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FINAL FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT (FNSI) FOR THE
CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION, AND MAINTENANCE OF A
MILITARY WORKING DOG COMPLEX ON FORT STEWART, GEORGIA

1.0 BACKGROUND

Fort Stewart, located in southeastern Georgia, is the largest Army Installation in area east of the
Mississippi River. It encompasses nearly 280,000 acres of land located in parts of Liberty, Long,
Bryan, Evans, and Tattnall counties. Fort Stewart plays a significant role in supporting the
Army’s mission and is an invaluable military readiness training platform. The Army’s mission
is to fight and win the nations wars, respond to national security threats, and promote peace. The
Army does this by providing Troops trained, organized, and equipped to provide rapid and
sustained military operations, from peacekeeping and security operations to high intensity
military conflicts. To support the Army’s mission, Fort Stewart must possess the infrastructure
and facilities necessary to support the military training occurring there and support the quality of
life of the Soldiers and their Families.

This FNSI summarizes the environmental assessment of the potential impacts associated with the
construction, operation, and maintenance of a 10-14-acre Military Working Dog (MWD)
Complex on Fort Stewart, Georgia. The complex will include an administration building for the
dogs’ handlers, as well as a kennel and obedience course for the military working dogs assigned
to the 385" Military Police (MP) Battalion (BN) of the 3" Infantry Division (ID). This
document was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of
1969 (42 U.S. Code 4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality Regulations
Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts
1500-1508), and 32 CFR Part 651 (Environmental Analysis of Army Actions).

2.0 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

Fort Stewart currently has 14 military working dogs on Post, with an additional 10 deployed
overseas with both MP and non-MP BNs of the 3 ID. The dogs and their handlers are
currently headquartered at Wright Army Airfield (WAAF), in Buildings 7737 and 7736. The
dogs are housed, and trained at Building 7737, which contains an obedience course, dog run,
other training components, and a kennel. Constructed in 1990, it was designed for 10 dogs, but
currently houses 14, a cramped situation that will worsen when the currently deployed dogs
return, requiring additional space. Building 7736 was constructed in 1941 and is used by the
handlers as an administrative facility. When the MWDs and handlers were placed at WAAF in
1990, it was deemed a temporary situation only (due to a shortage of adequate facilities
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elsewhere on Post). Field Manual (FM) 3-19, Military Working Dogs, discourages construction of
kennels in locations with noise and human presence distracters, such as those found at WAAF.
Department of the Army Pamphlet (DA PAM) 190-12, Military Working Dog Program, also discourages
kennel construction near aircraft runways, taxiways, firing ranges, motorpools, Installation
commercial activities, or other areas where the time weighted overall average sound pressure
level for any 24-hour period exceeds 75 decibels.

The current MWD Complex consistently fails veterinary and safety inspections required per
Army Regulation (AR) 190-12 (Military Working Dog Program) and AR 40-905 (Veterinary
Health Services). Issues from these inspections include inadequate fencing (from which the
MWDs can potentially escape), deteriorating roof support beams and panels over the kennel
area, inadequate sewage line capacity that causes backups of fecal matter into the kennels and
administrative areas, mold growth in kennels and offices due to damp conditions, and lack of a
quarantine area to separate healthy MWDs from sick ones. Operation and maintenance funds are
periodically available to repair the most dangerous problems in the kennel complex, including
the roof and fencing. However, this requires removing the MWDs from the kennel for over two
weeks per repair and housing them in the Veterinary Clinic. This is not an ideal situation, and
without a new facility, is repeated on at least an annual basis.

The Army requires standard kennel facilities for all MWDs (AR 190-12). The purpose of the
proposed action, therefore, is to construct, operate, and maintain new facilities to meet the
Army’s standard requirements for the military working dogs and their handlers that are of
adequate size, and designed to meet all their training, living, and (for the handlers) administrative
requirements. This also provides the MWDs with a standard, secure, sanitary facility that can be
readily inspected.

3.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

The U.S. Army proposes to abandon and replace an existing MWD Complex by constructing,
operating, and maintaining a new facility on Fort Stewart. The new MWD Complex will consist
of a kennel area, a kennel support building, a training area, an obedience course, and an exercise
area. The kennel is the area in which the dogs are quartered and secured. The kennel support
building provides an area for the operational, logistical, and administrative support functions.
The training area provides a safe and secure area for obedience, confidence, and proficiency
training of the dogs. The obedience course, which is normally located within the training area of
the complex, helps the dogs maintain agility, stamina, and general physical fitness while
reinforcing the obedience and confidence training. The exercise area provides a safe, secure area
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for individual dogs to be exercised when the dog’s handler is not available. Demolition of the
existing MWD Complex at WAAF is universal to each action alternative, as will use of borrow
materials, site preparation, development of utility corridors, lay-down areas, and landscaping.

Alternative I: No Action

Under this alternative, the military working dogs and their handlers will remain in their existing
facilities at WAAF and utilize them in their existing condition. This alternative is also applied in
this Environmental Assessment to measure the environmental impacts of the action alternatives.

Alternative Il: Highway 144 East Location (Preferred)

Construction, operation, and maintenance will occur along Georgia Highway 144 East,
approximately 1.5 miles west of FS Road 47, behind the existing Explosive Ordnance Disposal
(EOD) Complex. Work at this site also requires development of an access road from GA
Highway 144 to the new MWD Complex, both for the initial timber harvest and construction
process, and for the subsequent day-to-day use of the completed facility.

Alternative I11: Harmon Avenue Location

Construction, operation, and maintenance will occur behind the new Army/Air Force Exchange
(AAFES) Shoppette, near the intersection of Harmon Avenue and East 16" Street. Work at this
site will utilize an existing dirt access road.

40 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

Analysis of this proposed action resulted in a finding of potential impact to Water Resources
(Surface Water, Floodplains, Stormwater Conveyance Systems), Health and Safety, and Land
Use Table 1 presents a summarized representation of these potential impacts, with a detailed
analysis presented in Chapter 3.0, Environmental Consequences, of the Draft EA, incorporated
herein by reference. The remaining environmental resources on Fort Stewart (including, but not
limited to, Air Quality and Biological Resources), to which no potential effects were predicted,
are briefly discussed in Appendix A of the Draft EA.

Potential impacts to these resources may be direct, indirect, or cumulative, and are defined as
follows. Direct impacts are those caused specifically by the proposed action and which occur at
the same time and place. Indirect impacts are also caused by the proposed action, but later in
time or in distance. Cumulative impacts are those which “result from the incremental impact of
the action” when added to “other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions,
regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions” and
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are “the total effect, direct and indirect, on a given environmental resource, no matter who
(federal, non-federal, or private) performs the action” (Canter et al, 2007).

Table 1: Level of Anticipated Environmental Impacts.

Type and Intensity of Impact
O =noimpact O = negligible ®=minor =moderate ® = Meets TLS
Type of Impact Alternat.ive | Alternative 11 Alternative 111
(No Action) (Preferred)
Surface Water
Direct / Indirect ® ® ®
Cumulative
Floodplains
Direct / Indirect o O o
Cumulative S S S}
Stormwater Conveyance Systems
Direct / Indirect ® O O
Health and Safety
Direct / Indirect O
Cumulative O O S
Land Use
Direct / Indirect ® ®
Cumulative ® ® ®

5.0 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Draft EA and FNSI were available for a 30-day public review period (November 7-
December 6, 2011) at the local public 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 Savannah Morning News, 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 received indicated concurrence with the Army’s action at Fort
Stewart, Georgia.



6.0 CONCLUSION

This FNSI summarized the environmental assessment of the potential impacts of constructing a
new MWD Complex on Fort Stewart. Implementation of the preferred Alternative (Highway
144 East Location) will not have a significant environmental impact, within the meaning of
Section 102(2) XC) of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, and preparation of an
Environmental act Statement is not required. Therefore, I have selected implementation of
Alternative II e course of action.

, //\A Date: 6 oW

KEVIN {V{ MILTON
Colonel, US Army
Commanding




ACRONYMS

AR Army Regulation

BCT Brigade Combat Team

BN Battalion

BMPs Best Management Practices

CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CWA Clean Water Act

DA Department of the Army

DPTMS Directorate of Plans, Training, Mobilization,
and Security

EA Environmental Assessment

EISA Energy Independence Security Act

EOD Explosive Ordnance Disposal

ESCA Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act

ESPCP Erosion Sedimentation Pollution Control
Plan

FNSI Finding of No Significant Impact

GA DNR Georgia Department of Natural Resources

GA EPD Georgia Environmental Protection Division

GIS Geographic Information System

INRMP Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan

ITAM Integrated Training Area Management

LID Low Impact Development
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MP
MWD
NEPA
NOI
NPDES
NRCS
OSHA
H&S

PPRFFA

ROI
SPCC
SWP3
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USDA
UXxo

WQA

Military Police

Military Working Dog

National Environmental Policy Act

Notice of Intent

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Natural Resources Conservation Service
Occupational Safety and Health Administration Act
Health and Safety

Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future
Actions

Region of Influence

Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan
Threshold Level of Significance

United States Department of Agriculture
Unexploded Ordnance

Water Quality Act
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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND
Fort Stewart, located in southeastern Georgia, is the largest Army Installation east of the

Mississippi River (Figure 1-1). It encompasses nearly 280,000 acres of land in parts of Liberty,
Long, Bryan, Evans, and Tattnall counties. The Army uses facilities and ranges on Fort Stewart
to train approximately 200,000 active duty and reserve component Soldiers each year, in addition
to providing a training platform 2-3 times per year for Reserve Units such as the Army Reserve,
the Georgia Army National Guard (ARNG), the Florida ARNG, and the Puerto Rican ARNG.
Fort Stewart is the home of the 3™ Infantry Division, which currently consists of three Heavy
Brigade Combat Teams (HBCTSs) (one HBCT of the 3 Infantry Division is stationed at Fort
Benning, Georgia, and trains there, rarely affecting Fort Stewart), one Infantry Brigade Combat
Team (IBCT), and one Sustainment Brigade.

Several tenant units also reside and train on Fort Stewart, including the 385" Military Police
(MP) Battalion (BN) of the 3" Infantry Division (ID). While at home station, their mission is to
provide detection of explosive devices/residue in support of personal protection, health and
welfare inspections, crime scene searches, internment/resettlement operations, customs
operations, and provide patrol support when not employed with explosive detection. They are
also responsible for the housing, handling, and training of the Installation’s military working
dogs (MWDs), in accordance with Army Regulation (AR) 190-12, The Military Working Dog
Program. This includes all activities to maintain, improve, regain, and/or develop skills such as
patrolling, scouting, tracking, detection of persons, and the detection of drugs or explosives.
Once trained, the dogs deploy with MP or non-MP BNs in the same manner as the MPs
themselves and, once their deployments conclude, they return to Fort Stewart and its existing
facilities. (Note: additional MWDs are stationed at Hunter Army Airfield; however, they, their
handlers, and facilities are not impacted by this action and not discussed in this EA.)

This Draft Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the potential impacts associated with the
construction, operation, and maintenance of 10-14-acre MWD Complex on Fort Stewart,
Georgia. This document was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy
(NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S. Code [USC] 4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental Quality
[CEQ] Regulations Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA (40 Code of Federal
Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500-1508), and 32 CFR Part 651 (Environmental Analysis of Army
Actions, Final Rule; 29 March 2002).
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Trained dogs have been used by most of the world’s military forces since the first military units
were organized. From these ancient beginnings, the MWD'’s training has been continuously
refined to produce a highly sophisticated and versatile extension of the Soldier’s own senses.
Even the most complex machines remain unable to duplicate the operational effectiveness of a
properly trained MWD. The MWD’s unique capabilities are used by the military police to:

a. Secure Installation and property.

b. Help enforce military laws and regulations.

c. Increase the effectiveness of the combat support provided by the Military Police.

The MWD team’s specialized capabilities make it one of the most effective tools available to a
commander for combat support, security, and law enforcement. As the only live equipment
employed Army-wide, the dog’s continuing proficiency depends on realistic daily training and
care. Skills that are not practiced or used can be lost.

1.1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION

Fort Stewart currently has kennels and trains 14 military working dogs on Post. An additional 10
dogs are deployed overseas. The existing MWD Complex, which consists of two buildings, is
located at Fort Stewart’s Wright Army Airfield (WAAF. The kennel and training facilities are
located in Building 7737, which includes an obedience course, dog run, and other training
components. The kennel was designed for 10 dogs. The overcrowding of the dogs will worsen
when the currently deployed dogs return. Building 7736 serves as the Complex’s administrative
facility.

The MWD Complex was located at WAAF in 1990 as a temporary solution until a more suitable
permanent site could be located. However, the airfield produces noise and distractions that make
the location less than ideal for a MWD Complex. In accordance with Field Manual (FM) 3-19,
Military Working Dogs, kennels should not be located in areas that are noisy or include constant
distractions. Although the dogs will tolerate some distraction, activities that prevent adequate
rest, such as airplanes or traffic, will adversely affect the ability to perform their duties
effectively. Kennels must not be built near aircraft runways, taxiways, firing ranges, motorpools,
| or other areas where the time weighted overall average sound pressure level for any 24-hour
period exceeds 75 decibels (Department of the Army pamphlet [DA PAM] 190-12, Military
Working Dog Program). The dogs must also be provided with facilities capable of passing
safety and veterinary inspections required per AR 190-12 (Military Working Dog Program) and
AR 40-905 (Veterinary Health Services), which is not the current situation at the existing MWD
facilities.
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Every level of command within the Army has specific responsibilities for making sure that the
MWD program is properly established and efficiently managed. This includes ensuring that
operational units are provided with trained dogs and handlers to form teams, and the necessary
equipment and facilities to maintain effective local MWD programs. As such, a new MWD
Complex is necessary to meet standard facility and operational requirements to proficiently train
MWDs. The purpose of the proposed action, therefore, is to construct, operate, and maintain a
MWD Complex that meets the Army’s standard requirement.
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION AND
ALTERNATIVES

2.1 INTRODUCTION
Fort Stewart utilized its master planning process to develop siting alternatives for the new

Military Working Dog (MWD) Complex. This collaborative process involved an
interdisciplinary team composed of the user (occupier of the facility), the DPW’s Environmental
Division and Real Property Master Planning, and other the Directorate of Planning, Training,
Mobilization, and Security (DPTMS). The team collected, mapped, and evaluated project-
specific information, including mission requirements, to develop alternatives that met the
purpose and need of the proposed action, as discussed in Section 2.4. The alternatives that did
not meet the purpose and need of the proposed action were dismissed from further review and
are discussed in Section 2.5.

2.2 PROPOSED ACTION

The Army proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a MWD Complex on Fort Stewart to
accommodate the living, working, and training needs of its military working dogs and their
handlers. The Complex will include an administration area with offices, break area, veterinary
treatment room, tack room, food storage room, and a locker room with latrines and showers.
Training-specific facilities for the dogs include indoor/outdoor kennel area for up to 24 military
working dogs, dog runs with guillotine doors (which allow for opening/closing of doors via an
external pulley system) and floor drains, as well as exterior doghouses, exercise areas, obedience
course, explosive pads, storage sheds, and site preparation, to include utility corridors, lay-down
areas, and landscaping. Demolition of the existing MWD facilities (Buildings 7736 and 7737 at
Wright Army Airfield [WAAF]) is universal to each action alternative (11 and I11), and will occur
at some undetermined point after completion of the new facilities. Use of borrow materials will
be required for each action alternative, as well, and require coordination with the Installation
Borrow Pit Manager. Borrow pits near the Action Alternatives are E4.3 BP1 and B8.1 BP1
(Figure 2-1). The No Action Alternative (1) involves neither demolition nor the use of borrow
pit materials.

