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FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FNSI) AND  
FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE (FNPA) 

 
1.0 BACKGROUND 

 
In July 2010, the Army published the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Training 
Range and Garrison Support Facilities Construction and Operation, Fort Stewart, Georgia (the 
“EIS”).  The EIS analyzed a number of different sites on Fort Stewart for the construction and 
operation of ten ranges and two Garrison support facilities the Army had scheduled to be built on 
Fort Stewart between Fiscal Years (FYs) 11-14.  In September 2010, the Army published a 
Record of Decision (ROD) documenting the final sites selected for these projects. 
 
A site for a new small cantonment area for the Gray Eagle Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) to 
bed down on Fort Stewart in FY13 was one of the two Garrison support projects analyzed in the 
EIS.  The site selected to support the Gray Eagle mission was an undeveloped site immediately 
north of Wright Army Airfield (WAAF) which provided access to existing runways and airfield 
infrastructure.  This Environmental Assessment (EA) tiers off the analysis already completed in 
the EIS to addresses those actions that will be accomplished in the first of two phases of 
construction 
 
After the WAAF site was selected, the Army designed a site specific plan for the placement of 
the standard facilities required to support the Gray Eagle UAS platform.  This EA analyzes the 
potential environmental impacts associated with the final layout of facilities and infrastructure 
included in the FY11 funded first phase of construction.  This includes the construction of the 
aircraft hangar, the construction of an access road, the relocation of the existing tank trail, and 
the construction of potable water and sanitary sewerage systems that connect to nearby utility 
infrastructure.   
 
A second phase of construction to complete the build out is scheduled for FY13.  This second 
phase will include the construction of a company operations facility, the construction of a tactical 
equipment maintenance facility, and the construction of an access control point along the access 
road.  Because the final design and alignment of these facilities has not been decided, these 
actions are not analyzed as part of this EA but are generally discussed where needed throughout 
this EA in relation to the anticipated cumulative impacts.   
 
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
 
Under considerations in this EA is the final layout of facilities and infrastructure to be built in the 
Gray Eagle UAS cantonment area north of Wright Army Airfield.  Also, to better accommodate 
the facilities and infrastructure needed to support the Gray Eagle UAS platform, overall footprint 
for the cantonment area has expanded somewhat beyond the boundaries of the areas previously 
analyzed in the EIS,  
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Proposed Action (Preferred)- The proposed action increases the area for the Gray Eagle 
cantonment area footprint and provides for the construction of the aircraft hangar, the 
construction of an access road from Fort Stewart Road 47 opposite the Harmon Street Gate, the 
rerouting of an existing tank trail to accommodate the construction of these facilities, and 
running potable water and sanitary sewage lines needed to service the site.  These actions are 
discussed in more detail in Section 2.2 and are depicted in Figure 2-1 of the EA.   
 
No Action/Status Quo- The no action alternative limits construction to the more limited 
footprint analyzed in the EIS.  It would not incorporate the necessary site specific design features 
developed after the site was selected that takes into consideration site specific conditions.  This 
would not fulfill the intent or desire of the army to provide adequate facilities from which to 
retain, operate, and maintain the Gray Eagle UAS Platform, but provides a baseline from which 
the proposed action can more thoughtfully be measured and analyzed.  
 
3.0 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 
 
Implementing the proposed action will have a deminimus impact on wetlands, water quality, 
wildlife, species of concern, and cultural resources.  Those impacts are analyzed and discussed in 
this EA.  No other environmental or socioeconomic resources will be affected.   
 
In accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) issued a Permit authorizing Fort Stewart to conduct certain activities in jurisdictional 
wetlands for the Gray Eagle Unmanned Aerial System.  A copy of the permit is included in 
Appendix B of the Final EA.   
 
No significant or potentially significant cumulative impacts are expected to any of these 
resources.  Floodplains will be impacted by the proposed action; however there is no practicable 
alternative and the project will be designed to minimize harm to and within floodplains. 
 
4.0 MONITORING AND MANAGEMENT COMMITMENTS 

 
The construction contractor is responsible for ensuring construction is conducted in full 
compliance with the Permit, including the following conditions.   
 
No more than a maximum total of 1.83 acres of wetlands shall be impacted by the proposed 
project.  The area of impact and the wetlands impacted shall be limited to the areas shown in the 
Permit (see map entitled Wetland Impacts). 
 
If the project will impact wetlands in a manner not authorized by the Permit, the Contracting 
Officer (KO) or their representative must submit a request in writing to the Fort Stewart 
Environmental Office to conduct this work.   The request shall include a description of the 
additional impacts with maps and the reasons why the changes are required.  The additional work 
will be prohibited until written approval is received by the KO from the Fort Stewart 
Environmental Division.  Such approval will likely require Permit revision by the USACE.  
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The KO or their representative must provide the Fort Stewart Environmental Office with a copy 
of the construction schedule at least four weeks prior to construction.  The KO or their 
representative must provide the Environmental Office with modifications to the schedule as they 
occur. 
 
At least three weeks prior to commencement of construction, the limits of the impacted areas will 
be clearly flagged and staked by the Fort Stewart Environmental Office.   
 
At least two weeks prior to commencement of construction, the KO or their representative and 
the construction contractor shall meet with the Environmental Office representative on site.  The 
KO or their representative and construction contractor shall be shown the locations of all 
wetlands and streams where impacts are authorized by the Permit and where impacts shall be 
avoided.  
 
Any time during the construction period both the Environmental Office and USACE staff must 
be provided access to the site to conduct Permit inspections as necessary. The Environmental 
Office will notify the KO or their representative prior to commencement of these inspections.  
The KO or their representative will be notified of any corrective actions that may be necessary. 
 
If during construction, historic or archaeological artifacts, including possible human remains are 
found during construction work in the immediate area shall stop and the Environmental Office 
must be notified immediately.    
 
The construction contractor shall ensure that: 
 

no oils, grease, or other materials or pollutants enter wetlands or stream from the 
construction site; 

 
all work shall be accomplished in compliance with water quality standards; 

 
all fill material comes from sources that are uncontaminated and free of cultural 
resources; 

 
no unauthorized stockpiling of material or staging areas are located within wetlands; 

 
staging and equipment maintenance areas are located at least 200 feet from wetlands or 
streambanks; and, 

 
the Erosion, Sedimentation, & Pollution Control (ES&PC) plan shall be implemented as 
approved by the Fort Stewart Environmental Office and construction must be conducted 
in accordance with the Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act.  

 
No later than three days after completion of construction, the KO or their representative must 
notify the Environmental Office that construction is complete.  Within two weeks after 
notification, the Environmental Office will conduct a final inspection of the site to ensure Permit 
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compliance.  The Environmental Office will provide the inspection results to KO or their 
representative, including the need, if any, for corrective actions. 
 
During the planning stages of this project in 2008, the preferred hangar location was modified to 
avoid SWMU 13 and its associated monitoring wells.  In preparation of this EA an assessment of 
the "Calendar Year 2010 CAP Progress Report" (Arcadis 2011) was taken to ensure that there 
was no overlap of the facility layout with SWMU 13 and that the construction activities will not 
impact the SWMU 13 boundary and/or groundwater.  The Installation will avoid SWMU 13 (and 
its monitoring wells) during any ongoing/planned facilities construction, and during any 
equipment and material staging.   
 
Fort Stewart will continue to manage existing sources of hazardous waste in accordance with the 
Hazardous Waste Management Plan and the Occupational Safety and Health Administration Act, 
and will continue to implement all Federal, state, and local laws, statutes, and regulations 
governing hazardous material, toxic substances, and hazardous wastes, including Army 
Regulation (AR) 200-1 and AR 420-49.  In addition, Fort Stewart will continue to implement all 
Fort Stewart safety programs, including construction safety.   
 
