while 
it is burning, but many return within hours or days. Others emigrate because the food and cover 
they require are not available in the burned area. Fires can have short-term adverse effects on 
bats through loss of roosting and foraging habitat that can lead to starvation or increased 
predation and exposure to the elements (Bat Conservation International 2001). Vulnerability of 
invertebrates to fire depends on their location (e.g., on plants, soil surface, or burrows) and 
mobility (Smith 2000). 
 

Season of burning is important to birds in two ways: (1) fire during the nesting season 
may reduce populations more than during other seasons (mortality would primarily occur to 
eggs, nestlings, and fledglings); and (2) migratory species may be affected only indirectly, or not 
at all, by burns that occur before or just after their arrival in spring or after their departure in fall 
(Smith 2000). Therefore, prescribed fires conducted between mid-April and mid-September 
would be most likely to adversely impact birds, especially the neotropical migrants that breed on 
NBAFS. However, the number and diversity of birds and other wildlife on NBAFS suggest that 
past wildfires and prescribed burns have had minimal adverse impacts on wildlife. 
 

The length of time before these species return depends on how much fire altered the 
habitat structure and food supply (Smith 2000). Post-fire impacts on wildlife mainly occur 
through effects on their habitat. Fires often cause short-term increases in wildlife foods that 
contribute to increases in populations of some animals such as predators and scavengers. 
However, these increases are moderated by the animals’ ability to thrive in the altered, often 
simplified, structure of the post-fire environment (Smith 2000). Stand-replacing fires reduce 
habitat quality for species that require dense cover and improve it for species that prefer open 
sites. Population explosions of wood-boring insects can be associated with fire-killed trees, 
which provide an important food source for insect predators and insect-eating birds. Woodpecker 
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populations generally increase after fires if snags are available for nesting. Secondary cavity 
nesters, both birds and mammals, take advantage of the nest sites prepared by primary excavators 
(Smith 2000). Fires generally favor raptors by reducing hiding cover and exposing prey. Small 
carnivores respond to fire effects on small mammal populations (either positive or negative). 
Large carnivores and omnivores are opportunistic species with large home ranges. Their 
populations change little in response to fire, but they tend to thrive in areas where their preferred 
prey is most plentiful – often in recent burns (Smith 2000). 
 
 Road kills of wildlife occasionally could result from use of fire suppression vehicles, 
particularly at night. Individuals of rare species could be killed, as evidenced by the dead eastern 
hognose snake (Heterodon platirhinos) that was collected on a station road (ANL 1997). 
However, these occasional events would not threaten any populations on NBAFS. Vehicle use 
could also result in damage to sensitive habitats such as wetlands. For example, ruts could cause 
localized changes in the hydrologic flow of a wetland. Only negligible impacts to fish and other 
aquatic biota would be expected from the pumping and removal of water for use in wildland-fire 
and prescribed-fire suppression. 
 

The association of the fern-leaved false foxglove with sites with known fire histories 
suggests that fire may play a role in the creation and maintenance of appropriate habitat 
(Sperduto and Nichols 1999). One of the management goals for five of the eight high-priority 
prescribed fire areas is to increase or try to develop populations of the fern-leaved false foxglove 
(Table 1). 
 

There are few reports of fire-caused injury to reptiles and amphibians (Smith 2000). 
Nevertheless, a fire could kill an individual eastern hognose snake if it were unable to find 
shelter or escape from the fire. However, habitat management benefits would ensure continued 
suitable habitat for the species (Bernardy et al. 2003). As mentioned, fire or smoke could 
potentially impact bats or their habitats. Both the state-endangered small-footed bat (Myotis 
leibii) and state-rare eastern pipistrelle (Pipistrellus subflavus) have been collected or observed 
within areas that would be subject to prescribed burns. However, impacts to these species would 
be negligible over the long term, as only limited areas would be burned annually in comparison 
to the amount of suitable habitat available on the station. In addition, habitat conditions for bats 
would improve as a result of the proposed action (e.g., through the creation of new roosts, 
opening of foraging areas and travel corridors, and, in some cases, increases in prey diversity and 
density (Bat Conservation International 2001). This assessment also applies for the state-rare 
moths, butterflies, and skippers that occur on NBAFS. 
 

All but one of the rare natural communities found on NBAFS (Table 3) are located within 
the perimeter of a high-priority prescribed burn area. The rare natural communities are rather 
small, ranging from 0.6 to 6.7 ac (0.3 to 2.7 ha; ANL 1997). The acreage of the high-priority 
prescribed burn areas within which the rare natural communities occur are mostly 30 ac (12 ha) 
or larger. Therefore, a prescribed fire could be conducted within these areas and managed in such 
a way as to avoid significant changes to rare natural communities. In the long-term, habitat 
improvements within the high-priority prescribed fire areas would benefit the continued 
existence of the rare natural communities through the maintenance of more natural processes.  
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4.1.5  Cultural Resources 
 

Past activities at NBAFS have resulted in some impacts to cultural resources. Evidence of 
looting, erosion, and other damaging activities have been reported at several of the sites 
potentially eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (PAL 1993; Loflin and 
Grumet 1996). It is not known if these damages were the result of military use, recreational use, 
or both. There is also no information indicating when the damage took place. 
 

To date, prescribed fires that have been conducted at NBAFS have avoided all eligible 
cultural resources (Najjar 2003). Similarly, the proposed action is not expected to impact any 
known cultural resources. All actions that could impact any site potentially eligible for 
nomination to the National Historic Register would have to comply with Section 106 
requirements of the NHPA (Bernardy et al. 2003). Firebreak construction would avoid known 
archeological sites at all times. Unanticipated finds would be reported to the installation’s 
Natural Resources Manager. Archeological sites in prescribed fire units would be prepared to 
ensure no significant jackpot fuels exist that could damage subsurface resources. Procedures 
outlined in the Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan would be followed (Bernardy 
et al. 2003). 
 

Impacts to cultural resources from a prescribed or wildfire can occur from the fire itself 
and from suppression activities that may result in surface disturbance. Fire is most likely to 
impact historic structures that have aboveground features susceptible to burning or contain 
organic materials that might burn even if buried. Suppression activities, such as clearing of fire 
lines, could disturb sites located on the surface or below the surface (BLM 1999). The greatest 
risk of impacts on cultural resources from a wildfire would be from damage or destruction of 
historical structures. Other potential impacts to cultural resources could result from intense 
burning of the soils near buried artifacts or erosion resulting until re-vegetation of an area occurs 
after a burn. All historic structures at NBAFS are within the Operations Area. Fuel levels are 
currently kept very low within the Operations Area. A mowed area is also maintained in 
proximity of the fence surrounding the Operations Area. If an unexpected discovery is made, 
work would cease immediately and the NBAFS Natural Resources Manager would be contacted 
(Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 
 
4.1.6  Land Use, Recreation, and Visual Resources 
 
 The proposed action would not result in any significant long-term adverse impact to 
natural resources on NBAFS (Sections 4.1.2, 4.1.3, and 4.1.4) and would not conflict with any 
plans or goals for natural resource management at NBAFS. Impacts to recreation would occur 
with greater frequency under the plan (e.g. small areas would be inaccessible during prescribed 
burns every year). The proposed action is consistent with other land use within NBAFS and is 
considered essential for supporting the NBAFS mission (Bernardy et al. 2003). Prescribed fire 
and silviculture can go hand in hand for restoration of forest stands and ecosystems (Brown and 
Smith 2000). The plan would also support habitat restoration activities, increasing the visual 
aspect of the station. Concerns over air quality, fire control, and costs are the major constraints 
on prescribed fire use as part of natural resource management (Brown and Smith 2000). The 
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prescribed fire program at NBAFS would enable station personnel to demonstrate the use and 
value of fire management, and, in so doing, generate public understanding and support (Bernardy 
et al. 2003). 
 

No prescribed fires for vegetation management would be allowed in Zone I (Operations 
Area; Bernardy et al. 2003). However, landscaping management in this area reduces the potential 
for a wildfire within Zone I that could impact mission operations. 
 