Proper maintenance of kennels requires early detection and correction of all deficiencies, safety,
and health hazards. Kennels will be carefully inspected daily by the kennel master and each of
the assigned handlers. Loose or worn hinges, catches or rollers, broken wire or anchor fasteners,
and any other broken or damaged equipment will be promptly repaired.
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Figure 2-1: Existing Borrow Pits Near the MWD Complex Alternatives

Kennel runs will be cleaned out daily to remove debris and stools, and washed out daily to
remove urine, dust, and stains. Drain troughs will be provided outside each run to provide
proper drainage. Special cleaning of kennel runs using hot water and detergent, or steam
cleaning, will be done at least weekly. All areas will be thoroughly rinsed with potable water
after cleaning. A chemical sanitizing agent (disinfectant) which has been approved by the
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veterinarian will then be applied to control infectious bacteria and offensive odors. Tall grass,
weeds, and brush will be removed from areas that harbor ticks and other insects. Vegetation will
be removed from around the kennel to a distance of at least 10 feet. The area should then be
sprayed with a residual insecticide, approved by the veterinarian and Installation Pest Manager.
The kennel area, the food preparation and storage area, and any other appropriate area also will
be sprayed periodically with a residual insecticide prescribed by the veterinarian and approved
by the Installation Pest Manager.

2.3 SCREENING CRITERIA

The interdisciplinary team used the purpose and need to develop criteria that an alternative site
must possess to be considered for the proposed project. These criteria were developed based on
the FM and ARs for the MWDs as well as the practical experience and expertise of the dog
handlers and environmental resource specialists. The screening criteria were also ranked in order
of importance to the user (385" MPs), as presented below:

A site in a quiet area (cannot exceed 75 decibels)
* Limit noise from vehicle operations (airfield, motorpool, highway)
» Limit noise from training and range operations

— Asite consisting of 10-14 acres for construction of required facilities

— A site compatible with adjacent land uses

— Assite capable of accommodating future growth

— Assite presenting minimal site preparation costs

» Close to existing utility connections/infrastructure

* No on-site wetlands or other environmental constraints

The interdisciplinary team determined an alternative was viable if it met the following three
criteria: located in an area that contains 10-14 acres of land, and was compatible with adjacent
land uses. The rationale for this ranking is explained in detail below.

e A quiet location is ranked first and is the most important criteria for both practical
reasons (ensuring the dogs’ obtain proper rest and training periods) and because it is a
requirement in Army FM 3-19, Military Working Dog, and DA PAM 190-12, Military
Working Dog Program.

e The 10-14 acre project site is ranked second, and is required to accommodate the dogs’
kennel and obedience course, administrative area for their handlers, and utility corridors.

e Site compatibility with adjacent land use is ranked third. The user preference is a
location adjacent to training lands and away from the cantonment area. This also

18



indirectly assists in reducing noise levels and other distracters (i.e., a quiet location,
which is the most important criteria).

e A site capable of accommodating future growth is ranked fourth because it is always
possible for any Fort Stewart mission to grow. According to the Master Planning
Division, there is a potential increase of 20 personnel at the MWD Complex on/around
October 2012. It was not determined to be among the most important criteria because is
unclear if this growth will absolutely require additional square footage at the MWD
Complex; however, it is important to have the capacity to expand the new Complex, once
constructed, if and when it is required.

e Site preparation costs are ranked fifth because, although they are also important, these are
more practically overcome than the first four criteria (for example, a utility trench can be
dug to connect existing utilities to the new facilities, wetland permits can be obtained,
etc.).

2.4  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

2.4.1 Alternative I: No Action (Figure 2-2)

Under this alternative, the MWDs and their handlers will remain in their existing facilities,
Buildings 7736 and 7737 at WAAF, and utilize them in their existing condition. The current
facilities are dilapidated, undersized, and in poor condition. These buildings have roof leaks in
several areas, leading to possible damage of computers and other sensitive equipment. This
water damage also causes mold and mildew growth, and sewage backup occurs frequently.
There is also no dedicated quarantine or isolation area for sick MWDs. This alternative meets
two of the required screening criteria (site size and potential for accommodating future
growth), however, it is carried forward for environmental analysis as it serves as a baseline
against which to compare the impacts of the action alternatives in Chapter 3.0.

2.4.2 Alternative Il: Highway 144 East Location (Preferred) (Figure 2-3)

Under this alternative, the complex will be built along Georgia Highway 144 East,
approximately 1.5 miles west of FS Road 47, behind the new EOD Complex. Work at this site
also requires development of an access road from GA Highway 144, both for the initial timber
harvest and construction process, and for the subsequent day-to-day use of the completed
facility. It is not necessary for kennel complexes to be located in remote or isolated areas,
however, they should be located outside built-up areas whenever possible (DA PAM 190-12).
This alternative site has the benefit of natural barriers that will reduce the minor noise and visual
distractions from the adjacent EOD Complex, allowing it to meet all of the required screening
criteria, and fulfill the purpose and need for the proposed action
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2.4.3 Alternative I11: Harmon Avenue Location (Figure 2-4)

Under this alternative, the complex will be built behind the new Army/Air Force Exchange
(AAFES) Shoppette, near the intersection of Harmon Avenue and East 16" Street. Work at this
site will utilize an existing dirt access road. Alternative Il is located in a section of Post that
has a moderate level of activity (due to the adjacent WAAF flight path and close-in training site,
the Harmon Avenue AAFES Shoppette, and Army Family Housing); however, the site does have
natural sound and visual barriers to reduce these distracters, making the location relatively quiet.
This alternative meets the three required screening criteria and meets the purpose and need of
the proposed action. It also meets the criteria for size and accommodating future growth, as well
as minimal site preparation potential.
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25 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER
REVIEW

As discussed in Section 2.4, an alternative is viable if it meets the three critical screening criteria,
which were utilized to identify locations on Fort Stewart upon which the new MWD Complex
could potentially be built. The alternatives discussed below were developed during the master
planning process, but were eventually dismissed from further, detailed review due to their failing
to meet the minimum required screening criteria and, therefore, the purpose and need for the
proposed action. They are presented here, however, to inform the reader of the full spectrum of
alternatives analyzed by the Installation’s interdisciplinary team during the course of this
project’s development.

2.5.1 Alternative IV: Evans Army Airfield (EAAF) Location

This alternative did not meet the required screening criteria. It is adjacent to an active airfield,
introducing noise and high levels of activity to the site; in addition, AR 210-21 discourages the
construction of the MWD Facilities at an active airfield. It met the least important criteria of
minimal site preparation costs (located close to existing utilities connections and infrastructure),
but is surrounded by wetlands, which introduces a minor environmental constraint. The site
failed the criteria for accommodating future growth (is “boxed in” by the airfield on one side and
wetlands on two sides), compatibility with adjacent land uses (MWD training versus airfield
uses), and two-acre site requirement (again, due to the site being restricted on three of its four
sides). For these reasons, this alternative was determined unfeasible and dismissed from further
review.

2.5.2 Alternative V: Georgia Highway 144 and FS Road 47 Location

This alternative met two and failed two of the top four screening criteria. The site met the size
requirement and the potential for accommodating future growth, as it is not restricted on its west,
east, or southern sides, but to the north only by Highway 144. However, siting the MWD
Complex at this location is not compatible with adjacent land uses (Garrison/cantonment to the
west conflicts with Complex’s training category, although lands to the north and east are
designated for training). Construction here will also remove operational (training lands) from the
Installation and convert them to non-operational. The site is located directly across the highway
from known ranges so presence of unexploded ordnance (UXO) is presumed, requiring UXO
survey and removal prior to timber harvest and construction, increasing site preparation costs.
The site is also incompatible with non-distracting noise levels that is necessary during operation
of the MWD Complex. Sources of noise include the adjacent cantonment area, Small Arms
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Range Complex, and WAAF aviation flight paths. For these reasons, this alternative was
determined unfeasible and dismissed from further review.

2.5.3 Alternative VI: Military Police (MP) Complex Location

This alternative met one and failed three of the top four screening criteria. The site met the size
requirement. It failed to meet the third and fourth criteria — it would not be compatible with
adjacent land uses (as the Complex is training land use and the surrounding land use is
Garrison/cantonment), and for accommodating future potential growth (because it is surrounded
on all four sides by existing roads and development within the cantonment area). The site also
fails the most important criteria, as it’s not a quiet area of Post, but across from a motorpool, off-
Post schools and apartments, and Army Family Housing. This location is adjacent to the 385"
MP BN, which may seem to be an ideal location to house the MWDs; however, there is no
requirement for the dogs to be at the same location as their handlers. In fact, the MPs prefer the
dogs be located far from the noise and other distractions of the Garrison/cantonment area. The
site did meet the criteria for minimal site preparation costs, as it is close to existing utilities and
has no wetlands or other environmental constraints. Despite this, the alternative was determined
unfeasible and dismissed from further review.

2.5.4 Alternative VII: Demolish Existing Facilities and Construct New Facilities at WAAF
This alternative met two and failed two of the top four screening criteria. It can accommodate
the site size requirement and is capable of accommodating future growth. However, it is
incompatible with adjacent land uses (the MWD Complex is a training land use and WAAF is an
airfield land use) and is also not located in a quiet section of the Post, but directly on WAAF.
This location does meet the minimal site preparation cost criteria (existing utilities and minimal
environmental constraints), but this alternative is still unfeasible and it was dismissed from
further review.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The environmental setting for which environmental impacts are evaluated is consistent with
Chapter 3 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement for Training Range and Garrison
Support Facilities Construction and Operation at Fort Stewart, Georgia, published in July 2010.
This document IS available for review at the following website
http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp. The analysis in this Draft EA discusses
environmental impacts that might occur from the proposed action alternatives and compares
those to the no action alternative. This analysis will enable decision-makers to compare the
magnitude of environmental impacts of each alternative. = Measurements and resulting
conclusions of potential impacts of each resource from each alternative were conducted and the
results explained in this chapter.

3.2 MEASURING ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

As a result of the National Environmental Policy Act, Federal agencies must integrate
environmental values into their decision making processes; and analyze the environmental
impacts of any proposed action and reasonable alternative before the action is undertaken. This
analysis must be documented in an EA or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The primary
purpose of preparing an EA is to provide evidence and analysis for determining whether to
prepare an EIS. An EIS is required if significant or potential significant direct, indirect, or
cumulative environmental impact(s) are anticipated from a proposed action. Direct impacts are
those caused specifically by the proposed action and which occur at the same time and place.
Indirect impacts are also caused by the proposed action, but later in time or in distance.
Cumulative impacts are those which “result from the incremental impact of the action” when
added to “other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of what
agency (federal or non-federal) or what person undertakes such other actions” (Canter et al,
2007). This chapter focuses on the direct and indirect potential impacts to these environmental
resources, while potential cumulative impacts are discussed in Chapter 4.0.

In order for the Army to determine whether to prepare an EIS for this proposed action, Fort
Stewart established Threshold Levels of Significance (TLS) for each resource that, if potentially
met, will require the preparation of an EIS. TLS are based on the professional judgment of the
resource specialist. An analysis of each alternative is conducted so that a measure of the
intensity of anticipated environmental impacts can be fully disclosed, which allows the decision-
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maker to weigh each alternative prior to reaching a decision. Each of the TLSs in the EA are
measures designed to explain how close the alternative is to potentially meeting a resource TLS.
Each measure category is described as follows:

. Negligible - the environmental impact is barely perceptible or measurable, remains
confined to a single location, and will not result in a sustained recovery time for the resource
impacted (days to months).

. Minor — the environmental impact is readily perceptible and measurable, however, the
impact will be temporary and the resource should recover in a relatively short period of time.

. Moderate - the environmental impact is perceptible and measurable, and may not remain
localized, impacting areas adjacent to the proposed action. Under this impact, recovery of the
resource may require several years or decades.

o Significant/Meets TLS — the environmental impact meets the TLS and significant impacts
will occur.

3.3 RESOURCES ANALYZED

Following a review of the proposed action and the development of alternatives, it was
determined that potential impacts may occur to Water Resources, Health and Safety, and Land
Use. Table 1 presents a summarized representation of the direct and indirect impacts to these
resources, which are discussed in detail in the remainder of this chapter. As mentioned earlier,
potential cumulative impacts to these resources are discussed in Chapter 4.0. The environmental
resources on Fort Stewart to which no potential effects were predicted (direct, indirect, or
cumulative), such as Air Quality, Socioeconomics, and others, are briefly discussed in Appendix
A of this document, Environmental Resources Eliminated from Further Review.

Although the Alternative Il location (Highway 144 East) (preferred) contains threatened and
endangered species (TES) habitat, this section of the Installation is no longer managed for TES,
per the terms of the 2008 Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service regarding
the development of the adjacent 4" Infantry Brigade Combat Team Complex. A copy of this BO
is available for review at Appendix B. The Alternative I (No Action) and Il (Harmon Avenue)
locations are also not managed for TES, as these alternatives are located within the cantonment
area, not managed for TES per the Installation’s Integrated Natural Resource Management Plan.
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Table 1: Level of Anticipated Environmental Impacts.

Type and Intensity of Impact

O =noimpact O = negligible ®=minor =moderate ® = Meets TLS

Type of Impact Alternat.ive | Alternative 11 Alternative 111
(No Action) (Preferred)
Surface Water
Direct / Indirect ® ® ®
Cumulative
Floodplains
Direct / Indirect o O o
Cumulative S o o
Stormwater Conveyance Systems
Direct / Indirect ® O O
Cumulative S S
Health and Safety
Direct / Indirect O
Cumulative O O S
Land Use
Direct / Indirect ®
Cumulative ® ® ®

3.4 RESOURCE ANALYSIS
3.4.1 Water Resources

Introduction. The proposed action may adversely impact some, but not all, of the Installation’s
water resources; therefore, a “snapshot” of the Installation’s water resources, how they are
managed, a defined TLS, and an analysis of each alternative’s potential impacts follows. During
siting and design of the MWD Complex, the Installation was able to avoid impacts to wetlands.
In addition, analysis by subject matter experts determined the project will have no impact to
groundwater. Therefore, these water resources are not discussed in this section, but are briefly
discussed in Appendix A. Water Resources that may potentially be impacted include Surface
Water, Floodplains, and Stormwater Conveyance Systems. These water resources are discussed

in detail in this remainder of Section 3.4.1.
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Surface Water. The Fort Stewart Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan identifies
1,454 acres of ponds, reservoirs, and borrow pits (that regularly fill with water), 265 miles of
freshwater rivers and streams, and an additional 12 miles of brackish water streams on Post (Fort
Stewart, 2005). Although Fort Stewart occupies parts of four watersheds, the majority of the
Installation lies within the Canoochee Watershed and the Ogeechee Coastal Watershed. The
Canoochee River crosses the Installation from its northwest corner to its eastern side, and the
Ogeechee River forms the Installation’s northeastern border (Figure 3-1). The Ogeechee River is
not in the vicinity of the proposed action, which is located in the southern portion of the
Installation, and therefore will not experience any direct and/or indirect impacts from the
proposed action. Therefore, the focus of the discussion below is on the Canoochee River and its
tributaries.

The Canoochee River has several tributaries on-Post, most notably Taylor’s Creek, which is also
the closest tributary to the three alternatives. Taylor’s Creek divides into even smaller tributaries
that flow from the western and southern portions of the Installation before reconnecting with the
Canoochee River and flowing off-Post into the Canoochee watershed. Both the Canoochee
River and Taylor’s Creek are designated Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 303(d) surface waters,
also called “impaired streams” by the Georgia Environmental Protection Division (GA EPD).
The GA EPD listed a segment of Taylor’s Creek as impaired for copper, lead, and mercury.
These impairments are attributed to discharges from the Hinesville Wastewater Treatment Plant,
which is located within the Fort Stewart cantonment area. An additional segment downstream of
this facility is listed as impaired for low dissolved oxygen (DO) levels, attributed to siltation and
sediment loads discharging into the stream during rain events.