5.0 FINDING OF NO PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE 
 
Pursuant to Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management), in order for the Army to construct 
in a floodplain, it must find that there are no practicable alternatives to doing so and that all 
practicable measures have been taken to minimize harm to the floodplain.  The practicability of a 
given alternative or measure is evaluated by considering such pertinent factors as operational 
impact and environmental impact in light of the overall project purpose.   
 
The EA discussed the proposed action and no action alternatives, and specifically analyzes their 
impacts to floodplains.  The proposed action and the no action alternatives will affect floodplains 
from construction.  Recent analysis in a modeling study conducted in 2011 shows that the no 
action alternative will impact floodplains; however, the no action alternative does not meet the 
purpose and need of the proposed action.  The modeling study was conducted after the EIS and 
ROD were signed in 2010.  This modeling shows that there are areas which would be inundated 
during the 25-year and 100-year rain events due to a stacking effect from development.  The 
2008 Federal Emergency Management Agency 100-year flood zone did not take into account the 
development that occurred since the data was compiled in 2003 and 2004.   
 
There is no practicable alternative to conducting FY11 UAS construction operations within the 
predicted 100-year storm floodplain shown in the 2011 modeling study.  There is not enough 
available non-floodplain land surrounding WAAF’s runways to locate the UAS at WAAF.  The 
facilities would have to be located much further away from the airfield and this is not practicable 
because the Grey Eagle UAS needs direct access to a runway.  Additional details may be found 
in Sections 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 of the Final EA. 
 
Fort Stewart is comprised of approximately 120,000 acres of floodplain.  Because floodplains are 
linked to adjacent streams and rivers, the Installation will require engineers and contractors to 
design and construct so that runoff from rain events will not adversely impact (a) existing 
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streams, (b) upstream systems, and (c) downstream systems.  This will help to maintain 
stormwater flow at the same levels during pre- and post-construction periods, which will 
contribute to the preservation of water storage and conveyance, and the filtering of pollutants 
from runoff. 
 
The Installation will also require full compliance with the Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation 
Control Act, and will mandate full utilization of Timber Harvest Best Management Practices 
(BMPs), National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit requirements, site-specific 
Erosion, Sedimentation, and Pollution Control Plans, and pre- and post-construction BMPs to 
reduce the potential adverse impacts to water bodies.  The Installation also has a resident Natural 
Resource Conservation Service advisor who will provide technical expertise during preparation 
of the ESPC plan prior to Fort Stewart approving the final design of land disturbing activities.  
Periodic monitoring of on-going construction will also occur to ensure adherence to the 
associated ESPC plan. 
 
6.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

 
The Draft EA and Draft FNSI were available for a 30-day public review from January 27-
February 25 at the local public libraries in Hinesville and Savannah and at the Post Library on 
Fort Stewart.  Fort Stewart also published Notices of Availability of the Draft EA and Draft 
FNSI in the Coastal Courier and The Frontline and mailed electronic copies of the document to 
the regulatory community and joint land use partners with whom it consults.  Comments were 
received from the United States Environmental Protection Agency and the Georgia 
Environmental Protection Division, to which Fort Stewart responded via formal email.  Each 
agency indicated concurrence with these responses, which are available for review in Appendix 
E. 
 
7.0 COMMITMENTS 

 
As part of the decision to implement the proposed action, the Army has adopted the 
environmental mitigation measures presented below.  These measures are all practical means to 
avoid or minimize potentially negative environmental impacts that may arise from the 
implementation of the proposed action.  These measures will reduce the severity and extent of 
potential impacts of this decision. 
 

Resource Area Impact/Situation Mitigation and Monitoring 
Commitment 

Wetlands Wetland Mitigation Per Section 404 permitting, 
compensatory mitigation credits will be 
obtained for both temporary and 
permanent impacts to all wetland 
habitations that will be affected by 
construction activities. 

Wetlands Wetland Monitoring Conduct monitoring during and after 
construction to remain compliant with 
Clean Water Act Section 404 Permits. 
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Acronym List 
 

BA  Biological Assessment 
BMP  Best Management Plan 
C&D  Construction and Demolition 
CAA  Clean Air Act 
CEQ  Council on Environmental Quality 
CFR  Code of Federal Regulations 
COF  Company Operations Facility 
CWA  Clean Water Act 
DA  Department of the Army 
EA  Environmental Assessment 
EIS  Environmental Impact Statement 
EISA  Energy Independence Security Act 
ESPC  Erosion and Sedimentation Pollution Control  
FEMA  Federal Emergency Management Agency 
FFS  Frosted Flatwoods Salamander 
FNPA  Finding of No Practicable Alternative 
FNSI  Finding of No Significant Impact 
FY  Fiscal Year 
HAAF  Hunter Army Airfield 
HMU  Habitat Management Unit 
INRMP Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan 
LEED  Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design 
LEED-NC Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design-New Construction 
MBTA  Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
MGD  Million Gallons Per Day 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 
NOI  Notice of Intent 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRHP  National Register of Historic Places 
PSD  Prevention of Significant Deterioration 
RCW  Red-cockaded Woodpecker 
ROD  Record of Decision 
SBV  Stream Buffer Variance 
SWP3  Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
TEMF  Tactical Equipment Maintenance Facility 
UAS  Unmanned Aerial System 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agency  
USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
UST  Underground Storage Tank 
WAAF  Wright Army Airfield 
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION  
 
In July 2010, the Army published the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Training 
Range and Garrison Support Facilities Construction and Operation, Fort Stewart, Georgia (the 
“EIS”).  The EIS analyzed a number of different sites on Fort Stewart for the construction and 
operation of ten ranges and two Garrison support facilities the Army had scheduled to be built on 
Fort Stewart between Fiscal Years (FYs) 11-14.  In September 2010, the Army published a 
Record of Decision (ROD) documenting the final sites selected for these projects.     
 
A site for a new small cantonment area for the Gray Eagle Unmanned Aerial System (UAS) to 
bed down on Fort Stewart in FY13 was one of the two Garrison support projects analyzed in the 
EIS.  The site selected to support the Gray Eagle mission was an undeveloped site immediately 
north of Wright Army Airfield (WAAF) which provided access to existing runways and airfield 
infrastructure.  This Environmental Assessment (EA) tiers off the analysis already completed in 
the EIS to addresses those actions that will be accomplished in the first of two phases of 
construction. 
 
After the WAAF site was selected, the Army designed a site specific plan for the placement of 
the standard facilities required to support the Gray Eagle UAS platform.  This EA analyzes the 
potential environmental impacts associated with the final layout of facilities and infrastructure 
included in the FY11 funded first phase of construction.  This includes the construction of the 
aircraft hangar, the construction of an access road, the relocation of the existing tank trail, and 
the construction of potable water and sanitary sewerage systems that connect to nearby utility 
infrastructure.   
 
A second phase of construction to complete the build out is scheduled for FY13.  This second 
phase will include the construction of a company operations facility (COF), a tactical equipment 
maintenance facility (TEMF), and an access control point along the access road.  Because the 
final design and alignment of these facilities has not been decided, these actions are not analyzed 
as part of this EA but are generally discussed where needed throughout this EA in relation to the 
anticipated cumulative impacts.   
 