Uncontrolled smoke resulting from a fire could impact satellite operation missions if 
taken in through air handlers. All prescribed fire projects would consider smoke impacts and 
would be coordinated with 23 SOPS/DO (Director of Operations). All prescribed fire plans 
would include smoke management guidelines. Prescribed-fire planners would consider guidance 
in PMS 420-2/NFES 1279, Prescribed Fire Smoke Management Guide, when developing burn 
plans (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 
 A prescribed fire could adversely affect the quality of a visitor’s experience, due to 
smoke or the presence of burned land. The overall effect on visual resources would be a minor 
adverse impact. Implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan would decrease the 
likelihood of a large wildfire that could denude portions of the station, disrupt the station’s 
mission, and greatly affect recreational and visual resources. If a wildfire did occur, it would 
cause a greater visual impact compared to a prescribed fire. Nearby residents would be informed 
if a prescribed burn could potentially affect them or could be seen (i.e., when a burn would be 
conducted on Joe English Hill; Najjar 2003). 
 
 
4.1.7  Socioeconomics 
 

The proposed action would have a negligible effect on the local economy. All prescribed 
fires would be confined to NBAFS. The proposed action would not result in any significant 
beneficial or adverse socioeconomic impacts to the local population, labor force, or economy. 
Because only a small work force would be required and for a short period of time, impacts on the 
capacities of public services (e.g., schools, police, fire protection) would not occur. Private 
homes, cabins, and condominiums surrounding NBAFS would be at risk, albeit negligible, from 
a wildfire that starts on the station. The economic value of these structures is relatively 
significant (Bernardy et al. 2003). Having to clean structures soiled by smoke would also cause 
an adverse economic impact (Sandberg et al. 2002). 
 
 Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations” (February 11, 1994), requires federal agencies to 
identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income 
populations. No environmental justice impacts would be expected to either minority or low-
income populations. 
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4.1.8  Health and Safety 
 
 The first priority in wildland fire suppression is to firefighter and public safety. 
Prescribed fire management plans would provide some form of risk assessment and follow the 
principles of AFI 90-901, Operational Risk Management. Firefighters would continuously 
adhere to the principles of operational risk management throughout all tasks (Bernardy et al. 
2003). Personnel involved in the NBAFS Wildland Fire Management Program would have to 
meet the required physical standard for their target position. Participants would also have to 
adhere to basic safety standards associated with such work, including having the necessary PPE. 
Two-way radio communication, plus backup communications (e.g., cellular phones) would be 
required (Bernardy et al. 2003). Managers would ensure that personnel are well rested and ready 
for work. Also, proper preparation time should be allowed for a thorough understanding of the 
tactics to be implemented (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 

Nevertheless, potential health and safety impacts could result from conducting prescribed 
burns or from fire-suppression activities. Impacts could include injuries from firefighting, 
equipment accidents, smoke inhalation, or an escaped wildland fire. Proper training and 
outfitting would lessen the potential for impacts. The main inhalation hazards in smoke to 
firefighters appear to be from CO, aldehydes, and total suspended particulates, particularly 
PM2.5. Health effects can include eye and respiratory irritation, shortness of breath, headaches, 
dizziness, and nausea lasting up to several hours. However, smoke exposure to firefighters is not 
considered to be hazardous (USFS 2003). 
 

The potential for health and safety issues increases with the use of helicopters during fire 
suppression. The use of aircraft would be undertaken only when all risks are evaluated and 
mitigated, if possible. Man-made aviation hazards at NBAFS include the four radomes in the 
Operations Area and the boresight tower located near the southwest corner of the station 
(Bernardy et al. 2003). Use of prescribed fires would be allowed within the range areas, but 
provisions for personnel safety during ignition operations would have to be incorporated within 
the prescribed burn plans (Bernardy et al. 2003). Containment lines would be established and 
maintained around each range area sufficient to contain an advancing wildland fire. These would 
be a minimum 6-ft (1.8-m) wide area cleared to mineral soil and a shaded fuel break of 100-ft 
(30.5-m) wide on either side of the cleared line (Bernardy et al. 2003). Suppression resources 
would not be allowed to enter range areas, and aerial suppression and observation will be 
restricted to the airspace outside the containment line boundaries. Firefighters would not be 
allowed in range areas or within 1,000 ft (305 m) of any actively burning range fire. Mop-up 
from a Zone II fire would not exceed beyond the shaded fuel break towards the range area 
(Bernardy et al. 2003). Firefighters finding suspected UXO would be required to report their find 
to their supervisor or other officer and immediately clear the area of all personnel. Under no 
circumstances would a firefighter be allowed to handle any UXO (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
 

Natural hazards that firefighters could be exposed to include ticks, bees and wasps, and 
black bears. Working on the cliff face of Joe English Hill could cause a potentially catastrophic 
injury to firefighters. No personnel should be allowed near the cliff face during low-light 
conditions (Bernardy et al. 2003). 
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Overall, the implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan would decrease the 
potential for impacts to health and property. Fuel management should decrease the potential for 
serious wildfires.  
 
 
4.2  ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
 
 Under the no-action alternative, impacts to the affected environment would continue from 
prescribed fires and other management activities conducted under the Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan (Najjar 1998). Natural resource management activities such as timber harvesting 
and habitat modifications would be continued; however, fuel management would not occur. All 
wildfires would be suppressed. Taking no action would be equivalent to maintaining the existing 
environment (as described in Section 3). The no-action alternative would increase the potential for a 
large, uncontrollable wildfire that could compromise the primary mission and natural resources of 
NBAFS. 
 
 
4.2.1  Air Quality and Noise 
 

Under the no-action alternative, there would be fewer short-term, localized air quality 
impacts due to fewer prescribed fire areas burned annually (i.e., up to 100 ac [40 ha] for the 
proposed action alternative and 5.0 ac [2.0 ha] for the no-action alternative, Najjar 1998; 
Bernardy et al. 2003). However, a larger buildup of fuels would occur under the no-action 
alternative and would increase the potential for a severe wildfire that would require greater 
efforts to control. Emissions from fire-suppression equipment would be higher under the no-
action alternative because of the greater need to control the fire. Smoke and ash emissions would 
also be greater due to the buildup of fuels. Higher particulate levels would occur during a 
wildfire than during a prescribed fire (BLM 1999). Therefore, air quality and visibility 
impairment would be greater if such an accidental wildfire occurred than from prescribed fires. 
 
 Noise levels could also be higher under the no-action alternative because of the increased 
amount of equipment that would be necessary for fire control and suppression of a large 
accidental wildfire. Without the regular prescribed burning of the proposed action, the buildup of 
fuels would increase the potential for aircraft use during a wildfire. Higher temperatures could 
result and would hinder on-the-ground efforts because of the risk to fire fighters, thus increasing 
the need for aircraft.  
 
 
4.2.2  Topography, Geology, and Soils 
 

Under the no-action alternative, there would be less potential for localized short-term 
physical impacts to soils because less acreage would be subject to prescribed fires on a yearly 
basis. However, continued buildup of fuels could increase the intensity of a wildfire, thus 
increasing the potential for the complete denuding of portions of the station. Because a wildfire 
would potentially be larger and burn hotter under the no-action alternative, the re-establishment 
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of vegetation would take longer. This would result in a potential increase in soil erosion. No 
impacts are anticipated to the topography and geology under the no-action alternative. 
 
 
4.2.3  Water Resources 
 

Impacts from the no-action alternative to water resources could be increases in suspended 
solids and sedimentation resulting from the denuding effects of an intense wildfire and potential 
stream flow increases resulting from a lack of vegetation. No impacts to groundwater would be 
expected from the no-action alternative, due to the depth of the groundwater (up to 73 ft [22 m] 
away from waterbodies). 
 