The majority of the surface waters within Fort Stewart are “black water systems” which have naturally
occurring low DO levels during dry weather periods, as a result of low or no flow conditions. In addition,
the GA EPD recently issued fish consumption warnings for two segments of the Canoochee River. The
latter was due to high mercury concentrations and was determined by GA EPD to be caused by
urban runoff. Fort Stewart actively monitors the tributaries of Taylors Creek, performing post-
rain visual assessments, collecting samples from automated samplers, and performing annual in-
stream water quality monitoring during non-rain events for DO levels, as required under Fort
Stewart’s existing Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (MS4) and National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits.

Floodplains. The Federal Emergency Management Agency defines the 100-year Floodplain as
an area subject to a 1% or greater chance of flooding in any given year, and the 500-year
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Floodplain as an area subject to a 0.2% or greater chance of flooding in any given year.
Floodplains are low-lying lands subject to inundation from floodwaters, are a link to adjacent
streams and rivers, and serve various functions, including water storage and conveyance,
filtration of nutrients and other pollutants from runoff, erosion control, groundwater recharge,
fish and wildlife habitat, and recreation.

Approximately 120,000 acres of Fort Stewart is located within a floodplain. Executive Order
(EO) 11988, Floodplain Management, requires Federal agencies to avoid construction or
management practices that will adversely affect floodplains unless (1) there is no practicable
alternative and/or (2) the proposed action is 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 practicable measures were taken to minimize harm to the floodplain.

Federal agencies must also ensure construction is in accordance with the standards and criteria of
the National Flood Insurance Program. This includes the application of accepted flood-
proofing/flood protection measures. For example, to achieve the best flood protection, agencies
should, wherever practicable, elevate structures above the flood level (or flood zone) rather than
filling in the site with land. State of Georgia requirements must also be met and typically include
similar measures, such as construction elevation requirements to or above the 100-year
floodplain level, ensuring the facility is adequately anchored to prevent flotation, collapse, or
lateral structural movement during flooding, and ensuring electrical, heating, ventilation,
plumbing, and other such services be designed to prevent flood waters from entering and/or
accumulating within these systems.

The Georgia Stormwater Management Manual/Coastal Stormwater Supplement requires (a) the
review of all construction projects located within a floodplain and (b) compliance with the
Energy Independence Security Act (EISA)-Section 438. When constructing within a floodplain,
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 contained within the document. The BMPs chosen must be
tailored to a specific project and its unique site characteristics, in order to best address runoff
reduction and flood protection measures and help minimize potential flooding and stormwater
concerns in the future. The contractor must also adhere to the standard BMPs provided in the
NPDES and other required permits for the site, as well as the Federal and state of Georgia
guidelines discussed in earlier paragraphs for the floodplain. Surface water runoff is further
discussed in the following section for Stormwater Conveyance Systems.
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Stormwater Conveyance Systems. The Installation’s stormwater conveyance system consists
mainly of open water ditches or channels. The cantonment area, or developed portion of Post, is
drained by a sophisticated engineered stormwater collection system that discharges to a series of
maintained grass drainage ditches, swales, and trapezoid-shaped drainage channels. These are
primarily found in areas with impervious surfaces, i.e., where water flowing over the surface
cannot naturally seep or percolate into the ground. In the less-developed areas of Fort Stewart,
stormwater primarily flows overland, following the topography of the land.

Sedimentation basins and/or sedimentation traps may be used as temporary measures during the
construction phase of a project; existing *retention ponds and detention basins on the Installation
are post-construction measures (structural BMPs) for NPDES permitting for runoff reduction,
water quality, and total suspended solids removal. Because DO is low in waters with high
temperature, much of the water that discharges from the slow-moving ditches to receiving water
bodies is low in DO and may be a source of low DO for surface water bodies such as Section
303(d) streams like Taylors Creek. *Note: an Engineering Policy for detention only was
developed due to wildlife/pest control concerns with the retention ponds — alligators, snakes, and
mosquitoes were problematic, especially around facilities utilized by Soldiers, Family members,
and the Civilian workforce — and due to groundwater infiltration from the high water table on
Post, which led to high maintenance costs with the retention ponds.

Fort Stewart has an Installation-wide Master Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWP3) that
details the industrial activities of the Installation wherever there is the potential for the discharge
of hazardous materials into stormwater drainage systems. The Master SWP3 is required by the
State of Georgia and outlines specific methods, including BMPs, for reducing potential
stormwater pollution from hazardous materials. It specifically protects the environment by
ensuring hazardous materials are stored indoors, are physically covered and/or contained, and
located safe distances from waters of the state and floodplains. An Activity-specific SWP3 is
required for each activity/organization on Post and goes into its day-to-day actions storing and
utilizing hazardous materials. These Activity-specific SWP3s are components of the Master
SWP3. Examples of BMPs utilized as part of the SWP3s include the incorporation of cost-
effective solutions (pervious pavement, vegetated filters, and improved drainage) that help
improve compliance with the requirements of the SWP3 (Cisar and Rohr, 2004). This is
especially important to ensure the Installation does not discharge into sensitive areas, such as the
low-DO waters of Taylor’s Creek.
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The CWA (33 USC § 1251 et seq.), Georgia Water Quality Act (Official Code of Georgia
[OCGA] § 12-5-20), Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act (OCGA § 12-7-1), and
MS4 permitting require implementation of erosion and sediment controls during projects that
disturb 1.0 more acres of land, although Fort Stewart implements these requirements whenever a
minimum of 0.75 acres is disturbed. Fort Stewart requires all contractors chosen to work on
Installation projects to adhere to federal, state of Georgia, and local laws and regulations. In
addition, they must utilize the Georgia Stormwater Management Manual/Coastal Stormwater
Supplement, EISA-Section 438, all applicable Executive Orders, the United Facilities Criteria
"Design: Low Impact Development (LID) Manual,” and the United States Army Corp of
Engineers Public Works Technical Bulletin, "LID for Sustainable Installations: Stormwater
Design Planning Guidance for Development within Army Training Areas” during the design,
implementation, construction, and other applicable phases of all work performed on the
Installation.
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Figure 3-1: Surface Water Sources on Fort Stewart
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TLS. The TLS for water resources occurs if the degradation of water quality results in the
permanent alteration of the physical, chemical, or biological characteristics of the surface water.

3.4.1.1 Environmental Consequences of Alternative I: No Action (Figure 2-2)

Surface Water. Under this alternative, there is a minor potential of water quality degradation that
could exceed result in the alteration of physical, chemical, or biological characteristics of surface
water. The impacts are indirect, and associated with the raw sewage/cleaning fluids/dirty water
being channeled to them via the stormwater conveyance systems, discussed in detail under
Stormwater Conveyance Systems, below. These fluids are the result of clean-up activities caused
by the failing wastewater treatment systems at the existing MWD kennels and administrative
buildings.

The existing MWD Complex has an Activity-specific SWP3, which protects the environment by
utilizing pollution prevention methods developed for potential surface water discharges that
could occur from the operation of this facility. The MWD Complex personnel follow the
guidance and BMPs within this plan, but repairs, not quick fixes, to the wastewater lines are
required for this potential adverse impact to be fully remedied. The existing Activity-specific
SWP3 is one tool to assist in the protection of streams in the vicinity of this alternative.
Fortunately, no sensitive streams, such as those identified on the CWA 303(d) list as impaired,
are located on or in the vicinity of WAAF. However, repairs to the failing wastewater lines are
required for their full protection. Fort Stewart has no plans to permanently correct the issue.

Floodplains. Under this alternative, there will be no impacts to Floodplains.

Stormwater Conveyance Systems. Under this alternative, there are minor adverse impacts to
stormwater conveyance systems due to effects from the inadequately sized wastewater lines at
the current kennel and administrative building. These lines frequently clog and back up, causing
fecal matter to spill into the buildings. Although personnel are careful when conducting clean-up
activities, directing as much of the raw sewage/cleaning fluids/water (used to clean the affected
areas) into the sanitary sewer outlets, there is still a chance for these materials to enter the
stormwater conveyance systems located around the existing buildings. When this occurs, the
materials are not channeled to the wastewater treatment plant for treatment, but flow untreated
into streams as stormwater effluent. Improvements to these failing wastewater lines occur
periodically, but are never more than temporary fixes due to funding limitations and restraints.
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The existing MWD Complex has an Activity-specific SWP3, as discussed under Surface Water,
and the MWD Complex personnel follow the guidance and BMPs within this plan. Overall, this
alternative results in minor adverse impacts to the stormwater conveyance systems, and the water
resource TLS will not be met or potentially met as a result of this alternative.

3.4.1.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative Il: Highway 144 Location (Preferred)
(Figure 2-3)

Surface Water. Under this alternative, Fort Stewart will harvest all merchantable timber on the
10-14 acre site, utilizing timber harvest BMPs from the Georgia Forestry BMP Manual, Version
2009. Examples of the BMPs include spreading logging debris to drive over (thus minimizing
bare soil disturbance), washing/servicing equipment away from damp soils/surface waters, and
stabilizing soils when logging is complete. The construction contractor will then remove all
remaining timber and debris, and perform grubbing and grading as necessary, working in
accordance with State and Federal laws and regulations. This site is open and forested and will
also require tree clearing of an access road to the west of the site, from Georgia Highway 144, to
the north where the new MWD Complex construction begins. Before construction, to include
timber harvest, can commence, a NPDES permit is required under the Georgia Water Quality
Act (WQA) and the Georgia Erosion and Sedimentation Control Act (ESCA). This permit is
designed to regulate discharges from timber harvest, construction, and maintenance activities,
although the potential for direct and indirect impacts to surface water sources remains. An
Erosion Sedimentation and Pollution Control Plan (ESPCP), payment of associated fees to the
Georgia Department of Natural Resources (DNR), and filing of a Notice of Intent are also
required for construction.

Together, these permits, the pollution protection measures within them (to include BMPs), and
enforcement of the ESPCP by a resident Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) advisor
who provides technical expertise during preparation of ESPCPs prior to the Installation
approving the final design, ensure the TLS for water resources resulting from erosion and
sedimentation discharges will not be met (see NPDES BMPs, Appendix B). No impacts to
surface waters from operations, training, and maintenance at the new MWD Complex are
expected once the dogs and their handlers move in. No mitigation for water resources is
proposed, beyond what is required in the permits for this proposed action. This alternative results
in a minor impact to water resources from erosion and sedimentation discharges to surface water.

Floodplains. Although the alternative is not located directly in a floodplain, the construction of
the access road will directly parallel the 100-year floodplain, therefore presenting the potential
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for indirect impacts to this water resource. Implementation of additional floodplain-specific
BMPs for construction within a floodplain, such as higher elevations for the access road to avoid
inundation by floodwaters, will help mitigate potential impacts to this water resource. As such,
the impact to floodplains as a result of implementation of this alternative is negligible.

Stormwater Conveyance Systems. Under this alternative, no adverse impacts from operations,
training, and maintenance are expected once the MWD Complex construction is complete. The
Complex will tie into existing water/wastewater utility lines (which are present along Georgia
Highway 144). Within 60 days of the MWD Complex’s completion and occupancy, the
Installation will modify its Master SWP3 to include the new Complex, and will develop the
Activity Specific SWP3 for the new facility, to ensure all hazardous materials utilized at the
MWD Complex are appropriately stored and handled, as discussed under Existing Stormwater
Conveyance Systems, and that all personnel utilizing the facility are aware of actions required in
case of an emergency involving hazardous materials. The Fort Stewart Stormwater Program will
assist in this process. This alternative will have a negligible impact on stormwater conveyance
systems.

3.4.1.3 Environmental Consequences of Alternative I11: Harmon Avenue (Figure 2-4)
Surface Waters. Under this alternative, timber harvest and construction will be required to follow
the same erosion and sedimentation control permitting processes as discussed under Alternative
I1. No surface water sources are located on site; however, there are stormwater conveyance
systems located on adjacent properties, which are capable of transporting sediments disturbed
through timber harvest and construction activities to streams in the vicinity of this alternative.
Even though these stormwater conveyance systems have this capability, Fort Stewart’s
involvement with ESPCP preparation, along with its associated adherence enforcement, ensures
that implementation of this alternative will result in a minor impact on surface water. No
impacts will occur to surface water from operations, training, and maintenance at the new MWD
Complex.

Floodplains. Under this alternative, there will be no impacts to floodplains.

Stormwater Conveyance Systems. Under this alternative, the Complex will tie into existing
water/wastewater utility lines, all wastes from the kennels will wash down the sanitary sewer
lines, and the users must meet Master and activity specific SWP3 requirements, as discussed
under Alternative Il. Overall, this alternative will have a negligible impact on stormwater
conveyance systems.
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3.4.2 Health and Safety

Introduction. Health and safety includes the evaluation of fire and police protection, health
services, traffic hazards, and surface danger zones associated with on-Post training ranges and
airfields, as well as safety issues during construction. The Directorate of Emergency Services
commands the Military Policy Units, civilian police, the Fort Stewart Fire Prevention and
Protection Division, and the Post Safety Office. This Directorate ensures unity of effort among
Fort Stewart emergency services to ensure a safe and secure environment to work, train, live, and
play. Winn Army Community Hospital and the Lloyd C. Hawks Medical Clinic provide health
services for active and retired military personnel and their families.

In terms of health care availability, none of the alternatives will impede the ability of local
facilities (police, fire, and hospitals) to provide services, nor will the alternatives introduce any
increase in the population that would over-tax local facilities; therefore, no impacts to health care
availability will occur under any alternative, and health is not analyzed further. This EA will
analyze potential impacts associated with safety of construction workers and users of the MWD
Complex.

Construction and demolition activities performed by or contracted by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) must follow the USACE Safety and Health Manual 385-1-1 (USACE,
September 2008). This manual also outlines the requirements to ensure full compliance with
Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) standards during the construction and demolition
process. For both action alternatives, prescribed industrial safety standards will be required
during construction. Only authorized personnel will be allowed within the footprint for
construction; in addition, all workers must adhere to safety standards established by OSHA.

Specific safety considerations related to the proposed action involve the discovery of unexploded
ordnance (UXO) during land disturbing activities.  The Installation’s Range Control Division
provides a training class twice a month to Soldiers and Civilians so that they may be familiar
with UXO identification, safety protocols, and reporting requirements if UXO is encountered.
Only EOD personnel qualified in UXO identification and removal procedures are allowed to
conduct UXO clearance operations.

UXO is found primarily in Fort Stewart’s existing impact areas, where dud-producing
ammunition is fired; however, as Fort Stewart has been an active military Installation for more
than 60 years, it is possible for UXO to be found in non-impact areas, such as former closed
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range areas. The process through which lands historically used for training activities may be
transferred to other uses (AR 350-19) involves Garrison Command, environmental and planning
staff, and Installation Management Command. This extensive process ensures the continued
safety of the site as the Army’s needs transform. A UXO avoidance plan is also a requirement
for construction in former range areas, as a safety precaution.

In accordance with AR 190-12 (Military Working Dog Program, 2007) the military working
dogs are also required to have living, training, and working spaces that are both safe and secure.
Therefore, security measures such as appropriate lighting, fencing, and structural integrity can be
provided by including them in the design and construction of the kennel facility. To ensure the
MWDs’ facilities are secure, physical security inspections are required on an annual basis, as
required by AR 190-12. The Veterinary Corp Officer (VCO) must review and approve all
proposed new kennel construction, the purpose of which is to promote safety and health
measures into the design up-front (AR 40-905, 2006). The attending VCO also conducts a
sanitary inspection of each MWD Complex at least quarterly to ensure safety, health, and welfare
requirements are in compliance with AR 40-905 (Veterinary Health Services, 2006).