1.2 LOCATION 
 
Fort Stewart covers approximately 280,000 acres of land in rural coastal southeast Georgia.  It is 
the largest Army installation in area east of the Mississippi River. Fort Stewart is home to the 3rd 
Infantry Division.  Wright Army Airfield (WAAF) is located on the east side of Fort Stewart’s 
main cantonment area, south of Highway 144 and immediately east of Fort Stewart Road 47.  
WAAF is a joint civilian and military use airfield and is more commonly known in the local area 
as the MidCoast Regional Airport.  Figure 1-1 provides the general location of Fort Stewart and 
the location of WAAF within the Fort Stewart Boundary. 
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Figure 1-1: Location of Fort Stewart and Wright Army Airfield 
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1.3 GRAY EAGLE UAS 
 
The mission of the Gray Eagle UAS is to provide real-time response capability to conduct long-
dwell, persistent stare, extended range reconnaissance, surveillance, target acquisition, 
communications relay, and attack missions (Department of the Army 2011).  One aviation 
maintenance company consists of 128 personnel, 12 Gray Eagle UAS, and supporting 
equipment, such as ground control stations, ground data terminals, tactical automatic landing 
systems, portable ground control stations, and portable ground data terminals.   
 
Fort Stewart was selected to receive the Gray Eagle UAS because it fulfilled the stationing action 
screening criteria, which included an existing Combat Aviation Brigade, heavy troop 
concentrations to facilitate maneuver training, an operating runway with a length of at least 5,000 
feet and slope less than or equal to 1.5 degrees, access to restricted airspace, and space available 
for facilities (e.g. barracks, aircraft hangars with controlled access, company headquarters, and 
motor pool). 
 
Further information regarding the Gray Eagle UAS is available in the EIS, which can be found at 
http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp. 
 
1.4 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
 
The proposed action is needed to support FY11 funded phase one construction of the Gray Eagle 
UAS cantonment area.  The proposed layout of the hangar and supporting infrastructure 
complies with the most up to date and current engineering and operation standards set forth by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, and the Department of the Army (DA).  The original UAS 
footprint analyzed in the EIS predated current design standards and a large less dense footprint 
was needed to also meet Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) “Gold” 
criteria.  Specifically, these standards and criteria require a larger footprint to accommodate low 
impact development, a safety clear zone setback, and utility and road configurations in order for 
the UAS hangar to be constructed at this location.  These specifications were not readily apparent 
for the UAS hangar during preparation of the EIS.   
 
 
1.5 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
 
The Draft EA and Draft Finding of No Significant Impact (FNSI) were distributed and available 
for a 30-day public review from January 27-February 25, 2012 at the local libraries in Hinesville 
and Savannah and at the Post Library on Fort Stewart.  Fort Stewart also published the Notice of 
Availability of the Draft EA and Draft FNSI in the Coastal Courier and The Frontline and 
mailed electronic copies of the document to the regulatory community and joint land use partners 
with whom it consults. 

http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The environmental impacts of the proposed action alternative and the no action alternative are 
analyzed in the EA.  Chapter 2 provides a description of each of the alternatives.  Figure 2-1 
shows the difference between each alternative. 
 
2.2 PROPOSED ACTION (PREFERRED) 
 
The Army proposes to implement the final layout of facilities and infrastructure for the FY11 
portion of the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS project.  The FY11 funded first phase of construction 
includes the construction of the aircraft hangar, the construction of an access road, the relocation 
of the existing tank trail, and the construction of potable water and sanitary sewerage systems 
that connect to nearby utility infrastructure.   
 
The tank trail will be relocated to bypass the entire access road and cantonment area.  Consistent 
with the existing tank trail, the relocated portion will be 28 feet wide with a two-foot shoulder on 
either side.  The access road will connect from Harmon Avenue to the entrance of the UAS 
aircraft hangar and is in the same general area as its layout was portrayed in the EIS.  The access 
road will be 26 feet wide with a 5 foot shoulder on both sides of the road.   
 
The aircraft hangar will be a two-story 130,000 square-foot building.  It will have maintenance 
bays, workshops, offices, break room, bathrooms with showers and locker areas, and storage 
space on the first floor.  The second floor will have briefing and training rooms, offices, and 
bathrooms.  The administrative components of the facility will be located on the southwestern 
side of the facility and the maintenance bays and workshops will be in the northern and 
southeastern sections of the facility.  The roof of the administration components will be sloped to 
accommodate three large groups of solar panels.  One group will heat water for the facility and 
the other two will generate electricity.  In addition, the facility will utilize radiant heating and 
skylights in the maintenance bays. 
 
Utilities for the aircraft hangar will also be obtained from connecting into the existing housing 
area lines, located along Harmon Avenue, and an existing WAAF potable water main.  
Supporting infrastructure will include privately owned vehicle parking, a hangar access apron for 
UAS taxiway access, a washrack with an oil/water separator, and elevated water tanks and pump 
house for emergency fire suppression.   
 
The existing taxiway’s concrete will be removed and replaced, with an expansion of its shoulder 
to 25 feet and the installation of two culverts to prevent stormwater overflow of the airfield.  In 
addition, the elevated runway lighting fixture and base will be replaced with a new base, 
transformer and semi-flush light fixture. 
 
The proposed action will require the removal of all trees, bushes, and other vegetative growth 
and grubbing and grading the footprint until level.  Site disturbance will total approximately 60 
acres.  The design also consists of erosion and sedimentation control measures and low impact 
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development techniques for site disturbance.  These Best Management Practices (BMPs) include, 
but are not limited to, dry detention ponds, outlet control structures, vegetated outflow channels, 
bioretention areas, dust control measures, silt fencing, temporary stabilization with mulch (as 
work proceeds), and permanent seeding.  
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Figure 2-1: Proposed Action and No Action Alternatives
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Figure 2-2: Proposed Action Utility Tie-In Location 
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Figure 2-3: Proposed Action Road Work Design 
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Figure 2-4: Proposed Action Aircraft Hangar Layout 
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Figure 2-5: Proposed Action Taxiway Work and Potable Water Main Route 
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2.3 NO ACTION  
 
The original site layout shows the intended locations of the FY11 and FY13 portions of the UAS 
project, as indicated in Figure 2-6.  This configuration does not meet Army standard design 
requirements for a UAS aircraft hangar and supporting infrastructure.  As such, the no action 
alternative does not meet the purpose and need of the action but is carried forward as a baseline 
to compare anticipated environmental impacts of the proposed action. 
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Figure 2-6: No Action Alternative Layout 
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CONSEQUENCES 
 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Army is tiering their EIS to focus on the actual issues associated with the WAAF Gray 
Eagle UAS project that are ripe for decision.  This subsequent EA only summarizes the issues 
discussed in the EIS and concentrates on the issues specific to the footprint changes of the FY11 
portion of the selected siting alternative for Gray Eagle UAS facilities at WAAF.  The EIS is 
available at the following web address: http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp.   
 
Chapter 3 of the EA documents the Army’s analysis of potential environmental impacts from the 
proposed action and no action alternatives.  The EA specifically analyzed impacts on the 
following resources; wetlands, water quality, wildlife, species of concern, and cultural 
resources1.  The chapter is organized by individual resources and each resource includes a 
separate section for ‘Affected Environment’ and ‘Environmental Consequences’.  The Affected 
Environment describes the resource as it currently exists as well as applicable laws and 
regulations regarding the protection of the resource.  The Environmental Consequences describes 
the potential adverse and beneficial environmental impacts that would result from the proposed 
action and no action alternatives.  Adverse impacts are described as direct, indirect, or 
cumulative, as defined below. 

 
Direct impacts “… are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place”.  

Indirect impacts “are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in 
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.”   

Cumulative impacts are “…the incremental impacts of the action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions”. (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 1508) 

Cumulative impacts may result when impacts from an alternative are added to the impact of 
other actions.  In accordance with the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidance, an analysis of cumulative effects must focus on 
“truly meaningful effects” examples of which include: habitat loss or fragmentation; diminished 
flood control capacity or other reductions in wetland values; degradation of sensitive ecosystems 
such as old growth forest; barriers to wildlife migration; or, fragmentation of historic districts 
(President’s, CEQ 1997).   
 