 
4.2.4  Ecological Resources 

 
Under the no-action alternative, NBAFS would continue to be managed under the 

Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan (Najjar 1998). A combination of prescribed fire, 
mowing, and timber harvesting would still be done to improve at least 5.0 ac (2.0 ha) of land for 
wildlife each year. This would provide a long-term habitat improvement goal by increasing the 
acreage of early successional aspen-birch stands and maintaining all of the fields at NBAFS 
(Najjar 1998). However, these improvements would be much less than under the proposed action 
to burn from 50 to 100 ac (20 to 40 ha) per year (Bernardy et al. 2003). Also, under the no-action 
alternative, there would be a greater buildup of non-fire adapted vegetation that would decrease 
the paucity of wildlife habitat in the NBAFS area. The unmanaged buildup of fuels could lead to 
more severe wildfires that could disrupt or destroy existing habitats at the station. Wildfire 
history at NBAFS is not well documented. However, there were nine wildland fires recorded 
between 1942 and 1999, including three located on the bombing range, two located on Joe 
English Hill, and one each located at Gardner Pond, Campbell Road, adjacent to the Operations 
Area, and the installation (specific area not provided; Bernardy et al. 2003). Vegetation within 
the area of a large, high-severity burn can be slow to recover, depending on available seed 
sources (Brown and Smith 2000). Also, stress associated with increasing the density of forest 
stands could make trees more susceptible to mortality from insect infestation and disease. This 
condition would increase fire hazard, adding to the susceptibility of a stand-replacing wildfire 
event. 
 

Impacts to wildlife could be greater under the no-action alternative because of the 
potential for a larger area to be burned by a hotter wildfire. With a larger block of contiguous 
habitat burned, wildlife would have more difficulty relocating to suitable habitat. In the event of 
a wildland fire adjacent to or threatening the Operations Area, suppression resources would be 
assigned structure-protection duties (Bernardy et al. 2003). Thus, natural resources would receive 
secondary considerations. Therefore, larger habitat areas could be destroyed until the Operations 
Area was secured. 
 

Large mammal mortality would be more likely from a large wildfire that could occur 
under the no-action alternative. In a large fire, fire fronts are wide and fast moving, fire actively 
crowns, and thick ground smoke occurs. This makes escape by large mammals more difficult. 
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However, because mortality of large mammals would still be low, direct fire-caused mortality 
would have little effect on populations of the species as a whole (Smith 2000). The potential for 
increased erosion associated with a severe wildfire could adversely affect fish and other aquatic 
species. 
 

Burning the entire area of a population of fern-leaved false foxglove at one time could be 
detrimental, unless buried seeds survive below the burn zone (Sperduto and Nichols 1999). Thus, 
a large wildfire at Joe English Hill could severely impact the plant species at NBAFS. Similarly, 
a large wildfire could destroy one or more of the rare natural communities on NBAFS. In 
particular, four of these communities occur on or at the base of Joe English Hill (ANL 1997). 
Therefore, an uncontrolled wildfire in this area could adversely affect both the fern-leaved false 
foxglove and the rare natural communities. Other state-listed and state-rare plant and animal 
species would be more at risk from a large wildfire. A loss of individuals of these species from a 
wildfire would not be expected to jeopardize their populations as a whole. However, NBAFS is 
the largest contiguous area of natural habitats in the region. Therefore, any destruction of rare 
species or their habitats at NBAFS could be a significant localized impact.  
 
 
4.2.5  Cultural Resources 
 

Impacts from the no-action alternative could occur if a wildfire burned over a cultural 
resource, including the altering of subsurface artifacts from an intense fire caused by the buildup 
of fuel on an archaeological site. Suppression activities in the vicinity of a cultural resource 
could also result in impacts to the resource. Burning of vegetation could also expose cultural 
resources to increased water or wind erosion damage, particularly to perishable materials such as 
bone, charcoal, and shells. Also, artifacts and features previously obscured by vegetation may 
become exposed, increasing their susceptibility to being collected or damaged. Potentially, a 
large wildfire could destroy historic structures within the Operations Area. 
 
 
4.2.6  Land Use, Recreation, and Visual Resources 
 

Impacts to land use, recreation, and visual resources could result from a large 
uncontrolled wildfire. Impacts could include the restriction of land uses or the disruption of the 
station’s mission during an intense wildfire. The potential for the disruption of station activities 
increases with the no-action alternative because of increased potential for more intense fires. A 
severe fire could completely denude portions of the station, affecting the recreational use and 
visual resources of the station. A large wildfire would remove the visual screen provided by tree 
cover, making it more difficult for those wanting a remote recreation experience to avoid the 
sights, sounds, and evidence of other visitors or activities at NBAFS. 
 
 
4.2.7  Socioeconomics 
 

Impacts from the no-action alternative on socioeconomics could result from the failure to 
suppress or contain a wildland fire on the station. An intense wildfire that escapes the station 
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could result in moderate to significant impacts to residential properties. Base equipment or 
facilities could be impacted by an intense wildfire that escapes into the Operations Area. The 
potential for a large wildfire that could destroy a large amount of woodland products would be 
greater than under the proposed action. The potential for a wildfire impacting off-site properties 
or the Operations Area would be greater than for the proposed action, but would still be minimal. 
 
 
4.2.8  Health and Safety 
 

Health and safety impacts under the no-action alternative could result from intense wildfire 
and suppression activities. The need to suppress all wildfires would require additional 
manpower. Also, the amount of smoke generated by a wildfire could have a greater effect on 
base personnel and the surrounding communities. Total suppression may also require the 
increased usage of aircraft, which could result in increased health and safety impacts. 
 
 
4.3  ADVERSE EFFECTS THAT CANNOT BE AVOIDED IF THE PROJECT IS 

IMPLEMENTED 
 
 Implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan could result in some minor, 
mostly temporary, adverse environmental impacts. Smoke, fugitive dust, and engine exhaust 
emissions would be produced during prescribed burns. Noise would also be produced by these 
activities. However, no significant long-term air quality impacts are anticipated. Noise would 
also be produced by these activities. Some unavoidable increases in soil erosion would result 
from prescribed burns, especially if heavy rains occur shortly after a burn. Turbidity and 
suspended solids in nearby surface water bodies could temporarily increase. Wildlife would be 
affected and some individuals and nests destroyed during a prescribed fire. These losses would 
be counterbalanced by the improvement of habitats that could lead to an overall increase in 
populations. Vegetation would also be destroyed during prescribed burns, but regular burning 
would favor more native, fire-adapted species. The potential would exist, albeit small, for serious 
injuries or fatalities to personnel conducting prescribed fires or suppressing wildland fires. 
 
 
4.4  IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 
 
 Resources that would be committed irreversibly or irretrievably during implementation of 
the proposed action would include materials that could not be recovered or recycled and 
materials or resources that would be consumed or reduced to irrecoverable forms. Use of fuel, 
oil, chemicals, and other materials used during prescribed burns or wildfires would constitute an 
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of those resources. Archaeological resources are 
nonrenewable and, once damaged, removed, or excavated, have been irreversibly and 
irretrievably committed. An escaped prescribed burn or wildfire could cause irreversible damage 
to cultural resources. Prescribed fires would not be conducted within the Operations Area, so 
impacts to potential Cold War cultural resources would be possible only from a wildfire. 
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4.5  RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY 

 
 This section evaluates the effects of the proposed short-term use of the environment for 
prescribed fires, fuel management, and firebreak projects on the long-term productivity of this 
same land and its resources. Most adverse impacts to the environment would be short-term (e.g., 
smoke, erosion). The proposed action would result in long-term improvements in natural 
resources. There would be short-term impacts to air quality from smoke that could last from 
several hours to several days, depending on the type and quantity of habitat burned. However, in 
the long term, there would be a reduction of total smoke emissions because of smaller, less 
intense fires resulting from reduced fuel loading. This would result in less degradation of air 
quality. 
 

The proposed action would provide a more stable environment at NBAFS for fire-
adapted native plant and animal species. The increased use of prescribed fire would increase 
localized short-term impacts at the station (Sections 4.1.1−4.1.8), but would lower the potential 
for a catastrophic wildfire that could greatly reduce the habitats at the station and possibly 
destroy large numbers of wildlife. 
 
 
4.6  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
 Cumulative impacts are those impacts to the environment that result from the incremental 
effect of the proposed action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions, regardless of what agency or person undertakes such actions. Cumulative impacts 
can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period 
of time. No significant adverse cumulative effects are anticipated from the proposed action. 
 
 Cumulative impacts to soil and water resources (e.g., soil erosion or loss and 
contamination) at NBAFS have primarily been minor and have occurred from bombing and 
strafing, UXO removal, military troop training, recreational use (particularly climbing), timber 
management, road construction, past fires and fire-suppression activities, and construction of 
current mission facilities. Implementation of the Wildland Fire Management Plan would have a 
negligible short-term cumulative impact to soils and aquatic resources, and would primarily 
result from firebreak construction and erosion from prescribed burn areas. However, long-term 
habitat diversification associated with the proposed action would stabilize soil conditions. Minor, 
localized soil erosion would continue in the future from ongoing mission operations, recreation, 
military training, natural resource management, and continuation of the proposed action. 
 

