
 

 

Appendix D 

Agency Consultation 

 



October 17, 1997 Page G-1 CSC

Appendix G

USFWS Section 7 Consultation



WF-97/025-RPT USFWS Section 7 Consultation

CSC Page G-2 October 17, 1997



USFWS Section 7 Consultation WF-97/025-RPT

October 17, 1997 Page G-3 CSC



WF-97/025-RPT USFWS Section 7 Consultation

CSC Page G-4 October 17, 1997



USFWS Section 7 Consultation WF-97/025-RPT

October 17, 1997 Page G-5 CSC



WF-97/025-RPT USFWS Section 7 Consultation

CSC Page G-6 October 17, 1997



USFWS Section 7 Consultation WF-97/025-RPT

October 17, 1997 Page G-7 CSC



WF-97/025-RPT USFWS Section 7 Consultation

CSC Page G-8 October 17, 1997



USFWS Section 7 Consultation WF-97/025-RPT

October 17, 1997 Page G-9 CSC



WF-97/025-RPT USFWS Section 7 Consultation

CSC Page G-10 October 17, 1997



USFWS Section 7 Consultation WF-97/025-RPT

October 17, 1997 Page G-11 CSC



WF-97/025-RPT USFWS Section 7 Consultation

CSC Page G-12 October 17, 1997























"Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)" 
<joshua.a.bundick@nasa.gov> 

08/12/2009 08:40 AM

To "Suzanne_Richert@URSCorp.com" 
<Suzanne_Richert@URSCorp.com>, "Silbert, Shari A. 
(WFF-200.C)[EG&G, Inc. (WICC)]" 

cc

bcc

Subject FW: EFH; NASA Wallops Island Flight Facility

-----Original Message-----
From: David L O'Brien [mailto:David.L.O'Brien@noaa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, August 11, 2009 3:59 PM
To: Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Subject: EFH; NASA Wallops Island Flight Facility

Hello Josh, 
 
It was nice speaking with you yesterday regarding the draft EA you 
previously sent for my review regarding the proposed Expansion of the 
Wallops Flight Facility Launch Range. Following a review of the draft 
document and based on your description of the proposed project which 
includes the installation of approximately 25 linear ft. of sheet pile 
bulkhead, it is the opinion of NOAA Fisheries Service that the proposed 
bulkhead construction will not result in substantial adverse effects to 
EFH, managed species or their prey species.  

As you know, under the Magnuson-Stevens Act (MSA), federal agencies who 
permit, authorize, or undertake actions with the potential to adversely 
affect essential fish habitat (EFH) must coordinate with NOAA Fisheries 
Service. To satisfying the EFH consultation requirements mandated under 
the MSA, the lead federal action agency must submit an EFH assessment to 
NOAA Fisheries Service, upon which our agency then consults. The 
Northeast Regional Office Habitat Conservation Division's (HCD) website 
http://www.nero.noaa.gov/hcd/  provides useful information regarding EFH 
designations, assessments and the consultation process. An EFH 
assessment can be incorporated into a NEPA document such as the EA being 
prepared for the Expansion of the Wallops Flight Facility Launch Range.

As I mentioned yesterday, I would welcome an opportunity to further 
discuss the role of NOAA Fisheries, EFH, EFH assessment and the 
consultation process with you and other interested staff at your 
facility. I am available next Wednesday, August 19th to conduct a brief 
30-45 minute presentation that overviews EFH and the consultation 
process and to answer any questions you may have. I am happy to arrive 
at your offices around 10 am if that is convenient for you and look 
forward to learning more about your agency and the mission of Wallops 
Island Flight Facility.

Please let me know if meeting next Wednesday works for your schedule. I 
look forward to seeing you soon.
 
Regards, 
 
Dave

-- 
David O'Brien
NOAA Fisheries Service
Habitat Conservation Division



P.O. Box 1346
7580 Spencer Rd.
Gloucester Point, VA  23062
phone 804-684-7828
fax   804-684-7910
David.L.O'Brien@noaa.gov
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Silbert, Shari A. (WFF-200.C)[EGG, Inc. (WICC)]

From: Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500)
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2009 8:07 AM
To: Suzanne_Richert@URSCorp.com; Silbert, Shari A. (WFF-200.C)[EG&G, Inc. (WICC)]
Subject: FW: Launch range expansion comments
Attachments: NASA- Launch range expansion- draft EA comments.doc

-----Original Message----- 
From: Ortiz, Adrianna CIV SCSC, PW [mailto:adrianna.ortiz1@navy.mil]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2009 4:45 PM 
To: Bundick, Joshua A. (WFF-2500) 
Cc: Ailes, Marilyn CIV SCSC, M221 
Subject: Launch range expansion comments 
 
I apologize for getting these comments to you past the deadline. Once again these are only the 
comments from within the environmental office, not of the Commanding officer or anybody else in the 
main office. The summer intern and myself reviewed the entire document upon which we based our 
comments. If you have question please contact feel free to contact me.  
 