The cumulative impact analysis provided in each of the resource sections, includes the past, 
present, and future actions within the vicinity of Wright Army Airfield (WAAF).  Past actions 
include substantial construction and operational aspects that occurred since the development of 
the airfield in 1942.  Features that were in operation during the early years of the airfield 
included a fuel area, underground fuel storage tanks, two vehicle washracks, oxidation pond, 

                                                 
1 See Appendix A for discussion of resources dismissed from further analysis. 

http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp
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grease rack, oil house, paint locker, flammable storage area, sewer and spray irrigation fields, 
hangars, gas storage, aviation fuel storage, and aircraft fueling system.  Figure 3-1 shows a 1947 
aerial view of the airfield, indicating that these operational features occurred in the cantonment 
area of WAAF which is south of the proposed action and no action locations.     
 
Present actions include continuous and ongoing maintenance activities and operations within the 
airfield.  With the exception of Hunter Army Airfield (HAAF), located in Savannah, Georgia, 
WAAF is the only Army airfield serving Fort Stewart capable of accommodating fixed wing 
aircraft.   
 
In 2003, the Army implemented a Joint Use Development Project with the City of Hinesville and 
the Liberty County Development Authority, for the purpose of extending Runway 6L and 
rehabilitating and enhancing WAAF, to include construction of civilian airport facilities on a 
portion of WAAF.  From this 2003 decision, the civilian airport facilities are the only project that 
has been implemented.  Future projects include the FY13 portions of the WAAF UAS facilities, 
extending Runway 6L, removing trees, bushes, and other vegetative growth for line of sight for 
the existing air traffic control tower, and runway refurbishment of deteriorating pavement.  A 
COF, TEMF, and an access control point along the access road will be built in FY13 for the UAS 
operations at WAAF; however, it is still in the planning process.   
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Figure 3-1: 1947 Aerial Photo of WAAF Operational Footprint
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3.2 WETLANDS 
 
3.2.1 Introduction 
 
The EA’s analysis of wetlands incorporates the US Army Corps of Engineers definition of 
wetlands which is, “areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” (40 CFR 230.3) 
 
3.2.2 Affected Environment 
 
Wetlands benefit the environment by providing wildlife habitat, improving water quality, 
decreasing flooding, and reducing the power of storms.  Based on the United States Fish and 
Wildlife Service’s (USFWS) National Wetland Inventory Maps, Fort Stewart contains 
approximately 90,000 acres of wetlands.  All of these wetlands are designated as freshwater and 
include vegetative species such as pond cypress (Taxodium ascendens), bald cypress (T. 
distichum), black tupelo (Nyssa sylvatica), swamp tupelo (N. aquatic), sweetgum (Liquidambar 
styraciflua), pond pine (Pinus serotina), water oak (Quercus nigra), redbay (Persea borbonia), 
and fetterbusy lyonia (Lyonia lucida).   
 
Wright Army Airfield (WAAF) is located in an area of Fort Stewart that contains an abundance 
of wetlands.  While the largest wetland area located in the vicinity of WAAF is Goshen Swamp, 
located east and southeast of the airfield property, there are also several smaller wetlands located 
throughout the area.  Therefore, during the planning stages of the UAS project, a wetland 
delineation was performed within the area of potential effect to determine the extent of wetlands 
that would be impacted by the UAS project.   
 
3.2.3 Environmental Consequences 
 
At the time the EIS was published, the results of the delineation indicated that 1.66 acres of 
wetlands would be impacted by the original UAS facility layout, which includes both the FY11 
and FY13 phases of the project.  Extensive further delineation was performed after this to 
anticipate possible footprint changes and other facilities.  As a result of the required footprint 
changes, the modified configuration of the FY11 portion will impact 1.83 acres of wetlands.  
Impacts to wetlands as a result of either alternative would not be considered significant or 
potentially significant because neither alternative will result in a substantial decrease in the 
environmental benefit of WAAF wetland systems.  A map of the wetland areas within the no 
action and proposed action alternatives is included in Figure 3-2.  Specific locations of wetland 
impacts associated with the proposed action are shown in Figure 3-3.  This figure was the 
outcome of a process of aggressive coordination with the site designers to reduce wetlands 
impacts as much as possible while still meeting the operational needs of the facility.  In 
accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the US Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) issued a Permit authorizing Fort Stewart to conduct certain activities in jurisdictional 
wetlands for the Gray Eagle Unmanned Aerial System.  A copy of the permit is included in 
Appendix B.  All conditions of the permit must be followed.  In addition, the Environmental 
Office will be monitoring the progress of construction to ensure the conditions of the permit are 
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being met. 
 
No significant or potentially significant cumulative impacts to wetlands will occur from the 
proposed action, no action, and other actions outlined in Section 3.1.  Wetlands were or will be 
impacted from most of these projects.  The Directorate of Public Works Environmental Division 
works with site designers to avoid wetlands for every project; however it is not always possible 
to avoid wetlands and meet the operations needs of the airfield.  A substantial decrease in the 
environmental benefit of WAAF wetland systems is not anticipated from these projects because 
monitoring will be conducted during and after construction to ensure compliance with Section 
404 permits.   
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Figure 3-2: Wetland Delineation 
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Figure 3-3: Final FY11 UAS Project Site Footprint with Wetland Impacts Shown. 
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3.3 WATER QUALITY 
 
3.3.1  Introduction 
 
The EA’s analysis of water quality focuses on the physical, chemical, and biological 
characteristics of surface waters.  Physical characteristics include turbidity, pH, temperature, and 
total suspended and dissolved solids.  Chemical characteristics include dissolved oxygen, nitrate, 
orthophosphates, and pesticides while aquatic life forms are used to measure biological 
characteristics. 
 
In addition, this analysis includes impacts to floodplains.  The Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA) defines floodplains as areas subject to a one percent or greater chance of 
flooding in any given year.   
 
3.3.2 Affected Environment 
 
There are two primary water courses that flow through or are adjacent to Fort Stewart.  The 
Canoochee River drains approximately 900 square miles of southeastern Georgia and bisects 
Fort Stewart before discharging into the Ogeechee River in the southeastern corner of the 
military reservation.  The Ogeechee River forms the eastern boundary of the Installation and is a 
major coastal plain river that drains over 4,400 square miles of the Georgia Piedmont and 
Coastal Plain regions.  There are numerous smaller creeks and streams throughout the 
Installation including Canoochee Creek, Taylors Creek, Savage Creek, Maulden Branch, and 
Clyde Creek.  There are approximately 1,500 acres of ponds, reservoirs, and borrow pits on Fort 
Stewart. 
 
Surface water quality is generally good at Fort Stewart, with the exception of elevated nutrient 
levels immediately below the Fort Stewart water treatment plant and some isolated sedimentation 
problems.  The water quality of Fort Stewart’s rivers and ponds is routinely monitored for water 
quality parameters. 
 
The Evans Army Airfield area drains in a southwestward direction and connects east of 
Holbrook Pond with what is commonly known as Big Swamp, which starts at State Highway 144 
and connects to Goshen Swamp.  These two swamps are the headwaters of Peacock Creek.  This 
drainage runs east of WAAF.  WAAF drainage discharges into Peacock Creek, which then drains 
off-post.  Peacock Creek is a State 303(d) listed impaired water body for dissolved oxygen and 
fecal coliform.  In addition, there is a stormwater retention pond in the southwest portion of 
WAAF, three detention basins in the southeast portion of WAAF, and a lagoon for the 
wastewater treatment-land application system.  During rain-events at WAAF, the pond and 
basins drain into the Peacock Creek system.  The lagoon retains wastewater until it can be treated 
and applied. 
 