The potential impact on ambient air quality from prescribed burns (e.g., smoke, fugitive 
dust, and engine exhaust emissions) would result in a short-term increase in emissions from 
NBAFS and within Hillsborough County. Air emissions from fires are dispersed or deposited 
within a short time period. Also, prescribed fire use would be infrequent and of short duration. 
Therefore, the cumulative impact of the proposed action on air quality would be negligible. Most 
noise impacts at NBAFS primarily occur from military training activities. However, other than 
helicopter use, most noise events are attenuated within NBAFS site boundaries. Aircraft use to 



Draft Environmental Assessment  40 November 2003 
of NBAFS Wildland Fire Management Plan 
 

 

fight a wildfire would be a rare event and would represent a negligible cumulative effect on 
NBAFS noise events heard by off-site citizens. 
 

The past and current missions at NBAFS, military training and recreation, and natural 
resource management have resulted in localized minor adverse cumulative impacts and moderate 
to high widespread beneficial cumulative impacts to the ecological resources of the site. The 
Operations Area and disturbed lands at NBAFS occupy less than 100 ac (40 ha) of the site. 
While military training, recreation, and other activities cause short-term, localized adverse 
impacts, natural resource management has created highly diverse conditions over most of 
NBAFS. Prescribed fires and other natural resource management activities would improve the 
biodiversity of NBAFS. While there are no major natural areas or parks located within about 
10 mi (16 km) of NBAFS, there are small conservation areas maintained by the local towns, 
including the 500-ac (200-ha) Joe English Reservation that abuts the southwest portion of the site 
(Najjar 1998). Therefore, improvements in the natural resources of NBAFS would be a primary 
contributor to the area’s biodiversity. 
 

Evidence of looting, erosion, and other damaging activities associated with either military 
or recreational activities have been reported at several of the cultural sites potentially eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places at NBAFS (PAL 1993; Loflin and Grumet 
1996). A wildland fire would potentially impact cultural resources. Procedures outlined in the 
Integrated Cultural Resources Management Plan would be followed for the proposed action, so 
impacts to cultural resources associated with prescribed fires would not be expected. Therefore, 
the proposed action would not contribute to cumulative impacts. 
 
 Much of the area surrounding NBAFS is rural, with interspersed farms, forests, and 
residential areas. Land cover on the station is consistent with the surrounding area, and much of 
the habitat present on the station is represented elsewhere in the county and region. However, the 
increase in residential development of the surrounding lands has increased the importance of the 
natural resources of the undeveloped land on the station grounds. Implementation of the 
proposed action would make a minor contribution in increasing the high-quality natural 
resources of the region. However, these increases could be offset by future residential growth in 
the towns surrounding the station. 
 
 As only about 150 people are employed at NBAFS, they make only a minor contribution 
to the socioeconomic conditions of the region. The residential communities near NBAFS are 
relatively affluent, and are expected to continue to be so into the future. The proposed action 
would not contribute to cumulative socioeconomic impacts, other than indirectly by decreasing 
the potential, albeit negligibly for a large wildland fire that could impact residential properties. 
 
 No significant cumulative impacts to health and safety are associated with activities that 
occur on NBAFS. The potential for physical injury or death to individuals could occur from 
accidents occurring in military training, recreational activities (particularly climbing), 
silviculture, and the setting and control of prescribed fires and suppressing wildfires. Increase in 
prescribed fires under the proposed action would add to the number of activities on NBAFS for 
which accidental injuries could occur. However, the potential for injury from prescribed fires is 
far less than that which could occur from firefighters suppressing a large wildfire. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE: AIR FORCE 
512TK$P,tlo(:f '1\ fii)"'~IJIC'I 

APR 24 2003 

MllMOitANDUM FOR NPW liAMPSHlRE DEPAR'fM~N'I OF FISH AND GAME 
A i rliNTION: MR. WIU.IMI S. 0/\IITLETT. JR. 
E.\'OCUTIVE OIR£CrQR 
2 111\ZEN ORJVI' 
CONCORD NH 03301 

FROM: 23 SOPS!CC 
3 17 Chestnul l hll Road 
New Boslon Ill'S Ni l 03070·5125 

SUBJECT: PrepanHi(ln nf :111 EnvirotunCe'llt.al As.scssnu~nt (EA) lOr a Fire ~tlOU¥{1mcul Plan :u 
Neu.· Bos-ton A1r Force Smuon (NBAFS}. New Hampshire 

I . I ~m rt.qut:Saing informouon fmm )'Our office rcptdmi Jtate-li.stcd tbrcai'ened .md endangered 
pll\rn and anima1 sp~Xies ttd1 mayoeeuron or in lbc VlCintl)'of~rnAFS. New H3mpshirc. 

2. 1"hc U.S. Air Force t)h1115 to implement a w1Jdlnnd fire mrmsgcment plan thai includes 
proecdures lO suppress Wildfires :md prescribed bummg lbr ruel and natuml rcsourc~ m:.mage­
rncnt Fire suppression nctivit ios arc specified for lhrco :u·ca.~ 01) NBAFS: ( 1) opt.:mtious area. 
(2) n1nge areas. and (3) uudo\'clopcd areas. Pr~crib..:d fire would be usetl in unc.IC\>cloped arc:as 
10 niWtag.~ fud lev<:ls and muurnl ~onn;es 

J. NBAfS is a satellite tn.cking st::1tion lhat OCCUJUCS :.pptOMRwcly 2.83ti acn::s In J-lilbborougb 
C'ounty of south~tral N.._-w I fampshire (see AICh I), 'The ~tation is predo1nm;an1ly undeveloped 
foreg with a mix of dceidl.lOus- and coniferous trees thn1 \' l!OC$ m species domut.ancc and senl 
s1.age ac1'0SS the .site. Two surveys for threatened. endangered iUld rorc species have: lx,.-cn 
oomJuclcd at NDAFS: a IWO•)'I!:ll biodiversity survey conduc1cd fmm 1994 10 1996 (Argonne 
Nalional Labomtory 19()7), 1md a bat survey ce,ntduc letl ul 2002 (Argonne Nntionnl l..Jibunltory 
200.2). State~ listed spooies found on NBAFS indudcl.l ciliated willow-herb (J:."'piluln'•m• 
c//Jatum), fern-leaved rillS¢ fh~giOVC: ( iJ>m:u/cmu fK·tffcuJa,.fa V3f inlCrct:tfcut), prnlllie l uOtwccd 
(PcJiygonum prolifin.mt), ci.\Stern hngnose snake ( 1/i!lc!fOflnn plmiriJilfos), paed·billc:d srebe 
(P<>~IIIJ•mbux podt""fJ1J. ""l'rcy (Pondton ~"lia<tus). bold <"•sle (florw«tus lc~~m<.pbuJUJ). 
nonhem hlll'rier (Cim'-i C)lrnt·us). Coopcf·s b;J,y, ~ CA«CJ"',_.,. roc.pen). and snult-fooled baJ 
(Mw>tts lerhu). UM: bald ~&li! and OOf1hem lmnicr wen: 1101 observed 10 UiC ua11on habitat. but 
were nbscrvod in flight O\'CI' thc sne dunt'lg fa ll migrmion. kccently, a bnld C:3j4IC Whfl obsefved 
lhu·mg the winter feetling on n dctr ea.cass at JQC Cnglish P"ond in th~.:: CCJllrtiii>OI'IIO!l hf the 
sta(ion. Two adult rem ale !)mall-rooted bats (one prc~nanl , the other nonreproductive) were 
C3fll••rc:d ne:lr Joe Engli111h I fi l l. The rock slabs tmd oreviccR: th~1 t arc abum!nnl on this lnndsc-.n1>e 
fCutur~ may provide nXlSt 1arcn."i fqr thls species. Sco Atc:h 2 for a oot~•plct\! liM of protected and 
rnre 'J)CCiCS and naturnJ conum.onilics fOund on 1\.BAFS 
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.t The Atr Fon::e has ddconmcd 1h1tlhc f"UJ«-t rcqum:~s ~on of an I:.A U.e~.:J ou the 
1nfonnauon presmtcd above. lh<. >\•r Jfon;_c ddc1 not cx-pcc:t the pr·OpOStXJ ac~ion 10 1\ia\ ~.;.any 
1mpac1 on sr.ate-listu:l specie$ I \\'OUkJ IIJilrCClkte, hn"Wcver. j( you cot.tld forv.riU'd MY 
in(onnmion or concerns you m11y hnvc f'Citstnhuu unpucts on any such species or other ccolo~ot.k.d 
resource$. The Air Force willu~c I he mfollllUIIOn )'OU rrovide in pret>::U ing the EA 