TLS. The TLS for Safety is the degree of risk to a person’s safety.

3.4.2.1 Environmental Consequences of Alternative I: No Action

Overall, this alternative has a moderate risk level of safety concerns. The current MWD
Complex has had numerous unsatisfactory OSHA and sanitation inspections dating back to 2005.
Issues from these inspections include inadequate and dangerous fencing, deteriorating roof
support beams and panels over the kennel area, inadequate sewage capacity causing backups of
fecal matter into the kennels and administrative areas, mold growth in kennels and offices due to
damp conditions, and lack of a quarantine area to separate healthy dogs from the sick ones.
Despite the safety violations, no action has been taken, other than the minor repairs and best
efforts of the personnel working on site. There are no UXO concerns at this site.

3.4.2.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative Il: Highway 144 Location (Preferred)

Overall, this alternative has a minor level of safety risk. This project site is within the
boundaries of a former anti-aircraft firing range and there are 120mm artillery firing points
located along the north side of GA Highway 144, directly across and to the northwest.
Implementing the AR 350-19 process, Fort Stewart conducted a UXO survey and removal on
site in May 2011, reducing the potential of UXO discovery to a low risk. Documented protocol
for UXO avoidance will be a requirement of the construction contractor. The UXO avoidance
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planning documentation is required and the construction contractor may opt to include it as part
of their Health and Safety plan. The plan must sufficiently address the potential for encountering
UXO and the response actions when encountered. The construction contractor’s UXO avoidance
plan (as stated above, can be included as part of the contractor’s Health and Safety plan) must be
approved by the Installation’s Safety Office prior to land disturbance. A fence must be installed
around the construction site, with signage that only authorized personnel are allowed on site. All
personnel that will be working on site, to include construction contractors, must take a UXO
awareness training / safety briefing that will be conducted initially by Fort Stewart. This
requirement must be incorporated as part of the UXO avoidance plan. Personnel will be required
to sign a sign-in sheet to document attendance. A copy of the sign-in sheet must be provided to
the COR. When developing a UXO avoidance plan, becoming familiar with the following
guidance is recommended:

e Department of Defense (DoD) Directive 4715.1E, Environment, Safety, and
Occupational Health (available at
http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/47150p.pdfO;

e DoD 6055.0-STD, DoD Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards (available at
http://www.ddesb.pentagon.mil/2008-02-
DoD6055.09STDDoDAmMmunitionandExplosivesSafetyStandards.pdf).

A key component of the avoidance plan will be to contact Range Control immediately In the
event a UXO is encountered, (912-435-8777 or 912-767-7790). After Range Control is
contacted, the EOD team must also be contacted (912-435-8307). The Environmental Office
must also be notified (912-315-5144).

3.4.2.3 Environmental Consequences of Alternative 111: Harmon Avenue Location

Overall, this alternative has a negligible risk to personnel safety. There is no known use of this
site as a range and therefore a low to non-existent risk of discovering UXO during timber
harvest, construction, operation, and maintenance at this location.

3.4.3 Land Use

Introduction. Land Use refers to the planned development of property to achieve its highest and
best use and to ensure compatibility among adjacent land uses. Inthe Army, land use planning is
the mapping and planned allocation of the use of all Installation lands based on established land
use categories and criteria. Land Use at Fort Stewart is divided into the following categories:
Garrison, training lands, recreation, aesthetics and visual resources, and buffer/joint use areas.
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TLS. The TLS for Land Use is met if one or both of the following occurs:

e The action changes land use in such a way that mission-essential training cannot be
accomplished; or

e The action prevents the attainment of community objectives for the affected area. For
this proposed action, no community objectives will be affected.

3.4.3.1 Environmental Consequences of Alternative I: No Action

Overall, this alternative will result in a moderate potential of meeting the Land Use TLS.
Maintaining the MWDs at their existing location will degrade their mission-essential training due
to the location of their facilities on WAAF, with its multiple sources of light, sound, and human
distractions. Specifically, the WAAF location is not in accordance with Army Field Manual
(FM) 3-19, Military Working Dogs, which discourages locating kennels in built-up, busy areas of
the Installation. WAAF is an active, developed airfield and is located adjacent to the Georgia
Army National Guard Complex and the Fort Stewart main cantonment area, multiple sources of
distraction for the MWDs. In addition, the noise levels on WAAF exceed limits established for
MWDs in Department of the Army (DA) Pamphlet (PAM) 190-12, Military Working Dog
Program, which limits the dogs’ exposure in areas where the time-weighted overall average
sound pressure level for any 24-hour period exceeds 75 decibels. Both documents cite airfield
operations as interfering with the MWDs training and rest cycles and likely impacting their
ability to perform effectively when required for duty. These potential impacts to their mission-
essential training may be minimized by conducting training during hours when airfield activities
are at their lowest level.

3.4.3.2 Environmental Consequences of Alternative Il: Highway 144 East Location
(Preferred)

Overall, this alternative will result in a minor potential of meeting the Land Use TLS.
Construction and operation of the MWD Complex at this location will not result in Land Use
conflicts, as its location is within a comparable area already designated and used for training. In
accordance with FM 3-19, this location is in a portion of the Installation that is not built up, even
though the 4™ Infantry Brigade Combat Team Facilities are under construction nearby and the
EOD Complex is adjacent and west of this alternative location. The EOD Complex will
introduce minor levels of light, sound, and human-related distractions to the dogs at the western
edge of their new Complex, but there are natural, vegetated areas on the remaining sides that will
buffer or off-set these impacts. In addition, explosives detonation (and the associated elevated
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noise levels) at the EOD Complex are infrequent, not consistent, and noise levels at this location
will not exceed allowances per DA PAM 190-12 (which is based on a 24-hour scale, as
discussed under Alternative 1). MWD handlers will also receive notification prior to EOD
detonation, per standard military protocols, and may secure the dogs within their kennels, if
needed, ensuring minimal exposure to elevated noise levels. Further design efforts may also
orient the MWDs’ kennels on the far edge of the footprint, to further distance the dogs from this
potential noise source, thereby minimizing impacts to mission-essential training.

3.4.3.3 Environmental Consequences of Alternative 111: Harmon Avenue Location

Overall, this alternative will have a moderate potential of meeting the Land Use TLS.
Construction and operation of a MWD Complex at this location will result in Land Use conflicts,
as this location is not designated for training and is currently utilized for such disparate uses as
Army Family Housing, the Harmon Avenue AAFES Shoppette, and other general cantonment
area development. This level of development is not in accordance with guidance in FM 3-19,
which favors relatively undeveloped areas for MWD facilities. This alternative location is in the
direct path of the extended clear zone for aircraft utilizing WAAF, introducing a noise impact,
conflicting with DA PAM 190-12, and potentially degrading the mission-essential training of the
MWDs. This site contains some natural, vegetative barriers around its perimeter, which may
buffer some of the sound and light from these surrounding distracters and reduce interference
with the dogs’ training, rest, and call-to-duty cycles. Due to its location within the WAAF
extended clear zone, design efforts regarding kennel placement at this alternative location may
not aid in reducing noise impacts to the same degree as under Alternative II; however,
conducting training during hours when airfield activities are at their lowest level, as suggested
under Alternative I, may mitigate the degradation of the mission essential training.
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4.0 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

41 INTRODUCTION

This chapter presents an analysis of each alternative’s potential to result in cumulative impacts
when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions (PPRFFAs). The
intensity measurement of environmental impacts and the TLS of each resource potentially
affected by this action are the same as presented in Sections 3.2 and 3.4, respectively.

Cumulative impact is the “cumulative effect on the environment which results from incremental
impact of the action” when added to “other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
actions, regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other
actions” (CEQ, 1978 and 1997). Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but
collectively significant, actions taking place over a defined period of time and within a
geographic proximity to one another (Canter et al, 2007).

Fort Stewart assesses cumulative impacts by establishing a region of influence (ROI) for each
resource potentially impacted by the proposed action. The geographic scope is dependent on the
characteristics and location of affected resources, ecosystems, and human communities. In some
cases, localized Installation, training range, or site boundaries may be appropriate, while in other
cases, regional boundaries (watersheds, air quality regions, etc.) may be appropriate. If direct
and indirect incremental impacts of an alternative on a resource do not exist, or are deemed to be
inconsequential or unimportant in the region, no analyses of cumulative effect need be
conducted. As such, there is no cumulative impacts analysis provided for floodplains because
direct and indirect impacts were either non-existent or negligible for Alternatives I, Il, and III.
There are also no cumulative impacts analyses provided for stormwater conveyance systems
under Alternatives Il and 11, as well as for Health and Safety under Alternative I11, since impacts
do not exist from these alternatives for these resources.

The focus of this chapter is on the potentially impacted environmental resources, locations of the
PPRFFAs, and their relationship to the alternative locations. Although parts of Fort Stewart
drain into four different watersheds, as discussed in Chapter 3, the ROI for Water Resources lies
completely within the Canoochee Watershed and the Ogeechee Coastal Watershed, as indicated
on Figure 4-1. The ROI for Land Use consists of the lands lying at and immediately adjacent to
the three alternative locations, and falls within the same circle indicated on Figure 4-1 as well.
(Note: other projects, not currently indicated on Figure 4-1, are ongoing or planned for Fort
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Stewart; however, projects not falling within the ROI circle were not included on the map to help
avoid confusion.) Health and Safety is not represented on an ROI or Figure because the TLS is
based on the degree to which there is a risk.

4.2 RESOURCE ANALYSIS

4.2.1 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions in the ROI

The PPRFFA in the Water Quality and Land Use ROI include the activities listed below. How
each activity and/or project affects each resource is discussed in detail in the subsections that
follow.

e Routine, day-to-day administrative, operational, and other unit activities (to include
physical fitness training, virtual reality combat training, infantry training operations, etc.);
airfield operations at WAAF; administrative and training operations at the GA Army
National Guard Training Center; monitoring of traffic flow and vehicle inspections at the
access control points; motorpool activities in unit compounds; day-to-day administrative,
Directorate, and other civilian workforce activities; and minor construction, road work,
and maintenance activities;

e Construction in progress includes Range Control Operations Complex on GA Highway
144, and 4™ Infantry Brigade Combat Team Facilities;

e Future construction includes 10" Engineering Battalion Facilities, GA Highway 144
Widening, and GA Highway 144 Bypass.
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4.2.2 Water Resources

4.2.2.1 Cumulative Effects of Alternative I: No Action

Surface Waters and Stormwater Conveyance Systems. There is a moderate potential of meeting
the water resource TLS from cumulative effects associated with potential impacts to surface
water and stormwater conveyance systems.

The closest PPRFFA to the Alternative | project site within the ROI is the potential Georgia
Highway 144 Widening project. No active construction or other projects are in progress; only
routine actions, as discussed in Section 4.1, Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions
in the ROI.  Minimization of cumulative impacts for Alternative I, therefore, focuses less on
construction and more on day-to-day compliance with best management practices (BMPs),
adherence to federal, state of Georgia, and Installation laws, guidelines, and permits (such as the
MWD Complex Activity-Specific SWP3), and use of standard and required measures as
discussed in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences).

4.2.2.2 Cumulative Effects of Alternative 11: Highway 144 East Location (Preferred)
Surface Waters. There is a moderate potential of meeting the water resource TLS as a result of
cumulative impacts from discharges to surface waters.

The PPRFFAs closest to this alternative are the 4IBCT Complex, currently under construction,
and the pending 10" EN BN and potential GA Highway 144 Widening projects. Implementation
of impaired stream-specific BMPs, adherence to federal, state of GA, and Installation laws,
guidelines, and permits (such as the NPDES and SWP3), and use of standard and required
measures as discussed in Chapter 3 (Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences)
help ensure minimization of cumulative impacts to Fort Stewart’s water resources.

4.2.2.3 Cumulative Effects of Alternative I11: Harmon Avenue Location

Surface Waters. Alternative Il has a moderate potential at meeting the water resources TLS
from potential discharges to surface waters. The PPRFFA closest to this alternative is the
potential Hero Road Widening project. As discussed in Section 4.2.2.2 above, implementation
of erosion and sedimentation BMPs and adherence to applicable requirements and guidelines
will help to minimize cumulative impacts to water resources.
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4.2.2 Safety

4.2.2.1 Cumulative Effects of Alternatives I, 1, and 111

When considered along with impacts associated with PPRFFAs, the new MWD Complex will
introduce no adverse cumulative safety risk impacts.

4.2.3 Land Use

4.2.3.1 Cumulative Effects of Alternatives I, 11, and 111

When Land Use is evaluated in associated with PPRFFAs, it is not anticipated that there would
be significant cumulative impacts to this resource from the proposed action. When considered
cumulatively with anticipated growth at the Installation, the incremental changes to Land Use
could eventually present adverse impacts to training areas and on-Post recreation resources if
Land Use conversion (from a training to built environment) continues to occur across the
Installation. Overall, however, there is only a negligible potential of meeting the Land Use TLS.
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5.0 CONCLUSIONS

This Environmental Assessment analyzed the potential impacts of the Army constructing,
operating, and maintaining a new Military Working Dog Complex on Fort Stewart, Georgia.
Following an analysis of the No Action and two Action Alternatives, it was determined that none
of the alternatives will result in significant impacts, and that the preparation of a Finding of No
Significant Impact (FNSI) is appropriate. The Army will therefore proceed with the preparation
of a FNSI for this action.

Table 2: Summary of Environmental Impacts

Type and Intensity of Impact
O =noimpact O = negligible ®= minor =moderate ® = Meets TLS
Type of Impact Alternat.ive | Alternative 11 Alternative 111
(No Action) (Preferred)
Surface Waters
Direct / Indirect ® ® ®
Cumulative
Floodplains
Direct / Indirect o O o
Cumulative S S o
Stormwater Conveyance Systems
Direct / Indirect ® O O
Cumulative S S
Health and Safety
Direct / Indirect O
Cumulative 0 S S
Land Use
Direct / Indirect ® ®
Cumulative O O O
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Environmental and Socioeconomic Resources
Eliminated From Detailed Review
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Analysis by Installation subject matter experts determined no impacts will occur to the
following resources at any of the alternative locations for the Military Working Dog
Complex. Therefore, they are not discussed in the body of the EA, but presented here
instead to allow the reader to see rationale for this decision and the due diligence provided
each resource.

Threatened and Endangered Species (TES). The land containing the footprint for Alternative I1
(Highway 144 East Location) was removed from Fort Stewart’s TES management program as
part of the 2008 Biological Opinion (BO) received from the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service for the
construction, operation, and maintenance of the 4th Infantry Brigade Combat Team facilities. As
part of this BO, the Installation no longer manages TES within this overall area; therefore, there
are no impacts to TES under Alternative 1l. The footprint of Alternative I (No Action) and
Alternative Il (Harmon Avenue Location) also have no TES impacts, because they are within the
cantonment area, which is also not managed for TES. Therefore, there are no impacts to TES
under any of the alternatives and requirements indicated in Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered
Species Act have been fulfilled.

Wildlife. No impacts to wildlife will occur at the Alternative I location (No Action) due to its
location on an active airfield and the lack of wildlife at this location. Impacts at the Alternative
Il (Highway 144 East) and Alternative 11l (Harmon Avenue) locations, if any, would be
temporary and negligible, with wildlife leaving the area at the start of timber harvest and
construction, then returning once normal operations and routine maintenance began.