The two surface water bodies located within the area of potential effect are Goshen Swamp and 
Peacock Creek.  Goshen swamp is a bottomland hardwood wetland drainage feature extending 
southeast of Runway 6L.  This wetland area (a tributary to Peacock Creek) is typical of relatively 
flat, forested drainage features found throughout the region.  The hydrology of this system is 
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primarily charged by runoff from adjacent upland areas.  This area remains inundated within the 
lower elevation portions and highly saturated within higher elevation portions for relatively long 
durations of time throughout periods of high rainfall.  Rainfall recorded for Fort Stewart from 
1985-2009 averaged 50.43 inches; however, from 2010-2011 there has been a deficit in annual 
rainfall of 10 and 13 inches, respectively.  Although rainfall data has been collected at certain 
sites at WAAF, it is not an accurate representation of the rainfall for the area, and has been 
compromised due to malfunctioning equipment and hindrances from wildlife. 
 
Floodplains, the low-lying lands subject to inundation from floodwaters, serve various functions, 
including water storage and conveyance, filtration of nutrients and other pollutants from run-off, 
erosion control, groundwater recharge, fish and wildlife habitat, and recreation.  Floodplains 
provide numerous beneficial environmental functions such as flood abatement, stream flow 
mediation, filtering, and water quality transformation.   
 
Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, requires federal service agencies to avoid 
construction or management practices that will adversely affect floodplains, unless it is found 
that (a) there is no practicable alternative, and (b) the proposed action has been designed to 
minimize harm to or within the floodplain.  There must be a finding of no practicable alternative 
to constructing in the floodplain and verification that all practical measures were taken to 
minimize harm to the floodplain. 
 
At the time the EIS was published, the WAAF UAS facilities footprint was not expected to 
impact floodplains.  However, this 2008 FEMA data was based on data accumulated during 2003 
and 2004 and did not take future development into account.  A stormwater modeling study was 
performed in 2011 to confirm the 2008 floodplains data.  The final report of the Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer Systems BMP Compliance & Floodplain Modeling Study will be 
available in 2012.  This modeling shows that there are areas which would be inundated during 
the 25-year and 100-year rain events due to a stacking effect from development. 
 
3.3.3 Environmental Consequences 
 
Footprint alterations of the Gray Eagle UAS project will not result in significant or potentially 
significant impacts because existing regulatory and other requirements will be complied with 
during construction, operations, and maintenance.  These requirements include complying with 
the Clean Water Act (CWA), Water Quality Act, Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act, 
Energy Independence and Security Act (EISA), National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit requirements, site-specific Erosion and Sedimentation Pollution Control 
(ESPC) Plan BMPs, Fort Stewart Stormwater Management Plan, an activity specific stormwater 
pollution prevention plan (SWP3), and Executive Order 11988.  In addition, equipment cleanout 
will occur in designated areas (sink basins or washracks which discharge to sanitary or industrial 
wastewater treatment plants), waste materials will be properly disposed of, and hazardous 
materials will be managed in accordance with applicable Fort Stewart regulations and 
management plans.  The Installation also has a resident Natural Resource Conservation Service 
advisor who will provide technical expertise during preparation of the ESPC plan prior to Fort 
Stewart approving the final design of land disturbing activities.   
 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

31 
 

There are no erosion and sedimentation issues within the proposed footprint for the Gray Eagle 
UAS portion, other than normal conditions for dirt trails and roads and sandy soils.  Any erosion 
and sedimentation related to construction must be addressed as required under the GA EPD 
NPDES Permitting and Installation Stormwater Policy requirements for construction, and 
pre/post new development and redevelopment. 
 
As mentioned above, the footprint for the Gray Eagle UAS project at WAAF will impact 
floodplains.  Figures 3-4 through Figure 3-6 illustrate the anticipated inundations of floodwaters.  
The floodplain for a 25-year storm will grow by 2015, which indicates an increase in the chance 
for flooding at WAAF.  The proposed action must be designed to minimize harm to or within the 
floodplain.  Figure 3-4 shows the 100-year and 25-year floodplain modeling around WAAF.  
WAAF is the optimal place for the Gray Eagle UAS because it has at least 5,000 linear ft of 
runway for the UAS to take off and land, and a clear zone of 500 feet.  However, there is not 
enough available non-floodplain land surrounding the WAAF runways to locate the UAS at 
WAAF.  To avoid the floodplains the facilities would have to be located much further away from 
the airfield and this is not practicable because the UAS need direct access to a runway.   
 
Floodway encroachment, including structures, fill placement, etc., is prohibited unless 
certification with supporting technical data is provided by a registered professional engineer 
demonstrating the encroachment will not result in any increase in flood elevations upstream or 
downstream.  The floodplain BMPs outlined in the erosion and sedimentation plan incorporate 
BMPs recommended in the modeling report and should be considered for the proposed action.   
 
Specifically, the contractors are required to implement the Fort Stewart/HAAF Stormwater 
Management Policy for New Development and Redevelopment.  In addition, construction must 
be in accordance with the standards and criteria of the National Flood Insurance Program, 
including the application of accepted flood-proofing/flood protection measures, such as elevate 
structures were practicable.  In addition, State of Georgia requirements must be met, such as 
elevating the structure to or above the 100-year floodplain level, adequately anchoring the 
facility to prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral structural movement during flooding, and 
ensuring electrical, heating, ventilation, plumbing, and other services are designed to prevent 
flood waters from entering and/or accumulating with these systems.  Construction contractors 
must review the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) Technical Guidance for 
Implementation of EISA-Section 438 (USEPA 2009) and select from a series of floodplain 
specific BMPs.   
 
A Stormwater Permitting Construction Notice of Intent (NOI) and $80 per acre fee for the State 
must be submitted to the Fort Stewart Environmental Office.  Also, a Georgia Stream Buffer 
Variance is required when new construction, including infrastructure improvements, requires the 
crossing of a stream or if trees and/or vegetation are removed within a 25-foot buffer of the 
stream.  Application for an SBV must include an approved ESPC plan that is completely 
independent and separate from either the NOI submittal for coverage under the NPDES General 
Permit to Discharge Stormwater Associated with Construction Activities or CWA Section 404 
permit processes.  A linear wetland or stream feature on the site, identified by surveyors as a 
‘Relatively Permanent Water’ was assessed by Georgia Department of Natural Resources-
Environmental Protection Division and determined to be an ephemeral stream; therefore it does 
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not require a Stream Buffer.  At this time, an SBV will not be required for any of the FY11 
portion of this project.   
 
No significant or potentially significant cumulative impacts to water quality will occur from the 
proposed action, no action, and other actions outlined in Section 3.1.  Some of these projects will 
be built in floodplains and surface water bodies will be impacted; however, the water quality in 
surface water bodies within and surrounding WAAF will not have a cumulative impact because 
the above-mentioned regulatory and other requirements will be complied with during 
construction, operation, and maintenance.  In addition, floodplains will be avoided where 
possible; however, if there is no practicable alternative, then the projects will be designed to 
minimize harm to or within the floodplains by complying with floodplain BMPs, Fort 
Stewart/HAAF Stormwater Management Policy for New Development and Redevelopment, 
standards and criteria of the National Flood Insurance Program, State of Georgia requirements, 
and USEPA Technical Guidance for Implementation of EISA-Section 438. 
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Figure 3-4: Fort Stewart Floodplain Modeling FEMA Overlay
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Figure 3-5: 2011 WAAF Floodplain Modeling Post Development 
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Figure 3-6: 2015 WAAF Floodplain Modeling 
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3.4 WILDLIFE 
 
3.4.1 Introduction 
 
The EA’s analysis of wildlife includes common wildlife that would be expected to occur in the 
proposed action area.  Management of wildlife and its habitat is conducted in accordance with 
the provisions of the Fort Stewart Integrated Resource Management Plan (INRMP), which is 
incorporated herein by reference.  Unless otherwise indicated, the information in this section is 
from that document.   
 