S. 1r you have any questionsoulhl" nuallcr. ,>leasc conrnct myN:ttt•ral Resourcelt r'hmncr, 
Mr. SIC'J>hen Najjar, til (6il3) 471·242tJ 

-<f?~!) 
~~0\ AIKO. L1 Col, USAf 

~IU<hmcr.~._.-
1 I ocar- of'-.'liAFS 
2. Listed and Rare .$pc:Qcs &nd ('ou•••unJIM:\ on t'\BAFS 
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DEPARTMENT OF i HE AIR FORCE 
(IOTt'ISPACE WING (N'SI'C) 

MIJ'AORANDUM FOR DEPT OF RESOURCES AND eCONOMIC Dl:lVELOI'MENT 
ATIENT!OK MS SARAJ. CAIRNS 

FROM· 23 SOI'SICC 

NFW HMIJ'SHIRENATURAI IIWU rAGE INVI'NTORY 
POBOX I$SO 
CONCORD Nil 03302 

l17 Cheslnutllill R""d 
New Boston AFS 1\H Q3071)·512S 

SUUJ~(..I: Preparation of an Erwiro.unellll\1 Assessment (I!J\) fora Fire Mbnngt:rncul l)!on :u 
New 0\)Shm Air Force Suatiou (NBAFS). New 1-lnllli>S:hirc 

I I am requesting tllrl.)rmauon from your office regardtng federally listed • .Stlalc--listcd. 01 rat\! 
plant nntl animal specK:, and rare nat\IJ"'ll communities lhal may occur on ot in the \<icinrtyof 
NBAFS, New Hamp>h""-

2. I he U.S. Air Force t)lons to implcmeul n wildhu1d fire monagcmcnl t)l:tu 1Jm1 includes 
procedures to sup~lrcss wildfires and prc.~:,iCribed burning for fuel and n:lllu'al •esources 
muuliHCJl\cnL Ftrc surtu~'\ion ~livltaCS :lri' :.-pecificd for three areas on N9t\FS: ll ) opcnations 
arQ. (2) nmgc or<as. and (J) und"'·<lop<d .,...._ Pn:.cnbcd fin: would be: 1a>cd 10 undevdopcd 
areas 10 manage fuclle'\cb and nalural resources. 

3. Nll1\FS is a satelltUHrackingstauon lhm occupies :lJJJH'O~imately 2.83CJ ocrcs inllill~bocou~h 
Counly of f\outh·ccntl'ul New Hampshire (see /\tch I). 'rl1e st.aLion is ptt.:~lorn inantly unde"e:t<'rcd 
fore&l with a mi)t Of dcci.JuOuS ::tmJ COlli rcrou3 trees I hat VO&rU;~.'\ in species domin:u1ce and Scrdl 
sttt~c tiCfOS.S ahc 1ti1c: rwo surveys for thrc:ucned. endangt:red. !!Od rare sp«le$ h.'lve bc:cn 
c~Hlductcd at NBAFS· a t\\ro-yearbt<xlJvmity su:rveycondu.cled from t99-4tJ.> 1996 (Argonll¢ 
1\ationAII...abo-ratory t9')7) and a bal :-..urvcy conducted in 2002 (Arzonnc Ntu•onal Labor:nory 
20()2). Pederally liS1cd. ~lute- l isted. und r:we (wnk ofS3 oc· lugher) species :u\tl n01ural plt"n 
touuuuniiJe& JOund on NRAFS during ( 1\c~c surveys arc l)rcsemcd in t\(ch 2. 

4. Tt.~ Air forte has dccermim~d th:tt I he ptO,Kl requin~s prcp.:trauon ohn RA Based on lhc 
infon~l~n pn:senu:d abo"~'. the Air Force does 001 expect the proposed xuon to ha\'e .my 
imp:)CI on federa11y li$1cd, S13Je-lis1td. or r.uc Si>'-"C'tes. I ~oull.l tq>prcc.JaiC.IlOWC\'cr. iryoJ 
wollld fo• ward uny infommtion or COtiCt-m~t you m3y h:av~.~ I'CS,.u'ding IOlllaCI!' (Ill any such SI)Ccit.:s 
cu· 1•thc1' ecological resources. The All· S·nrecwill use tholnformntion yOlllll'('l\lilic in prcpaliu~ 
the f:A. 

fM~I£1\ Of SPACE 
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5. Jr yolJ h1•vc :~nyque.sllous on this muucr. llk'3M: contu-c.1t my Natural Re.sluu'<'C5 f11::tnncr. 
Mr. Stcplu.:•• N.•jj~~r, at (603) 47 1-2426 

Alt•~hmcnts 
J. Lm:uliOII orNBAFS 

~d--
STEPHEN (N~VAIKO. I,! C"<~.I..SAF 
Commander 

2. Listod :uul l(:trc S1lccies mld Communities On NBi\ FS 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
........ "Mi~ 

MEMORANDUM FOR U.S FISII 11Nil WII I)LIFI· SSRVICE 
A'l· n;N'II()N· Mil MI('HA£1.. BARTLETT 
FI~LJ) SUI'~RVISOR 
NeW ~MILANO Hfi .O OI'I'ICF. 
70 C0\1\i~ Rl'IAL S rRrCT 
C'ONC'ORO "II lllllll -5087 

f R0\1 :!J SOPS CC 
31 - a-...tlloUR~ 

""'" aos. .. MS '" 1111>10 \I H 

~L BJECT: Prq:gntion of on l:n\IR'nm<nt.•l A•.cwna>< (I:A I fot a fi,., M_.,.,.,o Pion >1 

:-lew Boolon Air I-oree \wonn C"R>\i'l'l. "c:w ~ 
I. I .am requesung infonnalton 11-om )'<luromcc 1c:-~ing federally-listed. prX>pUsetl,and 
c.andidarc: threatened and cnd.tii ~L'I'-'II)Ianl !tnd Jtmmal iJ>ecics: Lbal may occur on or 111 I he 
V1c1nily ofNBAFS. New H~mpshjl>¢, Aa tho l)ropos~·l net ion would invc,lvc conu-ullcd bum!'! 
during I he s:pnng and s.unm1or, I would nl:lfl III)Jlr.;:cmto knowing about any coucct'H$ I hOI )'ilut 
oflicr: may have; rchllivc to tho MiMfliiOI'Y Bud Tn:.uy Act. 