Wetlands. There are no wetlands at the Alternative | location (WAAF) and Alternative 111
locations (Harmon Avenue). Through design efforts, the access road leading from Georgia
Highway 144 to the Alternative Il location (Highway 144 East) was re-routed to avoid wetland
impacts.

Groundwater. The Fort Stewart region has three distinct aquifer systems: the Floridan,
Brunswick, and surficial (near surface). Analysis determined no effects to groundwater resources
will occur under any alternative.

Cultural Resources Management (CRM): The Alternative | (WAAF) and Ill (Harmon Avenue)
locations are located in previously developed areas, where no historic properties will be affected.
Previously-completed surveys also determined no CRM concerns are at the Alternative Il
location (Highway 144 East). If, however, the project uncovers artifacts or human remains, all
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work must cease, the Installation Military Police and the Fort Stewart CRM office notified, and
the Standard Operating Procedure regarding Accidental Discovery of Archeological Deposits
and/or Human Remains followed. Language to this effect must be incorporated into the
construction contract for this action.

Utilities. Utilities at Fort Stewart include electrical power, natural gas, potable water supply
systems, and wastewater systems. Utilities at Alternatives Il and Il will tie into existing
systems, which have the capacity to support the additional load. The Alternative | location
(WAAF) is already connected to existing utility systems.

Noise. Noise is defined as any undesirable sound that interferes with communication, is intense
enough to damage hearing, diminishes the quality of the environment, and/or is otherwise
annoying. Response to noise varies by the type and characteristics of the noise source, distance
from the source, receptor sensitivity, and time of day. Noise can be intermittent or continuous,
steady or impulsive, and may come from either stationary or mobile sources. Noise for this
proposed action includes short-term timber harvesting and construction, followed by subsequent
operations, repairs, and maintenance, and the sounds of the dogs’ and handlers training regime.
Noise produced from these activities will be negligible and temporary, no impacts to sensitive
noise receptors (e.g., schools, residences) will occur, and no impacts are anticipated under any of
the alternatives. (Note: This is not to be confused with the noise avoidance siting criteria for the
MWD Complex, whose purpose is to ensure a highly functional and calm training and resting
environment for the dogs.)

Solid Waste — Landfills and Recycling. Fort Stewart has four active landfills, all located in the
northwest corner of the cantonment area. The Installation’s recycling program is mandatory and
all construction and demolition projects must support the mandated 50% diversion rate. On-Post
landfills are for the sole use of Installation personnel only; contractors working on this
construction project must use off-Post, approved disposal facilities, and must do so in accordance
with all Federal, State, and local regulations. The Contractor must provide a copy of landfill
scale tickets to their Contracting Officer’s Representative for all waste disposed off the
Installation, who will ensure copies of the tickets are provided to the DPW Environmental
Division. Recycling and salvage are required to be included is part of the design and construction
process for any project on Fort Stewart

Environmental Justice. Environmental justice compliance is prescribed by Executive Order
12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority and Low-Income
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Populations, issued in 1994. This policy directive to Federal agencies outlines appropriate and
necessary steps to identify and address disproportionately high and adverse impacts 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 will not disproportionately impact
low-income or minority populations at any of the alternative locations, no impacts to
environmental justice are anticipated.

Provision for the Handicapped. American Disabilities Act requires access be provided for the
handicapped in all facilities constructed. This project will be designed for accessibility and
usability by individuals with disabilities.

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
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 encounter or ingest. This
Executive Order focuses primarily on the noise environment around schools, which is not an
issue concerning implementation of the alternatives; therefore, no impacts are predicted.

Sustainability Management: As required by Executive Order 13514, Federal agencies shall
implement high performance, sustainable Federal building design by ensuring that all new
construction, major renovation, or repair and alteration of Federal buildings complies with the
Guiding Principles for Federal Leadership in High Performance and Sustainable Buildings.
Federal Agencies are required to incorporate the Guiding Principles for New Construction and
Major Renovations into all new construction, major renovation, or repair and alteration of
Federal Buildings. This guidance, at http://www.wbdg.org/references/fhpsb_new.php, addresses
(1) employing integrated design principles, (2) optimizing energy performance, (3) protecting
and conserving water, (4) enhancing indoor environmental quality, and (5) reducing
environmental impact of materials. This requirement is part of the design process and a required
part of the construction contract for the MWD Complex, regardless of the alternative selected as
preferred. Therefore, compliance will occur and no adverse impacts are predicted. For this
reasons, it is not discussed in the main body of the Draft EA.
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APPENDIX B

Biological Opinion from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
4™ Infantry Brigade Combat Team Complex,

Fort Stewart, Georgia
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United States Department of the
Interior

Fizh and Wildlife Service
107 Wast Park Dirv, Swite D
Athans, Georgia 306046

Went Georgia Sub Ciffica Coxstal Bub Office
P.0. Box 32550 4270 Morwich Stroat
Ft. Banning, Georgia 319932560 Bremwick, Georgia 31520

Colonel Todd A Buchs

Deparment of the Amoy (DOA), Installation Conumandsr
Headquarters, Fort Stewart

054 William H. Wilson Avenne

Fort Stewart, GGeorzia 31314

FW5 Log Mo: 08-FA-Q200
Drear Colonel Buchs:

Thiz doommeant ransmits the 175, Fish and Wildlife Service’s (Senice) biological opinion (BCY)
based on our review of the constmction, operation and maintenance of a new canfonment ares to
support an Infanay Brigade Combat Team (TBCT) oo Fort Stewart Military Installation in
Liberty County, Georgia and its effects on the red-cockaded woodpecksr (RCW, Piroddes
Barealis) in accordance with section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, a5 amended
(16 U.5C. 1531 et seq. ). Your request for formal consultation was received on May 5, 2008

Based on information available to the Service, we conour with the Army™s May 2, 2008,
biological assessment (BA) which concludes that the subject action is mot likely fo adversely
affect the federally-endsngered wood stork (Afycieria americana), the threatened eastem indigo
snake (Drymarchon corais coupers), snd the threatened flatwoods salamander (dnelysioma
cimgulanm). There are no wood stork nests, rookeries, or consistent foraging areas pressnt in the
action ares. Thers are only two active gopher tortoise burrows in the action arsa and the nearsst
known record of an eastern imdizo snake is abowut 1.2 miles northesst of the action area Also,
there are no known farwoods salarmandsr bresding ponds within the action area. Therefore,
these species will not be considered further in thiz BO.

Thiz B0 is based on informstion provided in the May 2, 2008, BA; the Fort Stewart/ Himber
Amy Airfield (FSHAA) Integrated MNanmral Fesources Manazement Plan 2001-2005 (FSHAA
2001); meetings, telephone conversations with DOA staff field investizations and other sources
of information. A complete administrative record of this consultation is on file at our Coastal
Georgia Sub-office in Bromswick

Consultation History

HNiaw I7, 2007, the Service aftended a meeting at Fort Stewart to talk abouat the Ary's
initiadve to “Grow the Anmy™ snd Fort Stewart’s gaining of an [BCT and the need to construct a

new cantommeant ansa for sopport of this IBCT. Fort Stewart requested Service inpuat into anmy
foraseesble threatened and endangered species conflicts.
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My 5, 2008, the Service received Fort Stewart’s request for formal consaltation and
aocompanying BA, dated May 2, 2008, for the proposed action. The Anwy issued a “may affect™
determination fior the B.CW and a determination of “not likely to adversely affect” for the eastemn
indigo smnake, flatwoeds salamandsr, and wood stork.

May 27, 2008, the Service, by leter dated same acknowledzed receipt of a complete initiation
packagze and notified Fort Stewart of the antcipated delivery date of this BO of no Later than
October 5, 2008

BIOLOGICAL OPINION
DESCEIFTION OF THE FROFOSED ACTION

Project Description

As identified in the May 2, 2008, BA, the acion beins evanated is the proposad consmaction,
operation. and maintenance of a new cantonment ares for the 5 IBCT at Fort Stevart in Libarty
County, Georgia. Fort Stewart will comvert an existing Heavy Brigade Combat Team (HBCT) o
an IBCT in fiscal year 2010, and receive an additional IBCT in 2011. Existing facilities on Fort
Stewart cannot support current and fiumre expansion of an IBCT and 3 new cantonment area will
nead to be constructed to support an additional IBCT. The proposed project consists of the newy
cantonment area for the 5% [BCT, which is 953 acres in Training Area B-35.

The construction of this project is scheduled to bezin in FY 2009, and will consist of clear-
cutting most of the imber, snumping. srubbing, and sradine on the site. Complete removal of
tmber in this ares is not sntcipated; however, effective mansgement of endanzered and
threstened species will be precliuded by range development. The new cantonrnent area will be
nsed to construct new housing, dining facilides, motor pools, gymnesimns, etc. for the additional
soldiers from the IBCT.

Bazed oo the installadon’s Muld-Species Endangered Species Managemeant Plan (ESMEF)
(FSHAA 2001), thres Habitat Management Tnits (HMUS) have been designated for RCWs on
Fort Stewart. Unit boundaries are delineated based on military land use and compatibility with
BCW conservation and protecion requirements. Of the 953 acres to be impacted by the
proposed 5% IBCT, 656 acres are within RCW HMIT 2 (equal to 2.56% of the 25,617 acres in
EWUT 2), amd 272 acres are wetlands, The remainder 25 acres are classified as “non-forested.™
Hon-forested habitat is habitat with or without standing timber that is considerad mmsuitable for
endsnpered species manzgement due to an ncompatibility with present or projected fishare
mulitary use. Open spaces such as artillery fning poings, bormow pits, live fite ranges, or wildlifs
food plots also fall within this category.

Project consimuction will immpact habitars rypical of the Lower Atlangc Coastal Plam to mclude
wetlands, pine flatwroods and sandhill conummities. In peneral wetlands are donunated by pond
cypress (Taodium ascendens), black gem (Nysra syhvanicd), and sweetzum (Liguidambeare
siyvrae]fiua) while typical upland vegetation inclhedes longleaf {Pimus palistris), slash (P
ellforni) and Loblolly pine (Pims toeda). The open understory is characterized by pyTogenic
srass species of the senara Arirfda and Sporobolur alons with e slabra (zallbemry) and
species of the fanuly Encaceae (g.2., Faccinium and Gayluzracia spp). Prescribed fire iz
frequently used in the project area.

2
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The action area is defined as all areas to be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action
and not metely the immediate area imrolved in the action. The Service has determined that the
action area for this project consists of the project area of 953 acres where the direct inpacts
{clearoutting) to tao B.OW chosters will occur, phas the area of indirect effects — the foraging
areas of thres ather F.CW clusters whose foraging paritions will be affected by the project —
ampther 481 acres not in the project area.

Conservation measures proposed by Fort Stewart and considersd a part of this action inchids
provisioning recoument clusters in unoconpied habitat to acoonumodate the twa BUCW groups
directly inmpacted by this action in an attempt to minimize impacts of choster loss on the local
RCW neighborhood  Fors Stewan will capares all BCW™ s residing in closters 169 and 195
before clear-muiting begins and ranslocate them to these recoiment clusters with TSFWS
concumrence. FCOW foraging parttions, inactive and active chasters ocour within the action ares,
impacts to which will be discussed under EFFECTS OF THE ACTION. The following
sdditional measures will also minimize the potential impact of the project on federally-listed
species.

As dafined and required in 1.5, Aoy (1004), Primary Recnitment Clusters (FRCs) and
Supplemental Fecrmimment Clusters (SF.Cs) will continue 1o be sdded yearly. Per the ESMP
(FSHAA 2001}, PRCs will be created at a rate of at least 10% the ammal BCW zrowth rate on
Fort Stewart and SPCs at a mte of 5% For example. during fiscal year (FY) 2007, a total of
316 FCW clusters were active, requirng the establishment of 31 PR.Cs and 16 3F.Cs in FY T0)E.
PR.Cs are subject to training restrictions and SFECs are not.

Fort Stewart began intensive habitat management and monitoring of B.CWs in 1994 Since then,
the menber of active chasters has increased on the installation by 101% (from 157 active clhusters
in 1994 fo 314 in 2007). Fort Stewant will continge ageracsive FOW management and
monitoring, pertdoularly the application of prescribed Gre and timber thinning to maintain the
lomglesf pine wireFrass-conrmmites.

Fort Stewart promotes conservation of threatensd and endanzerad (T & E) species through
several different svemmes (pers. comm | Larmy Carlile, DOA 2005). Soldiers new to Fort Stewart
receive T & E species idennfication and swareness raining during in-processing and have open
aocess to T & E species mformaton (g g., T & E posters, etc) at key sites on the installation, such
a3 Fanpge Control. Soldiers are also issued personsl T & E cards by the Inteprated Traming Area
Management Section. Cards contzin critical information needed by soldiers to avoid impacting
sensitve species and their habitats, Environmentz] Compliance COfficers are also designated for
each civilian and military unit and are required to take T & E species Taining once 3 quartsr.

STATUS OF THE SPECIES/CRITICAL HABITAT

Species/critical habitat description

The BCW is a temitorial, non-migratory, cooperatdve breeding species (Lennartz et al. 1987,
Walters et al. 1935) and is the only Morth American woodpecksr that exchosively excavates its
roost and nest cavities in living pines. In 1970, the Service listad the F.CW as endangered
(Fuoderal Register 35:16047), and in 1973, the F.OW was provided protection as an endsngered
species with the passaze of the Endangered Species Act Mo critical habitat has been desi pnated
for the RCW.
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Histerically, the BCW cocupied a wide range thronghout old-growth, fire-mamtsined pine
ecosystems of the southern United States. Althonsh s6ll widely distmibuted, the range of the
B.CW 1= novay linnited and frapmented a5 2 resalt of past and present numsn activities (such as
respuECe exmaction acivities and whan development) and namral fctors (such as ericanes and
pime bestle outbreaks). The remaming BCW populations exist primearily on Faders] Lands located
in the Coastal Plain fom Morth Careling to Texas, the Pledmont of Georgia and Alabama, the
Sandhills of Morth Caroling and South Caroling, and the interior highlands of Arkansas,
Cikclahoma, and until recently, Kenmcky (Costa and Walker 1905).

Life history

The B.CW has an advanced soctal system that revelves around family groups. A typical RCW
zrowp inchades one pair of breeding binds, the oamrent year's offspring {if any), and zaro to four
helpers. Helpers are usually male offspring from previows breeding seasons that assist the
breading pair by incubsting eggs. faading the young, excavating cavities, and defending the
temmitory (Ligon 1970, Leanartz and Harlow 1979, Lennariz et al. 1987, Walters et 2l 1988). The
B.CW nesting season ocours from April to Foly. Incubstion lasts appromimately 10 days, and the
young fedze 24 to 26 days after hatching. Some jivenile males disperss from their natal
teTitory prior to the next breeding season in an attempt to find vacant termitories, or to establish
their own (Hooper et 2l 1980, USFWS 2003). Orhers may remain and become belpars during
subsaquent nesting saasons, MMost juvenile famales disperse after fledsing, slthoush some may
remain with the group as helpers (Walters ot al. 1988). The averags dispersal distance of
fledgling males snd females is about 3 mdles (Walters 1901, Letcher et al. 1908).

Each group of BACWs ecoupies a discrete territory consisting of its cavity trees, called a cluster,
and adjacent foraging habitat (Walters 1990). The FACW requires matare {usnally 0 or more
years old), live pine mess o excavate its nesting and rocsting cavites. The cavity Tees ars
esgendal fo the FACW becanse they provide shelter and 2 place fo nest and raise young (Lizon
19700, A typical chister contins betwesan one and 20 cavity mees, and the breeding mals nsually
choases the most recently excavated natural cavity as the nest tree. or salaces cavity rees with
higher resin yields (Conner and Endolph 1989). Swch cavity trees may enhance the survival of
the nestlines by decreasing the parasite load of nesthines and moubatine adults, and providing a
resin barmier to snake predation.