3.4.2 Affected Environment 
 
Wildlife management activities have been in progress on Fort Stewart since the early 1950s.  
There are 46 species of mammals, 57 species of reptiles, 241 species of birds, 38 species of 
amphibians, and 64 species of fish that have been reported on Fort Stewart.  In addition to a 
diverse assemblage of forest songbirds, game birds such as wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo) 
and northern bobwhite (Colinus virginianus) occur on the Installation (Fort Stewart 2005a).  
Also, approximately 170 species of birds protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) could occur on Fort Stewart, either seasonally or year round. 
 
Wildlife in the affected environment may include white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), 
wild boar (Sus scrofa), fox (Vulpes and Urocyon spp.), bobcat (Lynx rufus), rabbit (Sylvilagus 
spp.), squirrel (Sciurus spp.), and smaller mammals.  Many of the 170 species of birds protected 
under the MBTA are expected to occur at least temporarily in the areas potentially affected by 
the proposed action alternative.  This project will not occur within the vicinity of essential fish 
habitat designated by the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council or National Marine 
Fisheries Service per their November 14, 2011 letter found in Appendix E.  
 
3.4.3 Environmental Consequences 
 
A modification to the Biological Assessment (BA) that accompanied the EIS was submitted to 
the USFWS.  Once concurrence is received from the USFWS and NEPA documentation is 
complete, merchantable timber can be harvested.  Up to 45 days is needed to complete 
merchantable timber removal.  The timber harvest contractor must adhere to all Timber Harvest 
BMPs, while the construction contractor must remove the remaining harvest-related debris, 
stumps, logging slash, and non-merchantable timber.   
 
Construction would temporarily displace some wildlife in the immediate vicinity of the modified 
footprint of the FY11 portion of the project.  In addition, displacement will occur in areas with 
soil disturbance, removal of trees, bushes, and other vegetative growth, and incidental human 
activity.  Standard timber harvest and construction BMPs would minimize erosion and 
sedimentation, limiting the potential for off-site effects and degradation of surrounding habitat.  
Wildlife may also flush from the area while it is in operation, but would likely return once 
operations cease.  No impacts are predicted from routine maintenance activities.  Noise and 
activity during construction, operation, and maintenance would result in disturbance to wildlife 
primarily within the area of potential effect, but habitat fragmentation and edge effects would 
extend into adjacent habitat.  Increased activity within already disturbed areas would not 
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significantly affect wildlife given the ongoing activity to which they are already exposed.  
Impacts to wildlife as a result of either alternative would not be considered significant or 
potentially significant because Fort Stewart will comply with the provisions of the activity-
specific ESPC plan and SWP3, BMPs, MBTA, will continue to educate Soldiers and civilians, 
use solid waste disposal practices that limit access by wildlife, and continue recommendations 
outlined in the management plans and the INRMP. 
 
No significant or potentially significant cumulative impacts to wildlife will occur from the 
proposed action, no action, and the actions outlined in Section 3.1.  All of these projects, except 
the runway refurbishment, impacted or will impact wildlife due to displacement, habitat removal 
and noise.  Wildlife will relocate to appropriate surrounding habitat when their habitat is 
removed.  Although the noise increase will impact wildlife, it will not be significant given the 
noise they are already exposed to near the airfield.  No significant or potentially significant 
cumulative impact is expected from all of these actions because personnel will comply with the 
activity-specific ESPC plan, SWP3, INRMP, BMPs, MBTA and recommendations outlined in 
the management plans.   
 
3.5 SPECIES OF CONCERN 
 
3.5.1 Introduction 
 
The EA’s analysis of species of concern focuses on seven species listed or proposed for listing 
by the Endangered Species Act.  The six Federally-listed species are red-cockaded woodpecker 
(RCW), eastern indigo snake, frosted flatwoods salamander (FFS), wood stork, and shortnose 
sturgeon. The gopher tortoise is a Candidate Species for the state listed species of concern.  
Further discussion of the above species can be found in the modification to the BA located in 
Appendix C and in the EIS at http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp. 
 
3.5.2 Affected Environment 
 
Shortnose sturgeon occur in or near the confluence of the Ogeechee and Canoochee Rivers, 
approximately 16.3 miles east of the area of potential effect; therefore, they are not in the 
affected environment.  Also, no sightings of wood storks, eastern indigo snakes, or gopher 
tortoises and no nests and burrows have been located within the action area.  FFS Habitat 
Management Unit (HMU) is within the proposed action area, but the area is not within FFS 
ponds or associated primary or secondary buffers for FFS; therefore, it is not carried forward for 
further review.  RCW will be impacted by the proposed action. 
 
3.5.3 Environmental Consequences 
 
The 2010 BA stated that construction will remove 33.7 acres of existing RCW HMU as 
identified in Fort Stewart’s INRMP; however, because of the relatively small acreage required 
for the project and its proximity to existing military infrastructure, the proposed action was 
determined to may affect, but unlikely to adversely affect RCWs.  The Biological Opinion, 
issued by the USFWS, concurred with these findings.  The EIS determined the original action 
would result in minor adverse affects to RCWs, with no effect to the other species of concern.   

http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp
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The footprint alterations discussed in this EA impacts an additional 28.9 acres, consisting of 2.1 
acres of lowland hardwood and 26.8 acres of RCW HMU.  The new road bed and required right 
of way will displace 6.9 acres of the RCW HMU from clear-cutting, grubbing, grading, and 
future maintenance.  The remaining 19.2 acres of RCW HMU will become unmanageable for 
RCW HMU because it will be inside the controlled area (Figure 3-7).  This alteration will not 
impact any RCW forage partitions and Fort Stewart still expects to achieve 350 potential 
breeding groups (the recovery benchmark) in the breeding season of 2013.  In addition, neither 
alternative will hinder Fort Stewart’s ability to achieve 350 potential breeding groups in 2013.  
The proposed alterations are not expected to affect the other species of concerns.  USFWS 
coordination is in Appendix C. 
 
Impacts to species of concern as a result of either alternative would not be considered significant 
or potentially significant because Fort Stewart will comply with the provisions of the activity-
specific ESPC plan and SWP3, including BMPs, Endangered Species Act, continue to educate 
Soldiers and civilians, use solid waste disposal practices that limit access by wildlife, continue 
recommendations outlined in the management plans and the INRMP, and survey and monitor 
sensitive species habitat. 
 
No significant or potentially significant cumulative impacts to species of concern will occur from 
the proposed action, no action, and the actions outlined in Section 3.1.  For the FY13 portion of 
the UAS project, the consultation with the USFWS may need to be modified once a final 
footprint/layout is determined.  Consultation with the USFWS has already been conducted for 
the runway extension, line of sight work, and FY11 UAS projects and no significant impact is 
expected; therefore, there will not be a significant or potentially significant cumulative impact 
from all of these actions because the activity-specific ESPC plan and SWP3, Endangered Species 
Act, and INRMP will be complied with and personnel will continue to survey and monitor 
habitat for sensitive species.   
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Figure 3-7: RCW HMU Impacted 
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3.6 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
3.6.1 Introduction 
 
Fort Stewart consulted with the Georgia State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the 
Native American Tribes with whom Fort Stewart consults on this overall action in the EIS.  A 
copy of the consultation effort is in Appendix D.  Additional consultation will occur with the 
SHPO for the footprint alteration and this consultation effort is also in Appendix D.  The 
attachments to the consultation letters contain sensitive information on archaeological sites and 
are neither in this EA nor distributed to the public in accordance with Section 9 of the 
Archaeological Resource Protection Act and Section 304 of the National Preservation Act. 
 