2 rhc U.S. Air F()rcc phms 10 nnptcmenl u wildland Jiro managernenL plan that includCll 
proc:c:dures to suppress w1ldfirca and pr\!acnbc:d ht1m10g for f"cl and natural n::5Uui'~,;C$ 
m:uugemcm. Fire Mtppn.~.-.IOII11Ch\-ll1CS J.rc •rc:ca(H.!J lhr ahn:e an:ason NBAFS. ( l )op-.Yalluni 
.ot<a. (2) rnngo: ......_and (3) uttd.-.ti<Jp<d •rc:u PA:scnb<d li~ would be u><d 111 """-'•~oral 
areas to rnana&oc fuclla-c"ls .nd ruawal ~·•• 

l '"BAFS is a saiclllte tr,l<l.,llwo""'tl\ll ooc,_. "!'''m'~ Z.S36 .aa m lhlbl>or""sh 
Courllyof- N<_.,. llllmp\h ro(k~ .\kh IJ The5lai»n is~) u,.X,clop.-d 
(or$ ~lth a mix: of dc:cld!IO ... and cumr~ lleft I hAl , .. .es lU ~docmna')CC and~l 
saage KlOSS tht: ~~~ TY."' SW'\C)'I b l''•oiMK'd and mdm~ Species fun: boal c:~n4 ... 1cd a1 
'RAFS· a "'-o-yead>iod"""''Y ....-cy c.>t1ducoed from 1994 to 1996 (Arpme Nawnol 
Labonuory 1997) ;md a baa'""') ct,tldut1c:d '" 2tCJ2 (Argonne National l..abor&tory 2002) 
Only one federal ly-hs;lcd 5fl'CC1t;S. the bald c.~ctr h:.~ he-en found on NBAFS~ tins "J)I."( '~ ha~ 
n.xn Obse1Ved in Oi~hl over I he J tlC dlll Ins r .. u nusrm eon Jnd an ind !Vtdual was ob~Cf\'Cd ihll '"" 
lhc winlcr. feeding on 1.1 dccrc:nn:taal ttl JUG l'llt;li .. h Pond in lhctcnll'al pU11tun (.l( lheStJII(Ul, 1\1' 
ipccics that are proposul u1 t.:lulllidlll05 fo1' fllLkml..-fiJ-1 !uH have hocn Jbund dUI i11g l'ottc: su1 vcyt.. 
(•co Atch 2). 
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,;a ~Air Force has-d~cmuncd that d.e f'«'''J«t f't'tiUirH ptepa"3t.ion of an EA B.ucd OR the 
tnfonNLIJOn presented aboH~. the Au I t.'ln.;c de~ nf'i C'\pc:d tllc: proposed ar..'1•>nlo 1t»'I'C: DR) 
impact on fedt::r.~IJy-lrsLc:d. p !'OJ)05C'tl. Ot' t:lllllhd.lle ~tcs. 1 wodd appreclale. however, If you 
would fOI'Yo'atd any infornmhou C'Jr conrcm~t y<••• mo.~y have regarding impacts on ilJly s.uch ~pecks 
or Other ecological resource3 I he Atr I Cll'cc wt ll usc I he infommtion you provide 111 Jli CIXlrlntl 
tho EA. 

S. If you have anyquestiouN un lhis uuuu.:r, pl~aMl oonlaCIIIl,Y Natural Resources l'l.uutt.:l , 
Mr. Stcph<n Najjor. ot (G03) 471 -242~. 

AUA--hmcr.ts: 
Loalt<>n c>fi\'BAFS 
ltSttd and RueS~ and C"omtl't•nitiC'to oo ~HAPS 

~-
!.'TEPt!Q F.So\AIKO. Ll Col, \,.<.All 
COIIIJ2I3nll<r'-.,; 
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tof((~r.ally List((~. Str.l~l .. h.l~. •nd Mart> SIW'f""" ,;( l'l.tnts ,.ml Animab and k•rf 'l•IUnl 
('umnlltnilies 1-ouud '-"' 1\t''A IC.Non A(r Fnf'n" 'lulk)n. N~•· l bmpshi_rt1 

•• ..-J,·rltl St;~~h• ~ .• I ll Nvn~l;« c•f 
l '!oltU'III!t,NMllle Sdt••ltlfi4' Siunr Stuht_•' __ St:Uuli1 M11nk1 fHllon"Yitdow~' 

f\l,l! llt'-1 ('u!t!IDJ,!~iti~li ' 
B '"' ~ Ou•n • k ..-rl M.,rk NA' Sl't2 

n •• M .. Swamp 
c; ..... ~.,. Dw-•f M SIN2 
~ noc _, At:alk. •a. 

le......J.~ &Mia "i••-r NA ~,~. 

M4 ('vstlf'Sc-dttyo lh.Jit'f 

"""" .... 
C•-a"~Actd..h_n ~ ... \l 
rr.aM•t~oH.a&l A~•...- 1'A M 

And.._ TDB WtiO(I:.IId 
IJJy I n.-s: .. ~ai Op; W'-k N.\ S,\,.., .......... .,. 
\ouehnll A..-.hc R.<dy " <\..~ 
'-rt...-..c~, 

(l.:tl f'lAc- ltu._l y s-... NA \t: 
.,._, ..... ~~.;, 

""'""" ("tiUt('lif • •tliC)W·hc:ftl I rttnbt- I llltlllmf LT S2 Corhrnon 
f'l~tll l<r:avt·d false roA&k)~ ilturilktrla flt'Jit'll{nnfl U) ., > 10() 

V!l1 tl!l trt.t'cl t r/f 

f~Hllllk lntltwocd I 'oi)'Jtlltll/111 prt~IIJiftu•• LT S2 ( 'ommou 

~MI'I~ 
l'ot) 'UIUttl...,,. name: 1\J.-.;.._fii'M ptf'J"IUil <I 
c"' "'~>" 1'plCb.--d iJ.i.J, , l·oJ Jt--nald Sl"" 

~Kl !!!II Stit"t!U\o 
A ,.._~a; ki.ln N-ow. ~,I'Vtlk • ...,....._ .... "' 7 
[kl. .. uu !ol-lf'f't'l' AA.It,-~~ .. 5'~ I 
M•~•iac r ... /lltlh ...u.wJ&Id SIM • bltk JI:..._~,, ... ,D:: I"• ,..,.., • ._, \t'l'lllt '<\1 I 

b'!fll.ahwu 
~C'JI1hcnl kopald f.tUJ, If ulflll pyfltV ~· a-.. 
~ .... 
atu..tt.,·.IWtk r-~~" " • r:.Nera ~ Wlil.U Hrt~rv~l• ,.._.,.,.._,. LT " I 

ll•l.d)' 
l~d·btU::d ~1-ebe l'(.,lfl'rf'II~J: IKN'll('t"f1• LE SIII $/.N 10 
Amc•r!CRn tmt«n It( fiiiiiiiV ltiiii~·IHAfllf SJU 2 
r'hf11\l)' Pmu/1(), / t(rllflt!llll L1' SZU SIX 57 
lhltlf!:J~Ic! 1/lllllol'lfl'l/1.1 1-ili/"YH'II,Ihllflu 1'1 LE S l l 
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U stcd :md N.aN Co.-.uuuoities :u1d Sp~de.~ or XUA J•'S ( c<on tiuu ed ) 

Ftdc••al Sttlle SWtt> Nomb('r of 
Conu uo!l n N:.me Scienti(i(' Ntun;: S tatus' St:.tus1 nnnk' Ol~n·,.tioll:l 

lHa:tli . .\{.t'IUilJ.lll,l~D 
Nfll'lfl•~l l1 h;tn ·ic r (,'i!'(II\' C'J'(Iflf!IIJ.' LE S2ll,SZ.'J 8 
c()()pcr's hawk J1tY.'IJNif>r o"'flt)/1'-rlf LT S2B.S:t.:N 9 

M:mun.'lls 
!1'1Sl<.:rn ptpis{rcllc PljliHrt•ltJ..,· .sriiJ;1tml.t W -i.Slltl • Smnll~f\"JOI Cd OOt Mvoti.\' kibii w Sl 2 

Sourws; /Ji(l(/ivu:JilySttiW1(1/fltw BMtvH :1 i f S1111il'm. AJgotwc N:ttiun:tJ l.:llJ~Ir :lll!rf ( 1997), A Sun:ry t>ftht> B(IJ.f 
o'ljNt'w 8 tUrtM A1r Fim :t: .*ittoJJm t. Nt-.\v J-lo:~mp$hin:, Ar!t<mn.; N;~ti<.>l\lll L...1lxwdlCII"j {2002). 

1 Sta:c m.1h do not coMer any oflici:1l \If lq;.:ll st:Uu'< u, :'1 SI>Ccit$.. lll~ n.a.nl>s 11ro assigned hy the Nc"' H~mpshin:: 
N:dur:il fl ctil:ls.: l;w.:ntm}' In pm\'llk ini'Qml;lli('ln 00 the rt'lfl't!la liC'n St:ltll!! Af speci6!: .vitllil! the Sttil t!-.. 