BCW chuster stands are typically less dense than swrounding stands and may be the least dense
stands svailable (USFWS 2003). For chusters, basal areas as low as 40 feet'/acte in longleaf
stands and from 40 to §0 fest”/zcre i shortleafloblolly stands are suitable (Conner et al. 1991)
Seedoes and shelteraroed cats with excessive pine or hardwood midstory, bowever, are not
aoceptable as nesting habitst. Omce established clusters are often whilized for many consemitive
years of even decades (Walters 1900). Hardwood midstory lessens the habitat guality,
evenmally leading to cavity abandomment when the hardwood midstory reaches cavity height
{(Conner and O"Halloran 1987, Costa snd Escano 1989). Chster sbandonment may also ooour as
a resnlt of displacement by competing cavity dwellers, or stochsstc events such as bumicanes
{(Conner and O'Halloran 1987).

B.CWs scale and probe bark on the thanks and limbs of living pine trees while foraging for

insects. The amoumt of foraging area nsed by a group is dependent upon the quality of the

habitat and population density. Fesearch imdicates that birds zenerally forage within one-half

mile of the chuster (USFWS 2003). F.CW home ranszes may vary seasonally, and enconipass
4
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G0 to 3040 acres. Habitat fypically consists of open pine and'or pine'hardwood forests. Although
in some habitats FOWs will nse smaller pine ress as foraging substrate (DeLotelle et al. 1987),
they prafer pines greater than 10 inches in dismeter at breast haighs (dbh) (USFWS 2003).
Gopups may forage on pines scartered throngh hardwood stands, but pure hardwood stands are of
little walue to the RCW (Comner and O'Halloran 1987). The highest populadons of the binds
QOoUT on areas with active prescribed buming proerams that conmol bardwoods. Mamy complex
and interrelated factors, such as condition of the understory plant commmanity, anmial weather
flncmations, forest type, soils, physiographic province, seazon of the year, fire frequency and
intensity, are important in determining foraging habitat quality.

The B.CW is territorizl and defends its home range from adjacent sroups (Hooper et al. 1982,
Ligon 1970). Temtones tend to be smaller in areas with few hardwoods, presumably becmize of
higher quality habitat. Home rangs size is related to both habitat and demoesraphic (e.z., group
size and population density) varnsbles (Heoper et al. 1982, Leanartr ef al. 1987) and has been
found 1o be ioversely related to habitar quality (DeLotelle et al 1987, 1995). Smdies by
Hardesty et al. {1997) and James et al (2001) snzzested that habitst structire, and not just the
quantty of total respurces, is an important determinant of home range size. termitory quality, and
reproductive success. The availability, quantity, and quality of foraging habitat affects BCW
cluster stams, group size, home range size, and reproductive success {Conner and Fadolph 1991,
Delotelle at al 1987, 1995, Hardesty et 2l 1907). Low-guality foraging habitat and large
m&rhmmm‘mlablefm:pnghﬁbﬂatcmcmlﬂﬂ-smatmdmﬂlm reduce fledzing
rates, and disTupt secial interactions (Conner snd Fudolph 1991, DeLotelle ef al. 19935, JTackson
and Parris 1983).

FPopulation dymamics

According o the ROW Recovery Plan: Second Ravision (Fecovery Plan), the recovery of the
BCW 15 divectly limked to the viability of discrete populations within selected southeastem
States. Populatons required for recovery are distribated among 11 recovery units based on
physiceraphic remon to ensurs the reprasantation of broad peographic and genstic variaton in
the species. Viable populations within each recovery umit, to the extent allowed by habitat
limitanons, ars essential to recovery of the species a5 & whols. Tnal recently, maost BCW
populstions were considered stable at best or declining. BUUW population rends since the early
19007 are improving, with an estmated 5,627 active FICW clusters range-wide (USFWS 2003
The spacies can be delisted when five criferia are met that establizh 3 fier of populstions within
the 11 recovery units that contain suffcient suitsble nesting and foraging habitat, and are not
dependent on the nstallation of artificial cavities to remain stable.

Long-term viability of an BCW population in genetic tenms, depends on the presence of an
sdequate nmwber of breeding individusl: for the nanmwal processes that increase genetic
vanisbility (e g., mutation and recombinafion) to offset the nanmral processes that decrease genstic
varishility (e g., genetic drift and inbreeding). Additionslly, any predicion of 2 populstion’s
viahility should also consider the populaton’s ability to sunvive populatgen fucuations due to
demographic and epvironmental fucmatons (Foenig 1988) or namral catasoophes,
Feproductve rates, population density, and recolonization rates may influence B.CW populaton
variability more than mortality rates, sex ratios, and genetic viability. Therefore, dispersal of
sdult birds nte breeding vacancies is essential for populaton persistence (Daniels et al. 2000,
Schiegg et al. 2007). RCWs exhibit relatively low adalt mortality rates; annnal suraivorship of
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breading males and females is hish ranzme from 72 to 84 percent and 51 to 81 percent,
respectively (Lennariz snd Heckel 1987, Walters et al. 19838, Delotelle and Epdng 1997,

Althoush the relationship between F.OW population variability and densiny is not well
nnderstood, recent smdies indicate spatial disoribution of termitories is inportant in lonz-termn
population stability. Cooner and Fudolph (19917 foumd that, in sparse populadons, B.OW sroup
size and the mumber of acave chasters decreased a5 fapmentation increased  Hooper and
Lennarez (1945) suggested that populations with less than 4 7 active clusters within 1 25 miles on
average had cridcally low densities that inhibited population expansion. Fesults fom a spadally
explicit simmlation model of BCW population dynarmics suggest that population growth rate may
depend more on the mmber and spatisl dismbution of territories, than on the inifal compositon
of the population (Letcher et al. 1998). Achieving a self-sustaining populstion required five-fold
moTe teritories when territories were randomly spaced than when they were maximslly
chumped, and populatons with 2s few as 49 termitories were stable when those temitonies were

highly aggregated Populatdons of more maximally aggregated groups are liksly to persist over
the shomt term (i.e., 20 years) (Crowder et al. 1998).

Mataral population growth (ie., withowt recnaitment clusters) ccoars at extremely low rates (ons
o Do peTcent per year) in this species (Walters 1991) and the availability of cavity trees is
hmairme {Copeyon 1990, Allsn 1901, Mew sroups of new temritories arise by two processas,
pioneering and budding (Hooper 1983). Proneenng is the cconpation of vacant habitat by
consuction of a new cavity mee cluster and is relatively rare. Budding is the spliting of a
teTitory, and the caviry ee cluster within it, into twvo. Budding is more common than
pioneering in FiCWs, since the new territory contzins cavities from the owtset (USFWE 2003
Inactive chisters are important to maintaining extant populations of BOCWs and may provide a
shiort-tenm oppornmity to enhance habitat available to FOWs and dms, increase the munber of
Eroups n populstions (Dosrr et 2l 19890, After 3 termitory is abandoned for tao or more years,
however, it is almost never repconpied. typically becanse cavides are umsuitable due to
deterioration or hardwood encroachrment (Backett 1971, Conner and Locks 1982, Copeyon at 2l
19491}

However, the technology to create new territories at decired locations exists and management for
optinmmm termtory chomping is, therefore, possible (Letcher et al. 1998). Armficial cavities can be
installed in wmocoupied habitat that is otherwise suitable (Copeyon 1990, Allen 1901, with
subsaquent ocoupancy by dispersing birds, pypically subadults (Carmie ot 2l 1999, Conmer et 2l
190000, Adding artificial cavities to sites already ocoupied increases group size (Carmie ef al
19000, Artfcial cavides provide addidonsl roesting oppornmites for subadult males,
encourazing them to remain in their natal chasters and potantizlly inherit the territory (Came et
al 1909, Femalss may also benefit when additional cavities are provided because they are the
mpst subondinate members of the BICW social group and | therefore, may not always be able fo
secure adequate roost cavities.

Inducing the foneaton of FOW groups in restored habitat with artificial cavities is an
exmblished and muccessfinl technique (Copeyon et &l 1991, Walters etal. 1992, Gaines at al
1995, Watnon et al. 1995). Within 1 yesr of restoring habitat and providing srtificial cavites at
20 moocupied territores in the Sandhills of Morth Caroling, 90 perceat of the sites were
oooupied by BAOWs (Copeyon et al. 1991). Translocating F.OCWs iz another method successfully
nsed to establish new groups (Fudolph et al. 1982, Allen et al. 1993, Hess and Costa 1995, Costa
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and Fennedy 1994, Franzzeb 1908). Translocation can inchide sugmenting a selitary-bird group
of manslecating a pair of subadult F.COWs [i.e., unrelated male and famale {Costa and Fennedy
19047]. Franzsh (1999) found that §3 2 percent of ranslocated birds {including adults and
Juveniles) remained at the release site for at least 30 days and 51.0 percent reproduced.

Stams and distribution

The BCW was listed as endsnmered due to dooemented daclines in local populations and nissive
reduction in foraging and nesting habitat. The Life history of BICWs is closaly tied to the
ooourence of Sre-mamtzined old growth pine forests that once dominated the southeastem
United States. Cmly three million acres of longleaf pine forest remain of the ectimated

G0 to 92 million acres once in existence (Frost 1993). Timber clearing for agrioalmre, shom
fimber rofations and the suppreszion of fire has reduced the amoumt and quality of RECW foraging
and nesting habitat,

Ar the ome of listing, the totz] number of individusls had declined te less than 10,000 in widely
scattered and isolated populations (USFWS 2003). Most BCW populations (regardless of
location or land owmership) were considered stable at best, but more likely declining (Costa
1895). Costa and Escano (1939) docmented BICW population declines in st least ten and
perhaps as many as 17, populations on Mational Forests., James (19935) estimated that the munber
of active chsters ranze-wide declined 23 percent betwesn the sarly 1980s and 1990, Fecendy,
ommercus BOW populations have incressed, pardoulary on Federal lands, as 3 resalt of

AN Fement ACIvides.

Crurrendy, 5,903 active clusters are known across 11 States i the sowthesst United States.
HWational Forests (MF), military installations, and Matonal Wildlife Refoges (NWE) contain the
majority of extant populations and most of the habitat that is potentially switsble for ROWs.
Conzervation of FACWs as a species will depend on prsdent mans zement of habitats on those
Fadersl lands. IMational Forests support the majority of the core populatdons required for
delisting of the species, and therefore, have a undquely important rols in the spacies” Tecovery.
Prior to the 1980s, most populations on Matonsl Forests were declining, but manazement effors
during the past decade, aspecially prescrbed buming and cavity memagement, have stabilized
most of those populatons and led to increases in some (TTSFWS 2003).

The Service, in Tesponse to the apparent range-wide decline of the species on private lands,
developed a private lands conservation soategy that has besn agerassively implamented
mdified as necessary based on pew soienfific findings, and regularly evalnated to ensure
objectdves are being achieved. The FCOW recovery objectives of the private lands swategy are o
increase the acreams of private land habitat being memaged for BCWs, maintsin or increase the
larger existing BCW population on private lands, rescue BCW groups from private lands that
would be lost as a result of demographic and'or zenetic uncertzinty, foster and develop
copperative parmerzhips berween and among Federal State and private pamies responsible for
and'or inferssted . FUCW recovery, and incresse the size of desipnated recovery and support
populations while pursning those objectives (Costa 1905), To achieve those strategic objectives,
the Service has implemented three types of agresments mvrolving private landowmers: Safs
Harbor Agreements. Habitat Consenvation Plans (HCPs), and “no-take” management plans
implemented via Memoranda of Agresment (Costa 1003),
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In Georgia, the largest and most stable populations are on Federal lands, imcluding Fort Stewart,
Fort Benning, Piedmont MWE. and Ocones MNF. The Georgia Department of MNatural Fesources
(GDMNE) has an active and successful BCW Safe Harbor program for prvate landowners. To
date, 103 basaline groups have been enrolled and the program has assisted in the creation of
22 pew FBCW groups through the imstallment of recriorment chisters.

Fort Stewart Armny Installation provides habitat for 40%% of the FCWs in Georgia and is one of
13 Primary Core Fecovery Populstions identified in the Service’s RCW Becovery Plan. The
amount of available habitar and delising criteria or population size determines the designation as
a primsry or secondary core population (USFWS 2003). As a primary core population, Fort
Stenyvart has two recovery objectives. Ome objective is the Installation Fegonal Fecovery Goal
(IPR4E) which, according to the installadon's ESMP (FSHAA 2001), t= 500 clusters. An
estimated 400-500 sctive clusters is believed 1o be the cluster equivalent of 350 potantal RCW
breeding srowps, the preferred measure of RCW populstion size and 3 numiber thonght highly
robnst o demographic and eovirommental stochasticity s well as inbreeding depression
(USFWS 2003). This poal is achievable due to the large amoumt of surtable B.CW habitat
(134,929 acrac) (FSHAA 2001) cn Fort Stewart. However, imposition of maining resmictions on
500 B.CW clnsters wonld have unacceptable adverse impacts to the installafion’s oraiming
mission Therefore, the Management Guidelines for the Fed-cockaded Woodpecker on Ammy
Installations (7.5, Ary 1996) provides for a second objectve, the Installatdon Mission
Compatible Goal (IMCG). The IMCG is the number of protacied clusters thonght compatible
with the current military mission, which in the case of Fort Stewart is 411 active clusters
(FSHAA 2001). Amificial cavities and other habitat improvements will be used to creats §9
SF.Cs, satisfying the difference bemwesn the IMCG and reguired IFF.G. SF.Cs are not subject to
military raming rectrictions nor or they held to foraging habitat profection requiremants
(FSHAA 2001).

Fort Stewart currently supports a total of 316 acive F.OW clusters and the success of their
imtansive menasement effors is refacted in the hish srowth rate docnmented for the installatdon
According to TTSFAS (2003), RCW growth rates documented during the 1990°s on Fort Stewart
and Camp Lajeme Marine Corps Base were among the hishest yet docnmentad in the shsence of
manslocation.  Projected populaton rends based on a recommended srowth rate of at least

5 percent per year are outlined at five-year intervals in USFWS (2003; Table 10). Fort Stewart
projects it will reach its TRR(G (350 PBAGs) i the breeding season of 2000 (May 2, 2008, BA).
This projection is stll shead of the expected 2010 population size of 345 active clusters (USFWS
23], a member 55 clasters shy of the minimal estimate (400 clusters) thought to equal 350
PEGs.

ENVIRONMENTAL BASFIINE

Statns of the species within the Acfion Area (44)

Within the action area, there are carrently five active RCW chisters (clusters 4724, 26, 169, 1985,
and 209, oo of which {chasters 160 and 195) will be direcily impacted by the project. RCW
chaster 424 used to be two separate sroups ut becams one group in 2007 with one pair of hinds;
and they nestad in 2007 bat prodoced no fledelings. Closter 26 has besn active since 1994, but
has not been monitored o the past couple of years; they had nested nearly every vear up mibl
2005, Clhaster 162 has been active since 1997 and had one breeding pair phas 2 helper in 2{07;
and mested each year since 2002, Cluster 195 has been actve since 2004 and had a potental
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breeding pair of birds m 2007 with noe helpers and did not nest. Chester 200 has been active since
1904 and in 2007 consisted of a breeding pair and one helper; produced nests fom 1904-10048,
1900-2005, and 2007,

B.CW populations on Fort Stewart increased at a rate of shou 5.5% frorm 1094 mnn] 2007

(Mlay 2, 2008, BA). Fort Stewarn expects to achieve recovery of its population in 2010, slightly
zhead of expected population rends outlined in the B.CW Becovery Plan (USFWS 2003).