3.6.2 Affected Environment 
 
Cultural resources consist of prehistoric and historic districts, sites, structures, artifacts, or any 
other physical evidence of human activity considered important to a culture, subculture, or 
community for scientific, traditional, religious, or other reasons.  The affected environment 
includes any cultural resources eligible or potentially eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) identified within the proposed footprint. 
 
3.6.3 Environmental Consequences 
 
The area of potential effect for the original footprint and the footprint alterations were surveyed 
for cultural resources (Morehead et al. 2008).  Seven sites were identified within the original 
proposed footprint.  All seven sites were determined to be ineligible for inclusion in the NRHP.  
No additional sites have been identified within the proposed footprint.   
 
No significant or potentially significant adverse impacts to cultural resource management will 
occur since none of the sites are eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  
In addition, the recommendations outlined in the management plans and the Integrated Cultural 
Resource Management Plan will continue.  If the project uncovers artifacts or human remains, all 
work must cease and the Installation Military Police and the Fort Stewart/HAAF Cultural 
Resource Management office (767-2010 or 315-6027) must be notified and the Standard 
Operating Procedure regarding Accidental Discovery of Archeological Deposits and / or Human 
Remains followed (Appendix D).   
 
No significant or potentially significant cumulative impacts to cultural resources will occur from 
the proposed action, no action, and the actions outlined in Section 3.1.  If artifacts are uncovered, 
the appropriate authorities will be contacted, and the Standard Operating Procedure regarding 
Accidental Discovery of Archeological Deposits and / or Human Remains followed.  In addition, 
no sites within the footprints of these projects are eligible or potentially eligible for the NRHP; 
therefore, there is no cumulative impact to cultural resources.   
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4.0 CONCLUSIONS 
 
This EA analyzed the potential impacts of proposed footprint alterations of the FY11 WAAF 
Gray Eagle UAS area of potential effect at Fort Stewart, Georgia and is tiered off the 2010 Fort 
Stewart Environmental Impact Statement for Training Range and Garrison Support Facilities 
Construction and Operation, which analyzed the original footprint for this project.  Following an 
analysis and comparison of impacts of the proposed action and no action alternatives, it was 
determined that neither will result in significant impacts, and the preparation of a Finding of No 
Significant Impact and Finding of No Practicable Alternative are appropriate.  The Army will 
therefore proceed with the preparation of both for this action 
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APPENDIX A 
 
Resources Dismissed from Further Analysis 
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Twenty environmental and socioeconomic resources were analyzed for potential impacts from 
the proposed action (i.e., construction, operations, and maintenance).  Due to its limited scope 
and footprint, the proposed action would potentially affect only a small portion of Fort Stewart 
and its resources.  Preliminary analysis by the Fort Stewart Environmental Division program 
managers determined that some of the Installation’s resources have the potential to be affected 
by this action and require detailed analysis in the EA.  These resources are wetlands, water 
quality, wildlife, species of concern, and cultural resource management.  Resources not impacted 
are discussed below. 
 
Air Quality.  Under the provisions of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and its amendments, the 
mechanisms for establishing the Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) program were 
enacted, whereby Congress established land classification schemes (zones) for those areas of the 
country (like Fort Stewart) having air quality better than the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards.  Fort Stewart is in an air quality district that is in attainment for criteria pollutant 
emissions and PSD, with the proposed action creating only minor, temporary adverse effects.  
Although Fort Stewart is a major source of air emissions (per Title V of the CAA and its 
amendments) the proposed action will result in no amendments to the Installation’s Title V 
permit and only minor and temporary amounts of dust generation during timber harvesting, 
construction, and operation.  Standard installation of dust-minimizing and other air quality 
protection measures will further minimize this potential.  In addition, no regulatory thresholds 
would be exceeded under air quality; therefore, this resource is not carried forward for further 
analysis. 
 
In terms of global warming, scientists have concluded that human activities are changing the 
composition of the atmosphere, and that increasing the concentration of greenhouse gases will 
change the planet’s climate.  There is uncertainty as to how much it will change, and at what rate 
it will change.  This project removes trees, which would otherwise absorb carbon dioxide.  This 
is not a significant cumulative impact when taken in context of the global situation and the 
Army's efforts.  Although timber harvest will occur, landscaping will be conducted where 
possible after construction is complete, further minimizing impacts to global warming.   
 
It is also important to place these carbon emissions in the context of the federal government's 
overall plan to reduce carbon emissions.  Executive Order 13423 sets as a goal for all federal 
agencies the improvement of energy efficiency and the “reduc[tion] of greenhouse gas emissions 
of the agency, through reduction of energy intensity by (i) 3 percent annually through the end of 
fiscal year 2015, or (ii) 30 percent by the end of fiscal year 2015, relative to the baseline to the 
agency’s energy use in fiscal year 2003.”  The U.S. Army Energy Strategy for Installations (U.S. 
Army Energy Strategy for Installations, 8 July 2005, available at http://army-
energy.hqda.pentagon.mil/docs/strategy.pdf) also contains strategies to reduce energy waste and 
improve efficiency.  Taking these policies into account, this action does not represent a net 
incrementally addition to the global climate change problem. 
 
Groundwater.  The groundwater resources of coastal Georgia are recognized as some of the 
most productive in North America.  The Upper Floridan aquifer provides most of the fresh water 
for cities and communities throughout southeastern Georgia.  The upper boundary of the 
Floridan aquifer lies between 300 and 450 feet below the surface in the vicinity of Fort Stewart.  

http://army-energy.hqda.pentagon.mil/docs/strategy.pdf
http://army-energy.hqda.pentagon.mil/docs/strategy.pdf
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As early as 1940, the US Geologic Survey determined that extensive water withdrawals from the 
Upper Floridan aquifer were causing water levels in the aquifer to decline.  Long-term pumping 
from the Upper Floridan aquifer in the coastal regions of Georgia, adjacent northeastern Florida, 
and southeastern South Carolina has lowered ground water levels, resulting in increases in 
salinity of the aquifer due to saltwater intrusion into the Upper Floridan aquifer.  
 
There are two additional aquifers that supersede the Upper Floridan aquifer in the vicinity of Fort 
Stewart.  The surficial aquifer is closest to the soil surface and is intricately connected to surface 
waters on Fort Stewart.  Deep percolation through the soil directly recharges the surficial aquifer, 
and this interconnectedness with surface water renders the surficial aquifer susceptible to 
contamination from surface or shallow subsurface pollution.  The Miocene aquifer separates the 
surficial system from the Upper Floridan and is hydraulically connected to the surficial aquifer.  
There are no water wells located within the area of potential effect. 
 
Fort Stewart's primary water source has been the Upper Floridan Aquifer, averaging 2.107 
million gallons per day (MGD) usage cumulatively from 6 municipal groundwater wells on a 
community drinking water system servicing the cantonment area and 13 wells associated with 12 
non-community drinking water systems located throughout the non-cantonment area.  The permit 
will need to be modified to include the 2 wells at WAAF to the community drinking water 
system, totaling 8 wells on the system.  Each of these wells is approximately 500-feet deep. Fort 
Stewart is permitted for an average daily groundwater withdrawal of 4.2 MGD annual average 
and a maximum withdrawal of 5.2 MGD monthly average.  In addition, Fort Stewart has a new 
well that taps into the Lower Floridan Aquifer that went on-line with a monthly and annual 
average of 0.768 MGD. 
 