; Number of ofl&cn r!'ltinM is th.:: tmfnhi:.f CJf mili\'u l u:~l." .~n(;()lm!~~nxl in stn--vey~, t~r plants. 1his i!! the rcltltive 
;~biJn\J:·mc;e • .., <;t>tim:1ted :uzc <.>f pop•Jations obsen·cd. For moths, buucrOi~s. Mld ~l: ipJ)Cl''l , th1.'l ' "' tfn! llmt~tx'.r or 
iocJi,•iduals collcc.lod or SCC·t\. For :.mphibisns i1 i.~ the n:J:uive :'ll.lUn(la.nt;; :11 ND.<\FS. f~r birds. this is the numher 
M 1i1l!t.'.$ individu:1l$ c•( the $JJ~;o.;io.;s w:1s ~n·QIJ ••ml il i.." p<.\SSiblc: tha t llle smnc. indh·ido:tl was SI.X:fl :il1d COtmted 
o10rc th .. r:~ <.>n<:c. f<w Ntls, thi~ is the n .. n, lx:r ofit'ldi\'it.lual.i. Cllptu1<:d 01 te<:(•hlo.':(l w ith .'\11<\b:~l dt:l\.-.;.tors. 

1 S<ut1e n•tur:lt C•,tnununi flot:s •·m N llt\P$ ;; ~C h ibit!XI cbo.ruc.:ttriwcs of more tha n oo~ OO!llll\Uil ii'Y 1ypc. Wlu::n:: lhjs 
o~CUIT~d. lhe l\lunc and nmk flf botb oommurti<jcs are 1is~ed .s<:i)Srately. N:numl conmmmtic:;.lre nQIM.'iignod tt 
Fcdcfn1 0 1' SUite. status. 

1 
NA = noupplicab le. 

5 Suu11; bi•V ~~~:S founll ()II NBAFS tlwt are con~idcred rare in New Hampshire only SSI>fe,~t'lcr\1 :u"\! n(l.t i...:lud~'d 
itl lhis t;olllc because dtC}' w~~e llOi l!l!sc.n't~l Juring lhlllxtOOint :;.:m:s(l r~ 
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To: 

P'rom: 

ll:t1C! 

Suhjc(l: 

NEW H AMPSHIRE N ATURAL H ERITAGE BUREAU 
OF'li:!.O • ~Vt810)1 ot' FORESTS b LAHOS 

PO Box 1656- 172 Pol•AOt<C ~o;.o, Cot-~con.o, NH O:J:l02•lf.l.l5e 
ceoal 2 7 1 3e2.:l 

Sam Cairns. D;na Manaccri1J•v1os:i'1 

\ 'VIay 2003 

We hJ.w ~ti~ved 1hc eonsuhattol'll~ucr and S~~ dr.a.f\ of the t-'ire M~ma.g.cmCflt Plan lhlll 
you sent 10 us on i\pril 2 t. \Vc ~ppf\!:Ciat.: )L)Ur continuing commitment to d1CiuJma:. 
sutc~li-,ccd 'JptCie! in 1~tt11:nt plam for lhc 1'\~w Bos-mu Air Force Sl:tll\m . .and 
:affirm Ut.U 111 thi~ time we have no lldditictMI m(~rm:uion to a.dd 10 the record )'OU aiR:KI~ 
ha"e oolite: Kknlify ttnd loc:Jtions of~ ~i~ 
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U S4WS 

United States Oepm·trncnt of the Interior 

FISH A.'\'D WU..I>Lit'B SI::RVICE 
New Enghm<l Ffc\d Omcc 

70 Commercial s:::r,, Su11e 300 

<:onc:oro. N"" H•m""'too30t-S087 

Lt. CoL Sttv<'''' Sovniko 
New I:Jost.on Air •~orcc St-ation 
23 SOPSICC 
J 17 Chestnut llill Ro>d 
Now llo$1on •\FS, r-.H 03070-5125 

Dear Ll Col Sow1k0. 

9Joot 

\1ay 12. 2003 

- This letter responds to your ApriJ 21. 2001 letter rcque.1.1Ht8 inf~tior.-onihe ~te.eoffedenbr 
liSted and propo~ dld•ngered or thn:atc:ncd J.~ef it1 rcla1ion to a pro~ fttelnM.agemc.m p1om 
for the Now OostOn Air Fo(ce Station in New OoJ10n. New t-lamps.hin::, Ourcc,mmt111i Rte provided 
inaccxmlanccwhh Sect.inn ~of the Endangtrcd Spcc.es Act (ESA}of1 973, iiS AnlC'ndcd ( 16 USC 
tSJ I-1543). 

T he dmtl: lire man•gement plan describes pmccdw·o~ tCl suppress wildfires including the use or 
GOJ'ltrQJicd burns to reduce fuel loads and tOr tWlt\lntl resource managemenl need:; On..'i'--d on 
infomuttion currentJy avtsilable 1.0\J.S, no fcdcmll)"lbtcd Cll' proposed threatened orcndani).t!u.'d ~pe,:iQ> 
under the juri$cliCIJ0fl ofth~ US Fish and Wild lire Srrv.ce Are k.nown 10 occur '" tht projectll.!e<l. 
wnh the CX(;CJMIOft of occ:u:ional trar.slenl bald eagle.- (Hul~dus ~e.,.,.~phaht.~) Thr:rtfor~ we 
coc..ax wilh your del.cnn!nation that no fcdt!rllli): ·b:sted spc:cies will be adw.rxi) afl'ec:acd by activiuC$ 
ptOsMJo$ed in the fi1c management plan 

\Vitl1 respoct tO )'UOI' rtql-oest fo1 out commC':1U• w\C.Ic:1 I he~ \1igrat01y Bird Treaty Act, we 1 QI.:Onune.nd 
thcu oonu'Oiled bum~ Ia~ place in fall 3JlCI wulltl', out.-ride ofd1e migratory bi.rd brccdinJ!. sc:.ason 
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\" A .. IIAJ~ QJooz 

Thank. yw ror your coopention and please conlnc& me at 603-223-2.541 if we tan be ofiunhct 
a.sti1anoc 

S l • 1110 von Ocningen 
.. ·n.chu1ge~ed Species Spociali~l 
1\~w C''SIMd Field Office 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
60TH SPA(:E WNG (AFS?C} 

MEMORANDUM FOR Nil DIVISION OF BISTORICALRESOURCES 
ATTN: lAMES MCCONMIA 

FR()M: 23 S()I'SICC 

s r,\Tc HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 
STATE OF NB OEPAJt l'MllNTOf CUJ: I'U'RAL AJ'fAIRS 
19 PILLSBURY STREET DOX 2043 
CONC:ORn NH 03302-2043 

317 Chestnut H11l Road 
New Boston AFS NH 03070·5. 125 

AOO 2 0 1l~J 

SOllJJiC: r: ConcwTctK-e on_ Proposed Implementation of New Boston ;-\ir For(;e. St.<~! ion (t\.Of8APS) 
Wtldfm: Management Plan 

I . Purswmt U) Section I 06 of the NationaJ Historic Preser•oulton Act of 1966, as amended, we arc 
rcqutiiing comments from your oftice rcg.1rding the U.S. Air FOt"ce p1-oposal !O implement a wildfire 
man:.geme1U plan for NDAFS in Hillsborough County, Mi. l hc-purpose of this plan is to elfteiently and 
cost cffcchvcly S\IJ)~SS wildfires and to minimi.1.c: m>o:trec loss consistent with the resource f00..1~3&<:· 
nlCilt objectives ror the values IO 00 pt'OlCCtCd. 

2. ·n,c proposed ac,ion indut!es pru.c~c.!un:s lo suppress wildfires nnd prescnbed buming for fuel aud 
natural resource ms nagcmcni, Fire suppression activities are specified for three areas on NBAFS: 
(a) opel'ations area, (b) range-aretts, and (c} undc,·cloped :U<!:.lS (see :~tch map). Prescribed fue would be 
used in ondeveloped l\l'e.'IS to manage fuel tevcls and naturttlre$QUrccs. Cultwal resou•·ccs. ~represent in 
some prc$CTibed fire :~rea.s. Prior 10 a prescribed ftre in the vicinity of n known cultural resource. the site 
wiU be monitored :md all excess fuel w j)l be- •·erooved whi"h could cau:;e .::xccssive or concentrated 
buming on lhe sttc th.at mny cbmagc s-ubsur£1cc artifacts, Cultul'al resource sites will be a\'Otdcd .at all 
limes d '•ring l.hc creation of firebreaks. ln the event of an uncxpee«:d disco,·cry, worl<. will be suspended 
and the Natural Resourc-es Pi31\ilCI' will be \:OntucteU . 