Factors affecting species” environment in the A4

Fort Stewart conprises 279,270 acres, the majority of which were acquired during 1941 and
1945 from individnal landowners (FSHAA 7001). Althongh slight bommdary adiustments
oooured within the first 20 years, there are no past or present State, ribal, local, or povate
actions affecting the species within the A4

The mstallation’s ESMP (FRHAA 2001 sets forth conservation goals, management actions and
prescrptions needad fo effectively manage for the BOW, which consists of commerrial thinming,
conro] of hardwood midstory, prescribed buming, native groumd cover re-establishment and
consenvation and regenerstion of longleaf pine. The AA hac had severs] of thess management
actions in the past, inchadine prescribe buming, midstory contrel, and commercial thinning, thus
improving the habitat for the BOW.

EFFECTS OF THE ACTION

Becausze of the emvironrmental due dilizence required of major, Federal construction projects; the
resuliant ight construction deadline:; and crifical raming need this Congressional by-fimdad
project will satisfy, this review is being performed wall in advance of the final construction
design. Thersfore, this opindon is bazed on the Anwy's assessment of 3 “Worse case scenanio™
relatve to the project’s potentisl inpact to federally-listed species.

Under Section 7{a)2) of tha ESA “effects of the action™ refers to the ditect and indirect affacts
of an action on the species, together with the effects of other activities that are interrelated or
interdependent with that acdon. The effects of the proposed action are added to the
envirommental baseline to detennine the firtare bazeline, which serves as the basis for the
determinations in this docenent. The Service has determined that there are no imberrelsted or
interdependent actons apart from the acton undsr consideratdon

Using the Foraging Mamix (Matrix), a detailed analysis of potential impacts to FCW was
performed by Fort Stewart in accordance with the Service’s May 5, 2005, memorandom entifled
“Implementation Procedures for Use of Foraging Habitst Guidelines snd Analysis of Project
Impacts mder the Bed-cockaded Woodpacker (Prcoides boreaiis) Pecovery plan: Secomd
mevirion ™ This analysis, which appears in Fort Stewart’s BA, examined project impacts at the
foraging partition, group, neizghborhood and popalaton levels.

The construction, operation snd maintenmee of the proposed IBTC cantonment ares will be a
long term permanent event that will divectly impact tvo active F2OW chisters located within the
project area (clusters 169 and 195). The cantonment area will be cleared resulting n the loss of
all cavity trees within these clusters, and most of the foraging habitat for these clnsters. The
foraging partitions of three other FICW chusters (424, 26, and 209) will be indirectly impacted

o
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by project constmaction; however, nome of the parfiions will be reduced post-project to below the
Manaped Stability Standard (May 2, 2008 BA).

Clear-cuiting of cavity Tees in active clusters will result in cluster sbandonment and the
dizzohition of the potential breading sroup (PEG) ocoupying that cluster. 4 PBG, as defined in
UEFWE (2003), consists of an adult male and adult female that ocompy the same cluster, with or
without helpers and whether or not the breeding pair afternpts to nest of successfully fladges
young. Though possible, it is highly unlikely that displaced FCOW groups will sbandon clusters
and disperse o a vacant termitory &5 a goup. Therefore, breeding vacancies, where there were
none, conld ocour post-project. These vacancies could Last for severs] years, lowering
reproducton in affected termitories until breeding vacancies become filled. Duanng the 2007
breeding season, PBGs were in residence in both clusters 169 and 195

RCWs displaced by the proposed project will be forced to seek out new termitories andor
breading vacancies. In genersl F.CWs exiubit high sunvival rates bt the costs of dispersal can
be high and compefition for suitable termitones or breeding vacancies is imense. For example,
breading females that disperse suffer higher mortality rates than those who remain in 2 group
(Dianiels and Walters 2000). Survival of RCWs durmg the first yesr is nmch lower than in
subsequent years and is inflnenced primarily by the number of birds dspersing and the mumbser
of availsble breeding vacancies (USFWS 2003). Dispersal of youmg birds and adult bresders
ooours namrally within F.OW populatons, and typically takes place just before or just afier the
breading season.

An PCOW Meighborhood Level Analysis was completed for this project and is more completely
described v the BA. The analysis fiund that the mean dispersal distance for Fort Stewart’s
F.CW population is 3,94 miles. Therefore, the dispersal neighborhood for this project is

306 miles from the boundary of the project area that encomipasses 38 active BCW clusters.
Drcpersal events have ooowmed across largs rangs openings on Fort Stewan, making it likely that
FCWs went around the openines in suitable forested habitat It is belisved that BECWs in the
proposed project neizhborhoed will slso disperse arommd the openings and confinme to move
effectively among snd bemween chisters, therefors thess 38 BXOW sroups will not be impacted by

In an sttempi fo minimize impacts to birds eocupying clusters 169 and 195, Fort Stewart wall
ranslocate FLCWS to recrudtment clusters in unocoupied habitat, subject to USFWS conoumence.
Techniques and benefits of ranslocation ame dsmssed in Carmie ef al. {19949).

Translocated birds can be paricularly valnerable during the wansport process. Injury or death
can ooour from the tme binds are placed in wansport boxes to the tme they ae emoved and
released into the recipient cavity tree. Such desth or injury results in a loss of potental bresders
or belpars in the vicinity of the proposed release site and the manslocation itself reduces the pool
of potential breeders and belpers in the vicinity of the donor (impact) site (Franezeb 10007

It is important oo mote that the majority of death if any, is expectad to ooour post-translocation.
Birds may die from exposure or predstion if after release they disperse back to their caphmre
territory (where habitat is severely degraded or no longer available) or become floaters [ie.,
never establish a new terTitory or eocupy a0 existing one, being forced to compete for roost
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cavities]. Dhspersal to a population outside the recipient population is also a possibility (Carmie et
al 1000,

Accomting for post translocaton death, however, is diffionlt because dead birds are never found
They simply remain unaccounted for, and are assomed dead unlsss mondtoring effores at the
ralease site or elsewhere doomnent the bird's presance,

Potential indivect affects (.2, noize, dust, maffic, etc ) cansed by the constmction, operston, and
mainfenance in the action area is not expected to adversely impact FACW populations due to the
existence of stable or increasing BOOW populations on similar landscapes for many years. A
study on the effect of noise on B.CW fecumdity (Delansy et al. 2002) demonstrated that
reproduction of BMCWs in or near noisy areas was not stafistically different from the reprodwction
of BCWs in more protecied habitats, A smdy of the effects of military manearver on the Fort
Stewart BCW populstion (Hayden et al. 2002) was inconclhesive.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cunmlate effects inclode the effects of firtore State, Tribal, local or private actions that are
reasonably certain to ecour in the actdon area considersd in this BO. Funre Fedaral actions that
are mmralarad to the proposed action are not considersd in this section becaise they require
separate consultation purswant toe section 7 of the Act.

Actions adjacent to Fort Stewart, sach as logging and clear-cutting operatons, wrban
development, and associated actvites, will all continne to reduce and degrade avalable habitst
for the RCW. However, there is no State or private land within the action area considered in this
consultation Consequently, the Service did not identify any State or private sctvities that are
reasonably certain to ocoour within the action ares that would constimte cummlative effects.

CONCLUSION

Afrer reviewing the corrent stanss of the RCW; the epvironmentz] baseline for the AA; the
effects of the proposed constuction, operation, and maintenance of the IBCT cantomment area,
and the cummalative effects, it is the Semice’s bielogical opinion that the project, as proposed, is
not likely to jeopardize the continmed existence of the RCW. Critical habitat for the F.CW has
not been designatsd: therefore none will be affectad.

INCIDENTAL TARFE STATEMENT

Section 9 of the Act and Federal repulations pursiant to section 4{d) of the Act prohibit the take
of endangerad and threatened species, respectively, without special exemption Take is defined
&5 1o harass, harm pursue, nmt, shoot, wound, kill, oap, caphare or collect, or atenpt to enzagze
in any such comdnct. Hanm is farther defined by the Service to inchade significant habitat
mindification or depradation that resuits in dsath ar injury to listed species by significantly
onpainng essantiz] behavioral patterns, inchading breeding, feeding, or sheltering. Harass is
defined by the Service as infentional or neglizent actons that create the likelihood of injury to
listed species to such an extant as to sipnificantly dismpt nommal behavior patterns which
imchade, bt are not lmited to, breeding, feeding or sheltering. Incidental take is defined as take
11
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that is incidental to, and not the purpese of carmying out an otherwise Lawdol activity. Under the
terms of section 7(0)(4) and sacton T{o)(2), mking that is incidental to, and not intendad as part
of the agency action is not considered to be a prohibited takimg under the Act, provided that such
taking is in complisnce with the tenms and conditions of this incdents] take statement.

The measures described below are non-discretionary, and nmst be undertaken by the DOA for
the exemption in section T(o2) to apply. The DOA has & continwing duty to regulate the
activity coversd by this incidental take statement If the DOA ails to assume and implemens the
terms and conditions, the protective coverage of section 7 (o2) may lapse. In order to monitor
the impact of incidental take Fort Stewart nmst report the progress of the acton and its impact
o the species to the Service as specified in the incidental take staterment  [50 CFE
§402.14(1)(31

AMOUNT OF. EXTENT OF TAKE ANTICTFATED

Fort Stewart anslyzed the impacts of the project in accordance with the Servica’s May 5, 2005,
memorandun entitled “Implementation Procedures for Use of Foraging Habitat Guidslines and
Amnalyzis of Project Impacts undear the Fed-cockaded Woodpecker (Picoider borealiz) Fecovery
plan Sacomd rnvizion.” Based on the results of this analysis, the Service anticipates the
incidental take in the form of harassment harm wound, kill, and or capoure of two active BCW
zronps (clusters 169 and 195), consisting of 5 birds (2 treeding pair plus one helper). This take
will resalt fom one or more of the following: loss in the form of bharm duoe to Loss of cavity mees
and foraging habitat from dmber clearing for project constction, loss in the form of harassment
of mansloecated birds that could eoour during the ransport process of due to forced changes in
normal behevior patterns such as breeding, feeding and/or sheltering, loss from harm woumnd,
kill, and capiure of trensporting birds conld also result, althowgh it is wlikely that all birds woald
be imjured or killed during wransport. MMost, if not all of the take will be assoctated with post-
manslocation dispersal. However, because dead birds are never found after manslocation,
quanfying mch take is impossible. Birds ars simply asoomed dead, if after release they remain
nnaccoumted for. Therefore, under the worse case scenanio, all ranslocated birds (e, 2 BOW
sronqs — 5 birds) will suffer mortality.

EFFECT OF THE TAKE

In the accompanying biological opinion, the Service determined that the anticipated level of
incidental take is not likely to result in jeopardy to the species.

EEASONARLE AND FEUDENT MEASURES (RFMA:=)

appropriste to minimize the impacts of incidental take.

{1 Establish 2 additional recmbmment chasters for maintsining demographic contimaity of the
local population, thereby minimiring the adverss mpacts of the imcidental take.

(2} Improve habitat conditions in BCW habitat swroumding the project area.

(3) To facilitate 8 more sconrate assessment of any funmre egvirommentzl baseline, Tack
incidental take of FICW ndividuals known to ocoupy clusters 169 and 195,

12
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TERMS AND CONDITIONS (TCx)

In order to be exenipt from probibitons of section ¥ of the Act, the Amay mmst comply with the

following terms and conditions, which implement the rezsonable and prudent measures described

abowve and ountline required reporting/ monitoring requirements. These tenms and condidons are

(1) [EPMI1)] Create two additional F.CW recnaimment clhsters as close as possible to the
proposed action area. Existing mmocoopied recrudoment clusters within 1.0 mile of the project
area can covmt towards this tofal. To prevent capiure by neighboring sroups, place
reuitment chosters no closer than 0.25 miles of an exdstng ocoupied cluster. To achieve
beneficial spatal arangement and density requirsments, soive to locate recnument clusters
within 2 miles and preferably no farther than 1 mile from existing or newly oeated
recuitment clusters (see EB, USFWS 2003).

{2y [BPM (2)] Conduct prescribed bumms at least once every 3 years, prefarably during the
Erowing season; conduct timber thinning operatdons and conduct momitornng actvities o
B.CW habitat sumrounding the project area to defermine the effectiveness of habitat
mEnagEment sctions. Examples of monitoring actvities to be conducted inchode inspecting
cavifies fo defermine activity stams, banding adult and nestling RCWs, and detenmiming

mmposmmrecmnnmdmm

(3) [RP‘-[{;-)] Color band all ECWs cooupying clusters 169 and 195 prior to impact. Mondtor
color-banded BUCWs post ranslocation.  Fecord movements (e.g | a5 determined by
confrmed presence in other FACW clusters) presence, and breeding status of color-banded
individuals during anrmal BCOW monitoring For 3 period of five years after range
constaction, provide apnus] reports o the Service’s Bronswick field ofSice.

Upon locating & dead, injured. or sick individnal of an endangered or threatensd species, inidal
notification nmst be mads to the Fish and Wildlife Service Law Enforcement Ciffice at Atlanta
Georgia. Additional notification nmst be made o the Brunswick Fish and Wildlife Service
Ecological Services Field Office at 4270 Norwich Sireet, Bimswick, Georgia 31520, Care
should be taken in handling sick or injured individuals and in the preservation of specimens in
the best possible state for later analysis of canse of death or injury.

These reasonsble and prudent measwres, with their inplementing temms and conditons, are
desizned fo minimize the impact of incidents] take that might otheraise result from the proposad
action The Service belisves that no more than maro BCW zroups (five birds), will be incidentally
taken If dunng the course of the action, this level of incidental take is exceeded. mch
incidental take represents new information regquiring reinitiatdon of consultation and review of
the rezsonsble and pmdent measures provided  The Fedaral agency must imrnediztaly provide
an explanaton of the causes of the taling, and review with the Service the need for possible
mopdification of the reasonsble and pradent measures.

CONSERVATION REECOMMENDATIONS

Section T(a)1) of the Act directs Federal agancies to wilize their mithorities to firther the
purposes of the Ad by camying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and
threstened species. Conservation reconunendations are discrefionary agency activities to
minimize or avoid adverse efects of a proposed action on a listed species or critical habitat, to
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help implement recovery plans, or to develop informaton We recommend implementation of
the following conservation reconmendation: assist private landowners adjacent to Fort Stewart
in restoring native longleaf pine habitats for the benafit of wildlife species that ufilize these
habitats, such as the RCW.

EEINITIATION NOTICE

This conchades formal consultation on the action outlined in the May 2, 2008, request. As
provided in 50 CFE. §402.16, reinittatdon of formal consultagen is required where discret onary
Amy involvement or control over the action has bean ratained (or is anthorized by law) and if
(1) the smonmt of incidental taks is exceedad; (2) new information reveals effects of the ageacy
arction that may affect listed species in 8 manner or b an extent not considered in this opimion;
(3} the agency action is subseqguently modified in 8 mannar that canses an effect to the listed
species not considered in this opinion; or, (4) 2 new species is hsted or cotical habitat designated
that may be affected by the action. In instances where the smownt or extent of incidental take is
enceeded, any operation causing such taike mnst cease pending reinitiation of consaltation

The Service spprecistes the cooperation of Fort Stewan personnel duning this consultation. We
would like to contnoue working with you and your staff reganding construction, operation and
maintenance of the IBCT cantonment sres.  For further coordination pleass contact staff
biclogist Fobert Brooks at (912) 265-0334.