Fort Stewart has initiated a number of water conservation measures since the early/mid 1980s 
with construction of a closed-loop central vehicle wash facility, lining of the Installation's golf 
course pond for stormwater capture and reuse, major upgrade to its Central Energy Plant chilled 
water and steam pipe distribution system to replace and repair leaking systems, leak detection 
surveys, waterless urinals, low flow plumbing fixtures included in all new construction, to the 
most recent initiative to partner with the City of Hinesville as a reuse water customer to supply 
irrigation water to the golf course and industrial water to the Central Energy Plant.  With the 
implementation of the reuse water system, Fort Stewart is projecting over 860,000 gallons per 
day of Upper Floridan Aquifer source conservation. 
 
The proposed action will connect into existing water lines at WAAF and lines from the housing 
development on Harmon Avenue.   
 
Hazardous and Toxic Materials and/or Wastes.  The primary industrial wastes generated at Fort 
Stewart are those associated with vehicle and aircraft maintenance.  The waste stream includes 
used lubricating oil, hydraulic fluid, degreasing solvent, scrap metal, wire, and waste asbestos.  
Other wastes generated on the Installation include waste acid, lead-based paint, waste paint, paint 
sludge, polychlorinated biphenyls in transformer oil, plastics, pesticides, herbicides, sanitary 
wastes, and construction debris.  Any hazardous wastes generated by Army activities at Fort 
Stewart are taken to the Directorate of Public Works Environmental Division’s State permitted 
90-day Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facility for disposal.  There would be no new waste 
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streams or materials associated with the proposed action and there are no Environmental 
Restoration, Army or active Army Environmental Database-Restoration sites in the vicinity of 
the action alternative site.  Therefore, this resource does not require further analysis in the EA. 
 
Solid Waste - Landfills.  Fort Stewart/Hunter Army Airfield has five active landfills: four of 
which (South Central Sanitary Landfill, Non-Putrescible Landfill, Inert Concrete Landfill, and 
Inert Yard Waste Landfill) are located in the northwest corner of the Fort Stewart cantonment 
area. The fifth landfill, an inert rubble landfill is located at HAAF.  The Fort Stewart Landfill 
only accepts construction and demolition (C&D) waste and other non-Putrescible waste from 
military units or in-house resources, such as the Directorate of Public Works.  The landfill does 
not accept C&D waste from contractors working on the Installation.     
 
Solid Waste - Recycling.  Recycling reduces disposal cost, conserves natural resources, and 
minimizes environmental problems associated with land disposal.  The Fort Stewart/HAAF 
Policy Memorandum # 8, Command Recycling Policy, dated 12 February 2007, governs the 
Installation’s Qualified Recycling Program.  Under this policy, all military and civilian 
personnel, to include contractors, assigned to, living and/or working on Fort Stewart/HAAF are 
required to actively participate in the recycling program (2007b).  All C&D projects must 
support the mandated 50% diversion rate.  All construction, demolition, and renovation activities 
must have a written C&D Waste Management Plan that specifically outlines the activities the 
contractors will take to salvage or recycle as much of the materials as possible.  This plan must 
be approved by the Installation in advance of any construction or demolition actions in order to 
ensure adherence to the Installation’s Command Recycling Policy. 
 
Socioeconomics.  Socioeconomics focuses on the general features of the local economy that 
could be affected by the proposed action alternative.  Local construction expenditures have the 
potential for minor beneficial impact to the local communities.  This construction project could 
be accommodated by the existing workforce, and few new jobs would be created.  In addition, it 
is probable that the majority of the construction materials will be purchased outside the local 
region and transported on-site.  Because few jobs would be created or affected through 
implementation of this proposed action and any impact would be slightly beneficial, this resource 
has been eliminated from further discussion.   
 
Environmental Justice.  Environmental justice compliance is prescribed by Executive Order 
12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income 
Populations, issued in 1994.  This policy directive to federal agencies outlines appropriate and 
necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal 
projects on the health or environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest 
extent practicable and permitted by law.  Since the proposal would not disproportionately impact 
low-income or minority populations, environmental justice is not analyzed further. 
 
Provision for the Handicapped.  American Disabilities Act requires access be provided for the 
handicapped in all facilities constructed. 
 
Protection of Children.  Executive Order 13045, Protection of Children from Environmental 
Health Risks and Safety Risks requires each federal agency to identify and assess environmental 
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health and safety risks that may disproportionately affect children and pose a disproportionate 
environmental health or safety risk to children.  Environmental health and safety risks are those, 
which are attributable to products or substances a child is likely to come into contact with or to 
ingest.  This Executive Order focuses primarily on the noise environment around schools, which 
is not an issue with regards to implementation of either alternative.   
 
Public Health and Safety.  During the timber harvest, prescribed industrial safety standards 
would be followed.  No specific aspects of the proposed action would create any unique or 
extraordinary safety issues; therefore public health and safety was no discussed further in this 
EA. 
 
Land Use and Recreations.  All construction, operation and maintenance of this road will occur 
within an existing training area.  No recreation assets are present in this area; therefore, 
implementation of the proposed action would not affect land use or recreation.  
 
Transportation.  Implementation of the proposed action is not expected to adversely affect 
transportation resources in the training areas.  The Installation contains well-established 
highways, roads, and parking networks and would not increase or decrease traffic in the area of 
the either alternative.   
 
Utilities.  In January 2008, the DA established the LEED Implementation Guide and required its 
use by all DA Installations.  Previously, the Army implemented its sustainable design tool 
criteria through the Sustainable Project Rating Tool to encourage the actualization of Green 
Building, Sustainable Design, and Energy Efficiency in its projects, to include provision and 
maintenance of utility systems on Post.  The DA also determined that all vertical construction 
projects with climate controlled facilities must achieve the Silver level of LEED for New 
Construction (LEED-NC).  This requirement applies worldwide to all construction on permanent 
Army Installations regardless of the funding source; therefore, it is a required part of the 
proposed action.  This project is projected to achieve the Gold level of LEED-NC.   
 
Executive Order 13101, Greening the Government Through Waste Prevention, Recycling, and 
Federal Acquisition, dated 14 September 1998, also provides guidance for purchasing supplies 
and materials for operations and contracts, in addition to requiring the use of recoverable and 
renewable energy implemented to the maximum practical extent.  Consideration is given to a 
wide range of measures including optimization of building position and orientation to reduce 
energy consumption to heat and cool buildings.   
 
Utilities at Fort Stewart include electrical power, natural gas, potable water supply systems, and 
wastewater systems.  Wastewater, water, electrical, and natural gas lines will be connected to 
lines from the Harmon Avenue housing development.  The additional load is not anticipated to 
have an adverse impact to the current wastewater treatment plant.  In addition, a septic tank will 
be installed.  The Georgia Department of Human Resources Division guidelines must be 
followed when the septic tank is installed.   
 
Two wastewater underground storage tanks (USTs) will be installed for emergency purposes 
only.  Because these tanks are used for emergency storage only, they are not regulated USTs as 
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they are deferred under 40 CFR 280.10 (b)(6) and because they should be empty most of the 
time, they will not violate Fort Stewart's UST moratorium (as it only applies to tanks containing 
regulated substances). 
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Wetlands Consultation 
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APPENDIX C 
 
Biological Assessment and USFWS Coordination 
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APPENDIX D 
 
Cultural Resource Management Documentation 
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APPENDIX E 
 
Other Regulatory Coordination 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

86 
 

 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

87 
 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

88 
 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

89 
 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

90 
 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

91 
 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

92 
 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

93 
 

 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

94 
 

 



EA for Footprint Alterations at the WAAF Gray Eagle UAS Project Site  

95 
 

APPENDIX F 
 
Media Notices 
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