. t On the basis of lhe enclosed informatiOn, we request your concurrence lh:u th<: prQJ>OOOd implementa­
uun of the NBA FS Wildfire MaM-.gement Plan acbvities w1U result m a findmg of "'no historic. l>roper(ics 
adversely aOCctt."<l" (in aoc.Qrdancc willl 800.5 (d)(l)). lf yO"ll have any questions rtgarding this matter, 
please C->ntact the NDAFS Natural Resources Pl:u.lner, Mr. Stel>hen Najj.at, at (603} 47 l-2426. 

t\H:IChJllent: 
Nl!AFS Fire ~l;magcment Zones Map 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

3 Nov 03 
MEMORANDUM FOR 23 SOPSIMAF CVN 

FROM: 50 SW/J A 

SlffiJECT: Legal Review of Environmental Assessment (HA) and Finding Of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) For WHdland Fire Management Plan 

l. PURl'OSEJSUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATION: We have been asked to 
provide a legal review of the proposed EA and FONSI for a Wildland Fire Management Plan at New 
Boston Air Force Station (NBAFS). We do not find the FONSI legally sufficient. We find the EA 
legally sufficient. We recommend stating the publi c comment period in tbe FONSI. We recommend the 
com Olander sign the FONSI, only after the re.commended change has been made. 

2. BACKGROUND: The EA and FONSI detail the facts; therefore, they are mcorporat ed herein by 
reference. 

3. LSSUI:iS: Whether the FONSI is legally sufficient? Whether the EA is legally sufficient? 

4. APPLICAB LE LAW: While there are several governing doc u.ments concerning the environmental 
impact analysis p rocess, the Air force mainly relies upon the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.), as implemented by 32 CFR 989 eJ seq., lhe Cowzcil On Environmemal 
Quality (CEQ) Regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508), iUld AFI 32-7061, Em•ironme11taf Impact Analysis 
Process, 24 Jan 95. 

5. LEGAL ANALYSTS: 

a. 32 CFR 989.15 addresses the requirements of a FONST. A FONST must sum ma.rize the EA or, 
preferably, have it attached and incorporated by reference, and must noce any other enviroruuental 
documents related to the action. The EPJF must make the RA and unsigned FONSI available to the 
affected public and provide the EA and unsigned FONSI to organizatio~ts and iodividuals requesting them 
and to whomever the proponent or the EPF has reason to believe is interested in the actl<ln. (32 CFR 
989.15(e)). Before the FONSI is signed and action is implemented, the EPF should allow sufficient time 
to receive comments from the p ublic. Tbc current FONSl does not state whether the documents were 
available for publ ic corrunent.. 

b. An EA briefly discusses the need for the proposed action, reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed action, 1he affected environment, the environmental impacts of the proposed action and 
allcmatives (including the no-action alternative), and a listing of agencies and persons consulted during 
preparation. The proposed EA meets these requirements. 

c. Under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) {L6 U.S.C. 470~ et seq.). federal 
agencies arc encouraged to coordinate any compliance with NHPA Section I 06 Consult"<~tion. with any 
steps taken to rneet the requirements of NEPA. Agencies must consider the potential effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties as early as possible in the NEPA process, and plan their public 
partici-pation, analysis, and review in such a way that they can meet the purposes and requirements of both 

P- 2 
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statutes in a timely and eflictent manner. NBAFS has sought section 106 Consultalton from the State 
Historic Pn.:sc:rvation Officer. 

6. CONCLUSION: We do not find lhc FONSr legally suffictcnt. We find lhc EA legally sufliciem 

7. RECOMMENDATIONS: We recommend si.attng the public comment penod m the FONSI. We 
recommend the commander sign the FONSJ, only after the recommended change has been made. 

1st lnd, 50 SWIJA 

MEMORANDID1 FOR 23 SOPS/MAFCVN 

CANDACE L. HUNSTIGER. Cupt, USAF 
Assistant Staff Judge Advocate 

l concur. However, I note that the plan includes the use of civilian firefi&hters. As mo~t recently 
expressed in the legaJ review of the New Boston Air Force Station (NBJ\.FS) Wildland Fire 
Management P lan (WPMP), dated 19 Aug 03, I oppose the use of civih:m government employees as 
cxtm-duty firefighters. 

~ L -::>ufb/~ 
CARLOS L. MC DADE, Lt Col, USAF 
Staff Judge Advocate 

p. 3 
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REQUEST FOR ENVIRONMENTAl IMPACT ANALYSIS 
!

Report Control Symbol 

RCS. 

INSTRUCTIONS Ito 
nucossary 

SECTION I · PROPONENT INFORMATION 

ro be completod bv Environrnental Planning Funcrion Continur-J on Sf!pam te shtmts 

----·----------------------------------.-------------------------------------------.---------------4 
1 TO (EovJronmontol PltJnrung functiOn) 12 FROM (Proponent orgonudtlon and luncfJonal ttddross syn>bo/J 

MAPCVN MAPCVN 
2a. TELEPHONE NO. 

2426 

------ ------ - ---------- ---------------------------'---------
3. TITLE OF I~ROPOSED ACTION 

rl~)~e_v~el_oc~P_VV __ i~ld~l~ir~e_M~a~n~a~g~e~m~e~n~t~P~l~an~f~or~N~e~w~B~o~s_to~t~1_A_F_·S~----------------------------------------------------------
4. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACT ION {Identify decision to he made and need da te/ 

Develop wildfi re management plan to ensure fi re is managed at NBAFS is a way that will protect natural and cu ltural resources. 

5. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED A CT ION A ND ALTERN ATIVES IDOPAAJ !Provide sufficient details for evo/uiJtion of tl>e to tal acrion.l 

Develop wildfire management plan, No Action . 

6. PROPONENT APPROVAL (Name And GmdH! 

RAYMOND J. TRAMPOSCH, Capt, USAF 
Support Officer 

L~a SIG NATURE 

cr-2 
SECTION II · PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEY . fCheck appropria te box anci describe potential environmental effects 

lnc lucling cumularive effects./ I+ ~ positive effect; 0 = no effect· - = adverse effect; U = unknown effi'Jfll 

6b. DATE 

0 u 

7 AI R INSTALLATION COMPATIBLE USE ZONE/LAND USE /Noise, acciden t po tential. encroocl>ment. etc.) ( ' 

-------------------------------------·-----------------------·------------------------~r-~--~r-~r-~ \ 

8. A IR QUALITY !Emissions, atlainmenr status, state implementa tion plan, etc.) 

9. WATER RESOURCES (Qualit y, quan ti t y, source, etc.! 

10. SAFETY AND OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH /Asbestos/radiation/chemical exposure, explosives safety quantity-distance, bircilwifdlife 
aircraft hazard, etc. I 

11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS/WASTE (Use/storage/generarion, solid waste, etc.) 

1 2. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (Werlands/f/oociplains, threareneci or enciangereci species, etc. I 

13. CULTURAL RESOURCES (Native American burial sitos, archaeological, historical, etc.) 

14. GEOLOGY AND SOILS (Topography, minerals, georhermal, Installation Restoration Program, seismicity, etc.) 

15. SOCIOECONOMIC (Employment/population projections, school and local fiscal impacts, etc.) 

16. OTHER (Potential!inpacts not addressed above. ) 

SECTION Ill -ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS DETERMINATION 

17 U P~POSED ACTION QUALI FIES FOR CATEGORICAL EXCLUSI ON (CATEX) # ; OR 

I 1.---(PROPOSED ACTION DOES NOT QUALIFY FOR A CATEX; FURTH ER ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS IS REQUIRED. 

18. REMARKS 

19. ENVIRONM ENTAL PLANNI!(lG 
1
FUN CJION CERTI FICATION 

(Name and Gracie) -'- /(.) /? / , 'r, . 

AF FORI</f813, 199#0901 (EF-V7) 

19a. SIGNATURE 

TI·IIS FORM CONSOLIDATES A F FORMS 813 AND 8 14. 
PREVIOUS EDITIONS OF BOTH FORMS ARE OBSOLETE 

lx 

19b DATE 

I U~ C) 
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