Sincerely,

Sandra 5. Tucker
Field Superisor

[ g file

FW5, ES, Brunswick, GA

FWs, ES, Tackson, M5 (RCW Coordinator)
Fs, B0, ES, Atlanra, GA&
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Eecommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) to assist in meeting the Total
Mazimum Draily Leads National Pollntant Discharge Elimination System (NFDES)
Constrocton Stormwater Permitting Fequirements

NPDES Permitting Stormwater Discharges Associated
with Construction Activity-Stand Alone Projects

PART lIl. SPECIAL CONDITIONS, MANAGEMENT PRACTICES, PERMIT
VIOLATIONS AND OTHER LIMITATIONS

C. Discharges into, or within One Mile Upstream of and within the Same
Watershed as, Any Portion of a Biota Impaired Stream Segment.

For construction activities, where the NOI was submitted within 30 days after the
effective date of this permit {1 AUG 0B}, the requirements of Part I1.C. of this permit are
not applicable.

Any pemmittee who intends to obtain coverage under this permit for stormmwater
discharges associated with construction activity inte an Impaired Stream Segment, or
within one (1) linear mile upstream of and within the same watershed as, any portion of
an Impaired Stream Segment identified a5 “not supporting” its designated use{s), as
shiown on Georgia's 2008 and subsequent “305(b)203(d) List Docurnents (Final)™ at the
time of MO submittal, must satisfy the requirements of Part ILLC. of this penmit if the
Impaired Stream Segment has been listed for criteria viclated, “Bio F~ (Impaired Fish
Community} and’or “Bio M™ (Impaired Macroinvertebrate Community), within Categony
4a, 4b or &, and the potential cause is sither "MP” (nonpeoint sourcs) or “UR" (wiban
runicff). Those dischanges that are lecated within one (1) linear mile of an Impaired
Sirearmn Segment. but are not kocated within the watershed of any portion of that stream
segment, are excheded from this requirement. Geongia's 2008 and subsequent
305(b)303(d} List Documents (Final]™ can b= viewed on the EPD website,
www.gacepd.erg/Documents /3050, hirnl.

1. If a Total Maxirmum Daily Load (TMDL) Implementation Plan for sediment has been
finalized at least six (6) months pricr to the permittee’s submittal of the MO, the Erosion,
Sedimentation and Pollution Control Plan (Plan) must address any site-specific
conditions or requirements induded in the TMDL Implementation Plan that ars
applicable to the pemmitiee's dischange(s) to the Impaired Stream Segment within the
timeframe specified in the TMOL Implementation Plan. If the TMOL Implementation Plan
establishes a specific numeric Wasteload allocation that applies to a permittes’s
discharmge(s) to the Impaired Stream Segment. then the permittee must incorporate that
allocation inbo the Erosion, Sedimentation and Pollution Contrel Plan and implemsent all
necessary measures to meet that allocaton. A list of TMOL Implermentation Plans can
be viewed on the EPD website, wyww gaepd org.

2. In order to ensure that the permittes’s dischange(s) do not cause or contmbute to 3
viclation of State water quality standards, the Plan mast include at least fouwr (4) of the
following best management practices (BMPs) for those areas of the site which discharge
intey or within one (1) lnear mile upstream and within the same watershed as the
Impaired Stream Segment
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Eecommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) to assist in meeting the Total
Mazimum Draily Leads National Pollntant Discharge Elimination System (NFDES)
Constrocton Stormwater Permitting Fequirements

MOTE: To assist in meeting this permit reguirement, Natural Resources Consenation
Senvice (MRCS) and the DPW Enmvironmental Prevention & C iance Branch at Fort
StewartHAAF, recommend utilizing 4 of the 10 ﬂ BMPs from the
NPDES Constructon Pemit list (below) "

ring construction activities, double the width of the 25 foot undisturbed vegetated
er along 3l State waters requiring a buffer and the 50 foot undistubed wegetated
buffer along all
State waters dassfied as “trout streams™ requining & buffer. During construction
activities, EPD will not grant variances to any such buffers that are inereased in width
pursuant to this section.

.n-:naased temporary sediment basins and retrofitted stomm water management
basins to prowide sedment storage of at least 2600 cubie feet (134 cubic yards) per acre
drained.

. Use baffies in all temporary sediment basins and retrofitted stormwater management
basins to at least doulble the conventicnal flow path length to the outlet structure.

@Pace a large sign (minimum 4 feet x 3 feet) on the site visible from the roadway
identifying the
construction site, the pemmittee(s). and the contact personfs) and telephone numberis).

. Use anicnic polyacrylamide (PAM) andfor mulch to stabilize areas left disturibed for
maore than seven (7] calendar days in accordance with Fart 111D, 1. of this permit.

f. Conduct turbidity and Total Suspended Solids (TS5) sampling after every rain event of
0.5 inch or greater within any 24 hour pericd, recognizing the exceptions specfied in
Part W.D.6.d. of this pemit.

g. Comply with the applicable end-of-pipe turbidity effluent limit. without the "BMP
defense” as provided for in OLC.GA 12-T-8(al1).

L imit the total planned site disturbance to less than 50% impervious surfaces
[excluding any State mandated buffer areas from such calculations).

i. Limnit the amount of area disturbed at any one time to no greater than 25 acres or 500
of the total planned site, whichever is less.

j- Use "Dirt I techniques to model and manage stom water runof (2.9, seep bams,
sand filters,
anionic PAM), available on the EPD website, waww.gaspd_org.

k. Add appropriate onganie soil amendments (2.9, compost) and conduct pre- and post-
construction soil sampding to a depth of 8 [six) inches to document improved levels of
soil carben after final stabilization of the constrection site.

BUse mulch filter berms, in addition to a silt fence, on the site perimeter wherever
stomsater may be discharged.
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Eecommended Best Management Practices (BMPs) to assist in meeting the Total
Mazimum Draily Leads National Pollntant Discharge Elimination System (NFDES)
Constrocton Stormwater Permitting Fequirements

m. Apply the appropriate Georgia Department of Transperiation approved erosion
control matting or blankets or bonded Sber matrix to all slopes steeper than 3:1.

fllUse appropriate erosion control matting or biankets instead of concrete in construction
storm water ditches and storm drainages designed for a 25 year, 24 howr rainfall event.

o. Use anicnic PAM under a passive dosing method (e.g., flocculant blocks) within
construction stomm water ditches and storm drainages that feed into temporary sediment
basins and retroftied

management basins.

Plinstall sed for a minimum 20 foot width, in lieu of seeding, along the site perimeter
wherever stormwater may be discharged.

. Use a surface draining skimmer designed to drain temporary sediment basins and
retrofitted stommeater management basins ower a minimum three (3} day penod.

ficertified persennel shall conduct inspections at least twice every seven (7] calendar
days and within 24 howrs of the end of the storm that is 0.5 inches rainfall or greater in
accordance with PartV.D.4.a.(2). (a) — (c) of this pemmit.

Ellapply the appropriate compost blankets {minimum depth 1.5 inches) to protect soi
surfaces untl wegetation is established during the final stabilization phase of the
construction activity.

Buse altemative BMPs whose performance has been documented to be superior o
conventional

EMP's as certified by a Design Professional {unless disapproved by EPD or the State
Sioil and Water Conservation Commission). ™

"Ulirmately, it is up bo the Designer to determine which BMPs to utilize for each particular
project site, but Designers will need to select 4 out of the 21 listed BMP's from the
NPDES Construction Permit and incorporate the 4 selected BMPs into the Ercsion &
Sedimentation Pollution Contrel Plan for compliance.

"*For example FS/HAAF require dry detenBion ws. wet retention ponds; reference
Engineening Palicy Lettar #10 and the dry detention pond specifications dated 18 APR
0Og.

For questions or any additional information reganding this permit requinment, please
contact POCs Mr. James Freeman-NRCS (B12) TET-TB20 or Mr. Russall Moncrief-
Envircnmental PACE (212) T67-0271

78



APPENDIX D

Regulatory Coordination and Consultation
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" GEORGIA

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

COASTAL RESOURCES DIVISION

MARK WILLIAMS A.G. 'SPUD' WOODWARD
COMMISSIONER DIRECTOR

November 23, 2011

Ms. Melissa B. Kendrick

Fort Stewart Directorate of Public Works
Environmental Division

1587 Frank Cochran Drive

Fort Stewart, Georgia 31314

RE: Consistency Determination for DEA/DFONSI for Construction, Operation and
Maintenance of a Military Working Dog Complex, Fort Stewart, Liberty County, Georgia

Dear Ms. Kendrick:

Staff of the Coastal Management Program has reviewed your undated letter received November
7, 2011 along with the attached Draft Environmental Assessment and Draft Findings of No
Significant Impact on the above referenced subject. The proposed action includes construction
and maintenance of a military working dog complex that will house 14 dogs. The existing
complex will be demolished because it does not meet health and safety codes. The new complex
will be constructed on the base and will not impact any freshwater wetlands.

The Program concurs with your consistency determination. This determination ensures that the
proposed project has been designed to comply to the maximum extent practicable with the

applicable enforceable policies of the Georgia Coastal Management Program.

Please feel free to contact Kelie Moore or me if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely,

A.G. “Spud” Woodward
Director

SW/km

ONE CONSERVATION WAY | BRUNSWICK, GEORGIA 31520-8686
912.264.7218 | FAX 912.262.3143 | WWW.COASTALGADNR.ORG



OFFICE OF PLANNING AND BUDGET

Nathan Deal Debbie Dlugolenski Alford
Governor Director

GEORGIA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE MEMORANDUM
EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372 REVIEW PROCESS

TO: Melissa Kendrick
DPW-Environmental Div.
Dept. of the Army

FROM: Barbara Jackson %
Georgia State Clearinghouse

DATE: 11/30/2011

PROJECT: Draft EA/Draft FONSI: Construction, Operation and Maintenance of a Military
Working Dog (MWD) Complex at Fort Stewart, GA

STATEID: GA111108001

The applicant/sponsor coordinated directly with DNR's Wildlife Resources Division and
DNR’s Historic Preservation Division, two of our state reviewers for this type project.

The State level review of the above-referenced proposal has been completed, and the
proposal found to be consistent with those state or regional goals, policies, plans, fiscal resources,
criteria for Developments of Regional Impact (DRI), environmental impacts, federal executive
orders, acts and/or rules and regulations with which the state is concerned.

/bj
Enc.: DNR/EPD, Nov. 22, 2011
GFC, Nov. 29, 2011
'/{c: Amber Franks

Form NCC
Oct. 2008

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER
Office: 404-656-3855 270 Washington Street, S.W., Atlanta, Georgia 30334 Fax: 770-344-3568




GA Voicemail Fax
" D Remote ID: R page of

GEORGIA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE MEMORANDUM
EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372 REVIEW PROCESS

TO: Barbara Jackson
Georgia State Clearinghouse
270 Washington Street, SW, Eighth Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30334

A",‘ /7
/‘ 7y

FROM: MR F.ALLEN BARNES/. ]j o Toeiziwa

GA DNR-EPD DIRECTOR'S OF ICE
APPLICANT: Dept. of the Army - Fort Stewart, GA
PROJECT: Draft EA/Draft FONSI: Construction, Operation and Maintenance of a Military

Working Dog (MWD) Complex at Fort Stewart, GA
STATE ID: GA111108001
FEDERAL ID:
DATE:

This project is considered to be consistent with those state or regional goals, policies, plans,
fiscal resources, criteria for developments of regional impact, environmental impacts, federal
executive orders, acts and/or rules and regulations with which this organization is concerned.

This project is not consistent with:

O The goals, plans, policies, or fiscal resources with which this organization is
concerned. (Line through inappropriate word(s) and prepare a statement that explains
the rationale for the inconsistency. (Additional pages may be used for outlining the
inconsistencies. Be sure to put the GA State ID no. and any Federal ID no. on all pages).

O The criteria for developments of regional impact, federal executive orders, acts and/or
rules and regulations administered by your agency. Negative environmental impacts
or provision for protection of the environment should be pointed out. (Additional pages
may be used for outlining the inconsistencies. Be sure to put the GA State ID no. and"
any Federal ID no. on all pages). -

O This project does not impact upon the activities of the organization.

NOTE: Should you decide to FAX
this form (and any attached pages),

it is not necessary to mail the ' ﬁ@@?%@iﬁﬁ Form SC-3

originals to us. [170-344-3568] - : NOV 29 201 Aug, 2011

gw,y"qx‘ e X

et ik 5@%
gTATE GLES »«%MN@H@%}SE



GA Voicemail Fax

D Remote ID: R page of
GEORGIJA STATE CLEARINGHOUSE MEMORANDUM
EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372 REVIEW PROCESS

TO:; Barbara Jackson
Georgia State Clearinghouse
270 Washington Street, SW, Eighth Floor
Atlanta, Georgia 30334 ‘ -

FROM: MR. DAN GARY
GEORGIA FORESTRY COMMISSION

APPLICANT: Dept. of the Army - Fort Stewart, GA.

PROJECT: Draft EA/Draft FONSI: Construction, Operation and Maintenance of a Mllltary
Working Dog (MWD) Complex at Fort Stewart, GA

STATE ID: GA111108001

FEDERAL ID:

DATE: L-a9- 30|t

] This project is considered to be consistent with those state or regional goals, policies, plans,
fiscal resources, criteria for developments of regional impact, environmental impacts, federal
executive orders, acts and/or rules and regulations with which this organization is concerned.

This project is not consistent with:

O The goals, plans, policies, or fiscal resources with which this organization is
concerned, (Line through inappropriate word(s) and prepare a statement that explains
the rationale for the inconsistency. (Additional pages may be used for outlining the
inconsistencies. Be gure 10 put the GA State ID no. and any Federal ID no. on all pages).

O The criteria for developments of regional impact, federal executive orders, acts and/or
rules and regulations administered by your agency. Negative environmental impacts
or provision for protection of the environment should be pointed out. (Additional pages
may be used for outlining the inconsistencies. Be sure to put the GA State ID no. and
any Federal ID no. on all pages).

[~ This project does not impact upon the activities of the organization.

NOTE: Should you decide to FAX
this form (and any attached pages),
it Is pot necessary to mail the _ , Form SC-3
originals to us. [7170-344-3568] . Aug. 2011




AFFIDAVIT OF PUBLICATION
SAVANNAH MORNING NEWS
STATE OF GEORGIA
COUNTY OF CHATHAM

Personally appeared before me, Alaina Fincher, to me known, who
being sworn, deposes and says:

That she is the Obituary/Legal Clerk for Southeastern Newspaper
Corporation, a Georgia corporation, doing business in Chatham County, GA,
under the trade name of Savannah Morning News, a daily newspaper
published in said county;

That he is authorized to make affidavits of publication on behalf of
said published corporation;

That said newspaper is of general circulation in said county and in the
area adjacent thereto; :

That he has reviewed the regular editions of the Savannah Morning
News, published on:

Nov. T , 2011 ,2011,

, 2011, , 2011,
and finds that the following advertisement, to-wit:

%M

Appeared in each of said editions. , (Deponent)
Sworn to and subscribed before me

This [ 8 day of /2024, 2011 &mm q @WQ%

Notary Rﬁblio, Chatt4m County, Ga.

EUGENE J. CRONK
Notary Public, Chatham County, GA
My Commission Expire January 25, 2014
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Workmg Dog (MWD). Complex
ot Fort S‘I'ewuri, Georgla

The U.S, Armv proposes to
construct, operate, and maintain a
new MWD Complex on Fort
Stewart to'accommoddate the living

and.training needs: of: 1he.MWDs of

E The
complex will |nc ude an
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support.the current and: futore
MWD:-mission due to inadequate
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the existing focilities is therefore
universal to:each action
alternative;:as:is:use of borrow
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