Adrianna Ortiz 
 
Student Ecologist 
Navy Surface Combat Systems Center 
Wallops Island, VA 23337 
Phone: (757) 824-2083 
Fax: (757) 824-2086 
E-mail: adrianna.ortiz1@navy.mil 
 



 
Subject: LAUNCH RANGE EXPANSION DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
 
1. Thank you for the copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment 
(EA) for the proposed launch range expansion on Wallops Island, 
Virginia. We at Surface Combat Systems Center Environmental 
Office have reviewed the proposal and would like to address a 
few issues. We understand that due to the need of the expansion 
and the specific details therein, there is only one alternative 
action mentioned. However, we feel that there needs to be 
alternatives listed in detail for various pieces such as 
possible locations for roads and possible sites for wetland 
mitigation. The destruction to wetlands is not clearly 
explained. Acreage is given, but the specific locations and 
wetland type are missing. We recommend that further details be 
given on wetland destruction as well as mitigation, along with 
possible locations of roads to the proposed buildings. 
 
2. NASA has been actively developing plans to control if not 
reverse shoreline erosion on the southern end of Wallops Island 
for some time now. Although this draft EA does discuss the 
problems of shoreline erosion, no actions are being taken within 
this project to ensure the future of the proposed structures, 
especially at Pad 0-A. It is unclear from Figure 5 if the 
revised launch pad will have a new building associated with it. 
We recommend that the figure include a drawing of the building 
if applicable. We also recommend that forethought in engineering 
include mitigating the risk of storm overwash by elevating 
structures off the ground, and/or enclosing the various tanks 
(gases and oils) to shield them from the salt water preserving 
their integrity.  
 
3. Modifications to the boat dock on the northern end of Wallops 
are listed, but are lacking detail. The draft EA does not 
mention the importance to wildlife of the waters surrounding 
this boat dock, although it does mention the essential fish 
habitat (EFH) near pad 0-A. We recommend that more detail be 
given for which part of the boat dock area will be hardened and 
by what means. An additional figure would be very helpful to 
support the text. Also we recommend that the National Marine 
Fisheries Services be consulted to ensure that the marsh 
adjacent to the boat dock is not classified as EFH. 
 
4. The increase of water usage due to the proposed action was 
not considered significant since the total usage was still 
within the constraints of the current permit. We would like to 
reiterate that the expected monthly increase of 44% and expected 



annual increase of 25% would still increase the demand to the 
sole source aquifer. We recommend that the water be conserved as 
much as possible to ensure future water supplies to Wallops 
Island. 
 
5. From the description given, the deluge basin will be 
completely filled prior to each launch. After the launch the pH 
levels of the water within will be tested before being released 
into an unlined containment pond. From there the water will 
drain into the surrounding ecosystem until completely drained 
from the basin. We would like to mention that the surrounding 
water is very shallow and has a low turnover rate. By 
introducing large amounts of nitrogen sources this water is 
likely to undergo eutrophication, leading to other water quality 
problems such as low oxygen levels (Ryther and Dunstan 1971). 
Since this area has been labeled as EFH, it is reasonable to 
assume that degraded water quality will greatly impact the fish 
community (Kemp et al. 2005). We recommend that other water 
quality parameters such as total nitrogen or other possible 
contaminants be tested for before release to the secondary 
containment pond. We also recommend that potential impacts to 
water quality be further investigated and minimized where 
possible. 
 
6. Section ‘4.2.4 Noise’, discusses the potential noises from 
construction, transportation, and launches. Piping plovers are 
mentioned as a potential receptor and more details are given 
later. Under the subheading ‘sonic booms’, it states that noise 
impacts to wildlife will be discussed below. However, this 
subject is not brought up until ‘4.3.2 Terrestrial Wildlife and 
Migratory Birds, and even there the information given is vague. 
The proposed payload fueling facility building is near the known 
peregrine falcon (listed by Virginia as threatened (VDGIF 2009)) 
nest on Wallops Island, VA. We recommend that the potential 
impact from noise disturbances be further evaluated for other 
wildlife, especially the peregrine falcon. 
 
7. Laser use is brought up and some background information on 
the various classes of lasers is described. For this specific 
proposal the class of lasers is not mentioned, nor are the 
potential impacts to wildlife. We recommend that details be 
given to better characterize the use and potential risks of 
lasers. 
 
8. In section ‘4.3.2 Terrestrial Wildlife and Migratory Birds’, 
under ‘launch activities’, there is confusion about the closures 
of Assateague during the launches. First it states that all 



launches from Pad 0-B require the closure of the southern end of 
Assateague Island. It then contradicts by stating that 
Assateague has become a popular observation location for viewing 
the launches. The last portion of this section digresses as it 
begins to talk about the inputs of educational resources NASA 
has brought to the community. We recommend that the role of 
Assateague during launches be clarified and the information 
regarding education be placed in the appropriate section, ‘4.4.1 
Population, Employment and Income’. 
 
9. Section,’3.4 Department of Transportation Section 4(F) Lands’ 
discusses regulations concerning the conversion of publicly 
owned parks, recreational areas, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, 
and public or private historical sites to non-recreational 
lands. Section ‘3.4.2 Public Lands and Refuges’, mentions the 
validity of these regulations not only to public land holdings, 
but also to ‘Federal lands’. It is our understanding that the 
incorporation of ‘federal lands’ in this section is an error. We 
recommend its removal or clarification if applicable. 
 
10. Last we have noticed that approximately one whole page from 
the reference section (‘Section Eight References’) was from a 
NASA source. We recommend that outside sources be integrated 
into the document to support in-house research effort findings. 
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