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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 385th Military Police (MP) Battalion (BN) of the 3rd 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 3rd 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 II:  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 III: 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 16th Street.  Work at this 
site will utilize an existing dirt access road.  

 
4.0 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 
 

Ѳ = no impact    = negligible   = minor    = moderate    = Meets TLS    

Type of Impact 
Alternative I 
(No Action) 

Alternative II 
(Preferred) 

Alternative III 
 

Surface Water 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative    

Floodplains 
Direct / Indirect Ѳ  Ѳ 

Cumulative Ѳ Ѳ Ѳ 
Stormwater Conveyance Systems 

Direct / Indirect    

 
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.   
 

Health and Safety 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative   Ѳ 

Land Use 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative    
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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 Military Police 

 
MWD Military Working Dog 
 
NEPA  National Environmental Policy Act 

 
NOI  Notice of Intent 

 
NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
 
NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service 

 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration Act 

 
H&S Health and Safety 

 
PPRFFA Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future 
  Actions 

 
ROI Region of Influence 

 
SPCC  Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure 

 
SWP3 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 
 
TLS Threshold Level of Significance 

 
USDA United States Department of Agriculture 

 
UXO Unexploded Ordnance 

 
WQA 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 3rd Infantry Division, which currently consists of three Heavy 
Brigade Combat Teams (HBCTs) (one HBCT of the 3rd 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 385th Military Police 
(MP) Battalion (BN) of the 3rd 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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Figure 1-1: Fort Stewart and Hunter Army Airfield Location Map 
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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,  
l  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 (II and III), 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 (I) 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 (385th 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 

– A site consisting of 10-14 acres for construction of required facilities 
– A site compatible with adjacent land uses 
– A site capable of accommodating future growth 
– A site 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.  

• 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.  

• 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.  

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

• 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.   

• 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 II:  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 III: 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 16th Street.  Work at this 
site will utilize an existing dirt access road.   Alternative III 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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Figure 2-2 - Alternative I: No Action 
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Figure 2-3 - Alternative II: Highway 144 East Location 
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Figure 2-4 - Alternative III: Harmon Avenue Location 
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2.5 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 385th 
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-

http://www.stewart.army.mil/dpw/EN_Downloads.asp
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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. 
• 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 II 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 4th Infantry Brigade Combat Team Complex.  A copy of this BO 
is available for review at Appendix B.  The Alternative I (No Action) and II (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 

 
Ѳ = no impact    = negligible   = minor    = moderate    = Meets TLS    

Type of Impact 
Alternative I 
(No Action) 

Alternative II 
(Preferred) 

Alternative III 
 

Surface Water 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative    

Floodplains 
Direct / Indirect Ѳ  Ѳ 

Cumulative Ѳ Ѳ Ѳ 
Stormwater Conveyance Systems 

Direct / Indirect      
Cumulative  Ѳ Ѳ 

 
 
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. 
 

Health and Safety 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative   Ѳ 

Land Use 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative    
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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.       
 

http://www.legis.state.ga.us/cgi-bin/gl_codes_detail.pl?code=12-5-20
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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 II: 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 III:  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 
II. 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 II.  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 



 
 

38 
 

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 II: 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: 
 

• Department of Defense (DoD) Directive 4715.1E, Environment, Safety, and 
Occupational Health (available at 
http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/47150p.pdf0; 

• DoD 6055.0-STD, DoD Ammunition and Explosives Safety Standards (available at 
http://www.ddesb.pentagon.mil/2008-02-
DoD6055.09STDDoDAmmunitionandExplosivesSafetyStandards.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 III: 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.  In the 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.   

http://www.dtic.mil/whs/directives/corres/pdf/47150p.pdf0
http://www.ddesb.pentagon.mil/2008-02-DoD6055.09STDDoDAmmunitionandExplosivesSafetyStandards.pdf
http://www.ddesb.pentagon.mil/2008-02-DoD6055.09STDDoDAmmunitionandExplosivesSafetyStandards.pdf
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TLS.  The TLS for Land Use is met if one or both of the following occurs: 

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

• 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 II: 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 4th 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 I). 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 III: 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 
 

4.1 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, II, and III.  
There are also no cumulative impacts analyses provided for stormwater conveyance systems 
under Alternatives II and III, as well as for Health and Safety under Alternative III, 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.   

• 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; 

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

•  Future construction includes 10th Engineering Battalion Facilities, GA Highway 144 
Widening, and GA Highway 144 Bypass.   
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Figure 4-1 –ROI Map for MWD Complex 
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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 I 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 II: 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 10th 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 III: Harmon Avenue Location 
Surface Waters. Alternative III 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, II, and III 
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, II, and III 
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 
 

Ѳ = no impact    = negligible   = minor    = moderate    = Meets TLS    

Type of Impact 
Alternative I 
(No Action) 

Alternative II 
(Preferred) 

Alternative III 
 

Surface Waters 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative    

Floodplains 
Direct / Indirect Ѳ  Ѳ 

Cumulative Ѳ Ѳ Ѳ 
Stormwater Conveyance Systems 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative  Ѳ Ѳ 

 

Health and Safety 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative Ѳ Ѳ Ѳ 

Land Use 

Direct / Indirect    
Cumulative    
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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 II 
(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 II.  The footprint of Alternative I (No Action) and 
Alternative II (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 
II (Highway 144 East) and Alternative III (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 I location (WAAF) and Alternative III 
locations (Harmon Avenue). Through design efforts, the access road leading from Georgia 
Highway 144 to the Alternative II 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 I (WAAF) and III (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 II 
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 II and III will tie into existing 
systems, which have the capacity to support the additional load. The Alternative I 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 
 
4th Infantry Brigade Combat Team Complex, 
 
Fort Stewart, Georgia 
 
 
_____________________________________________________________________
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National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System  
 
Best Management Practices 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 



 
 

76 
 

 1 



 
 

77 
 

1 



 
 

78 
 



 
 

79 
 

 
 
 
 

 

APPENDIX D 
 
Regulatory Coordination and Consultation 
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